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Preface 

This report presents the results of the interim evaluation of the Youth in Action 
Programme. It sets out the progress of the Programme and the experiences of 
beneficiaries and stakeholders. It offers recommended actions to improve the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the current Programme, and helps develop interventions 
for the next programming period.  
 
This evaluation was conducted by ECOTEC/ECORYS. In addition to the core-team, 
country correspondents were involved in the country case studies. The opinions expressed 
in this report are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views held by the 
European Commission or National Agencies responsible for managing the Programme. 
 
In answering the evaluation questions, a wide variety of activities were undertaken by the 
evaluation team. These could not have been performed without the willingness to 
participate of many young people, youth workers, and staff members of youth 
organisations, national agencies, national authorities and the Education, Audiovisual and 
Culture Executive Agency. We thank them all for their cooperation in the evaluation. 
 
Furthermore, the evaluation team wishes to thank the staff of the Commission involved in 
this evaluation who provided us with all the necessary information and support. Lastly, 
we would like to thank the members of the Steering Committee for their valuable 
comments. 
 
We sincerely hope that the results of this evaluation contribute to further improvements in 
the Youth in Action Programme and that it lays a sound basis for the next programming 
period. 
 
Rotterdam, February 2011 
 
The Evaluation Team 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

This report presents the findings of the interim evaluation of the Youth in Action (YiA) 
Programme. 
 
The Programme consists of the following Actions: 
Action 1: Youth for Europe 
Action 2: European Voluntary Service 
Action 3: Youth in the World 
Action 4: Youth Support Systems 
Action 5: Support for European Cooperation in the Youth Field  
 
The target groups are young people, youth organisations and youth workers. All member 
states of the European Union can participate, as well as countries of the European Free 
Trade Association (EFTA) which are members of the European Economic Area (EEA): 
Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway and countries which are candidates for accession to the 
European Union (Turkey)1. Furthermore, Youth in Action supports cooperation between 
these ‘Programme Countries’, the ‘Neighbouring Partner Countries of the EU’ and 
several ‘Other Partner Countries of the world’. 
 
The ultimate responsibility for the Programme lies with the European Commission. The 
Programme is implemented through centralized strands which are managed mostly by the 
Education, Culture & Audiovisual Executive Agency and decentralized strands, managed 
by National Agencies within Programme Countries. Other bodies involved in the 
Programme implementation are the Support for Advances Learning and Training 
Opportunities (SALTO) and Eurodesks. 
 
 

Purpose of the evaluation and methodological approach 

The aims of this evaluation are:  
 Provide an assessment of the Youth in Action Programme according to evaluation 

questions in the Terms of Reference. 
 Provide an analysis and synthesis of the National Reports. 
 Provide recommendations on a) how Programme design can be strengthened for the 

successor Programme, and b) how implementation during the remainder of the 
current Programme period can be improved. 

 
                                                      
1  The listing of Programme Countries is valid for the time span of this evaluation (2007-2009). 
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The main evaluation criteria used are: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and 
sustainability of the Youth in Action Programme.  
 
The evaluation consisted of the following evaluation activities (December 2009 to 
December 2010):  
 Reconstruction of the intervention logic. 
 Set up of a criteria table. 
 Analysis of monitoring data. 
 Desk research. 
 Interviews with: National Agencies (NAs), National Authorities, youth 

organisations, youth workers, Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency 
(EACEA), the European Commission (EC), SALTO and umbrella youth 
organisations. 

 Five focus groups with young people. 
 Online questionnaires amongst participating young people and a questionnaire 

amongst non participating young people (control group). 
 Analysis of the existing Commission survey among young participants, youth 

organisations and youth workers. 
 Synthesis of National Reports. 
 Analysis phase. 
 Final reporting. 

 
The evaluation concentrated on the decentralised (sub)-Actions and paid less attention to 
the centralised Actions. As a consequence, most of the interviewees and groups targeted 
by the questionnaires relate to the decentralised (sub)-Actions. In several cases, this focus 
influences the outcomes of the evaluation, especially in relation to opinions on relevance. 
Also, the effectiveness and efficiency of the centralised Actions has not been explored in 
depth, with the exception of sub-Action 4.6 Partnerships. When reading this report, this 
focus should be taken into consideration. 
 
The sample for the EC questionnaire and the ECORYS questionnaire is representative of 
the group as a whole. For the non-participants, it should be taken into account that this 
questionnaire used a selection of countries (the country case countries), but that this is 
still seen as representative for the decentralised Actions.  
 
As the interviews cover almost all NAs, the outcomes are representative. When 
interpreting interviews with the National Authorities, organisations and youth workers, 
these cover country case studies only. Again, it is considered that the outcomes are 
representative as the selection is spread across Europe.  
 
The outcomes of the focus groups with young people are only illustrative, as they cover a 
small proportion of the total population of participating youth.  
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Results 

Intervention logic 

The intervention logic has improved in comparison to the previous YOUTH Programme. 
However, the Programme shows weaknesses and a lack of coherence in the inter-linkages 
between the hierarchy of objectives and between the objectives and (sub-)Actions.  
 
Given that the specific objectives differ in scope (some are broad others more specific), 
there are opportunities to group and revise the objectives. Furthermore, linking the 
indicators to specific objectives and (sub-) Actions would allow for better monitoring and 
measurement of effectiveness. 
 
The 26 specific objectives under the five general objectives, four permanent priorities and 
annual priorities, aims per Action and many sub-Actions do not help the readability of the 
Programme. The Programme loses some focus and internal coherence as a result.  
 
 
Relevance 

The YiA Programme is well embedded in the wider EU strategies and policy objectives 
that were in place at the time of developing the Programme. Furthermore, the YiA 
Programme is generally complementary to other EU programmes and to national 
initiatives, although there is some variation between countries. 
 
In relation to the needs of the target groups, the results are also positive. The Programme 
is relevant to the needs of young people. The problem analysis made for YiA is still valid, 
and the employability needs are becoming more important. For youth workers, YiA 
remains relevant as it contributes to the further strengthening of quality in youth work and 
its recognition, as well as the quality of the non-formal learning opportunities. There are 
different opinions as to whether the Programme should focus more on youth 
organisations and youth workers to be more effective. However, the possibilities for more 
young people in participating in YiA through a multiplier by increased focus on youth 
workers and youth organisations seem limited.  
 
 
Effectiveness and sustainability 

YiA is successful in achieving objectives regarding young people. The Programme also 
achieves the objectives regarding youth workers and young people with fewer 
opportunities are actively targeted. Although all Actions contribute to YiA objectives, 
there are differences in the extent to which the different sub-Actions contribute to 
different objectives.  
 
Youthpass is a useful tool in defining and scoping learning activities and objectives. It is 
potentially also a useful instrument to improve chances in the labour market, but for this, 
an increase in visibility, awareness and recognition of this relatively new tool is needed. 
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The influence of the Programme on national legislation is limited, but is greater in 
relation to national youth policy and practice. 
There is evidence that YiA has broader societal impacts and effects beyond non-formal 
learning and youth work. These impacts relate to personal confidence, widening social 
networks, and future participation in related activities.  
 
The YiA Programme contributes to the objectives of the White Paper and the European 
Youth Pact. Furthermore, YiA contributes to improving the key competences for lifelong 
learning and interest in pursuing formal, non-formal, vocational education.  
 
YiA ultimately reaches a limited proportion of the total youth population and there is 
room for improvement in the visibility of the Programme.  
 
YiA has a sustainable impact on participants and youth workers in terms of participating 
in events after their participation in the Programme, including continued work for NGOs 
and increased mobility. Sustainability in terms of partnerships and networks varies, whilst 
networks of young people appear to be more sustainable.  
 
YiA is important in terms of continuing YiA-type activities. If YiA is reduced or 
terminated, it is felt that activities will probably not be financially supported by other 
sources. Possibilities for increasing the co-financing level in the current economic climate 
are considered to be difficult which does not mean that no effort should be put into 
increasing the level of co-financing. 
 
 
Efficiency  
The Programme is on track in terms of spending. The high absorption rate and the strong 
increase in the number of grant requests submitted show that there is interest across 
different Actions. 
 
At first sight, management costs of the Programme as a whole appear relatively high. 
However, an explanation for these higher costs is that the Programme, according to the 
legal basis, insists on the choice of supporting small scale projects, furthermore, it 
involves a high proportion of inexperienced grass root youth organisations who are often 
applying for the first time.  
 
The division of budget is appropriate and there is some flexibility for the NAs to shift 
budget between sub-Actions, so that allocations are adapted to actual needs.  
 
Although the division of tasks is clear, youth organisations and NAs both experience a 
relatively high administrative burden. In general, the NAs consider themselves to be 
sufficiently staffed for the tasks, although most NAs would like to accomplish more and 
would welcome more staff and means. In general, the application process appears 
efficient.  
 
The management tools have been considerably improved when compared to the previous 
YOUTH Programme. YouthLink has also been improved, but there is still scope for 
improvement. 
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There is high participant satisfaction and the implementation structures are considered to 
be efficient. 
 
 

Recommendations 

These results lead to the following recommendations: 
1. Improve and streamline the rationale of a future programme and create more 

measurable indicators regarding the results of the programme. 
2. Consider an increased focus on employability for the next generation programme, 

taking into account the complementarity to other programmes. 
3. Keep the mix of support to youth organisations and youth workers and direct grants 

for young people. 
4. Further promote Youthpass. 
5. Better promote and define the costs covered for ‘youth with fewer opportunities’. 
6. Improve the targeting of youth, via additional communication strategies. 
7. Consider measures and improvements to reduce the administrative burden and 

possibly management costs. Reduce the administrative burden for applicants. 
8. Improve the monitoring system (YouthLink) and establish a user-group that provides 

input on the needs and design of the system. 
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Document de synthèse 

Avant-propos 

Le présent rapport fournit les résultats de l’évaluation intermédiaire du Programme 
Européen Jeunesse en Action (JeA).  
 
Le Programme prévoit les actions suivantes: 
Action 1: Jeunesse pour l’Europe 
Action 2: Service volontaire européen 
Action 3: Jeunesse dans le monde 
Action 4: Systèmes d'appui à la jeunesse 
Action 5: Soutien à la coopération européenne dans le secteur de la jeunesse  
 
Les groupes cibles sont les jeunes, les organisations pour la jeunesse et les personnes et 
organisations œuvrant dans le secteur de la jeunesse. Tous les États membres de l’Union 
européenne peuvent y participer, ainsi que les pays de l’Association européenne de libre-
échange (AELE) qui sont membres de l’Espace économique européen (EEE): Islande, 
Liechtenstein, Norvège et les pays candidats à l’accession à l’Union européenne 
(Turquie)2. En outre, Jeunesse en Action soutient une coopération entre ces ‘pays du 
Programme’, les ‘pays partenaires voisins de l’UE’ et plusieurs ‘autres pays partenaires 
dans le monde’. 
 
La Commission européenne porte la responsabilité définitive du Programme. Le 
Programme est mis en œuvre par le biais de divisions centralisées, gérées principalement 
par l'Agence exécutive pour l’éducation, l'audiovisuel et la culture (EACEA), ainsi que 
par des divisions décentralisées et gérées par des agences nationales au sein des pays du 
Programme. D’autres instituts sont également impliqués dans la mise en œuvre du 
Programme : le centre de soutien et opportunités de formation et d'apprentissage avancées 
(SALTO) et les Eurodesks. 
 
 

Objectifs de l’évaluation et approche méthodologique 

Cette évaluation vise trois objectifs : 
 Fournir une évaluation du Programme Jeunesse en Action conformément aux 

questions d’évaluation établies dans les Conditions de référence. 
 Fournir une analyse et une synthèse des rapports nationaux. 

                                                      
2  La liste des pays du Programme est valable pour la durée de cette évaluation (de 2007 à 2009). 
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 Fournir des recommandations dans deux directions: a) comment renforcer la 
conception du Programme pour le Programme successeur, et b) comment améliorer la 
mise en œuvre durant le reste de la période de Programme en cours. 

 
Les principaux critères d’évaluation utilisés sont : pertinence, effectivité, efficacité et 
durabilité du Programme Jeunesse en Action.  
 
L’évaluation a comporté les activités d’évaluation suivantes (de décembre 2009 à 
décembre 2010):  
 Reconstruction de la logique d’intervention. 
 Établissement d’un ensemble de critères. 
 Analyse des données de suivi. 
 Étude documentaire. 
 Entretiens avec des agences nationales, des pouvoirs publics nationaux, des 

organisations pour la jeunesse et des personnes et organisations œuvrant dans le 
secteur de la jeunesse, l'Agence exécutive EACEA, la Commission européenne 
(CE), le SALTO et des organisations cadres pour la jeunesse. 

 Cinq groupes de discussion avec des jeunes. 
 Questionnaires en ligne auprès de jeunes participants et un questionnaire auprès de 

jeunes ne participant pas (groupe de contrôle). 
 Analyse du sondage existant de la Commission auprès de jeunes participants, 

organisations pour la jeunesse et personnes et organisations œuvrant dans le secteur 
de la jeunesse. 

 Synthèse des rapports nationaux. 
 Phase d’analyse. 
 Rédaction du rapport final. 

 
L’évaluation a mis l’accent sur les actions et sous-actions décentralisées et a accordé 
moins d’attention aux actions centralisées. De ce fait, la plupart des personnes interrogées 
et des groupes ciblés par les questionnaires sont liés aux actions et sous-actions 
décentralisées. Dans plusieurs cas, cet accent influence les résultats de l’évaluation, 
surtout en ce qui concerne les opinions sur la pertinence. En outre, l’effectivité et 
l’efficacité des actions centralisées n’ont pas été étudiées en profondeur, à l’exception de 
la sous-action 4.6 Partenariats. Cet accent doit être pris en considération lors de la lecture 
de ce rapport. 
 
L’échantillon pour le questionnaire CE et le questionnaire ECORYS est représentatif du 
groupe comme un ensemble. Pour les non-participants, il convient de tenir compte du fait 
que ce questionnaire a utilisé une sélection de pays (les pays des études de cas), mais 
qu’il est encore considéré comme représentatif des actions décentralisées. 
 
Étant donné que les entretiens couvrent presque toutes les agences nationales, les résultats 
sont représentatifs. Lors de l’interprétation d’entretiens avec les pouvoirs publics 
nationaux, organisations pour la jeunesse et personnes et organisations œuvrant dans le 
secteur de la jeunesse, ils ne couvrent que les études de cas de pays. On considère là 
encore que les résultats sont représentatifs, car la sélection est répartie à travers toute 
l’Europe.  
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Les résultats des groupes de discussion avec des jeunes sont uniquement illustratifs, car 
ils ne couvrent qu’une faible proportion de la population totale des jeunes participants.  
 
 

Résultats 

Logique d’intervention 

La logique d’intervention s’est améliorée en comparaison avec le Programme JEUNESSE 
précédent. Néanmoins, le Programme montre des faiblesses et un manque de cohérence 
dans les interpénétrations entre les objectifs des priorités et entre les objectifs et les 
actions et sous-actions. 
 
Étant donné que les objectifs spécifiques diffèrent en terme de portée (certains sont larges 
et d’autres plus spécifiques), il serait possible de grouper et de revoir les objectifs. En 
outre, relier les indicateurs à des objectifs et actions et sous-actions spécifiques 
permettrait un meilleur suivi et un meilleur mesurage de l’effectivité. 
 
Les 26 objectifs spécifiques sous les cinq objectifs généraux, les quatre priorités 
permanentes et les priorités annuelles, les objectifs par action et les nombreuses sous-
actions ne servent pas la lisibilité du Programme. De ce fait, celui-ci perd de sa 
concentration et de sa cohérence interne. 
 
 
Pertinence 

Le Programme JeA est bien intégré dans les stratégies et les objectifs politiques plus 
larges de l’UE qui étaient en place au moment où le Programme a été élaboré. En outre, le 
Programme JeA est d’une manière générale complémentaire à d’autres programmes de 
l'UE ainsi qu’à des initiatives nationales, bien qu’il existe des variations entre les pays. 
 
En ce qui concerne les besoins des groupes cibles, les résultats sont également positifs. Le 
Programme est pertinent par rapport aux besoins des jeunes. L’analyse des problèmes 
effectuée pour le Programme JeA reste valable, et les besoins en employabilité 
deviennent plus importants. Pour les personnes et organisations œuvrant dans le secteur 
de la jeunesse, le Programme JeA reste pertinent car il contribue à continuer de renforcer 
la qualité dans le travail auprès des jeunes et sa reconnaissance, ainsi que la qualité des 
possibilités d’apprentissage non formel. Les opinions diffèrent quant à savoir si le 
Programme doit placer davantage l’accent sur les organisations pour la jeunesse et les 
personnes et organisations œuvrant dans le secteur de la jeunesse, pour devenir plus 
efficace. Cependant, les possibilités de faire participer davantage de jeunes au Programme 
JeA par le biais d’un ‘multiplicateur’, en plaçant davantage l’accent sur les personnes et 
organisations œuvrant dans le secteur de la jeunesse et les organisations pour la jeunesse, 
semblent limitées.  
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Effectivité et durabilité 

Le Programme JeA réussit à atteindre les objectifs en ce qui concerne les jeunes. Le 
Programme réussit également à atteindre les objectifs en ce qui concerne les personnes et 
organisations œuvrant dans le secteur de la jeunesse, et les jeunes disposant de moins de 
possibilités sont activement visés. Bien que toutes les actions contribuent aux objectifs du 
Programme JeA, il existe des différences concernant la mesure dans laquelle les 
différentes sous-actions contribuent à différents objectifs. 
 
Le certificat Youthpass est un instrument utile dans la définition et la détermination de la 
portée des objectifs et activités d’apprentissage. C’est également un instrument 
potentiellement utile pour améliorer les chances sur le marché de l’emploi, mais pour 
cela, un accroissement de la visibilité, de la prise de conscience et de la reconnaissance de 
cet instrument relativement nouveau est nécessaire. 
 
L’impact du Programme sur la législation nationale est limité, mais il est plus important 
en ce qui concerne la politique et les pratiques nationales envers la jeunesse. 
Il est manifeste que le Programme JeA a de plus larges effets et impacts sociaux, au-delà 
de l’apprentissage non formel et de l’emploi des jeunes. Ces impacts concernent la 
confiance en soi, l’élargissement de réseaux sociaux et la participation future dans des 
activités liées.  
 
Le Programme JeA contribue aux objectifs du Livre blanc et du Pacte européen pour la 
jeunesse. En outre, le Programme JeA contribue à l’amélioration des compétences clés 
pour l'apprentissage tout au long de la vie et l’intérêt dans la poursuite de l’enseignement 
formel, non formel et professionnel.  
 
Le Programme JeA touche en fin de compte une proportion limitée de la population totale 
des jeunes et des améliorations sont possibles en ce qui concerne la visibilité du 
Programme. 
 
Le Programme JeA a un impact durable sur les participants et les personnes et 
organisations œuvrant dans le secteur de la jeunesse, en termes de participation à des 
événements après leur participation au Programme, y compris le travail continu pour des 
ONG et l’accroissement de la mobilité. La durabilité en termes de partenariats et de 
réseaux est variable, tandis que les réseaux de jeunes semblent plus durables. 
 
Le Programme JeA est important en termes de poursuite d'activités de type JeA. Si le 
Programme JeA est réduit ou arrêté, certaines activités ne seront sans doute pas soutenues 
financièrement par d’autres sources. Les possibilités d’accroissement du niveau de 
cofinancement dans le climat économique actuel sont considérées comme faibles, ce qui 
ne signifie pas qu’il ne faut pas engager d’efforts en vue de l’accroissement du niveau de 
cofinancement. 
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Efficacité  

Le Programme se déroule conformément aux prévisions en termes de dépenses. Le taux 
d’absorption élevé et la forte hausse du nombre de demandes de bourses déposées 
soulignent un intérêt pour différentes Actions. 
 
À première vue, les frais de gestion du Programme dans leur ensemble paraissent 
relativement élevés. Cependant, une explication de ces coûts plus élevés est que le 
Programme, conformément au fondement légal, accorde une priorité au soutien de projets 
de petite échelle, et qu’il implique en outre une forte proportion d’organisations pour la 
jeunesse de base et inexpérimentées qui déposent souvent une demande pour la première 
fois. 
 
La division du budget est appropriée et il existe une flexibilité pour que les agences 
nationales déplacent un budget entre différentes sous-actions, de manière à ce que les 
sommes allouées correspondent aux besoins actuels. 
 
Bien que la répartition des tâches soit claire, les organisations pour la jeunesse et les 
agences nationales subissent des charges administratives relativement élevées. D’une 
manière générale, les agences nationales s’estiment suffisamment dotées en personnel 
pour accomplir leurs tâches, encore que la plupart d’entre elles souhaiteraient accomplir 
davantage de réalisations et disposer de plus de personnel et de moyens. En général, le 
processus de demande semble efficace. 
 
Les instruments de gestion ont été considérablement améliorés, en comparaison avec le 
Programme JEUNESSE précédent. YouthLink a également bénéficié de 
perfectionnements, mais des améliorations sont toujours possibles. 
 
La satisfaction des participants est élevée et les structures de mise en œuvre sont 
considérées comme efficaces. 
 
 

Recommandations 

Ces résultats conduisent aux recommandations suivantes : 
1. Améliorer et rationaliser le principe fondamental d’un futur programme et créer des 

indicateurs plus mesurables en ce qui concerne les résultats du programme. 
2. Envisager une attention accrue sur l’employabilité pour le programme de prochaine 

génération, en tenant compte de la complémentarité avec d’autres programmes. 
3. Maintenir le mélange de soutien aux organisations pour la jeunesse et aux personnes 

et organisations œuvrant dans le secteur de la jeunesse, et de bourses directes pour les 
jeunes. 

4. Poursuivre la promotion de Youthpass. 
5. Améliorer la promotion et la définition des coûts couverts pour la ‘jeunesse disposant 

de moins de possibilités’. 
6. Améliorer le ciblage de la jeunesse, par le biais de stratégies de communication 

supplémentaires. 
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7. Envisager des mesures et des améliorations afin de réduire les charges administratives 
et si possible les coûts de gestion. Réduire les charges administratives pour les 
demandeurs. 

8. Améliorer le système de suivi (YouthLink) et établir un groupe d’utilisateurs 
fournissant des informations sur les besoins et la conception du système. 
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Zusammenfassung 

Einführung 

Dieser Bericht präsentiert die Ergebnisse der Zwischenbeurteilung des Programms 
Jugend in Aktion (JiA).  
 
Das Programm umfasst folgende Aktionen: 
Aktion 1: Jugend für Europa  
Aktion 2: Europäischer Freiwilligendienst 
Aktion 3: Jugend in der Welt 
Aktion 4: Unterstützungssysteme für junge Menschen 
Aktion 5: Unterstützung für die europäische Zusammenarbeit im Jugendbereich  
 
Zu den Zielgruppen gehören Jugendliche, Jugendorganisationen und Jugendarbeiter. 
Teilnehmen können alle Mitgliedstaaten der Europäischen Union sowie Länder der 
Europäischen Freihandelsassoziation (EFTA), die dem Europäischen Wirtschaftsraum 
(EWR) angehören: Island, Liechtenstein, Norwegen und andere Beitrittskandidaten der 
Europäischen Union (Türkei)3. Darüber hinaus fördert Jugend in Aktion die Kooperation 
zwischen diesen „Programmländern“ und den „benachbarten Partnerländern der EU“ 
sowie verschiedenen „anderen Partnerländern weltweit“. 
 
Die Gesamtverantwortung für das Programm liegt bei der Europäischen Kommission. Die 
Umsetzung des Programms erfolgt über zentralisierte Abteilungen, von denen die meisten 
von der Exekutivagentur Bildung, Audiovisuelles und Kultur geleitet werden, sowie über 
dezentralisierte Abteilungen unter der Leitung der Nationalagenturen der 
Programmländer. Andere an der Umsetzung des Programms beteiligte Institutionen sind 
das Ressourcenzentrum SALTO (Support for Advances Learning and Training 
Opportunities) und Eurodesks. 
 
 

Ziel der Beurteilung und methodologischer Ansatz 

Die Ziele dieser Beurteilung sind Folgende:  
 Beurteilung des Programms Jugend in Aktion gemäß den Beurteilungsfragen der 

Richtlinien 
 Analyse und Synthese der nationalen Berichte 
 Empfehlungen zu: a) Wie lässt sich die Programmgestaltung für das 

Nachfolgeprogramm verbessern? b) Wie lässt sich die Umsetzung des derzeitigen 
Programms während seiner restlichen Laufzeit verbessern? 

                                                      
3  Das Verzeichnis der Programmländer gilt für die Laufzeit dieser Evaluierung (2007-2009) 
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Die berücksichtigten Hauptbeurteilungskriterien sind: Relevanz, Effektivität, Effizienz 
und Nachhaltigkeit des Programms Jugend in Aktion.  
 
Die Beurteilung bestand aus den folgenden Aktivitäten (Dezember 2009 bis Dezember 
2010):  
 Rekonstruktion der Interventionslogik 
 Erstellung einer Kriterientabelle 
 Analyse der Überwachungsdaten 
 Sekundärforschung 
 Interviews mit Nationalagenturen, nationalen Behörden, Jugendorganisationen, 

Jugendarbeitern, der Exekutivagentur Bildung, Audiovisuelles und Kultur (EACEA), 
der Europäischen Kommission, SALTO und Jugenddachverbänden 

 Fünf Fokusgruppen mit Jugendlichen 
 Online-Fragebögen für die teilnehmenden Jugendlichen und ein Fragebogen für die 

nicht-teilnehmenden Jugendlichen (Kontrollgruppe) 
 Analyse der bereits erfolgten Befragung jugendlicher Teilnehmer, 

Jugendorganisationen und Jugendarbeitern durch die Kommission 
 Synthese der nationalen Berichte 
 Analysephase 
 Abschlussbericht 

 
Der Schwerpunkt der Beurteilung lag auf den dezentralisierten (Unter-)Aktionen und 
weniger auf den zentralisierten Aktionen. Demzufolge beziehen sich die meisten der 
Befragten und der Fragebogenzielgruppen auf die (Unter-)Aktionen. In einigen Fällen 
beeinflusst der gelegte Schwerpunkt die Ergebnisse der Beurteilung, insbesondere in 
Bezug auf die Beurteilung der Relevanz. Darüber hinaus ist keine gründliche 
Untersuchung der Effektivität und der Effizienz der zentralisierten Aktionen erfolgt, mit 
Ausnahme der Unteraktion 4.6 ‚Partnerschaften’. Bei der Lektüre dieses Berichts ist der 
gewählte Schwerpunkt zu berücksichtigen. 
 
Die Muster des Fragebogens der Europäischen Kommission und des Fragebogens von 
ECORYS sind für die Gruppe in ihrer Gesamtheit repräsentativ. Hinsichtlich der 
Nichtteilnehmer ist zu berücksichtigen, dass sich der Fragebogen auf einige ausgewählte 
Länder (die Länder der Länderfallstudien) bezog, doch dass er dennoch als repräsentativ 
für die dezentralisierten Aktionen angesehen wird.  
 
Da Mitarbeiter von fast allen Nationalagenturen befragt wurden, sind die Ergebnisse der 
Befragungen als repräsentativ anzusehen. Bei der Auswertung der Befragungen von 
Mitarbeitern der nationalen Behörden, Organisationen und Jugendarbeitern ist zu 
berücksichtigen, dass sie lediglich Länderfallstudien umfassen. Auch hier gilt, dass die 
Ergebnisse aufgrund der aus ganz Europa ausgewählten Länder als repräsentativ 
anzusehen sind.  
 
Die Ergebnisse der Befragung der Fokusgruppen mit Jugendlichen dienen lediglich der 
Veranschaulichung, da sie nur einen geringen Anteil der Gesamtzahl der teilnehmenden 
Jugendlichen umfasste.  
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Ergebnisse 

Interventionslogik 

Die Interventionslogik ist besser als die des vorherigen JUGEND-Programms. Allerdings 
weist das Programm Schwachstellen und einen Mangel an Kohärenz bei der Verbindung 
der Zielprioritäten untereinander und bei der Verbindung der Ziele mit den (Unter-) 
Aktionen auf.  
 
Da der Umfang der einzelnen Zielsetzungen unterschiedlich ist (einige Zielsetzungen sind 
allgemeinerer Art und andere spezifischer), lassen die Zielsetzungen sich gruppieren und 
überarbeiten. Außerdem würde man mit einer Verbindung der Indikatoren mit 
bestimmten Zielen und (Unter-) Aktionen eine bessere Überwachung und Messung der 
Effektivität ermöglichen. 
 
Die 26 spezifischen Zielsetzungen innerhalb der fünf allgemeinen Ziele, vier ständige 
Prioritäten und Jahresprioritäten, Zielsetzungen je Aktion und die zahlreichen 
Unteraktionen tragen nicht gerade zur Transparenz des Programms bei. Infolgedessen 
verliert das Programm in gewissem Maße an Orientierung und innerer Kohärenz.  
 
 
Relevanz 

Das Programm Jugend in Aktion ist gut in die breiteren Strategien und politischen 
Zielsetzungen der EU eingebunden, die zur Zeit der Programmentwicklung galten. 
Außerdem ergänzen das JiA-Programm und andere EU-Programme und nationale 
Initiativen sich im Allgemeinen gegenseitig, obgleich es zwischen den einzelnen Ländern 
gewisse Unterschiede gibt. 
 
Auch in Bezug auf die Bedürfnisse der Zielgruppen sind die Ergebnisse positiv, denn die 
Bedürfnisse der Jugendlichen werden im Programm berücksichtigt. Die für Jugend in 
Aktion durchgeführte Problemanalyse besitzt weiterhin Gültigkeit, und die Bedürfnisse 
im Hinblick auf die Beschäftigungsfähigkeit gewinnen an Bedeutung. Für Jugendarbeiter 
bleibt das JiA-Programm relevant, denn es trägt zur weiteren Erhöhung der Qualität der 
Jugendarbeit und ihrer Anerkennung, sowie zur Erhöhung der Qualität informeller 
Ausbildungsmöglichkeiten bei. Bezüglich der Frage, ob das Programm mit einer 
stärkeren Ausrichtung auf Jugendorganisationen und Jugendarbeiter an Effektivität 
gewinnen würde, sind die Meinungen geteilt. Die Möglichkeiten zu einer Erhöhung der 
Teilnahme von Jugendlichen an JiA durch Multiplikatoren, indem man das Programm 
stärker auf Jugendorganisationen und Jugendarbeiter ausrichtet, scheinen jedoch begrenzt 
zu sein.  
 
 
Effektivität und Nachhaltigkeit 

Beim Erreichen der Ziele in Bezug auf Jugendliche ist das JiA-Programm erfolgreich. 
Das gilt ebenso für die Programmziele in Bezug auf Jugendarbeiter, und auch 
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benachteiligte Jugendliche werden aktiv angesprochen. Obgleich alle Aktionen zum 
Erreichen der Programmziele beitragen, gibt es Unterschiede hinsichtlich des Maßes, in 
dem die verschiedenen Unteraktionen einen Beitrag zum Erreichen der verschiedenen 
Zielsetzungen leisten.  
 
Youthpass ist ein praktisches Instrument für die Definition und Evaluation von 
Ausbildungsaktivitäten und –zielen. Er ist außerdem ein potenziell nützliches Instrument 
zur Verbesserung der Chancen auf dem Arbeitsmarkt, doch dazu müssen die Transparenz, 
Bekanntheit und Anerkennung dieses relativ neuen Instruments erhöht werden. 
 
Das JiA-Programm hat nur begrenzt Einfluss auf die nationalen Gesetzgebungen, 
beeinflusst allerdings in stärkerem Maße die nationale Jugendpolitik und deren praktische 
Umsetzung.  
 
Es gibt Hinweise darauf, dass Jugend in Aktion über informelles Lernen und Jugendarbeit 
hinaus  umfangreichere gesellschaftliche Effekte und Auswirkungen hat. Diese 
Auswirkungen hängen mit Selbstvertrauen, der Ausweitung sozialer Netzwerke und der 
künftigen Teilnahme an entsprechenden Aktivitäten zusammen.  
 
Das JiA-Programm hilft, die Zielsetzungen des Weißbuchs und des europäischen Pakts 
für die Jugend zu erreichen. Darüber hinaus trägt es zur Verbesserung der 
Kernkompetenzen für lebenslanges Lernen und zur Steigerung des Interesses an 
formellen, informellen und Berufsausbildungen bei.  
 
Letzten Endes erreicht Jugend in Aktion nur einen begrenzten Anteil der Gesamtzahl 
Jugendlicher, und auch die Transparenz des Programms ist verbesserungsfähig.  
 
Jugend in Aktion hat eine nachhaltige Wirkung auf Teilnehmer und Jugendarbeiter, was 
ihre Beteiligung an Veranstaltungen nach ihrer Teilnahme am JiA-Programm, die 
Fortsetzung ihrer Arbeit für NRO´s und eine höhere Mobilität betrifft. In Bezug auf 
Partnerschaften und Netzwerke ist die Nachhaltigkeit unterschiedlich, wobei die 
Netzwerke Jugendlicher langlebiger zu sein scheinen.  
 
Jugend in Aktion ist für die Fortsetzung von JiA-ähnlichen Aktivitäten wichtig. Es wird 
befürchtet, dass eine Beschränkung oder Beendigung von Jugend in Aktion dazu führen 
würde, dass solche Aktivitäten vermutlich nicht von anderen Quellen finanziell 
unterstützt werden. Die Möglichkeiten zu einer stärkeren Beanspruchung von 
Kofinanzierern werden in der derzeitigen wirtschaftlichen Lage als begrenzt eingeschätzt. 
Das bedeutet jedoch nicht, dass nicht versucht werden sollte, den Beitrag von 
Kofinanzierern zu erhöhen.  
 
 
Effizienz  
In Bezug auf die Ausgaben verläuft das Programm planungsgemäß. Die hohe 
Absorptionsrate und die starke Zunahme der eingereichten Förderungsanträge zeigen, 
dass Nachfrage nach allen verschiedenen Aktionen besteht. 
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Auf den ersten Blick erscheinen die Verwaltungskosten für das Programm als Ganzes als 
relativ hoch. Diese hohen Kosten lassen sich jedoch dadurch erklären, dass das Programm 
gemäß seiner gesetzlichen Grundlage vorrangig Kleinprojekte unterstützt und dass es sich 
bei den potenziellen Teilnehmern häufig um unerfahrene Jugendorganisationen der 
unteren Ebene handelt, die sich oftmals zum ersten Mal bewerben.  
 
Die Verteilung des Budgets ist angemessen, und den Nationalagenturen wird eine 
gewisse Flexibilität zur Verschiebung des Budgets unter den Unteraktionen gewährt, 
sodass die Zuweisung der Mittel an die tatsächlichen Bedürfnisse angepasst werden kann.  
 
Obwohl die Aufgabenverteilung klar ist, ist der Verwaltungsaufwand sowohl für die 
Jugendorganisationen als auch für die Nationalagenturen relativ hoch. Die 
Nationalagenturen sind im Allgemeinen der Meinung, dass sie über ausreichend Personal 
für die ihnen zukommenden Aufgaben verfügen, obgleich die meisten Nationalagenturen 
mehr leisten möchten und zusätzliche Arbeitskräfte und Mittel begrüßen würden. Das 
Antragsverfahren scheint im Allgemeinen effizient zu sein.  
 
Im Vergleich zum vorherigen JUGEND-Programm wurden die Verwaltungsmittel 
beträchtlich verbessert. Auch YouthLink wurde verbessert, ist aber immer noch 
verbesserungsfähig. 
 
Die Zufriedenheit der Teilnehmer ist hoch, und die Umsetzungsstrukturen werden als 
effizient betrachtet.  
 
 

Empfehlungen 

Diese Ergebnisse haben zu den folgenden Empfehlungen geführt: 
1. Verbesserung und Rationalisierung des Grundprinzips eines zukünftigen Programms; 

Entwicklung messbarerer Indikatoren für die Ergebnisse des Programms. 
2. Erwägung einer stärkeren Konzentrierung auf Beschäftigungsfähigkeit beim 

Programm der nächsten Generation, unter Berücksichtigung der Komplementarität zu 
anderen Programmen. 

3. Erhalt der gemischten Unterstützung von Jugendorganisationen und Jugendarbeitern 
sowie der Direktförderung Jugendlicher 

4. Weitere Förderung des Youthpass. 
5. Bessere Definierung und Förderung der Kosten für ‚benachteiligte’ Jugendliche  
6. Verbesserung der Ansprache der Zielgruppe Jugendliche mithilfe zusätzlicher 

Kommunikationsstrategien. 
7. Erwägung von Maßnahmen und Verbesserungen zur Reduzierung des 

Verwaltungsaufwands und wenn möglich der Verwaltungskosten; Reduzierung des 
Verwaltungsaufwands für Bewerber. 

8. Verbesserung des Überwachungssystems (YouthLink) und Bildung einer 
Benutzergruppe, die Erkenntnisse zu den Anforderungen und der Gestaltung des 
Systems liefern. 
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1 Introduction: Youth in Action Programme 

In this Chapter we provide an introduction to the Youth in Action Programme, presenting 
the objectives, Actions, target groups and the organisational structure as well as the 
available budget. 
 
 

1.1 Objectives 

The Lisbon Treaty states that Community Action in the field of education, vocational 
training and youth should be aimed primarily at encouraging the development of youth 
exchanges, guidance and quality education, in addition to and acknowledging the 
importance of EU citizenship. 
 
The Youth in Action Programme (YiA), which is the successor to the YOUTH 
Community Action Programme, aims to inspire a sense of active European citizenship, 
solidarity, and tolerance among young Europeans and to involve them in shaping the 
Union’s future. It promotes mobility within and beyond the EU’s border, non-formal 
learning4 and intercultural dialogue, and encourages the inclusion of all young people, 
regardless of their educational, social and cultural background5. 
 

The general and specific objectives of YiA as given in decision No 1719/2006/EC are: 

1. To promote young people's active citizenship in general and their European citizenship in 

particular 

 Giving young people and youth organisations the opportunity to take part in the development of 

society in general and the EU in particular. 

 Developing young people's sense of belonging to the EU. 

 Encouraging the participation of young people in the democratic life of Europe. 

 Fostering the mobility of young people in Europe. 

 Developing intercultural learning within the youth field. 

 Promoting the fundamental values of the EU among young people, in particular respect for human 

dignity, equality, respect for human rights, tolerance and non discrimination. 

 Encouraging initiative, enterprise and creativity. 

 Facilitating participation in the Programme by young people with fewer opportunities, including 

young people with disabilities. 

                                                      
4  Non-formal learning refers to the learning which takes place outside formal educational curriculum. Non-formal learning 

activities involve people on a voluntary basis and are carefully planned, to foster the participants' personal and social 

development. Informal learning refers to the learning in daily life activities, in work, family, leisure, etc. It is mainly learning 

by doing. In the youth sector, informal learning takes place in youth and leisure initiatives, in peer group and voluntary 

activities etc. Source: YiA Programme guide 2009. 

5 YiA Programme Guide 2009. 
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 Ensuring that the principle of equality between men and women is respected in participation in the 

Programme and that gender equality is fostered in the Actions. 

 Providing non-formal and informal learning opportunities with a European dimension6 and opening 

up innovative opportunities in connection with active citizenship. 

2. To develop solidarity and promote tolerance among young people, in particular in order to 

reinforce social cohesion in the EU 

 Giving young people the opportunity to express their personal commitment through voluntary 

activities at the European and international level. 

 Involving young people in Actions fostering solidarity between citizens of the EU. 

3. To foster mutual understanding between young people in different countries 

 Developing exchanges and intercultural dialogue between young Europeans and young people in 

neighbouring countries. 

 Contributing to the development in these countries of the quality of support structures for young 

people and of the role of those active in youth work and youth organisations. 

 Developing with other countries thematic cooperation projects involving young people and those 

active in youth work and youth organisations. 

4. To contribute to developing the quality of support systems for youth activities and the 

capabilities of civil society organisations in the youth field 

 Contributing to the networking of the organisations concerned. 

 Developing the training of, and collaboration between, those active in youth work and youth 

organisations. 

 Promoting innovation in the development of activities for young people. 

 Contributing to the improvement of information for young people, while paying special attention to 

the access of young people with disabilities. 

 Supporting long-term youth projects and initiatives of regional and local bodies. 

 Facilitating the recognition of young people's non-formal learning and skills acquired through 

participation in the Programme. 

 Exchanging good practices. 

5. To promote European cooperation in the youth field 

 Encouraging the exchange of good practices and cooperation between administrations and 

policymakers at all levels. 

 Encouraging structured dialogue between policymakers and young people. 

 Improving knowledge and understanding of youth. 

 Contributing to the cooperation between various national and international youth voluntary 

activities. 

 
Furthermore, the decision No 1719/2006/EC (further referred to as ‘the decision’) states 
that ‘the general objectives of the Programme shall complement the objectives pursued in 
other areas of the Community's activities, in particular in the field of lifelong learning, 
including vocational training and non-formal and informal learning, as well as in other 
fields, such as culture, sport and employment’. Moreover, ‘The general objectives of the 
Programme shall contribute to the development of the EU policies, in particular with 
regard to the recognition of cultural, multicultural and linguistic diversity in Europe, to 
fostering social cohesion and combating all discrimination based on sex, race or ethnic 
origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation, and with regard to 
sustainable development’. 

                                                      
6  European dimension is a broad conceptual term. To reflect this, a Youth in Action project should offer young people the 

opportunity to identify common values with other young people from different countries in spite of their cultural differences. 
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The decision indicates that for the Programme, article 149(4), which is now article 165 of 
the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, is of particular relevance. This 
article relates, among others, to the development of the quality education by encouraging 
cooperation between Member States, developing the European dimension in education, 
encouraging the development of youth exchanges and of exchanges of socio-educational 
instructors, and encouraging the participation of young people in democratic life in 
Europe.  
 
To achieve these objectives, various Actions are implemented, in accordance with the 
Annex to the Decision, which states that ‘The actions implementing the general and 
specific objectives of the Programme support small-scale projects promoting the active 
participation of young people, while ensuring the European visibility and impact of 
projects’. 
 
 

1.2 Actions 

The Programme has five Actions and a number of sub-Actions. These Actions are 
presented below, also indicating whether they are centralised (implemented at EU level) 
or decentralised (implemented at national level). Some Actions are implemented both 
centrally and decentrally, and there are some solely centralised Actions. The Programme 
appears to be implemented mostly centrally, but in terms of budget the decentralised level 
is far more significant, as explained further in Section 1.4. 
 

 Table 1.1 Actions, Sub-Actions and Implementation  

Sub-Actions Centralised/ 

decentralised 

implementation 

1 Youth for Europe  

1.1 Youth Exchanges Centralised and 

decentralised 

1.2 Youth Initiatives Decentralised 

1.3 Youth Democracy Projects Centralised and 

decentralised 

Thematic Networking Centralised 

2 European Voluntary Service  

2. European Voluntary Service Centralised and 

decentralised 

3 Youth in the World  

3.1 Cooperation with the neighbouring countries of the European Union Centralised and 

decentralised 

3.2 Cooperation with other countries of the world Centralised 
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Sub-Actions Centralised/ 

decentralised 

implementation 

4 Youth Support Systems  

4.1 Support to bodies active at European level in the youth field Centralised 

4.2 Support to the European Youth Forum Centralised 

4.3 Training and networking of those active in youth work and youth organisations Centralised and 

decentralised 

4.4 Projects encouraging innovation and quality Centralised 

4.5 Information activities for young people and those active in youth work and 

youth organisations 

Centralised 

4.6 Partnerships Centralised 

4.7 Support for the structures of the Programme - 

4.8 Adding to the value of the Programme Centralised 

5. Support for European Cooperation in the youth field  

5.1 Meetings of young people and those responsible for youth policy Centralised and 

decentralised 

5.2 Support for activities to bring about better knowledge of the youth field Centralised 

5.3 Co-operation with international organisations Centralised 

 
Each Action has a series of aims as set out below:   

Action 1 Youth for Europe 

 Support exchanges of young people in order to increase their mobility. 

 Support youth initiatives and projects and activities concerning participation in democratic life, in 

order to develop young people's citizenship and mutual understanding. 

Action 2 EVS 

 Support young people's participation in various forms of voluntary activities, both within and outside 

the EU. 

Action 3 Youth in the World 

 Support projects with the partner countries, in particular exchanges of young people and those 

active in youth work and youth organisations. 

 Support initiatives that reinforce young people's mutual understanding, sense of solidarity and 

tolerance, as well as the development of cooperation in the field of youth and civil society in these 

countries.  

Action 4 Youth Support Systems 

 Support bodies active at European level in the field of youth, in particular the operation of youth 

NGOs, their networking, advice for people developing projects. 

 Ensuring quality by means of the exchange, training and networking of those active in youth work 

and youth organisations, encouraging innovation and quality, providing young people with 

information, developing the structures and activities needed for the Programme to meet these 

goals and encouraging partnerships with local and regional authorities. 

Action 5 Support for European Cooperation in the youth field 

 Organise structured dialogue between the various actors in the field of youth, in particular young 

people themselves, those active in youth work and youth organisations and policymakers. 

 Support youth seminars on social, cultural and political issues in which young people are 

interested. 

 Contribute to the development of policy cooperation in the youth field. 

 Facilitate the development of the networks necessary to a better understanding of youth. 
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1.3 Target Groups 

The target groups for the YiA Programme are:  
 Young people (Action 1 Youth for Europe, Action 2 European Voluntary Service, 

Action 3 Youth in the World and sub-Action 5.1 Meetings of young people with 
those responsible for youth policy), aged between 13 and 30.  The age limits are 
indicated per sub-Action. 

 Youth organisations. 
 Youth workers.  
 
Youth organisations are organisation active in the youth field. These organisations mostly 
have the form of an NGO or of a local, regional public body. 
 
Youth work is out-of-school education managed by professional or voluntary 'youth 
workers' within youth organisations, municipalities, youth centres, churches etc., which 
contributes to the development of young people. Youth work is the commonly-used term 
for work with young people - 'socio educational instructors' is the legal term for 'youth 
workers', as cited in Treaty Article 149(2). 
 
Depending on the Action or sub-Action of the Programme, different countries are 
eligible. A distinction is made between Programme Countries, Neighbouring Partner 
Countries and Other Partner Countries in the World.  
 Participants and promoters from Programme Countries can participate in all Actions 

of the Youth in Action Programme. 
 Participants and promoters from Neighbouring Partner Countries can participate in 

Action 2 EVS and sub-Action 3.1 Cooperation with neighbouring countries of the 
European Union of the Youth in Action Programme. 

 Participants and promoters from Other Partner Countries of the World can participate 
in Action 2 EVS and sub-Sub-Action 3.2: 'Cooperation with Other Countries of the 
World of the Youth in Action Programme'. 

 
The following are Programme Countries7: 

Member states of the European Union (EU); Countries of the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) 

which are members of the European Economic Area (EEA); Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway; Countries 

which are candidates for accession to the European Union; Turkey. 

 

Furthermore, the Youth in Action Programme supports cooperation between Programme Countries and 

the Neighbouring Partner Countries from the following country groupings: South East Europe; Eastern 

Europe and Caucasus; Mediterranean partner countries. 

 

Cooperation is also possible with Other Partner Countries of the World which have signed agreements 

with the European Community relevant to the youth field. This gives the Programme broad geographical 

coverage and includes, for example: Asian countries; African countries; North American countries; 

South American countries; Australasian countries.  

 
 

                                                      
7  The listing of Programme Countries is valid for the time span of this evaluation (2007-2009). 
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1.4 Organisational Structure 

1.4.1 Implementation Levels: Centralised / Decentralised  

The YiA Programme is managed partly centrally by the Executive Agency or directly by 
the Commission, but the majority of the Programme is managed decentrally through 
National Agencies designated by the National Authorities. This section provides an 
overview of centralised and decentralised managed Actions.  
 
Centralised Implementation 
Whilst the European Commission (EC) is ultimately responsible for the Youth in Action 
Programme, it delegates management of the centrally managed projects to the Education, 
Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA). For these projects, the complete 
life cycle is managed by EACEA, from assessing grant requests to monitoring projects. 
Some actions, like the operating grant of the European Youth Forum and the European 
Council are managed directly by the European Commission. The partnership between the 
European Commission and the Council of Europe in the field of youth is also managed 
centrally.  
 
Decentralised Implementation 
The majority of the Programme is decentralised, supporting projects selected at national 
level. The rationale behind this is that it enables the management of huge numbers of 
grant requests and projects and close working with beneficiaries and adaptation to the 
diversity of national systems and situations in the youth field. In order to manage projects 
at a decentralised level, each Programme Country has appointed a National Agency. To 
ensure quality within National Agencies, the National Authorities of the Programme 
Countries give a ‘declaration of assurance’ to the European Commission. The National 
Agencies form a link between the European Commission and national, regional and local 
promoters of the Programme and young people.  
 
It should be noted that some sub-Actions are both centralised and decentralised. Table 1.2 
shows which sub-Actions have this mixed approach.  
 

 Table 1.2 Centralised and Decentralised Sub-Actions  

Sub-Action Level Part centralised and part decentralised 

Centralised  Project applications by bodies active at European level in the youth field 1.1 Youth 

Exchanges Decentralised Project applications by all other potential applicants* 

Centralised  Project applications by bodies active at European level in the youth field 1.3 Youth 

Democracy 

Projects 

Decentralised Project applications by all other potential applicants 
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Sub-Action Level Part centralised and part decentralised 

Centralised  Applications by bodies active at the European level in the youth field 

Applications by promoters established in a Neighbouring Partner Countries 

of South East Europe 

Applications involving promoters from Other Partner Countries of the World 

Applications by intergovernmental organisations 

Applications by profit-making bodies organising an event in the area of 

youth, sport or culture 

Applications for projects linked to large-scale European or international 

events 

2 European 

Voluntary Service 

Decentralised Applications by all other potential applicants established in a Programme 

Country 

Centralised Project applications by bodies active at the European level in the youth field 

Project applications by promoters established in South East Europe and 

hosting the activity 

3.1 Cooperation 

with the 

Neighbouring 

Countries of the 

European Union 

Decentralised Project applications by all other potential applicants 

Centralised Project applications by bodies active at the European level in the youth field 4.3 Training and 

networking of 

those active in 

youth work and 

youth 

organisations 

Decentralised Project applications by all other potential applicants 

Centralised Trans-national youth seminars  

Project applications by bodies active at European level in the youth field  

Any potential applicant where the majority of promoters are members of or 

affiliated to, the same body active at the European level in the field of youth 

5.1 Meetings of 

young people and 

those responsible 

for youth policy 

Decentralised Trans-national youth seminars: Project applications by other potential 

applicants, they must be submitted to the National Agency of the country 

where the activity takes place 

National youth meeting: Project applications by any potential applicant, they 

must be submitted to the National Agency of the country where the activity 

takes place. 
* Depending on the (sub-) Action concerned, potential applicants are: non-profit or non-governmental organisations, local, 

regional public bodies, informal groups of young people, bodies active at the European level in the field of youth (ENGO) 

having member branches in at least 8 Programme countries, international governmental non-profit organisations, profit-

making organisations responsible for an event in the area of youth, sport or culture, legally established in one of the 

Programmes or partner countries. 

 
 

1.4.2 Relevant Implementation Structures in Programme Countries 

In this section, the responsibilities of relevant structures in the implementation of the YiA 
Programme are set out.  
 

The European Commission 

The European Commission is ultimately responsible for the running of the Youth in Action Programme. 

This includes (list not exhaustive): 

 The management of the budget. 

 Setting priorities, targets and criteria for the Programme on an ongoing basis. 

 Guiding and monitoring the general implementation, follow-up and evaluation of the 

Programme at European level. 
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 Management of the grant for the European Youth Forum. 

 Overall responsibility for the supervision and coordination and cooperates with all structures 

of the Programme (e.g. the National Agencies). 

 Close cooperation with the National Agencies and overseeing their activities; 

 Delegates the management of projects at centralised level to the Education, Audiovisual and 

Culture Executive Agency.  

 
The Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA) 

The EACEA is responsible for the implementation of the centralised Actions of the Youth in Action 

Programme. It is in charge of the complete life cycle of projects from analysing the grant request to 

monitoring the projects on the ground. It is also responsible for launching specific calls for proposal.  

 

Furthermore the EACEA provides support through the Youth Helpdesk to support all actors involved in 

projects selected at centralised level, especially for beneficiaries and participants based in countries 

where National Agencies are not present.  

 

Finally the EACEA is responsible for the management of procurement of insurance for volunteers and is 

involved in the management of the financing of the Eurodesk Network, the former EVS Volunteers 

Structures and the Euro-Med Youth Platform.  

 

National Agencies 

The National Agencies are responsible for the implementation of Actions that are in the Programme 

Guide and decentralised Actions 1.1 Youth Exchanges, 1.2 Youth Initiatives, 1.3 Youth Democracy 

Projects, 2 EVS, 3.1 Cooperation with Neighbouring Countries of the European Union, 4.3 Training and 

networking of those active in youth work and youth organisations and 5.1 Meetings of young people and 

those responsible for youth policy. NAs have no formal responsibility with regard to the management of 

the centralised activities of the Programme, which falls in the scope of the EACEA (see above). 

 

The EU contribution to NAs’ operating costs is allocated through an operating grant based on flat-rate 

financing. The Commission checks outputs and performance delivered by the NA, to a minimum 

requirements set out in specifications for the NA work programme and in the Guide for NAs. In addition 

to the EU contribution, the NA receives resources from the National Authority to undertake the NA work 

programme agreed with the Commission and the National Authority. 

 

The primary role of National Agencies is to promote and implement the Programme at national level. 

NAs have experience of European Programmes for young people and are familiar with the relevant 

issues and organisations. This is based on a supportive approach, consisting of guiding both potential 

applicants and beneficiaries of the Programme through all phases, from first contact with the 

Programme through the grant award procedure to the project implementation and final report stages. 

The NAs aim is to improve the quality of projects and subsequently the overall quality of the Youth in 

Action Programme. 

 

NAs are responsible for disseminating general information about the Youth in Action Programme. In 

order to reach a maximum number of potential applicants in a non discriminatory way, NAs develop an 

information and promotion strategy taking into account specific national and regional considerations as 

well as specific requirements of Programme Actions. Information and materials need to attract a 

sufficient number of interested applicants to guarantee a genuine competition between good quality 
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applications. The NAs are the primary sources of information for beneficiaries and for improving the 

visibility of the Programme. 

 

The NAs also encourage and facilitate the establishment of partnerships. They are also responsible for 

the selection of projects according to criteria set by the European Commission. All grant applications 

that have successfully passed a formal eligibility check undergo a quality assessment on the basis of 

the selection criteria and the award criteria set out in the Programme Guide.  

 

The NA is also responsible for monitoring implementation Programme activities and supporting 

beneficiaries in the form of counselling and advice. The NA should have a coherent monitoring strategy 

that provides a structured approach, adequate methods and tools based on the needs of the range of 

Programme target groups, including, for example, monitoring visits and general progress meetings. The 

NAs are also responsible for financial control of budgets within decentralised Actions.  

 

Finally, NAs have a technical role in the policy field and play an important role as an intermediate 

structure for the development of youth work and to establish synergies between youth organisations and 

relevant ministries.8  

 

National Authorities 

The National Authorities are the relevant ministries in Programme Countries. The role of the National 

Authorities has increased in importance compared to the previous programme period. They are now 

responsible for setting up and managing the system of national control, which entails that ‘member 

states take the necessary steps to ensure appropriate audit and financial overseeing of the National 

Agencies’.9 The National Authorities put into place secondary controls (helped by an audit organisation) 

that aim to give reasonable assurance that systems and primary controls are effective. They provide the 

declaration of assurance, which encompasses the reliability of the financial systems and procedures of 

the National Agencies, the probity of their accounts, the use of resources and compliance with the 

control procedures which aim to guarantee the legality and regularity of the underlying transactions, 

assuming financial responsibility in case of mismanagement under certain circumstances. Therefore the 

National Authority is responsible for the funds that are not recovered in case of irregularity, negligence 

or fraud attributable to the National Agency, where this gives rise to claims by the Commission against 

the National Agency which are not completely recovered10. 

 
SALTOs 

SALTO is an abbreviation for Support for Advanced Learning and Training Opportunities. SALTO-

YOUTH is a network of eight resource centres working on European priority areas within the youth field 

to support the Youth in Action Programme. SALTO Youth Resource Centres provide resources, 

information, training and cooperation opportunities aimed at quality improvements and recognition of 

non-formal learning. Details are provided below: 

 

 SALTO-Youth Cultural Diversity Resource Centre: provides training, learning and resources for 

youth leaders across Europe in themes such as; culture, identity, faith and ethnicity. It is about 

learning how to live and work with difference. The resource centre is based in the UK National 

Agency. 

                                                      
8 Detailed information on the workings of the National Agency as a structure can be found in the annual amended guides for 

the National Agencies. 

9 Decision No 1720/2006/EC of the European Parliament. 

10 Source: Annual declaration of assurance 2008. Guidelines for the National Authorities.  
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 SALTO-Youth Eastern Europe & Caucasus Resource Centre: supports cooperation within the Youth 

in Action Programme with Neighbouring Partner Countries from Eastern Europe and the Caucasus 

Region (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Russia and Ukraine). The resource 

centre is located in Poland. 

 SALTO-Youth EuroMed Resource Centre: is located in France and supports cooperation between 

Programme and Mediterranean Partner Countries within the Youth in Action Programme. It provides 

training courses concerning, inter alia, the fight against racism, the place of women in society and 

minority rights.  

 SALTO-Youth Inclusion Resource Centre: this centre stimulates the participation of young people 

with fewer opportunities in the Youth in Action Programme by developing training, publications and 

resources for international youth work. It is located in Belgium.  

 SALTO-Youth South East Europe Resource Centre: promotes the cooperation between Youth in 

Action Programme countries and the Western Balkans. It is located in Slovenia. 

 SALTO-Youth Training & Cooperation Resource Centre: is located in Germany and supports the 

development of quality in training strategies and training courses. It contributes to the recognition of 

non-formal learning and to the Youthpass developments. 

 SALTO-Youth Participation Resource Centre: promotes political and social youth participation. It is 

located in Belgium. 

 SALTO-Youth Information Resource Centre: established to develop and facilitate communication, 

cooperation and information among and between National Agencies, SALTO resource centres the 

European Commission (in particular DG EAC) and the Executive Agency. The resource centre is 

co-hosted in Hungary and Sweden.  

 
Eurodesk 

The Eurodesk European network is a permanent support structure of the Youth in Action Programme. It 

provides information and advice concerning Europe to young people and those who work with them. 

Eurodesk delivers information about events, conferences, seminars, training and support services, 

publications and resources etc. Moreover, it contributes to the updating of data on the European Youth 

Portal and enhances the promotion and development of this portal. The European Youth Portal offers 

European and national information of interest to young people. 

 
Other actors involved 
One of the other actors of the YiA Programme is the Euro-Med Youth Platform. This 
Platform aims at encouraging cooperation, networking and exchange among youth 
organisations from both shores of the Mediterranean. It provides useful facilities such as a 
database for partner search, a discussion forum, country profiles and information about 
financing for youth initiatives. There are also some former EVS structures that work on 
youth and volunteering issues. Their activities generally include providing support to 
EVS volunteers and setting. 
 
 

1.5 Budget 

In total € 885 000 000 is available for the YiA Programme for the period 1 January 2007-
31 December 2013. For 2007-2009, YiA had a budget allocation of € 408,041,628. 
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The minimum budget allocation per Action, as determined in the Decision establishing 
the Programme, the actual division of budget 2007-2009 and the actual outturn 2007-
2009, are presented in Table 1.3 below.  
 

 Table 1.3 Minimum Budget per Action  

Action Minimum % of 

total budget 

over 2007-2013 

Minimum 

budget (Euro) 

Actual division 

of budget over 

2007-2009 

Actual division 

outturn over 

2007-2009 

Action 1 Youth for Europe 30% 265,500,000 34% 33% 

Action 2 European Voluntary 

Service 

 

23% 203,550,000 

 

30% 32% 

Action 3 Youth in the World 6% 53,100,000 8% 8% 

Action 4 Youth support systems 15% 132,750,000 25% 25% 

Action 5 Support for European 

cooperation in the field of youth 
4% 35,400,000 4% 3% 

Total 78% 690,300,000 100% 100% 

 
The unallocated 22%, allowed for in decision 1719/2006/EC provides some flexibility. 
As Table 1.3 indicates, Action 2 European Voluntary Service and Action 4 Youth 
Support Systems benefit from this flexibility. The budget allocated to Action 4 Youth 
Support Systems reflects the idea that by strengthening the support systems, more young 
people will be reached. In addition, the education and strengthening of the competences 
of youth workers will enhance the quality of the youth work. 
 
The Programme budget covers expenditures related to preparation, follow-up, 
monitoring, auditing and evaluation activities and other expenditures related to the 
management of the Programme (within Action 4 Youth Support Systems).  
 
 

1.6 Outcomes of Previous Evaluations 

There have been evaluations of the previous Youth Programmes11. Recommendations 
from these previous evaluations have been adopted in the design and implementation of 
the new Youth in Action Programme. The improvements are as follows:  
 
 A key criticism was that capacity building activities should not be limited to project 

development. This was especially for the target group youth workers. Action 4.3 
Training and Networking of those active in youth work and youth organisations is 
now broadened and is directed to capabilities in a broader sense.  

 The definition of young people with fewer opportunities has been improved, which 
clarifies the young people to target. Also, in monitoring activities, some questions 
have been developed to find out whether this group is being reached.  

 Guidelines clearly indicate that young people should be involved in the preparation of 
projects as one of the key principles of ‘what a good project is’ and involvement of 
young people is now part of the award criteria.  

                                                      
11  See: http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/education_culture/evalreports/index_en.htm. 
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 The recommendation to improve the intervention logic could not be completely 
incorporated as the Programme was already designed when the evaluation was 
finalised. A pragmatic approach was chosen to work with the objectives of the 
Programme and indicators have been developed. Furthermore, an overview of sub-
Actions in relation to the objectives has been made in order to demonstrate 
connections.  

 In relation to monitoring, much effort was made identifying indicators and improving 
monitoring tools, procedures and checks. 

 To improve visibility, visibility strategies have been developed for different levels 
(EU, National and project level). In the Programme Guide visibility is part of the 
method to achieve added value. The Guide stresses "visibility and dissemination" as 
essential components to be foreseen in all projects in all actions. The assessment of 
YiA projects focuses systematically on the qualitative analysis of these components 
(amongst others). In the work plans of the NAs, a section is devoted to visibility sub-
activities and the performance of the NAs is monitored.  

 For the Programme as a whole, at national and EU levels, flyers with key figures and 
key achievements are distributed. During the European Youth Week 2008 more than 
500 events were organised, receiving press and media attention. Furthermore, 
exchange meetings are organised between communication officers of the National 
Agencies. Representative samples of press cuttings from all countries are collected on 
a yearly basis at European level (5000 press articles of 7800 projects were published 
in 2009, which is relatively good). To provide guidance to project promoters, 
guidelines have been developed that cover key aspects of project development, 
application as well as ‘hints and tips’. 

 A new system related to the declaration of assurance by the National Authorities has 
been established, facilitating quicker payments by the Commission to the National 
Agencies.  

 The mission of the Eurodesk has been revised and core tasks have been defined. A 
direct contract with the Brussels Office is being used from 2009 on, based on an 
annual work plan. Eurodesks are now integrated in the NAs in two thirds of the 
countries. There is now more awareness and a better division of tasks.  

 
 

1.7 Structure of this Report 

In Chapter 2, the purpose of the evaluation and the evaluation methodology is presented. 
The reconstruction of the intervention logic is set out in Chapter 3. The Relevance of the 
YiA Programme in relation to wider EU and national policies and strategies as well as to 
the beneficiaries is addressed in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 examines the effectiveness of the 
Programme in relation to the objectives of the Programme, whilst Chapter 6 sets out 
findings and analysis in relation to efficiency. Conclusions and recommendations for the 
current and future Programme are then presented in Chapter 7.  
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2 Purpose of the Evaluation and Methodological 
Approach 

2.1 Objectives of the Evaluation 

The objectives of this evaluation as indicated in the Terms of Reference (ToR) are:  
 Provide an assessment of the Youth in Action Programme according to the evaluation 

questions. 
 Provide an analysis and synthesis of the National Reports. 
 Provide recommendations on a) how the Programme design can be strengthened for 

the successor Programme, and b) on how the implementation during the remainder of 
the current Programme period can be improved. 

 
 

2.2 Evaluation Questions 

Evaluation questions as set out in the ToR are structured according to four main 
evaluation criteria. These questions are presented in Table 2.1 below.  
 

 Table 2.1 Main Evaluation Questions 

Evaluation Criterion Main Evaluation Questions 

Relevance What is the relevance of the Youth in Action Programme, including its European added 

value and complementarity with other interventions with similar objectives? 

Effectiveness To what extent are the activities undertaken in the framework of the Programme 

effective (successful in attaining the objectives set and achieving the intended results)? 

Efficiency How economically have the various inputs of the Programme (financial and human 

resources) been converted into outputs (projects and complementary activities) and 

results?  

Sustainability What is the Programme’s sustainability (positive changes or trends induced by the 

Programme expected to last if it were terminated) and the dissemination and 

exploitation of results? 

 
In the ToR, further sub-questions are detailed which are presented in Annex B2. In this 
Annex we also indicate how we have addressed these questions and which means of data 
collection were used.  
 
 
This evaluation concentrates on the decentralised Actions and Programme Countries, as 
this forms the majority of the Programme.  
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2.3 Evaluation Methodology 

2.3.1 Data Collection 

For this evaluation, the following activities have been undertaken:  
1. Reconstruction of the intervention logic, serving as starting point for the 

evaluation. 
2. Set up of a criteria table, serving as base for the evaluation steps (see Annex B2). 
3. Desk research, including analysis of the EC questionnaire. 
4. Interviews, including:  

 EC, Executive Agency, European Youth Forum; European umbrella NGOs, 
SALTOs. 

 All National Agencies, with the exception of Greece12, Cyprus13 and The 
German speaking part of Belgium14. 

 20 projects under sub-Action 4.6 Partnerships. The key results are presented 
in this report. The topic list of these interviews are presented in Annex B5. 

 10 National Authorities as part of the country studies (see below). 
 50 youth organisations, including the national councils in 10 countries as 

part of the country studies. 
 30 youth workers in 10 countries as part of the country studies. 
 5 focus groups with young people as part of the country studies. 

5. Questionnaires amongst non-participating young people in 10 countries (panel 
of 2000 young people), see Annex B4 for the questionnaire and Annex A3 for the 
full analysis on the outcomes of the questionnaire. 

6. Questionnaire among participating young people (see Annex B3 for the 
questionnaire and Annex A4 for  the full analysis on the outcomes of the 
questionnaire). 

7. Analysis of the outcomes of the National Reports.  
 
 

2.3.2 Details of Country Studies 

In total, the following ten countries have been selected for the country studies and 
undertaken by native speaking country correspondents:  

In depth Light 

Netherlands Spain 

Italy France 

Portugal Turkey 

Poland  Romania 

Sweden Estonia 

 

                                                      
12 This NA did not participate, al though they were invited to do so. 

13 The Programme was suspended in 2009 and reopened in May 2010. 

14 The other 2 NA’s of Belgium were included in the study; if this NA was also included we felt it would be too much emphasis 

on Belgium.  
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The guidelines for the country correspondents, including the topic lists for the interviews, 
were approved by the Steering Group (see Annex B6 for the guidelines of the light 
country case studies and Annex B7 for the in-depth country case study).  
 
 

2.4 Validity  

The evaluation concentrated on the decentralised (sub)-Actions and paid less attention to 
the centralised Actions. As a consequence, most of the interviewees and groups targeted 
by the questionnaires are related to the decentralised (sub)-Actions. In several cases, this 
focus influences the outcomes of the evaluation, especially when opinions on relevance 
are presented. Also, the effectiveness and efficiency of the centralised Actions has not 
been explored in depth, with the exception of sub-Action 4.6 Partnerships.  
 
The sample for the EC questionnaire and the Ecorys questionnaire are representative for 
the group as a whole. For the interpretation of the questionnaire among the non-
participants, it should be taken into account that this questionnaire ran in a selection of 
countries (the countries for which a country cases was elaborated), but that this is still 
seen as representative for the decentralised Actions.  
 
As the interviews cover (almost) all NAs, the outcomes are representative. When 
interpreting interviews with the National Authorities, Organisations and Youth Workers, 
it should be kept in mind that these interviews cover the country studies only. Again, it is 
considered that the outcomes are representative as the selection is spread over Europe.  
 
The outcomes of the focus groups with young people are only illustrative, as they cover 
only a very small part of the total population of participating youth.  
 
This report is based on a mix of approaches (online questionnaires, interviews, desk 
research, synthesis of national evaluations and group discussions with young people) and 
groups (EC policy makers, Programme management, national authorities and national 
agencies, youth organisations, youth workers and young people). The report is based on 
the outcomes of the before mentioned sources and approaches and, consequently, the 
findings are considered to be representative for the decentralised part of the Programme.  
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3 Reconstruction of the Intervention Logic and 
Indicators 

3.1 Introduction 

An assessment is made in this Chapter of the intervention logic of the YiA Programme. 
The coherence between objectives, actions, sub-Actions and indicators is presented, as 
well as the opinion of stakeholders on the design of the Programme. 
  
The Programme has 26 specific objectives under the 5 general objectives, which are 
complemented by 4 permanent priorities and annual priorities, as well as by aims per 
Action and many sub-Actions (see Chapter 1 for the list of objectives and Actions). 
 
 

3.2 Coherence between Objectives, Actions, Sub-Actions and Indicators 

3.2.1 Aims and Objectives 

The YiA Programme has defined general and specific objectives, which are seen by the 
programme management as complementary to: 
 Objectives in the field of lifelong learning.  
 The development of EU policies in the field of recognition of cultural, multicultural 

and linguistic diversity in Europe.  
 Social cohesion and combating all discrimination based on sex, race or ethnic origin, 

religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation.  
 Sustainable development. 
 
Compared to the previous YOUTH Programme, the YiA Programme has more clarity in 
indicating which specific objectives should contribute to the general objectives. However, 
links between the specific objectives and general objective is not in all cases clear and 
sometimes the specific objectives better relate to other general objectives of the 
Programme. For example, the development of intercultural learning could be better linked 
to the general objective relating to the quality of support systems for youth. In other 
cases, the specific objectives relate to more than one general objective. Furthermore, 
some specific objectives appear to be a precondition (such as ensuring that equality is 
respected) or an activity (such as supporting long term youth projects). 
 
Along with the objectives, there are aims for each Action. In general, these aims are the 
same as the sub-Actions. However, the function and added value of the aims in addition 
to the formulated sub-Actions and specific objectives is not completely clear. Logically, 
the aims could be seen as operational objectives, which relate to the outputs of the 
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Programme. It is not clear whether this was the rationale. However, the aims are not 
formulated per sub-Action, but per Action and it is not always possible to make a one-to-
one link with the sub-Actions. At the same time, output indicators, as included in the 
monitoring system, do not directly relate to the aims. 
 
 

3.2.2 Objectives, Actions and Indicators 

The rationale between the general objectives and Actions of the Programme is based on 
information presented in the YiA Programme website, envisaged as being related one-to-
one (Objective 1 relates to Action 1 Youth for Europe etc). In decision 1719/2006/EC, the 
specific objectives of the Programme are formulated by general objective. Ideally, the 
general objectives should link to the sub-Actions under the Actions. This link is not 
presented in the decision, but the EC has provided an overview of specific objectives, 
linked to related Actions, which are related in turn to outcome indicators (Source: 
Annexes to document ‘Process for the interim evaluation of the Youth in Action 
Programme’). The links identified contain, however, some disparities: 
 Several specific objectives apply to more than one of the (sub-) Actions 

(subsequently, the relation between specific objective and Action, and thus outcome 
indicators, is not one-on-one). 

 Some specific objectives have been added at a later stage, rather than having been 
included in the original specific objectives. 

 For some specific objectives, there are no outcome indicators stated.  
 
In the Programme Guide, the EC states for each Action what the objective of that Action 
is. These objectives are not exactly the same as the specific objectives stated in the 
decision. Furthermore, there appears to be no one-to-one relationship between the specific 
objectives and the specific sub-Action, which would have been the most logical approach. 
Crucially, the specific objectives are related to several different sub-Actions under the 
Actions. 
 
Overall, the relationships between the specific objectives and the sub-Actions lacks clear 
coherence, although all sub-Actions are linked to one or more specific objective. 
 
 

3.2.3 Priorities 

In addition to the objectives, YiA has four permanent priorities and additional annual 
priorities which (potential) projects have to support and provide monitoring data for. The 
four permanent priorities are:  
 
 European citizenship: A key goal of the Programme is to raise young people's 

awareness that they are citizens of Europe, as well as citizens of their own countries. 
The aim is to get youth actively involved in shaping the future of the European 
Union. Projects will have to show a strong European dimension if they are to receive 
Programme backing. Projects portray the European dimension if: 
o the project fosters young people’s sense of European citizenship and helps them 

to understand their role as part of the present and future Europe. 
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o the project reflects a common concern for issues within European society, such as 
racism, xenophobia, anti-Semitism, drug abuse. 

o the project’s theme is linked to EU topics, such as the EU enlargement, the roles 
and activities of the European institutions, the EU's action in matters affecting 
young people. 

o the project debates the founding principles of the EU, i.e. the principles of liberty, 
democracy, respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, and the rule of 
law. 

 Participation of young people: Youth in Action promotes and supports young 
people’s involvement in democratic life, spurring them on to be active citizens who 
care about their communities and understand the value of representative democracy. 

 Cultural diversity: Respect for people’s cultural origins is at the heart of the Youth in 
Action Programme, as is the desire to fight against racism and xenophobia – forces 
that undermine European values and people’s solidarity. 

 Inclusion: Ensuring that young people with fewer opportunities (social and economic 
obstacles, disability, educational difficulties, cultural differences, health problems, 
geographical obstacles) get access to the Youth in Action Programme, as well as on 
encouraging projects with a thematic focus on inclusion. 

 
In addition to these permanent priorities, each year a focus is also placed on specific 
annual priorities. 
 
The first priority relates closely to the first general objective (to promote active 
citizenship, European citizenship in particular), while the second priority is one of the 
preconditions for this objective. The third priority relates closely to the general objective 
to develop solidarity and promote tolerance, as well as to the general objective to foster 
mutual understanding. The inclusion priority is more a condition that needs to be taken 
into account in the implementation of the Programme. 
 
 

3.2.4 A Pragmatic Approach 

Although the intervention logic has improved compared to the former Programme, there 
are still some weaknesses identified in the coherence between objectives, priorities, sub-
Actions and aims. Those working on the Programme are well aware of these weaknesses. 
However, as the decision cannot be changed, they have chosen a pragmatic approach to 
work with the Programme’s objectives, priorities and sub-Actions and have put 
significant effort into defining indicators for sub-Actions to measure the progress the 
Programme. 
 
 

3.2.5 Streamlining 

Although the Programme has many objectives and sub-Actions, there is no consensus as 
to whether the Programme needs streamlining. Some NAs said the Programme did not 
need streamlining, however an almost equal number are of the opinion that streamlining 
is needed in order to better reach the target groups. However, there is also a group of NAs 



 

Youth in Action Interim Evaluation 48 

that did not express a specific opinion on this issue, indicating that the current design is 
not a big issue for them.  
 
This picture is confirmed in the National Reports, where the division of the activities into 
Actions and sub-Actions is generally perceived positively and it allows the youth 
organisations to choose the Actions which are most relevant for their needs. However, 
few National Reports identify that due to the large number of Actions and sub-Actions it 
is difficult to explain the structure of the Programme and its differences to potential 
beneficiaries and wider society. Furthermore, the objectives of the Programme and the 
wider European policy as defined currently are seen as being very broad, some National 
Reports identify a need to redefine the objectives in more concrete terms.  
 
Some interviewees at the European level felt that the Programme is very complicated as it 
has many sub-Actions. They share the opinion that due to this, the Programme is 
confusing and overwhelming for some people. When looking at the level of knowledge 
regarding different sub-Actions, many youth organisations and National Youth Councils 
felt that it is clear for organisations and participants under which sub-Action an activity is 
financed. However, there was also an opinion that there are too many sub-Actions. 
 
It appears there is a need for streamlining in objectives and activities. There is also a 
desire to keep the Programme flexible regarding the types of eligible interventions. 
 
 

3.3 Conclusion 

The intervention logic has improved in comparison to the former YOUTH Programme. 
However, the Programme shows weaknesses and a lack of coherence in the inter-linkages 
between the hierarchy of objectives and between the objectives and (sub-)Actions. Given 
that the specific objectives differ in scope (some are broad others more specific), there are 
opportunities to group and revise the objectives. Furthermore, linking the indicators to 
specific objectives and (sub-) Actions would allow for better monitoring and 
measurement of effectiveness. 
 
The 26 specific objectives under the 5 general objectives, 4 permanent priorities and 
annual priorities, aims per Action and many sub-Actions do not help the readability of the 
Programme and the Programme loses some focus and internal coherence as a result. 
Hence, it would be beneficial to merge some of the objectives and Actions and to make 
clear choices within future programmes.  
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4 Relevance 

4.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, the relevance and compliance of the YiA Programme in relation to wider 
EU policies and strategies is assessed. Current strategies as well as some strategies that 
are relevant for the next Programme period are taken into account. This assessment is 
followed by an analysis of the relevance and complementarity of the YiA Programme to 
other EU Programmes.  
 
As in the individual Programme countries, the YiA Programme is not an isolated 
programme. The relevance, compliance and complementarity of the YiA Programme to 
national initiatives and policies is addressed in section 4.5. The question of added value at 
an EU level, i.e. whether there is a need to intervene in this field on EU level, is answered 
in section 4.6.  
 
It is key that the Programme addresses the needs of the final beneficiaries, i.e. the young 
people, youth workers and youth organisations. In section 4.7, the opinions of these target 
groups are presented. The relevance is assessed both for the Programme as a whole as 
well as in terms of specific (sub-) Actions. The subsidiarity of the measures is dealt with 
in section 4.8. 
 
With a view to preparations for the new Programme period and the wish to generate 
additional resources and to reach more young people, an assessment is made whether an 
increased focus on youth workers and organisations (and their support structures) will 
facilitate this.  
 
 

4.2 European Youth Policy Framework and Other Initiatives  

In this section the Youth Policy Framework and other initiatives forming the framework 
for the formulation of the Youth in Action Programme are presented, as well as their 
relation to the current programme.  
 
 

4.2.1 Lisbon Strategy 

Under the Lisbon strategy several overarching strategies and policies have been drafted in 
the field of Youth. YiA aims to contribute to these overall Community objectives in the 
scope of the Lisbon Strategy. Specifically, it contributes to the development of quality 
education and training and the objectives of the employment strategy. Lifelong education 
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and training have a fundamental role to play in relation to those objectives and the aim to 
create an open and dynamic European education area capable of achieving the objective 
of lifelong education and training. Those aims in relation to young people are reflected in 
the White Paper "A New Impetus for European Youth" (2001) and the European Youth 
Pact (2005).  
 
The complementarity of the YiA Programme to these strategies is presented in the 
following sub-sections. Hence, complementarity to these strategies also shows the 
complementarity of the YiA Programme with the Lisbon Strategy. In general the YiA 
Programme is connected to the aim of the Lisbon strategy related to “investing in people 
and building an active welfare state”, in particular to the education and training 
opportunities that are tailored to target groups at different stages of their lives, notably 
young people. It is aiming at the development of basic skills (foreign languages, 
entrepreneurship, social skills). Furthermore, it is relating to the mobility aspect by 
providing opportunities for learning in other countries, It does not directly address the 
recognition of qualifications aspect, with the exception qualifications acquired within  
non-formal learning activities by promoting Youthpass (a certificate in which the 
qualification acquired through participation in non-formal learning activities are 
indicated).  
 
The more and better jobs for Europe aspect of the Lisbon strategy is addressed by the 
YiA Programme by providing learning opportunities and activities that contribute to the 
employability of young people. The YiA Programme also complies with the “promoting 
social inclusion” aim of the Lisbon strategy, especially relating to the development of 
priority actions addressed to specific target groups (for example minority groups, 
children, the elderly and the disabled), as the Programme provides extra provisions for 
young people with fewer opportunities to enable them to participate in the Programme. 
 
 

4.2.2 The White Paper on Youth Policy 

The White Paper on Youth Policy (2001) identified the main challenges for youth policy 
in Europe characterised by a growing disequilibrium between young and old and 
changing living conditions for young people. The objective as formulated in the White 
Paper is to deepen Community co-operation to the benefit and with the involvement of 
young people, as a specific and essential element of future policy. The Commission thus 
indicated that it wished to make this policy acquire a genuine Community dimension in 
complementarity and close co-operation with the local, regional and National Authorities 
of the Member States. 
 
On the basis of the White Paper, the Council of the European Union established in June 
2002 a framework for European co-operation in the field of youth. In November 2005, 
this Framework was updated to take into account the European Youth Pact (see 4.2.2 
below). The Framework involved the following three main strands: 
 
 Young people's active citizenship. The member states agreed on common objectives 

for each one of the four priorities of the White Paper. The Open Method of 
Coordination  was applied in order to reach these objectives. Instruments to foster 



 

Youth in Action Interim Evaluation 51 

young people's active citizenship are the Youth in Action Programme, the European 
Youth Portal, the European Knowledge Centre on Youth Policy, and the structured 
dialogue aiming at involving young people in debates shaping policy in relation to the 
European agenda.  

 Social and occupational integration of young people. The European Youth Pact aims 
at improving the education and training, the employability and social inclusion of 
young Europeans, while facilitating the reconciliation of work and family life.  

 Including a youth dimension in other policies. The European Commission actively 
works to take youth into account in a number of policies, of which anti- 
discrimination and health are the most prominent.  

 
The 2002 Council resolution regarding the framework of European cooperation in the 
youth field15 established the principles of flexibility of methods, non-discrimination and 
equal opportunities, the involvement of young people, and the association of the applicant 
countries in the cooperation framework. In the resolution, the four priorities proposed in 
the white paper were; (i) participation; (ii) information; (iii) voluntary activities among 
young people, and; (iv) greater understanding and knowledge of youth. These are further 
confirmed as priorities of the OMC.  
 
There is a strong relation between the YiA Programme and the participation and 
voluntary objectives of the White Paper, as these issues form the backbone of the YiA 
Programme. The YiA Programme also contributes to the objectives formulated under 
‘Greater understanding and Knowledge on Youth’ objectives, especially with the 
objectives related to Action 5 Support for European Cooperation in the youth field and 
the sub-Actions under Action 4 Youth Support Systems. 
 
 

4.2.3 The European Youth Pact 

The European Youth Pact, agreed on in 2005 by the Member States, aims to improve the 
education, training, mobility, vocational integration (involving employers and business) 
and social inclusion of young Europeans, while facilitating the reconciliation of working 
life and family life.  
 
The YiA Programme relates most directly to the European Youth Pact's objectives in the 
field of education, training and mobility. YiA encourages mobility of young people and 
provides opportunities to do a non-formal learning activity in another Member State and 
it contributes to the recognition of non-formal education by promoting it and by the use of 
Youthpass. It does not particularly address the Youth Pact identified problem of drop-outs 
from the school system, although as a side-effect participation in YiA has an influence on 
the further educational path.  
 
The YiA Programme also contributes to several objectives under Employment, 
Integration and Social Advancement, although the contribution is in general less strong. 
YiA contributes to encourage young people to develop entrepreneurship and promotes the 
emergence of young entrepreneurs. YiA also contributes to the social inclusion objective, 

                                                      
15 Resolution of the Council and of the representatives of the governments of the Member States, meeting within the Council 

of 27 June 2002 regarding the framework of European cooperation in the youth field [Official Journal C 168 of 13.07.2002]. 
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although there are no specific Actions related to this objective (it aims to include young 
people with fewer opportunities within the mainstream Actions). Furthermore, the YiA 
Programme contributes to the objective to increase employment, as the Actions are 
directed to developing the skills of young people, which is contributing to their 
employability. Youth Pact objectives related to monitoring policies for the integration of 
young people in the labour market and inviting young employers and business to display 
social responsibility in the area of vocational training are not targeted by YiA. 
 
 

4.2.4 The European Neighbourhood Policy and other Association agreements 

The European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) was developed in 2004, with the objective of 
avoiding the emergence of new dividing lines between the enlarged EU and its 
neighbours, and instead aims to strengthen the prosperity, stability and security of all. 
This ENP framework applies to the 16 of EU's closest neighbours, with specific 
dimensions for its eastern neighbours. Almost all bilateral Action Plans that were 
established under this framework contain a reference to increasing exchanges and 
cooperation in the youth field under their "people-to-people" sections. This is also the 
case with some Association agreements of the EU.  Part of the activities of the YiA 
Programme have a regional focus (Action 2 EVS and sub-Action 3.1 Cooperation with 
the Neighbouring Countries of the European Union), particularly on countries which form 
part of the European Neighbourhood Policy and thus are contributing to the 
Neighbourhood Programme. Action 3.2 Cooperation with other countries of the World 
relate to Strategies that are adopted for other countries, such as the EU Africa Strategy.   
 
 

4.2.5 Conclusion 

The YiA Programme is well embedded in the wider strategies and policies, such as the 
White Paper, Youth Pact and EU Youth Strategy, and contributes to (parts) of the 
objectives of those strategies and policies. The Programme is relevant for a number of 
goals and aims of these strategies. With this, it is also in compliance and relevant to the 
aims of the Lisbon Strategy.  
 
 

4.3 Developments during the programme period, which form a base for 
Future Programmes 

4.3.1 Europe 2020 A European Strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth 

As for the Lisbon Strategy, the Europe 2020 A European Strategy for smart, sustainable 
and inclusive growth (further referred to as Europe 2020) lays down the general, 
overarching priorities for the EU policy in general; based on this strategy, more specific 
initiatives are formulated, such as Youth on the Move. Furthermore, new political 
frameworks have been designed for the new decade, like the Strategic Framework for 
European Co-operation in Education and Training and a Renewed Framework for 
European Cooperation in the Youth Field (Council Resolution of November 2009, based 
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in the Communication from the Commission “An EU Strategy for Youth: Investing and 
Empowering”). 
 
Europe 2020 puts forward three priorities:  
 Smart growth: developing an economy based on knowledge and innovation.  
 Sustainable growth: promoting a more resource efficient, greener and more 

competitive economy.  
 Inclusive growth: fostering a high-employment economy delivering social and 

territorial cohesion. 
 
The Commission is putting forward seven flagship initiatives to catalyse progress under 
each of the three priority themes. Following three initiatives were identified as relevant in 
the field of youth policy. The current YiA Programme is contributing to all three 
initiatives:  
 
 "Youth on the move" to enhance the performance of education systems and to 

facilitate the entry of young people to the labour market. The current YiA contributes 
by providing non-formal education opportunities to young people, which contribute 
to their development of skills. This will improve their employability.  

 An agenda for new skills and jobs (empowering people by developing their skills 
throughout the lifecycle with a view to increase the labour participation and better 
match labour supply and demand). Again, the current YiA Programme links to this 
initiative by providing non-formal education opportunities which contribute to their 
development of skills. This will improve their employability. 

 European platform against poverty. Although the YiA Programme is not addressing 
poverty, it relates to some issues that are described in the EU2020 strategy under this 
initiative, which are a priority to ensure that young people with fewer opportunities 
get access to the Programme as well as encouraging projects with a thematic focus on 
inclusion.  

 
As shown above, the current Youth in Action Programme relates to the objectives of the 
Europe 2020 strategy, although the employability aspect could be strengthened in a new 
Programme in order to increase it’s contribution.  
 
 

4.3.2 Youth on the Move 

Within the Youth on the Move initiative, four specific objectives have been identified. 
The objectives are followed by an assessment as to how the current YiA contributes to the 
objectives:  
 Promote the performance and attractiveness of Europe's higher education. The YiA  

Programme does not relate to this objective as it is not directed to formal education. 
 Contribute to building a strong basis for modern lifelong learning systems which 

supports the development of high quality and increased participation in higher 
education. This includes investing in high quality schools, high performing vocational 
training systems and flexible access for adults to training and up-skilling 
opportunities including by supporting more learning mobility opportunities. The YiA 
Programme contributes mainly to the last part of this objective (support to learning 
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mobility) as it provides non-formal learning and learning mobility opportunities for 
young people.  

 Encourage the transnational mobility of young people for learning, employability, 
social and personal development. The aim is that by 2020 all young people in Europe 
should have the possibility to spend a part of their educational pathway in another 
Member State. To this objective the YiA Programme is directly related, as the 
Programme provides opportunities for learning, social and personal development by 
activities organised in other Member States.  

 Extend and broaden learning opportunities to young people as a whole, stimulate 
their engagement in society, and improve their employment situation, inter alia, by 
launching a Youth employment framework outlining policies aimed at reducing youth 
unemployment rates. The YiA Programme directly targets the “Extend and broaden 
learning opportunities to young people as a whole, stimulate their engagement in 
society, and improve their employment situation” part of the objective.  

 
The current Programme contributes to most of the objectives above, excluding the formal 
learning elements, which are, by definition,  out of the scope of YiA. Employability 
aspects are important within the new strategies and therefore the new programme could 
concentrate more on this aspect.  
 
 

4.3.3 Strategic Framework for European Co-operation in Education and Training (Education 
and training 2020) 

The main aim of the Framework is to support Member States in further developing their 
educational and training systems. These systems should better provide the means for all 
citizens to realise their potential, as well as ensure sustainable economic prosperity and 
employability. The framework should take into consideration the whole spectrum of 
education and training systems from a lifelong learning perspective, covering all levels 
and contexts (including non-formal learning). Below are the four main goals of the 
strategy, followed by an assessment of the contribution of YiA to these objectives: 
 
1. Making lifelong learning and mobility a reality: The YiA Programme contributes 

mainly to the mobility part of the objective and to the flexible learning pathways, by 
offering non-formal learning opportunities. With the Youthpass, it contributes to the 
development of recognition tools.  

2. Improving the quality and efficiency of education and training. YiA contributes to 
this objective as far as it relates to non-formal learning opportunities. The Programme 
provides these opportunities and develops intercultural learning opportunities.  

3. Promoting equity, social cohesion and active citizenship is an objective to which YiA 
strongly contributes, as it is the backbone of the Programme. It is assumed these 
issues are targeted under all Actions in which the young people can participate. 

4. Enhancing creativity and innovation, including entrepreneurship at all levels of 
education and training: this objective is targeted by YiA. An underlying assumption 
of the Programme is that young people participating in the Programme will develop 
those competences.  
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The YiA Programme is most strongly related to the third and fourth objectives. The other 
objectives are also targeted by the Programme, but specifically relating to non-formal 
education activities and not to the formal education part, as this is out of the scope of the 
Programme and targeted by other programmes. 
 
 

4.3.4 Council Resolution on a Renewed Framework for European Cooperation in the Youth 
Field 

This resolution aims at cooperation in the youth field, in which the Member States can 
take part.  
 
The overall objectives of the framework are:  
1. Create more and equal opportunities for all young people in education and in the 

labour market. 
2. To promote the active citizenship, social inclusion and solidarity of all young people.  
 
The relation to the first objective is found in the Programme's focus on young people with 
fewer opportunities (but does not have specific Actions to achieve that goal) and through 
the aim to provide non-formal education which should also contribute to better 
employability. YiA relates to the second objective, as active citizenship, social inclusion 
and solidarity are at the core of the Programme. 
 
The YiA Programme (and its successor) and other EU Programmes and funds are to be 
used to provide support to the cooperation in the youth field. The YiA Programme as it is 
now, relates in general closely to the general initiatives formulated as follows: 
 
 Encouraging and supporting the involvement and participation of young people and 

youth organisations in policy making, implementation and follow-up (sub-Action 5.1 
Meetings of young people with those responsible for youth policy; 4.1 Support to 
bodies active at European level in the youth field  and 4.2 Support to the European 
Youth Forum). 

 Improving access to quality youth information and disseminating information through 
all possible channels at local, regional, national level, as well as through Europe-wide 
organisations such as Eurodesk, ERYICA, YFJ and EYCA and other European 
networks (sub-Action 5.2 Support for activities to bring about better knowledge of 
the youth field and sub-Actions under Action 4 Youth Support Systems).  

 Supporting the development of youth work and recognising its value (sub-Action 4.1 
Support to bodies active at European level in the youth field, 4.2 Support to the 
European Youth Forum, 4.3 Training and Networking of those active in youth work 
and youth organisations). 

 Strengthening cooperation with local and regional authorities is in the current 
Programme addressed by a relatively small Action (sub-Action 4.6 Partnerships). 

 Strengthening cooperation between policy makers through improved dialogue and the 
sharing of knowledge and expertise is one of the aims of the Programme. 

 Recognising the value of bilateral and multilateral cooperation for European 
cooperation in the field of youth policy as this is a key part of what the Programme 
does.  
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Supporting development of experimental projects and programmes to try out new and 
innovative ideas and to exchange good practices is targeted under the Programme by 
providing support to innovative projects under sub-Action 4.4 Projects encouraging 
innovation and quality and 4.5 Information activities for young people and those active in 
youth work and youth organisations. Not particularly addressed by YiA is “including, 
where appropriate, a children's policy dimension, having regard to their rights and 
protection taking into account that the life and future prospects of young people are 
significantly determined by the opportunities, support and protection received during 
childhood”. The same applies to providing quality guidance and counselling services. 
 
The current YiA Programme relates to the aims formulated for education and training, 
except for formal education. A part of the aim, better links between formal education and 
non-formal education, is not addressed within the current YiA Programme. As YiA is 
aiming at promoting the value of non-formal education, it might be considered to add this 
aspect to the new programme. The current YiA Programme also does not specifically 
target reduction of early school leaving. Furthermore, it is not specifically directed to the 
transition between education and training and the labour market.  
 
The employment and entrepreneurship aims are targeted by the YiA Programme. The link 
that can be seen here is that young people that participate in the Programme develop skills 
that can help in improving their employability and that their entrepreneurial skills 
(understood as sense of initiative) can be encouraged. One of the relating specific 
objectives of the Programme is “encouraging initiative, enterprise and creativity”.  
 
There can be a contribution of the YiA Programme to the health and well-being aims, as 
long as it is included in the annual priorities (which is the case for a number of years 
now).  
 
A very strong contribution of YiA is found in the link with the aims in the field of 
participation, as one of the main aims of the Programme. This becomes all the more 
important that the Lisbon Treaty includes specifically the participation of young people in 
democratic life in Europe among the objectives of Article 165. The same counts for the 
aim related to voluntary activities, as EVS is one of the key elements of the Programme.  
Furthermore, YiA contributes to the aim formulated for social exclusion of young people. 
However, although it is an aim of the current YiA, no specific Actions are formulated to 
reach this aim. It is expected instead that the issue is targeted in the mainstream (sub-
Actions).  
  
The aim formulated for Youth in the World is under the current YiA partially targeted 
under the Action with the same name. Contribution to global policy-making, 
implementation and follow-up is, however, not specifically addressed in the current 
Programme.  
 
The creativity and culture aim to support innovation through better quality access to and 
participation in culture and cultural expressions from an early age is partly addressed by 
YiA (the participation part) as it supports cultural diversity and intercultural learning and 
there is a permanent priority on cultural diversity.  
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The framework for European Cooperation in the youth field is rather broad in terms of 
aims and initiatives. As shown above, the YiA Programme is related to a large number of 
these aims and initiatives.  
 
 

4.3.5 Modification of Art. 165 of the Lisbon Treaty 

With the adoption of the Lisbon Treaty (2009), the relevant article on Education, 
Vocational training, Youth and Sport (art 165, ex article 145) was modified with the 
introduction of  “encouraging the participation of young people in democratic life in 
Europe”. The current programme is targeting this aspect especially by sub-Action 1.3 
Youth democracy projects and 5.1 Meetings of young people and those responsible for 
youth policy.  
 
 

4.3.6 Conclusion 

The current Programme addresses the objectives of the new strategies. As employment 
and employability are important aspects of the different strategies, strengthening this 
element in a future Programme may be considered in order to increase the 
complementarity with the above mentioned strategies. However, it is clear that active 
citizenship, social inclusion and solidarity remain important objectives as well. 
Furthermore, the complementarities to other programmes directed to employment should 
be carefully weighted while designing a new programme, which should continue to 
concentrate on non-formal learning.    
 
 

4.4 Complementarity and Added Value to EU Programmes 

4.4.1 Lifelong Learning Programme  

The Lifelong Learning Programme (which includes the sectoral Programmes Comenius, 
Erasmus, Leonardo da Vinci, Grundtvig, and the teaching, research and reflection 
activities under the Jean Monnet Programme) has an overarching priority to reinforce the 
contribution made by education and training to achieving the Lisbon goal of making the 
EU the most competitive knowledge-based economy. Every part of the Programme gives 
priority to actions that support the development of national lifelong learning strategies by 
the countries participating. In addition, priority is given to collaboration between the 
different parts of the education and training system, strengthening the lifelong learning 
continuum, and supporting the acquisition of key competences.   
 
The YiA Programme has several objectives in common with the Lifelong Learning 
Programme. It is fully complementary to this Programme, as the Lifelong Learning 
Programme is focused on formal educations, while YiA contributes to the knowledge-
based society through non-formal learning. In addition, YiA has a participation-oriented 
objective that is not present in the Lifelong Learning Programme.  
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Complementarity can be seen between Comenius (networking and exchange of 
experience between schools and teachers) and YiA sub-Action 4.3 (training and 
networking of those active in youth work and youth organisations), but for a different 
target group. 
  
Erasmus provides mobility opportunities for students and teaching staff in higher 
education institutions throughout Europe, supports multilateral cooperation projects 
between higher education institutions and supports cooperation between higher education 
institutions, private sector and civil society. The possible complementarity can be found 
in the first aspect. The mobility aspect corresponds, mainly, with the Action 2 (EVS) of 
the YiA Programme and the mobility aspect of youth workers. The difference is that 
Erasmus has a very specific target group (highly educated) and is focused on formal 
learning. At the same time, this brings the risk of overlap: people participating in Erasmus 
can participate in the YiA Programme and vice versa. This is not seen as problematic as 
both programmes are complementary to each other (non-formal relates mainly to skills, 
while the Erasmus programme is directed mainly to knowledge building within a formal 
learning structure). For the other objectives/activities of Erasmus there are not strong 
connections with the YiA Programme.  
 
Grundtvig is directed to adult education. There is little inter-relationship with the YiA 
Programme, as the target groups and aims of the Programme are different.  
 
 

4.4.2 Citizenship Programme 2007-2013 – Europe for Citizens 

YiA is directly compatible with the aim of the Europe for Citizens Programme in 
bringing Europe closer to citizens, by facilitating young people’s participation in dialogue 
with policy makers. The fact that a specific programme for young people exists fits well 
with the increasing priority put on youth by the European Union (Youth on the Move; 
Council Resolution on a Renewed Framework for European Cooperation in the Youth 
Field). 
 
 

4.4.3 Stakeholders’ Opinions 

The NAs and National Youth Councils see links between YiA and the Lifelong Learning 
(LLL) Programme, the Culture Programme and Europe for Citizens. However, almost all 
NAs stress the distinctiveness of the non-formal learning focus and youth (outside 
education) as the target group for YiA and thus consider the Programme to be 
complementary. In a few instances, the NAs suggested the use the Lifelong Learning 
Programme as a means to reach the target group youth. 
 
In the National Reports, a good overall level of policy match between Youth in Action 
and other EU strategies and policy objectives is identified, particularly with regard to 
improving youth mobility, non-formal learning and citizenship. The links with specific 
strategies that were stated are also the Lifelong Learning Programme and Europe for 
Citizens as well as a connection with EU Youth Strategy: Investing and Empowering.  
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4.5 Complementarity to other National Initiatives and Programmes  

The extent to which there are similar or complementary initiatives and Programmes on a 
national level is mixed. The NAs noted that there are big differences between the 
countries in terms of the importance and quality of youth policies. In the interviews, the 
NAs and youth organisations saw the Programme as complementary to, as well as 
overlapping with national initiatives. 
 
In some countries, initiatives implemented on national and international level are in place, 
while other NAs only highlight national initiatives. A third group of countries have no 
similar initiatives. Most of the interviewed National Authorities feel that YiA is 
complementary. 
 
For the countries that do have similar national initiatives, these initiatives mainly 
resemble sub-Action 1.2 Youth Initiatives and Action 2 EVS. In England and 
Luxemburg, the NAs indicated that applying for such initiatives is easier than for YiA.  
 
For the countries that indicated YiA is complementary, there are certain national or 
regional initiatives, but not always with the focus on non-formal learning or the EU 
dimension. According to Slovenia for instance, YiA is distinctive:   
 

‘There is no overlap since there is no specific national Programme to primarily support European or 

international activities in the field of youth, neither are there specific initiatives supporting main 

objectives of YiA’. 

 
According to the NAs, complementarity to national Programmes is due to the 
international focus and the aspects of non-formal learning, inclusion and structured 
dialogue. Also the National Reports identify a strong level of compatibility between 
Youth in Action and equivalent national youth sector policies and Programmes. Next to 
adding the international exchange aspect and the non-formal learning aspect to the youth 
work in individual member states, YiA also complemented national initiatives with young 
people’s civic engagement and broadened the scope of opportunities that are available to 
young people.   
 
National reports suggest that the level of compatibility varies across the Programme due 
to a number of factors. The first one is the strength and coherence of existing 
governmental youth policy in the fields of non-formal education and youth citizenship. 
Second, the specific role adopted by the National Agency in advocating for the 
Programme and the national practice in youth policy. Finally, the wider funding 
arrangements for youth sector development.  
 
In the analysis of National Reports, three types of Programme compatibility could be 
distinguished. The first is where there are direct synergies of YiA with national policies 
and funding in countries with a strong emphasis on non-formal learning and with active 
and well developed NGOs. The second are countries in which the Programme is 
complementary to national youth policies and funding but has developed in parallel, so 
there is little policy impact. In the third type of countries, the Programme played a role in 
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compensating for a shortfall in mainstream youth sector funding, particularly in countries 
where the national infrastructure is less developed.  
 
The National Reports state that there are some common factors that have helped to ensure 
the Programme is relevant and compatible with national policy. These include flexibility 
in Programme design (breadth of the Actions is wide), funding stability and security (YiA 
can be integrated in multi-annual strategies and policies), and the emphasis on non-formal 
learning (complementing formal education youth programmes within Member States).  
 
When looking at the results of the questionnaire among non-participating (in YiA) young 
people, the results support the above assertions. Almost 25% of the respondents had 
participated in youth programmes. This covered a wide range of programmes and 
activities and many of these activities appeared to be specific to their country of 
residence. More specifically, respondents were asked which category best described the 
activity they participated in, the majority reported taking part in youth initiative type 
activities (31%) or youth exchanges (29%). When looking at the outcomes of these 
Programmes, in some cases the same type of competences are developed (see Chapter 6 
on effectiveness), suggesting an overlap with the YiA Programme. 
 
Activities of youth organisations that contribute to YiA Objectives 
Most youth organisations employ complementary activities that contribute to YiA 
objectives, but are not funded by the EU. These cover a wide range of activities, such as 
promotion, dissemination of information or organising seminars about Youth in Action or 
about themes related to the objectives. Other examples include activities on tolerance/ 
solidarity, creating activities for disadvantaged young people or local youth initiatives. 
 
National Youth Councils also develop complementary activities outside EU funding that 
contribute to EU objectives, such as different campaigns on EU citizenship and on voting, 
and the creation of a pool of trainers. 
 
 

4.6 Added Value of the Programme at European level and subsidiarity 

National Agencies Perspective 
The views of the National Agencies on the added value of YiA at European level are 
positive overall. The NAs felt that YiA activities add a European and international 
component to existing initiatives, leading to exchange of experience, and the development 
of skills such as intercultural awareness and language skills. Also, the Programme enables 
new projects (rather than financing already existing ones).   
 

Examples of other areas of Added Value: 

Hungary: European mobility, initiating European cooperation between NGOs, sharing of best practices 

Bulgaria: YiA allows and promotes the participation of new youth groups and youth organisations from 

small/ isolated and new regions/ places, which is also a national priority. 

Finland and Poland: development of European youth work through youth workers´ learning mobility 

Estonia: Contributes to the implementation of EU youth policy 
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Mostly, the added value of YiA are the benefits for non-formal learning and international 
cooperation. The added value at a national level covers additional attention and funding 
for non-formal learning activities, activities concerning active participation, learning 
more about Europe, and the fact that there is special attention for the inclusion of youth 
with fewer opportunities. 
 
Added Value for Youth Organisations and Youth Workers 
For youth organisations, the NAs see capacity building as added value, covering several 
elements, such as: project management, network and training opportunities, learning new 
youth work methods, intercultural and international learning. 
As for benefits for youth workers, the NAs highlight intercultural aspects, and training 
and exchange of experience on a European level, a view endorsed by youth workers. 
 
Young People’s Perspective 
The majority of the young people see clear added value and importance for funding 
activities that support co-operation between young people across Europe. Where young 
people disagreed, they mostly indicated that the situation of the young people in their own 
country should improve first and that resources should be directed to these issues.  
 
Questioned on what (if anything) the participants (young people) think the Programme 
offered which is not available from other youth Programmes, about two thirds (67%) 
reported more of an international/European feel and 42% pointed to the wider choice of 
activities offered through YiA. Most importantly, only a small number of respondents 
(3%) felt that the Programme does not add anything. This result is confirmed by follow-
up questions which directly asked if the participants agree that YiA Programme addresses 
their needs. Again, some 94% agreed (33% strongly agreed and 61% agreed) and only 
2% disagreed.  
 
Similarly, but perhaps more predictably, nearly all (98%) participants agreed (17%) or 
strongly agreed (81%) that it is important to fund activities to support European 
cooperation on youth. 
 
Added Value of sub-Action 4.6 Partnerships 
The added value of sub-Action 4.6 Partnerships is separately addressed with interviews 
with beneficiaries of this sub-Action. Most commonly highlighted was the opportunity 
the projects offered for good practice exchange and partnership development; training and 
participation in international exchanges; capacity building for local institutions, and the 
possibility to work transnationally and to involve more regions.  
 
Youth organisations highlighted that the added value of 4.6 and the wider YiA 
Programme was its accessibility, allowing regions or countries which usually did not have 
access to European funds to participate. Other youth organisations indicated that 4.6 
provided an opportunity for them to expand their activities to new target groups i.e. to 
focus their activities on young people from disadvantaged backgrounds. One youth 
organisation also mentioned that the support from the EU acts as a ‘quality label’ for the 
project, thus generating more trust from the existing and potential partners. 
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Subsidiary 
Subsidiary relates to ensuring that decisions are taken as closely as possible to the citizen 
and that action at Community level is justified in the light of the possibilities available at 
national, regional or local level. Specifically, it is the principle whereby the Union does 
not take action (except in the areas which fall within its exclusive competence) unless it is 
more effective than action taken at national, regional or local level. 
 
The decisions within the Youth in Action framework are taken as closely as possible to 
the citizens due to the fact that most projects for young people are decided upon by the 
NAs on national level. Furthermore, the concrete projects are developed by the youth 
organisations, involving the target group, which means that the decisions are taken 
closely to the citizens (young people). 
 
In general, the NAs and youth organisations feel that the right level of implementation is 
chosen as the international dimension of the Programme, cannot be easily realised by 
national and regional level. Although individual Member States can run transnational 
mobility schemes, but it is more difficult for them to organise this European wide and not 
only on a bilateral basis. There are certain bottlenecks for running such transnational 
activities which need to be solved at EU level. Examples are the accreditation of EVS 
structures. Furthermore, the Programme facilitates the contacts between the countries, 
which is difficult and expensive when it is organised by one Member State on its own.  
 
In conclusion, in general, the right level of implementation is chosen. Concerning the 
activities that can be implemented in one country only, one could argue that this is 
justified by the fact that it contributes to the objective of the Programme. At the same 
time it can be argued that in general the added value of the Programme is found in the 
international exchange, an aspect that is lacking if a project is implemented in one 
country only and that the these types of actions can be organised on national level as well.   
 
 

4.7 Relevance of YiA to Needs 

In this section an assessment is made to what extent the problem analysis made for the 
Programme is still valid, the extent it is relevant to the needs of the young people and the 
youth workers and youth organisations. In the section 4.7.3 an assessment is made on the 
relevance of the specific Actions. 
 
 

4.7.1 Problem analysis 

In this section we assess whether the problems identified on which the current YiA 
programme is based, are still in place. The problem analysis as included in the impact 
assessment report, listed the following problems: 
 Young people are less committed than in the past to the traditional structures for 

political and social action and they have a low level of involvement in democratic 
consultation and in youth organisations (citizenship deficit). 

 Young people express doubts with regard to international institutions which they feel 
are relatively inaccessible.  
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 Institutions that manage the EU are considered as distant 
 The fight against discrimination, multicultural issues, immigration and intercultural 

dialogue are favoured areas among young people.  
 Getting young people more involved in the local national and European communities 

and fostering active citizenship were seen as one of the major challenges.  
 Responding to the aspiration of young people by providing the opportunity to enrich 

their education and training on a less formal level was seen as necessary. 
 Young people are willing to develop new relations between young people all over 

the World16.
 

 

First, it is noted that the above indicated needs are actually not always needs, but rather 
assumptions or policy aims. Furthermore, there is no one-to-one relationship between the 
needs presented and the objectives of the Programme, which makes the update of these 
needs not always relevant.  
 
However, the EU Youth report of 2009 suggests that there is still a citizenship deficit. 
Data provided by the European Social Survey (and presented in the EU Youth report), 
indicate that young people aged 16-24 and 25-29 seem to show a low interest in politics. 
A majority of young people declare that they are hardly or not interested in politics, 
whilst only 6 % declare that they are very interested. On the other hand, Eurobarometer 
data show that a majority of young people indicate to be very interested or interested in 
politics and current affairs: 82 % of them are interested in politics in their own country, 
73 % claim to be interested at a city or regional level, and 66 % say they are interested in 
politics and current affairs in the EU. These contradictory data could suggest that while 
young people may be less interested in traditional party politics, they are indeed engaged 
in current public and political affairs or topics that have a direct impact on their daily 
lives17.  
 
Looking at the social and societal participation of youth, it is concluded that there is still a 
low participation in community and associational life. Only 22 % of young people 
answered "yes" to the question: "are you member of an organisation?". Almost half of 
young persons (49 %) are members of a sports club. Far behind follows memberships in 
youth organisations and cultural associations (8 %), trade unions and hobby clubs (7 %), 
political parties and religious associations (5 %). Human rights movements and consumer 
organisations have the smallest number of young memberships18. 
 
The European Social Survey shows that less than 40 % of young people aged between 16 
and 29 have trust in (or are neutral towards) politicians and political parties19. 63 % Of 
the population younger than 30 trust the European Parliament. 
 
In the Eurobarometer on youth in January 2007, 2% of people aged between 15 and 30 
reported that they regularly participate in voluntary or community work during their 
leisure time. In the same survey, however, 16 % declare to be engaged (regularly or 
occasionally) in voluntary activities. 

                                                      
16  Commission staff paper, Impact assessment integrating ex-ante evaluation of the “Youth in Action” Programme. 

17  European Commission (2009), Commission Staff Working Document – EU Youth report 2009, p. 48. 
18  European Commission (2009), Commission Staff Working Document – EU Youth report 2009, p. 34.  
 

19  European Social Survey, www.europeansocialsurvey.org (ESS2 and ESS 3)in  European Commission (2009), 
Commission. 
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Besides the needs indicated above, the YiA Programme addresses the employability of 
young people. The Programme Guide states that non-formal learning enables young 
people to acquire essential competences and contributes to their personal development, 
social inclusion and active citizenship, thereby improving their employment prospects. 
One of the priorities for 2010 was “Youth unemployment and promotion of young 
unemployed people's active participation in society”.  
 
Employability is becoming more important since young people have been hit by the 
economic crisis with youth unemployment hitting record rates of 21% on a whole in 
201020, which considerably higher than the general unemployment rate of 9.6%. As 
shown in the next section, one of the main reasons for young people to participate in the 
YiA Programme is the hope that the experience adds to their CV.  
 
The above analysis shows that there is still a need to involve young people more actively 
in societal, democratic and economic life. The reports on the national evaluations indicate 
clearly that the current aims of the YiA Programme remain relevant. The mobility 
dimension of the Programme was highlighted as important in contributing to the 
outcomes achieved in combination with the non-formal learning opportunities. The needs 
and relevance to the needs of the young people, youth organisations and youth workers is 
further elaborated in the next sections.  
 
 

4.7.2 Relevance to the needs of young people 

When addressing the relevance of YiA to needs, the objectives of the Programme relate to 
needs on different levels and for different target groups. For instance, the general 
objectives relating to active citizenship, solidarity and tolerance and mutual 
understanding, relate to the needs of the EU society in general rather than to the needs of 
individual young people as such. Hence, the evaluators consider those objectives as 
mainly relevant for this EU society level and civil society actors and not so much for the 
young people themselves. This does not, however, mean that the interventions and some 
specific objectives are not relevant to the needs of all target groups. The interventions 
chosen do contribute to the needs of the young people in the sense that they provide 
opportunities to build skills, competences and knowledge in an international context.  
 
In contrast to general objectives relating to young people, the general objectives relating 
to youth organisations and youth workers (quality support systems) and cooperation in 
the youth field do have a more direct relationship with the needs of the target group. 
Below, opinions of the different target groups on whether the Programme meets their 
needs are set out.  
 
Young People 
Reasons for Participation 
There are different sources giving insights into the needs of the young people. First, non-
participating young people were questioned. The outcome shows that around 60% of 
young people in general consider taking part in youth activities in general. The reason 
they do is the hope that participation allows them to develop their skills, with personal 
                                                      
20  Source: taken from the monthly labour market monitor Jan 2011, DG EMPL. 
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development and language skills most often mentioned. A further reason is that the 
experience would add to their CV, leading to better employment opportunities. Other 
reasons frequently mentioned are the development of communication skills, meeting 
people from different backgrounds and the opportunity to travel. Less interest is shown in 
being politically active or to give back something to society.  
 
The reasons why young people actually get involved in the Programme are more or less 
in line with the arguments given by the non-participants. The majority of participants 
applied to the Programme for personal development (79%) reasons or to meet young 
people from different backgrounds (79%). Some 58% saw the Programme as an 
opportunity to travel, while 55% and 54% of the respondents found in it a way to improve 
their language and communication skills, respectively. Perhaps reflecting the different 
nature of Actions, giving something back to society represented a reason to apply for 
slightly more than a third of participants, while being political active constituted a reason 
to apply for 13%.  
 
Actual Need to Participate 
Although non participating young people indicate that they would participate to learn 
something, only 25% indicated that they had a concern that might be addressed by taking 
part in YiA, although the outcomes differed per country (e.g. in Turkey and Poland this 
percentage was higher - see Annex A3). 
 
In the following text box, outcomes of the group discussions are presented. As it is a 
relatively limited group, the outcomes are illustrative rather than representative.  
 

During the group discussions with young people we talked about the needs of young people and what 

they would like to add to the Programme to fulfil the needs that they have. Because the needs of young 

people are diverse there is not one answer to this question. The needs that were addressed by YiA are: 

 improvement of language and social skills e.g. organisational and team work skills, communication 

skills, contact with different cultures. 

 problem setting and  to find open minded and original solutions. 

 opening their mind to new realities. 

 quality in activities developed. 

 valorisation of CV with international experience or communication skills relevant to job searching.  

 

Other needs that young people have for the Programme are acceptance and respect, support in 

developing their interest in cultural and sport activities. Despite the fact that most young people seem to 

be satisfied with the Programme with regard to the needs addressed, some wanted to add a certain 

aspect or Action to the Programme. The young people spoke about their worries for future employment 

and would like the Programme to focus more on the skills and labour market challenges, in order to 

improve their chances of getting a job. During another group interview, young people mentioned that 

prevention from addiction and HIV/AIDS are themes that they would like to focus on in the Programme. 

Also, supporting and developing local cooperation between young people and organisations is important 

for them. This shows that young people have an interest in a range of different topics.  

 

Furthermore, young people stated that youth exchanges are an eye-opener and EVS is a process of 

learning. It is suggested that a short individual EVS could be added to the Programme in order to make 

it more accessible. Also, they would like to have a 'free category', a category without restrictions but that 
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accepts every project which does not fit in other categories but would contribute to the objectives. They 

realise that this could be difficult to achieve.  

 
The NAs and youth organisations are of the opinion that the Programme is relevant to the 
needs of the young people. Specifically, they highlight the focus on disadvantaged youth, 
but also youth in general, concerning needs on non-formal learning and employability. 
However, according to the NAs, employability should receive more attention at EU level. 
Next to this, they also highlight the international aspect of the Programme and 
experiencing other cultures. They praise the flexibility in the Actions in order to 
effectively address the needs and would even like to increase this aspect.  
 

Ireland: possibility for flexible projects, to enable combination of different (Action) activities and 

application/project design by youth themselves. 

 
The National Reports confirm the relevance of the Programme. The Programme is 
distinctive because it recognises the intrinsic value of youth participation which is open 
ended and freely chosen by young people. This avoids the pitfalls of ‘over programming’ 
through the requirement to demonstrate ‘harder’ outcomes. Next to non-formal learning 
opportunities, the National Reports also state that entrepreneurship and creativity and 
European social, cultural and civic experiences benefit participants.   
 
Although both the NAs and the youth organisations mention that the wish of reaching 
young people with fewer opportunities is an important positive feature of the Programme, 
the National Reports reveal certain doubt as to whether the Programme fully fits in with 
the needs of young people with fewer opportunities.  
  
Based on the above, it can be concluded that the Programme in general meets the 
identified needs of young people, also due to the wide scope that the Programme 
provides. At the same time, it is clear that a further emphasis on employability would be 
welcomed by many actors, which also relates to the aims of the strategies of the EU in the 
coming years. 
 
Youth Workers 
In terms of the extent that YiA activities have met the needs of the youth workers, 90% of 
youth workers responded that the Actions met their needs in terms of professional 
development and 92% reported they are planning to engage in further education, which in 
turn could allow them to develop in their youth work role. 
 
The different stakeholders (NAs, Youth Councils, National Authorities) identify the need 
to professionalise (via education and training) and better recognise youth work as a 
profession is very relevant. According to the NAs, YiA does contribute to the social 
recognition of youth work. Building experience in international youth work, professional 
training and direct peer-to-peer learning is highly valued. 
 

Czech Republic: more opportunities for professionalisation in terms of job opportunities and educational 

opportunities, competence development (soft skills, methods and techniques, foreign languages). 
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Some National Youth Councils stated that the Programme could be improved by paying 
more attention to the recognition of their work and by providing more opportunities for 
training. Overall, the Actions are relevant to the needs of the youth workers. 
 
Youth organisations 
Youth organisations felt that the Programme is to a large extent or, for some 
organizations, to some extent, addressing their needs as the Programme mostly relates to 
their aims. Some youth organisations mention that there is a lack of resources within the 
youth organisations for the development of partnerships, for which the costs are not 
covered by the Programme.  
 
A benefit of the Programme for youth organisations that is mentioned in the National 
Reports is the flexibility to innovate and the opportunity to test new ideas. Also, the 
Programme has sometimes provided a test bed for youth organisations to develop their 
project management experience and to develop new working contacts.  
 
NAs such as in Germany highlight that youth organisations need policy support on EU 
youth policy. Several stakeholders (NAs, Youth Councils) state that youth organisations 
need long term financing and a strategy to tackle youth issues; they need capacity 
building and to learn how to fundraise. However, not all matters are a direct responsibility 
of the EU and long term financing has the risk that youth organisations become 
dependent. Fundraising could be a relevant concern, but has not per se to be addressed at 
EU level.   
 
The Youth Councils add to this that the youth organisations need training and exchange 
of best practices. 
 

Poland: Youth organisations expect long term financing and institutional grants, which would let them 

cover their administrative costs. They say they have to work almost voluntarily. They need to improve 

their ability of fundraising. The majority of youth organisations don’t pay enough attention to cooperation 

with stakeholders in their surrounding (policy makers, government representatives).  

 
According to the evaluators, the long term financing of national youth organisations is 
outside the scope and objectives of the current YiA Programme21. 
 
Not all National Youth Councils assess the relevance of YiA to youth organisations on 
national level to be high. A heavy burden of project management, few training 
opportunities or underutilisation within the Programme are examples of aspects that 
decrease the relevance for them. Also, the National Reports state that the implementation 
of projects requires a certain proportion of ‘hidden’ management and administrative 
inputs of youth organisations that are not supported by the Programme and have to be met 
by youth organisations.  
 
On the other hand, the National Youth Councils mention that sharing of good practice, 
financial support and development of the youth organisation are examples of relevant 
aspects of YiA for youth organisations. Relevance could increase by strengthening the 

                                                      
21  However, do bear in mind that Action 4.1 Support for bodies active at European level in the field of youth entails framework 

agreements with European NGO’s for three years, providing stability at European level.  
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interventions which are already part of the Programme (providing more continuous 
training and more support for networking for youth organisations). 
 
 

4.7.3 Relevance of Specific Actions 

When looking at the specific Actions and sub-Actions, almost all stakeholders (NAs, 
National Authorities) feel the Actions are relevant, although they do not have a clear view 
on the centralised Actions, as the results are distant from the national jurisdiction.  
 
The sub-Actions under Action 1 Youth for Europe are considered to be relevant. Sub-
Action 1.1 Youth Exchanges is particularly mentioned as it is seen as a first experience 
with the Programme on which the participants can build further (e.g. by doing an EVS 
afterwards). On sub-Action 1.3 Youth Democracy Projects, not all NAs agree that it is 
relevant, although the majority do. Fewer projects have been funded under 1.3, which has 
led some National Reports to conclude that the sub-Action is either less relevant or 
should be better explained. On thematic networking no opinion was expressed by the 
NAs or National Authorities.  
 
Action 2 EVS is seen as a very relevant Action.  
 
The NAs are positive about sub-Action 3.1 Cooperation with neighbouring countries of 
the European Union. Applicants are very interested in this sub-Action and as a 
consequence, some NAs state the budget for this sub-Action is too low. The picture 
emerging from the National Reports is, however, less consistent on the relevance of this 
sub-Action; there are both countries that are very positive about the sub-Action and 
countries that find it of lower relevance. This could be caused by the fact that the scope of 
this Sub-Action is directed to the neighbouring countries.  
 
The majority of NAs find sub-Action 3.2 Cooperation with other countries of the world 
relevant. Some NAs miss certain regions, one NA wants it to become a decentralised sub-
Action. One question raised is whether a critical mass can be reached with this sub-
Action. 
 
The NAs are less convinced on the relevance of Action 4 Youth Support Systems (not all 
NAs have a view on this issue). For most sub-Actions it is indicated that these are “quite 
relevant”. The exception is sub-Action 4.3 Training and Networking of those active in 
youth work and youth organisations, which is considered to be very relevant. The 
majority of the NAs have little experience with projects under the new sub-Action 4.6 
Partnerships, as this is implemented by the EACEA. The NAs disseminate information 
but have no further role in the implementation of sub-Action 4.6 Partnerships. In judging 
this outcome, it should be kept in mind that the NAs are not involved in the 
implementation of Action 4 Youth Support Systems (except for sub-Action 4.3), which 
influences their opinion.  
 
The same mixed picture emerges for Action 5 Support for European Cooperation in the 
youth field, although sub-Action 5.1 Meetings of young people and those responsible for 
youth policy is seen as relevant, but it is mentioned that it could possibly be merged with 
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1.3 Youth Democracy Projects. The National Reports are even less positive; it is 
indicated that there has been a lack of interest from applicants (which might be also 
caused by the higher levels of co-financing asked for) and there is a lower understanding 
of what the Action aims to achieve.  
 
The opinion of the evaluator is that the Actions are relevant, with some actions being felt 
more relevant than others by the stakeholders. Sub-Action 1.2 Youth Initiatives and 
Action 2 EVS, sub-Action 4.3 Training and networking and Action 3 Youth in the World 
are being reported as most relevant.  
 
Outstanding subjects 
In general the interviewees (youth organisations, Youth Councils, NAs) do not see gaps 
and state that all needs are covered, as the Programme is very broad. Some youth 
organisations (and NAs), however, would like to add additional themes or activities to the 
Programme, but they have very diverse views on this, specific to their organisation.  
 
One of the topics that the youth organisations would like to strengthen or add in the 
Programme is capacity building and on-going support to youth organisations, instead of 
short term project support. There are some national youth organisations that suggest more 
funding for the running costs of youth organisations for sustainability, dissemination, 
finding resources etc. For the Youth Councils it would be useful to broaden the scope of 
the relationship with non-EU countries. The National Reports of the National Agencies 
suggest multi-measure projects (combining several Actions), which are perceived to be 
less labour intensive and an opportunity to build from one project to the next.  
 
Young people also do not see any missing activity, while some felt that there were not 
enough cultural activities in the ‘Youth in Action’ program, and some others reported that 
they would like to have experienced more of the local culture, meet local people and 
communities and more experience in the way of arts (such as seeing or meeting local 
artists or musicians). Many of the people who suggested the idea of running exchanges 
(to work, study or stay with a local family) also cited cultural reasons for wanting to do 
this. Sport was the only other activity mentioned in a significant amount of responses, 
with respondents saying they would have liked the opportunity to take part in more 
sporting activities. 
 
The youth workers mention the need for more ‘advanced planning trips’, activities for 
youth in employment and entrepreneurship, and more connection between YiA activities 
and school, also in relation with promotion of entrepreneurship. 
 
The evaluators conclude that overall, the target groups are satisfied with the subjects and 
activities covered by the Programme. The suggestions of some organisations to provide 
for long term financing running costs is not supported by the evaluators, as there would 
be a risk of donor dependency. Providing further training to youth organisations is a 
better way to strengthen them. 
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4.8 Options for Reaching More Young People 

In order to increase the relevance and reach of the Programme, the EC is envisaging 
options to reach more young people with YiA type of activities as a multiplier effect. The 
European youth organisations state that an increased focus on youth organisations and 
youth workers will have a multiplier effect and that thus more young people will be 
reached. Some national youth organisations agree with this, others are of opinion that 
there should be a balanced approach between targeting youth organisations and youth 
workers on one hand and young people on the other. National Agencies are of the opinion 
that young people, the actual target group, should not be forgotten. The latter view is 
largely shared by the NAs and National Authorities. 
 
However, the picture is complicated by some countries where reaching more youth is not 
the aim per se, because they already have a lot of youth participating. This argument 
however, sometimes also appears to be given for administrative reasons, as these NAs 
fear more applications and therefore more rejections.  
 
Both the NAs and youth organisations highlight that funding currently limits reaching 
more young people and they claim that reaching more young people can only be achieved 
by increased Programme budget. For the NAs, reaching more young people would also 
entail having more human resources. Another source of funding mentioned is increasing 
the co-funding (which is a bit in contrast to the possibilities that the youth organisations 
see for generating co-funding).  
 
Other means mentioned to reach more young people are better cooperation between youth 
organisations, establishing connections with schools and visibility and communication for 
example in relation to mass events for young people. 
 
Overall, the answer to the question of raising participation of young people is ambiguous, 
but in general the possibilities for more young people participating in YiA type of actions 
through a ‘multiplier’, by an increased focus of the Programme on youth workers and 
youth organisations, seems limited, as there are not many alternative funding sources for 
these types of projects for young people. 
 
 

4.9 Conclusions 

In summary, the above sections lead to the following conclusions:  
 The YiA Programme is well embedded in the wider EU strategies and policy 

objectives that were in place at the time of developing the Programme.  
 The Programme addresses the objectives of the new strategies, developed during the 

running time of the Programme, although there may need to be a focus on the 
employability dimension of a YiA experience.   

 The YiA Programme is complementary to other EU programmes and to national 
initiatives, although the situation differs per country.  

 The Programme is relevant to the needs of young people. The problem analysis made 
for YiA is still valid, although employability needs are becoming more important.  
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 For youth workers YiA remains relevant as it contributes to the further strengthening 
of the quality in youth work and its recognition, as well as the quality of the non-
formal learning opportunities provided by them.  

 There are different opinions as to whether the Programme should focus more on 
youth organisations and youth workers to be effective.  

 In general the right level of implementation is chosen.  
 In general, the possibilities for more young people in participating in YiA type of 

actions through multiplier, by an increased focus of the Programme on youth workers 
and youth organisations, seems limited.  
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5 Effectiveness and Sustainability 

5.1 Introduction 

This Chapter starts with a description of participants, followed by a description of the 
achievements of the Programme against general and specific objectives for the different 
target groups within the Programme. Also visibility, dissemination and sustainability are 
set out.  
 
 

5.2 Description of YiA participants 

5.2.1 Profile 

Monitoring data shows that slightly more women participate in the Programme than men 
(for all Actions). However, for Action 2 (EVS) women are over-represented at 61.9%. 
The majority of the participating young people are aged between 15-24 years (almost 
121,000 people), but the age group 15-17 is also well represented, with almost 78,000 
participants (the total number of participants is more than 250,000 for the period 2007-
2009).  
 
Reflecting the age ranges, 41% of young people reported that prior to participating in the 
Programme, they were a student at a university or higher education institution. This 
suggests some overrepresentation of higher education, as at EU level, 11.5% of the 
population aged between 18 and 39 attend tertiary education and 29 % of young 
Europeans aged between 25 and 29 have completed higher education (against 18% of the 
population aged between 55 and 59)22.Some 33% reported that they were a secondary 
school pupil. There was also a proportion of working respondents, with 20% of 
participants in full time employment, while 15% were in part time or self employment, 
possibly alongside their studies (Commission questionnaire).  
 
The ability of the Programme to reach a cross-section of European youth, youth 
organisations and youth workers, is judged by the NAs as predominantly positive. Groups 
that are not so successfully reached included unorganised youth (i.e. young people who 
don’t take part in formal / organised youth groups or youth organisations) and youth 
organisations that do not have experience in international youth work (similarly for youth 
workers). 
 

                                                      
22  Source is the Commission staff working document, Youth - Investing and Empowering, EU YOUTH REPORT, 2009. An 

overview of data can be found on page 30. 
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Some National Reports mentioned that reaching wider groups of young people is a 
challenge, especially if there is low membership of young people in civil society 
organisations. Attracting young people who are already employed is also seen as a 
challenge in a number of countries.  
 
 

5.2.2 Mobility of Participants 

There appeared to be a relatively high level of experience in travelling abroad amongst 
participants prior to involvement in the Programme. Only 6% of respondents reported 
never to have been abroad. The majority (40%) reported to have been abroad between 
1-5 times, while 19% reported having travelled abroad between 10-15 times. Around 30% 
reported that the longest period they had stayed abroad was up to two weeks, while a 
further 18% reported to have been abroad for a period up to one month (see Annex report 
A 4 for further details). 
 
 

5.2.3 Geographical coverage 

Projects 
Figure 5.1 below shows the distribution of total decentralised funded projects per country. 
This distribution follows in broad terms the distribution of the budget across the 
countries. 
 

 Figure 5.1 Total funded projects per country (2007-2009) 
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In terms of coverage within the countries, in some countries, the NAs report that they do 
not reach all areas, including remote or sparsely populated areas. The NAs are aware of 
this and undertake targeted dissemination activities to try to reach these areas.  
 
 

5.3 General and Specific Objectives  

5.3.1 Introduction 

The Programme has a number of indicators measuring progress against the different 
objectives (see Section 1.1 for the objectives of the Programme). Questionnaires provide 
an important basis for the analysis of progress against these objectives. The results of 
questionnaires can be found in Annex A2, A3 and A4 with analysis here provided in 
conjunction with the outcomes of interviews. For the young people it is indicated, where 
relevant, the difference in achievement of the objectives. As the response rate for several 
actions are too low to make reliable statements, this is only undertaken for young people 
on youth exchanges, youth initiatives and EVS23. 
 
 

5.3.2 Progress on the Objectives for Young People 

The objectives for young people relate to the general objectives ‘Active citizenship’ and 
‘Solidarity and tolerance’ and partly to the third objective ‘to foster mutual 
understanding’ (intercultural dialogue).  
 
When looking at the general objectives, youth organisations, National Reports and 
National Youth Councils agree that the development of active citizenship, and European 
citizenship in particular, is one of the main results. Mutual understanding between young 
people in different countries is achieved through international exchanges and working 
with people from other countries, according to the majority of youth organisations. 
Assuming that the specific objectives contribute to the achievement of the general 
objectives, the findings of this evaluation support the view that the Programme 
contributes to the general objectives.  
 
Below, the progress for each specific objective under general objectives is presented. 
 
Sense of Belonging to the EU 
On the basis of the questionnaire responses of participants and youth organisations there 
is evidence to suggest that YiA has generated outcomes in terms of developing a sense of 
belonging to the EU amongst young people. Some 66% of respondents involved in youth 
exchanges and 60% of the EVS participants stated that after taking part in the project they 
are interested in European topics to ‘a greater extent’ than before. The achievement of 
youth initiatives against this aspect is the lowest (52%).   
 
Further evidence of progress towards meeting this objective is shown by 40% of the 
participants (45% of the participants in youth exchanges, 40% of EVS and 36% for youth 

                                                      
23  The responses for Action 4.3 Training and Networking (and Action 3.1 Training and Networking) are analysed in Section 

5.3.4 
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initiatives) indicating that they ‘definitely’ now feel more European than before the 
project.  While this is largely a positive response, it should be noted that a minority of 
22% for all Actions (18% for youth exchanges and 30% for EVS) indicated that they now 
feel ‘not so much’ or ‘not at all’ European as a result of participating in the project. More 
encouragingly, 62% of participants reported that their image of the EU has improved as a 
result of the project.  
 
Progress towards meeting this objective is also evident from youth organisations 
reporting to have observed that participants are increasingly beginning to ask questions 
about Europe. Over 90% of youth organisations realising youth exchanges also responded 
that it was ‘very true’ or ‘somewhat true’ that participants feel more European as a result 
of participation in the project, with 77% of cases reported for EVS and 65% for youth 
initiatives.   
 
To put the above figures in context, both participants and non-participants (ECORYS 
surveys) were asked about their sense of belonging to the EU. Some 79% of participants 
either agreed (49%) or strongly agreed (30%) that they have a sense of belonging to the 
European Union, suggesting that the Programme has contributed to developing a sense of 
belonging to the EU amongst young people participating in the Programme. This finding 
was consistent across all YiA Actions.  
 
In comparison to non-participants, there are some significant differences. Non-
participants tend to 'strongly agree' by about 20%24 less, while at the same time 
respectively 'disagree' and 'strongly disagree' 11% and 6% more than participants. It is 
interesting to note that the same percentage of participants (49%) and non-participants 
(48%) simply 'agreed', meaning that all the difference lies at the margins. Overall, the 
Programme seems to have made a contribution to the sense of belonging to the European 
Union for young people. 
 
Conclusion 
There appears to be a positive influence of the Programme on the sense of belonging to 
the EU. This objective seems to be better achieved with youth exchange activities than 
EVS and youth initiatives. In light of differences between the control group of non 
participants and the participants, it can be concluded that the theme is still relevant as 
there are significant differences. The difference also indicates that the Programme is quite 
effective in this respect. 
 
Participation of Young People in the Democratic Life of Europe 
There was also positive evidence that the youth exchanges had contributed to 
encouraging the participation of young people in the democratic life of Europe. Some 
80% of participants reported themselves as now better prepared to participate actively in 
social or political issues and 40% of participants (45% for youth exchanges, 37% for 
youth initiatives and 33% for EVS) reported to actually participate in social and political 
life to a greater extent. Projects under sub-Action 1.3 Youth Democracy Projects, which 
is a relatively small sub-Action, contributed the most to the actual participation (55%). 
 

                                                      
24  In this report, when we compare answers, we always refer to percentage points, in absolute %, not relatively %. 
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There is also some evidence from within the 60% of eligible participants who reported to 
have voted in the 2009 European elections. Again, the percentage is higher for young 
people participating in youth exchanges (67%) and lowest among participants in EVS 
(42%). To put these figures in perspective, the general interest in European elections has 
been decreasing and for the last three elections, less than half of the people (43%) having 
voting rights actually voted. The situation among young people (aged 18-24) is even less 
optimistic with 29% of them voting in the last elections to the European parliament. 
Hence, the participants of the YiA Programme show a relatively high interest. 
 
In order to be able to make a comparison with non-participants, they were asked about 
participation in democratic life. Some 88% of participants positively reported feeling it is 
important for young people to have structured dialogue with policy makers and some 
82% reported that young people can make a difference to society by turning out at 
European elections (for non-participants this was 79%). Again, this finding was 
consistent across all actions.  
 
Conclusion 
Although the Programme does not appear to influence opinion on the need to participate 
in democratic life, there is an influence on the willingness to participate and, to a lesser 
extent, on the actual behaviour of young people related to this aspect.  
 
Mobility 
There is evidence that the Programme fosters the mobility of young people in Europe and, 
through mobility, the employability of young people. Some 86%25 of participants 
reported that they would like to study, work or live abroad and that they would feel 
confident about this. On this same question, YiA participants strongly agreed more 
(+21%) and disagree/strongly disagreed less (-14%) than non-participants. Obviously, it 
should be noted that the real opportunity largely depends on other variables, primarily 
economic, and not only on the readiness or willingness of the young person. That said, it 
is likely, and the data presented shows exactly that the Programme has been effective in 
opening new perspectives with regard to studying or working abroad. 
 
EVS reflected the strongest achievement of all Actions to the objective of fostering the 
mobility of young people in Europe. Some 63%26 of participants reported that they 
definitely now intended to go abroad to study, work or to live compared to 50% of youth 
exchanges and youth initiatives participants. 76% (EVS) and somewhat more than 60% 
(youth exchanges and youth initiatives) of the participants definitely now feel more 
confident to move around on their own in other countries. This suggests a positive 
contribution to the objective of fostering the mobility of young people in Europe(which 
one of the key objectives of Youth on the Move). 
 
Mobility is seen as the most important tool in reaching Programme objectives in the 
majority of the National Reports. It is very attractive for young people and is among the 
most important motivational factors for young people to take part in the projects. 

                                                      
25 Source: ECOTEC/ECORYS questionnaire. The differences in the figures on this page relate to the fact that different 

questionnaires were used  Also, the first percentage relates to people that would like to go, while the second figures relate 

to participants that “definitely” intend to go abroad. 

26 Source: Commission questionnaire. 
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Moreover, it is very difficult to find financial support for international mobility at local or 
national level. The evidence from the national evaluations strongly indicates that 
participation in international mobility projects makes young people more open to engage 
in further exchanges.  
 
 
Conclusion 
The Programme certainly contributes to the mobility objective, of which the contribution 
of EVS is the most significant.  
 

Intercultural learning 
The YiA Programme appears to have contributed to the objective to develop intercultural 
learning in the youth field. The majority of participants, for example, responded 
positively now to see the value of different kinds of arts and culture after participating. 
More impressively, over 90%27 reported to now get along with people who have a 
different cultural background. This result was significantly stronger than that for non-
participants, where only 56% reported to agree or strongly agree to feel a connection with 
young people from other cultural, religious or ethnic groups. Similar feedback was 
reported across all actions, where positive responses ranged from a minimum of 81% 
(sub-Action 1.3 Youth Democracy Projects) to 94% (sub-Action 5.1 Meetings of young 
people and those responsible for youth policy). 
 
Further evidence of the impact of YiA can be seen with 97% of participants reporting that 
they definitely or to some extent have learnt better how to communicate with other people 
who speak another language. 70% of participants reported to have got to know people 
from other countries “with whom I'm still in touch after participating in the project”. This 
percentage is the highest for EVS (81%).   
 
The evidence from the survey of youth organisations is also positive in respect of this 
objective. Specifically, 95% of youth organisations perceived it was very true or 
somewhat true that participants had become more receptive to Europe’s multi-culturality. 
It is further noted that youth organisations were far less positive about the development of 
intercultural competences for EVS than for youth exchanges.  
 
Conclusion 
In general, all Actions of YiA directed to youth strongly contribute to the intercultural 
learning aspect. It is clear that the attitude of the participants is considerably better 
compared to non-participants, suggesting a positive influence of the Programme.  
 
Fundamental Values of the EU 
Youth exchanges do contribute strongly to the promotion of the fundamental values of the 
EU amongst young people supported. Around 50% of participants reported to definitely 
have become aware of common European values, and another 35% to some extent, as a 
result of participating in YiA. There also appeared to have been a positive impact on 
participants' commitment to inclusion as shown by the proportion of the participants who 
indicated that they are now committed to the inclusion of disadvantaged people.   

                                                      
27 The results of the questionnaires of the Commission differed a bit with the ECOTEC/ECORYS survey, with 95% and 90% 

respectively. 
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Almost half of all participants who participated in YiA indicated that as a result, they 
were to ‘a greater extent’ committed to work against discrimination, intolerance, 
xenophobia or racism (the results for youth exchanges are slightly better than for EVS). A 
further 48% felt they were committed to ‘the same extent.’ The youth initiatives showed a 
slightly smaller progress (respectively 50% and 46%).  
 
Although the surveys pose question like “after taking part in the project…did you 
improve competences/behaviours, etc?", it is not known how committed participants were 
prior to their involvement in the activity to say robustly whether this represents a change; 
there is no baseline. However, as a benchmark, non participants were asked whether they 
feel a connection with young people from other cultural or religious groups and 56% 
reported that this is the case.  
 
Conclusion 
In general, all Actions contribute strongly to promoting the fundamental values of the EU 
and to a lesser extent to the creation of commitment to work against discrimination, 
intolerance and xenophobia and commitment to inclusion.  
 
Encouraging Initiative, Enterprise and Creativity 
The Programme made progress towards the objective of encouraging initiative, enterprise 
and creativity as 73%28 of participants said that they would like to start their own 
business, cultural or youth project in the future. This finding was by and large consistent 
across all actions, although participants of Youth Democracy Projects (Action 1.3), EVS 
(Action 2) and Meetings of young people and those responsible for youth policy (sub-
Action 5.1) reported slightly lower levels of agreement compared to participants from 
youth initiatives (sub-Action 1.2 Youth Initiatives) and youth exchanges (sub-Action 1.1 
Youth Exchanges and youth exchanges part of sub-Action 3.1 Cooperation with 
neighbouring countries of the European Union). Participants and non-participants agreed 
to the same extent (36% and 34%, respectively), but non-participants disagreed and 
strongly disagreed more (+14%) while strongly agreeing less (-16%). Hence, the YiA 
Programme seems to have a positive effect on this issue overall.  
 
When looking at some specific indicators,  42% of participants29 stated that the project 
‘definitely’ helped them to learn how to develop good ideas and put them into practice 
and a further 42% felt that this was ‘to some extent’ the case. EVS contributed less to this 
aspect, as only 33% indicated that it ‘definitely’ helped to learn to develop a good idea, 
while the highest contribution was found in youth initiatives (50% stating that it 
definitely helped them).   
 
In line with the above, organisations delivering youth exchange activities observed that 
participants had developed competencies in relation to their sense of initiative and sense 
of entrepreneurship. Some 59% of organisations indicated that it was ‘very true’ that 
competencies relating to initiative were developed by participants as a result of 
participation in the project, with a further 31% indicating this  was ‘somewhat true.’ The 

                                                      
28 Source: ECOTEC/ECORYS questionnaire. 

29 Source: Commission questionnaire. 
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highest contribution is found within youth initiatives, where 69% indicated that it was 
‘very true’.   
 
Similarly, competences relating to participants’ sense of entrepreneurship were observed 
by youth organisations to have been developed as a result of participation in the project, 
although to a lesser extent than a sense of initiative. While 31% of youth organisations 
felt that it was ‘very true’ and some 33% felt it was ‘somewhat true’. Again, the score for 
youth initiatives was the highest, with 40% stating that it was very true.  
 
Conclusion 
All actions contribute successfully to this objective, but youth initiatives is clearly the 
sub-action that contributes the most, while the contribution of EVS is more limited.  

 
Non-Formal and Informal Learning Opportunities with a European Dimension 
There were a number of positive responses relating to learning opportunities that suggests 
that the Programme has contributed to providing non-formal and informal learning 
opportunities with a European dimension. EVS contributed the most to personal 
development, with 84% stating that it has definitely contributed towards this, compared 
with 75% for all Actions. Some 67% of youth exchange, 60% of youth initiatives and 
73% of the EVS participants now ‘definitely’ intend to develop their foreign language 
skills. In addition, 69% indicated to have improved their language skills. 
 
Responses also imply that youth exchanges have had a positive impact upon participants’ 
ability to plan and organise, with 47% of all participants asserting that they are now 
‘definitely’ able to plan and organise better and 32% ‘to some extent’. Interestingly, 
participants of youth exchanges and youth initiatives are slightly more positive on this 
issue than EVS participants, for which 41% stated that they now have a better ability to 
plan and organise.  
 
Progress towards meeting this objective can also be measured through the extent to which 
youth organisations reported participants had developed competencies as a result of 
participation in activities, although it is unclear the extent to which these have a European 
dimension. The large majority of youth organisations reported that as a result of the 
project it was ‘very true’ that participants had developed competencies in the following 
areas:  
 Communication in a foreign language (65%), the highest percentage is found within 

EVS (82%). 
 Learning to learn (49%), again the result is highest for EVS with 54%. 
 Interpersonal and social competencies (80%). 
 Intercultural competencies (73%), for which the lowest contribution is found in youth 

initiatives with 50%. 
 Civic competence (48%), this issue is mainly found in youth democracy projects with 

71%. 
 Cultural awareness and expression (50%).  
 
In the opinion of the youth organisations, projects contribute to skills and knowledge 
development in knowledge of other cultures, planning and youth organisational skills, 
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communication skills and the ability to work together with people from other 
backgrounds.  
 
To put these figures in perspective, non-participating young people were asked about 
what they learned from non-YiA projects (in cases where they participated in other youth 
projects). Most commonly, they reported that they had developed their social and civic 
competences (44% answered ‘definitely’), which is around the same percentage as for the 
outcomes of the YiA Programme. Cultural awareness and expression was also cited by 
44%, as well as communication in a foreign language (38%) and learning to learn (21%). 
Hence, it seems that there are competing activities at national level. The YiA activities 
have more impact on the development of foreign languages and the learning to learn 
competence, illustrating the focus of the Programme on ‘the international dimension’ and 
non-formal learning.   
 
Conclusion 
There is significant contribution of the Programme to this objective. In general, EVS 
contributes the most to personal development. Youth democracy projects have the highest 
contribution to civic competences, which is not surprising given the scope of this sub-
Action. Contrary to other activities for young people, the YiA activities appear to have 
more impact on the development of competences "communication in foreign language" 
and "learning to learn". 
 

Solidarity 
In terms of fostering solidarity between citizens of the EU, 95% of respondents 
participating in youth exchanges or EVS indicated that participation in the project has 
meant that they now get along with people from a different cultural background. For 
youth initiatives, the result is less strong, but still good. 
 
Participating young people feel to a greater extent more committed to work against 
discrimination in 46% of the cases. The support for disadvantaged people has only grown 
in 40% of the cases, while in 55% of the cases this remained the same.  
 
The outcomes of the survey are confirmed by the experiences of the youth organisations; 
the majority of the youth organisations state that solidarity and tolerance among young 
people are promoted by the Programme, mostly because of working with and having 
contacts with and among a diverse range of youths. This can be seen both in for example 
young people with disabilities or young people from different nationalities. 
 
Conclusion 
The YiA Programme contributes to the solidarity principle, although it scores less well on 
the indicator related to work against discrimination and support to disadvantaged people.  
 
Employability 
Asking generally about employability, there was evidence of outcomes concerning the 
employability of young people30. Overall, nearly 60% of respondents agreed (38%) or 
strongly agreed (21%) that participation in the Programme increased their employability 
in the job market. However, at the same time, some 25% either disagreed or strongly 

                                                      
30 Source: ECOTEC/ECORYS questionnaire. 
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disagreed (jointly) on the same issue, while 17% did not have an opinion. More 
specifically, when asked whether the Programme has actually helped in finding a job after 
their participation in the Programme, about 40% responded positively, against 25% 
disagreeing and 36% not having an opinion or to whom the question did not apply31. 
 
When looking at the different indicators related to employability32, some 36% of youth 
exchanges participants and 45% of EVS participants reported that after participating in 
the Programme they had learnt better to identify opportunities for ‘my personal and 
professional future’. Furthermore 57% (54% in youth exchanges, 58% in youth initiatives 
and 68% in EVS) of participants agreed that they have a clearer idea about their future 
educational path and 61% believe their job chances have increased (59% for youth 
exchanges participants, 55% for youth initiatives and 72% for EVS). 
 
Most youth organisations and youth councils are of the opinion that Youth in Action 
contributes to the employability of young people due to the experience gained. Also, 
National Reports confirm this, and that participation in the Programme leads to an 
increase in skills and self-confidence. However, it is also stated that although the skills of 
participants are increased there is no official recognition of non-formal education and 
thus the link to employability is not evident. Furthermore, it is mentioned that it is 
important for young people to understand the value of the experience and reflect on it. 
 
The evaluators see a close connection between the skills acquired (entrepreneurship and 
the skills mentioned under the section ‘non-formal and informal learning opportunities’) 
during the participation in the Programme and the increase in employability. Hence, 
employability can be seen as a wider impact of the Programme. 
 
Conclusion 
It is clear that the contribution of EVS to employability is the strongest, although other 
actions also appear to have a positive effect, albeit through shorter interventions. The 
positive response on all Actions can be explained by relevant employability competences 
being developed across all Actions.  
 
The Youthpass 
The Youthpass is a certificate which confirms participation in YiA, and was launched in 
2007. The Youthpass is given after finishing a project. It describes the project and what 
the participant learned from it by using eight key competences: 
1. communication in the mother tongue; 
2. communication in foreign languages; 
3. mathematical competence and basic competences in science and technology; 
4. digital competence; 
5. learning to learn; 
6. social and civic competences; 
7. sense of initiative and entrepreneurship; and 
8. cultural awareness and expression. 
 

                                                      
31  By rounding the number of respondents into percentages, the total sum of the percentages sometimes ad up to 101%. 

32 Source: Commission questionnaire. 
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Around half of the eligible participants (young people) received a Youthpass and, when 
asked about its importance in increasing employability, about 37% responded positively, 
while 20% disagreed and 31% did not have an opinion, perhaps signalling that there is in 
some cases a lack of understanding of the tool33.  
In general, the youth organisations interviewed are not positive about the usefulness of 
the Youthpass. One of the main concerns raised is that it is potentially a good idea, but 
that the Youthpass is not (yet) recognized or known by employers (and even not yet 
available) within all youth organisations) which makes it not that valuable. There are also 
some interviewees that think it is important to have a Youthpass to complement a CV, as 
it values acquired competences. One youth organisation indicates that the value is also 
dependent on the education level; if someone does not have any diploma it might be more 
valuable, while the added value to a diploma is limited.  
 
The youth workers are more positive about the Youthpass. They see it as a possible tool 
for recognition and see the applicability of it for increased employability of youth. 
 
Youth Councils consider the Youthpass is a useful tool for the reflecting on learning. 
However, also they share the opinion that it is not widely known and recognised by 
employers. The National Reports share this opinion with Youth Councils. They add that 
for successful use of the Youthpass in the future it is important to increase its visibility in 
wider society and the labour market.  
 
Conclusion  
For the time being, the added value of the Youthpass is mainly in encouraging 
participants to think about learning objectives and the identification of what they have 
actually learnt. This structures the YiA experience and young people are aware of the fact 
that they are learning something. Due to this awareness, they can better present the skills 
and knowledge gained. The real potential will be shown in the coming years, as it is put 
in place gradually. The value is dependent on the extent to how seriously both the young 
person and youth organisation will utilize the Youthpass. 
 
 

5.3.3 Concluding Remarks 

The Programme is most effective with regards to the following objectives:  
 developing young people’s sense of belonging to the EU; 
 encouraging the participation of young people in the democratic life of Europe; 
 developing intercultural learning in the youth field; 
 promoting the fundamental values of the EU amongst young people; 
 encouraging initiative, enterprise and creativity; 
 involving young people in Actions fostering solidarity. 
 
It is clear that the different sub-Actions all have their own approach and scope, which is 
reflected in the results. Youth exchanges in particular contribute to the sense of belonging 
to the EU and participation in democratic life. EVS has the highest contribution to 
employability and personal development and language skills as well as to the mobility of 
young people.  
                                                      
33  Only 50% in 2007 and 2008 received a certificate. This situation is changing due to the gressive take off of Youthpass. 
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Youth initiatives specifically contribute to encouraging initiative, enterprise and 
creativity. It would be worth keeping these specifics in mind when measuring the 
progress of the Programme and for future Programmes in terms of linking objectives and 
Actions. 
 
Although it is clear that the Programme contributes positively to the objectives set, it is 
noted that the Programme ultimately reaches a very limited part of the total population. 
There are 96 million young people aged between 15 and 29 in the EU (EU Youth report, 
p.9) and the Programme reached directly almost 290 000 young people in 2007-2009. 
This means that there is limited opportunity to create a critical mass for the Actions that 
directly target the young people. However, the reach of the Programme is wider due to 
the support to youth support systems and the participating youth workers and will then 
apply the methods acquired also when working with young people outside a YiA project. 
The same applies for the youth organisations who develop a network of relations useful 
for their activities in general. The extent to which the target groups are reached through 
these Actions was not measured, due to the scope of this evaluation. 
 
To give an idea of the suggestions made by the NAs to increase the effectiveness (and 
sometimes efficiency) of the Programme, we present hereunder a few examples (some 
remarks are more related to implementation): 
 Funding for pilot innovative projects to address thematic priorities. 
 Less bureaucratic procedures. 
 Simplification of the users’ guide, application and final report forms. 
 Mix the different activities between the Actions and combine them into one 

application.  
 YiA has too many priorities. 
 More frequent meetings at European level with all the actors on the youth field: the 

young people, youth organisations, policy makers at National levels, the European 
Commission and the National Agencies. 

 Development of proper tools, i.e. modern Programme and project management 
system, and electronic application and reporting. 

 Constant improvement of the visibility of the Programme and dissemination of results. 
 Recognition of the competences gained participating in the Programme activities 

(through Youthpass). 
 Promotion of non-formal education, Promotion of significant profits of non-formal 

education. 
 More focus on quality and less on quantity. Less administration. More flexible 

Programme. 
 Clarify the definition of fewer opportunities. 
 Simplify the project process for young people with fewer opportunities or help young 

people with fewer opportunities more. 
 Specific measures for fewer opportunities. 
 
 

5.3.4 Progress on Objectives or Youth Workers and Youth organisations  

For youth workers and youth organisations, the general objectives that are relevant to 
them are “development of the quality of support systems for youth activities and the 
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capabilities of civil society organisations in the youth field” and “to promote European 
cooperation in the youth field”.  
 
When asked about progress against these objectives, most organisations are positive 
about the contribution to the quality of support systems. Organisations see improvements 
in project management skills and organisational skills. In addition, the exchanges lead to 
new perspectives and approaches. However, there are some youth organisations that do 
not think that there is enough development in the quality of support systems for youth 
activities and the capabilities of civil society organisations in the youth field.  
 
The National Reports state that the training provided by the NAs is identified as being 
very relevant and successful in contributing to the objective about the contribution to the 
quality of support systems. Organisations also agree that one of the main outcomes of the 
Programme is to promote European cooperation in the youth field by networking, 
meetings between youth organisations, building partnerships and exchanges (which also 
contribute to the former objective).  
 
Below, the results relating to the specific objectives are presented. 
 
Initiative and Entrepreneurship 
There was evidence of positive outcomes from the youth workers survey in terms of the 
objective of encouraging initiative, enterprise and creativity and they have developed 
competences around initiative as a result of participation in the project. The evidence was 
less strong, but nonetheless positive, in terms of entrepreneurship. This was supported by 
the information from the interviews with youth workers. The majority of organisations 
agree that to either a large or a small extent youth workers increase their sense of 
initiative and entrepreneurship. 
 
Both the survey and interviews with the youth organisations and youth workers show that 
other personal competences were strongly developed by youth workers by participating in 
the project such as interpersonal and social competences, intercultural competences, 
communication in a foreign language and emotional skills. Furthermore, the planning and 
organisational skills, team work and cultural awareness of youth workers have improved.  
 
Overall, participation in the Programme was considered to be a personally enriching 
experience by the majority of youth workers. The youth organisations are ambiguous on 
whether the ability to discuss and appraise political topics is improved by the youth 
workers as a result of the Programme. Youth workers themselves stated that the ability to 
discuss and appraise political topics (and independent travel and living or working) were 
the least developed. 
 
Networks  
Most youth workers have established contacts with youth workers/leaders in other 
countries with whom they intend to develop a project. More generally, there was a 
positive feeling that youth workers had got involved in partnerships or networks 
providing opportunities for future co-operation (55% definitely agreed with this 
statement). 
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In line with outcomes for the youth workers, the majority of the youth organisations that 
participate in capacity building indicate that due to the Programme they became involved 
in networks, or that existing networks were strengthened. This is also the case for the 
National Youth Councils. Some youth organisations were already involved in networks 
and YiA did not particularly strengthen them. 
 
Exchange of Good Practice 
The majority of youth organisations and National Youth Councils state that they are to a 
large extent involved in best practice exchanges among youth workers and youth 
organisations due to the Programme. The survey of youth work practitioners also suggests 
that participation in the training and networking projects, and thus sub-Action 4.3, has 
generated some positive results in respect of exchanging good practice and working 
methods. It led to new methods and building knowledge that can be used in their daily 
work, resulting in an improvement in quality. 
 

International Dimension 
The survey also suggests that the objective of fostering the international/European 
dimension of activities carried out by youth organisations and youth workers has been 
successfully achieved. Almost all respondents reported either definitely or to some extent 
that they will now give more attention to including an international dimension in their 
youth work and have learnt better how to develop, plan and implement an international 
youth project.  
 
Non-Formal Learning 
The survey highlighted that 49% of youth workers definitely agreed and 44% agreed to 
some extent that they have learned better how to foster non-formal learning in youth work 
as a result of participating. 
 
Quality in Youth Work 
Explicitly, some 85% of respondents definitely or to some extent agreed that they are now 
better equipped to assure the quality of a youth project. Although to a lesser extent, there 
was also evidence of a positive influence in other areas, such as understanding how youth 
policies are developed and the content of youth policies. Participation also had a 
potentially positive influence on youth worker roles. The Programme contributes to the 
professional development and almost all respondents are planning to engage in further 
education or training. 
 
Most youth organisations that participated in the Programme increased their capacity to a 
large or some extent. Several youth organisations mention both increasing capacity in 
terms of the number of young people reached and also the number of projects. It is also 
stated that participation in YiA leads to innovation in the development of activities for 
young people. The examples are varied, but the Programme stimulates innovation by the 
project application criteria. The majority of the youth organisations and some National 
Youth Councils feel that they increased their capacity in policy making as a result of their 
participation in the Programme.  
 
National Youth Councils state that new contacts and expanding social networks and 
exchanging good practice and experiences with others contributes to improving quality in 
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youth work. However, they are less positive on the contribution to innovative approaches. 
Nevertheless, in general it is felt that the Programme contributes to further 
professionalism of youth workers and youth organisations and demands quality and 
effort. Examples of this are the demand in terms of quality applications and in planning 
and accountability.  
 
The NAs see room for the Programme to become more effective in contributing to 
developing the quality of support systems as well as capacity. 
 
Conclusion 
There is evidence that YiA contributes to all of the specific objectives that are set for 
youth workers and youth organisations.  
 
Contribution to the development of EU policies 
The decision of the Programme states that the general objectives of the YiA Programme 
should contribute to ‘the development of the EU policies, in particular with regard to the 
recognition of cultural, multicultural and linguistic diversity in Europe, to fostering social 
cohesion and combating all discrimination based on sex, race or ethnic origin, religion or 
belief, disability, age or sexual orientation, and with regard to sustainable development’. 
 
The link between the general objectives of the Programme and the development of EU 
policies in the above mentioned fields is not considered to be very strong. However, it 
could be argued that the development of the capabilities of organisations in the youth 
field and the European cooperation will contribute to gaining better knowledge and 
insight into needs in the above fields and on the approaches and policies that can address 
those needs. As a result, the Programme could contribute to the development of EU 
policies. In the scope of this evaluation no direct evidence was found on whether the 
Programme has influenced those policies and this wider impact of the Programme should 
further be investigated during the ex-post evaluation. 
 
 

5.4 Social Inclusion 

The YiA Programme facilitates the inclusion of young people having fewer opportunities 
in several ways. First, the Programme is open for all young people, regardless of their 
level of education. This is different from other programmes in the education field for 
young people, which require that participants are highly educated (e.g. for exchanges 
within the formal education system, targeting higher education - see also the section on 
Lifelong Learning).  
 
Secondly, the Programme has specific provisions for young people with fewer 
opportunities, such as higher financial contributions for their participation in the 
Programme (related to the specific objective: facilitating participation in the Programme 
by young people with fewer opportunities, including young people with disabilities).  
Specifically for the social inclusion aspect, the Commission drafted an Inclusion Strategy 
of the Youth in Action Programme (2007-2013). 
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The definition34 of people having ‘fewer opportunities’ is young people that are at a 
disadvantage compared to their peers because they face one or more situations and 
obstacles that are listed below (non exhaustive):  
 social obstacles;  
 economic obstacles; 
 disability; 
 educational difficulties;  
 cultural differences;  
 health problems;  
 geographical obstacles. 
 
Having this specific objective ensures that applicants pay special attention to the groups 
indicated above. The application forms have a specific section in which the number of 
participants having fewer opportunities has to be indicated. The extent to which youth 
organisations in practice try to involve young people with fewer opportunities differs; 
some youth organisations do not take special measures to include specific groups, while 
others use partnerships or relevant stakeholders of youth with less opportunities to reach 
them, or target information e.g. at schools. 
 
Around 60% of youth organisations that answered the questionnaire stated that young 
people with fewer opportunities were involved in the project, directly responding to the 
objective of facilitating participation in the Programme by young people with fewer 
opportunities, including young people with disabilities. The monitoring data of the 
Programme shows that of the categories mentioned above, people with social (12% of all 
projects) and economic (13%)35 obstacles are targeted the most, followed by educational 
difficulties, cultural differences and geographical obstacles (per category 7-8% of the 
total number of projects). Least targeted are disabilities (4% of the projects) and health 
problems (3% of the projects). The relatively high percentage for social and economic 
problems is consistent with the types of obstacles that young people with fewer 
opportunities face, the majority being related to economic and social matters (based on 
the questionnaire on participants and non-participants). 
 
When looking at the actual participation of young people with fewer opportunities, YiA 
monitoring data shows that overall 26% of the participants are reported to be a young 
person having fewer opportunities. The survey among participating young people shows, 
however, a lower percentage: with 12% reporting that they feel disadvantaged compared 
to their peers and the majority of the participants (66%) in the Programme not feeling 
disadvantaged, (the remainder answered: “don’t know”). When comparing this to the 
control group, around 44% feel disadvantaged and 50% do not feel disadvantaged. Those 
that feel disadvantaged relate mostly to economic and social matters.  
 
The difference between the monitoring data and the outcomes of the questionnaires can 
be explained by the broad EC definition and young people might not be aware of the fact 
that they are classified as having fewer opportunities (this could explain the relatively 
high percentage “don’t know”). Another explanation might be that young people feel 
reluctant to indicate that they have fewer opportunities, although the control group does 

                                                      
34  Taken from Programme guide. 

35  YouthLink data (2007-2009). 
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not confirm this. Furthermore, young people that were classified as having fewer 
opportunities might feel more empowered after participation in the Programme, which 
means that they feel less disadvantaged. Lastly, people with fewer opportunities may 
have less access to internet (the questionnaire was web-based)36. 
 
The extent to which the sub-Actions can reach young people with fewer opportunities 
differs considerably. For youth exchanges, the youth organisations state that in 82% of 
the projects, people with fewer opportunities were involved, while under Action 2 EVS 
this percentage is 30%. When looking at the actual percentage of participating young 
people with fewer opportunities, the monitoring data of the Programme show the 
following: for sub-Action 1.3 Youth Democracy Projects the percentage is 35% and sub-
Action 1.1 Youth Exchanges has 32% of participating young people with fewer 
opportunities. Action 2 EVS and 3.1 Cooperation with the neighbouring countries attract 
30% and sub-Action 5.1 Meeting of young people and those responsible for youth policy, 
11%. For sub-Action 1.2 Youth Initiatives the percentage is not known due to reporting 
problems. The reports included the number of people with fewer opportunities for which 
an event was organised, while the monitoring data should only cover participants. This 
issue is solved now, so the percentage will be known for the coming years. 
 
The National Reports indicate that the Programme is perceived as open and inclusive to 
young people with fewer opportunities. Also there is recognition in the National Reports 
that the European Commission has made efforts to strengthen the targeting and focus of 
YiA to engage with non-traditional participants. There are, however, differences among 
the countries as to what extent young people from disadvantaged backgrounds get access.  
 
Other means to contribute to social inclusion 
Social inclusion is not only promoted in the Programme by involving young people with 
fewer opportunities. Some of the activities under the Actions directly relate to young 
people with fewer opportunities, e.g. by organising an event for this target group or by 
providing Volunteering Services to this group. Inclusion of people with fewer 
opportunities is a topic that is addressed (among others) in 50% of the projects under 
Action 1 Youth for Europe and 36% under Action 2 EVS37. Hence, due to the Programme 
a much wider group of young people with fewer opportunities is reached than only the 
participants and/or better understanding on this group is facilitated. The exact number of 
people reached as a wider effect is not measured due to the scope of this evaluation.  
 
Within the training activities for youth workers, the social inclusion aspect is also 
targeted. The issue is, possibly combined with other issues, targeted in around 40% of the 
projects in the sub-Action 4.3 Training and Networking and 29% of the training and 
networking activities under sub-Action 3.1 Cooperation with the Neighbouring Countries. 
The Commission has created a Resource Centre: SALTO for inclusion that provides 

                                                      
36  Regional differences in Internet access and broadband connections by household are still quite large. They range from 

90 % in Noord-Holland (the Netherlands) to 17 % in Severozapaden (Bulgaria). Households in urban regions - cities and 

towns - tend to have higher Internet access rates than those in rural regions. At the EU level, 65 % of households in 

densely populated areas have Internet access, while this is true for only 51 % of households in thinly populated areas. The 

control group has by default access to internet, as they are part of a web-based panel and are supposed to be 

representative. 

37  Youth Link data 2007-2009. 
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resources (e.g. training, tools, information) to NAs, youth workers, youth organisations, 
etcetera.  
 
Opportunities for involving more young people with fewer opportunities 
Most NAs have clear ideas about how the Programme can reach more people with fewer 
opportunities. A starting point should be to have a clear definition of what is meant by 
“fewer opportunities”. This is also a recommendation that comes out of the National 
Reports. Although the Commission has provided a classification of who they consider to 
have fewer opportunities, this seems still to be an issue, as this classification is still broad.  
 
An important element cited by both NAs and youth organisations as well as in the 
National Reports is increasing the financial contribution for this group, e.g. by 
diversifying the financial mechanism / criteria for the target group, although the 
Programme does provide extra finance, or through specific Actions for this target group. 
 
Depending on what the Commission wants to achieve, the definition might be tightened. 
However, it is clear that the context determines whether someone has to be considered as 
having fewer opportunities. Hence, the wide definition provides the opportunity to adapt 
to the local/national situation. It might be considered to define the specific groups in more 
detail at national level. Further clarification of costs that the Programme will cover in 
relation to certain groups of disadvantaged people might be more useful than providing a 
more specific definition. 
 
The NAs think that people with fewer opportunities can best be targeted by youth 
organisations and youth workers. They can most easily access the target group, especially 
if adequate training is provided (which is delivered under the Programme). As shown 
above, not all youth organisations are actively targeting this group yet. Depending on the 
choices made (to what extent should participation of people with fewer opportunities 
further be stimulated), there are some possibilities for encouraging those organisations 
that do not actively involve young people with fewer opportunities yet to do so (e.g. by 
setting targets, appraise projects that include people with fewer opportunities higher or 
possibly financial incentives). 
 
Improved dissemination by increased website accessibility could contribute to reaching 
more people with fewer opportunities. 
 
Conclusion  
The Programme actively targets young people with fewer opportunities and has specific 
provisions to provide this group with the opportunity to participate in the Programme. 
This is a unique feature of the Programme compared to other programmes. Furthermore, 
other activities are organised to reach the target group, such as the training and provision 
of information on inclusion, which will have a wider effect. Within the Programme 
objectives, no targets are set on the percentage of people with fewer opportunities that 
should be included in the Programme, as the Programme is meant for all young people. 
 
However, there might be opportunities for increasing the percentage by further 
encouraging the organisations to include this group. On the one hand, more promotion 
and information can be provided on the possibilities for extra financing for these groups. 
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Furthermore, the financial barriers might differ by type of ‘people with fewer 
opportunities’, which means that there could be options for further differentiation in the 
financing level and/or specific measures. The extent to which these extra measures are 
needed, depends on the objective that the Programme has regarding the inclusion of 
people with fewer opportunities in future.  
 
 

5.5 Impact on Young Men and Women 

In order to examine possible differences in the impact of the Programme on male and 
female participants, a gender comparison of the Programme outcomes was undertaken. 
Responses given by males and females were analysed for a set of 39 questions on 
perceived Programme outcomes. The data were taken from both Ecorys38 and European 
Commission39 surveys of participants. 
 
Although there is a gender difference in 4 of the 39 questions, in three there is doubt 
whether there is a real gender difference if three points are taken into consideration. First, 
the differences in answer categories were small, i.e. more females answered with ‘to a 
large extent’ while more men answered ‘to some extent’.  Second, the gender-differentials 
in overall responses were not consistently detected across the two surveys (e.g., EC and 
ECORYS). Third, more generally, both surveys used significantly more females than 
males (roughly 60% female and 40% male), something that at times can skew some of the 
results.  
 

Therefore, there is no particular difference on how males and females reported on the 
Programme outcomes, except for the question on 'future increased commitment to include 
disadvantaged people'40. 
 
In conclusion, the key result from this exercise was that the differences between male and 
female responses were very few, if not exceptional, with the majority of questions 
receiving very similar responses from both genders. The YiA Programme has a similar 
impact on men and women.  
 
 

5.6 Influence on National Legislation, Policy and Practice 

In the perception of the National Youth Councils there is no or limited influence on the 
national legislation. The perception of the National Authorities is the same, while the 
NAs indicate that in some countries YiA does influence national legislation. An example 
of this is the setting up of a children’s and youth council, or laws concerning voluntary 
service.  
 

                                                      
38 The ECORYS survey was launched on June 2010 and closed on July 2010. The panel size included some 

3,920 participants to the YiA Programme, 840 (21.4%) of which responded and 59% of whom were females. 

39 The Commission survey closed on 15th February 2010. In total 1083 participants responded, 63% of whom were females.  
40 Here females reported that they would be more likely to engage in this kind of activities after participation to the Programme 

to a level of 95% confidence and their shares of 'definitely and 'to some extent' responses were both and independently 

greater than those given by males. 



 

Youth in Action Interim Evaluation 92 

The opinions of the NAs and National Youth Councils differ with respect to whether YiA 
influences national youth policy and practice. A number of NAs indicate that they are 
increasingly asked to give advice on matters concerned with youth. Also, 
internationalisation of youth policy is mentioned a positive influence of YiA and the work 
of the NA. 
 

Portugal: The program is giving a positive input to national youth policies and practices, for example 

stimulating the structured dialogue between different stakeholders.  

 
Within the scope of this evaluation the results of the sub-Actions under 5 Support for 
Cooperation in the youth field are not addressed in such a detailed manner as for the other 
Actions. This should be taken into account in the interpretation of the above results.  
 
In conclusion, the influence of the Programme on national legislation is limited, but the 
picture on the influence on the national youth policy and practises seems more promising. 
However, specific analysis of results of Action 5 Support for European Cooperation in 
the youth field might be required to validate this conclusion. 
 
 

5.7 Going beyond Non-Formal Learning and Youth Work: broader 
societal impact and side effects 

The involvement in YiA activities appear to have a strong positive side effect on 
participants on improving their personal confidence and self esteem (75%) and widening 
social networks (81%). About half of participants reported broader side-effects as the 
improvement of young people's participation rights (53%) and helping society (52%), 
while some 42% agreed that Programme has raised awareness of current political topics 
(42%). When comparing these results to the results of other programmes, as indicated in 
the non-participant survey, it proves that the contribution to those indicators by YiA is 
significantly higher for the participation aspect, but also scores better on the other 
indicators. The reason for this can be two-fold: either these aspects are not targeted by 
these programmes and/or YiA is more effective.  
 
For participants, their involvement in a YiA activity appears to have positive effects on 
their future participation in related activities. Some 79% of participants reported that 
since the end of their involvement in YiA, they have participated in international or 
European initiatives, or that they plan to do so in the future. More specifically, 66% 
reported that they plan to participate in a similar project in the next few years41. This 
picture is confirmed by the youth organisations, which state that participants become 
engaged in other activities and show active citizenship and tolerance in general, including 
for people from other cultures. National Youth Councils add a change in attitude of 
youths as being more aware and involved in society. Furthermore, the participation of 
young people in the Programme encourages them to become further engaged in education 
opportunities and provides them with clearer ideas about career aspirations. 
 

                                                      
41 Source: Commission questionnaire. 
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No other wider societal impacts were mentioned by the different stakeholders. In 
conclusion, participants mention some side effects of participating in YiA activities that 
are not at the core of the Programme but do have a direct relationship. 
 
 

5.8 Achievement of the Programme in relation to the objectives in the 
field of EU Youth Policies 

In this section youth policy in place when the Programme was established is examined, as 
this is what the Programme was based upon (from an evaluation perspective, it is not 
logical or sensible to measure the effectiveness against new policies and objectives).  
 
White paper 
The YiA Programme contributes to the priorities of the White Paper as follows: 
 Participation: All Actions under the Programme directed to young people are related 

to this priority. As shown above, the Programme contributes to the indicators that 
relate to this objective (participation in democratic life, while also the sense of 
belonging to the EU and encouraging initiative, enterprise and creativity indicators 
are related) and is successful in achieving the results linked to this objective. 

 Information: although the Programme has one specific objective related to 
information (contribution to the improvement of information for young people), the 
effectiveness of the Programme towards this objective has not been evaluated during 
this study. However, through the YiA Programme, Eurodesk is financed, calls are 
launched for proposals for Action 4.5 Information activities for young people and 
those active in youth work and youth organisations, and the European Youth Portal 
has been set up. 

 Voluntary activities: the Programme directly finances volunteering activities of 
young people and thus contributes to this objective. The Programme is successful in 
attracting participants, as more applications are made than can be granted. Ensuring 
that voluntary service is recognised as an educational experience is facilitated by the 
Youthpass (but can be further exploited).  

 Greater understanding and knowledge on youth: this objective is addressed by the 
Programme, mainly under Action 4 Youth Support Systems and Action 5 Support to 
European cooperation in the field of youth through information exchange. It is also 
addressed particularly effectively within the exchange and training activities for 
youth workers and organisations. 

 
In conclusion, the YiA Programme contributes to the objectives of the White Paper, as 
the progress on the indicators relating to these objectives for young people are positive. It 
should be taken into account, that the evaluation did not measure the progress on the 
information and greater understanding on youth specifically. 
 
European Youth Pact (EYP) 
The YiA Programme contributes to the EYP’s objective to improve training and mobility. 
Mobility is fostered by providing opportunities for young people to have non-formal 
learning experiences abroad and for youth workers and organisations to improve their 
skills by international exchanges and learning. Youth workers indicate that they have 
improved their (training) skills and ability to work with young people. The results 
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presented in section 5.3 show that the Programme contributes directly to the mobility of 
young people, as their willingness to work and live abroad is rather high compared to 
their peers.  
 
The development of skills, competences and entrepreneurship show a contribution to the 
employment objectives. YiA also contributes to the social inclusion objective, as it 
provides opportunities for people with fewer opportunities to participate in the 
Programme.  
 
Lifelong Learning 
The majority of young people participating in the Programme reported feeling that the 
Programme has improved many of the eight 'key-competences' for lifelong learning42

. In 
particular, the competences: 'cultural awareness and expression' (93%), 'social and civic 
competences' (91%) and 'sense of initiative and entrepreneurship' (80%). The Programme 
seems to have been less effective in stimulating development in areas such as 'digital 
competences' (36%) and 'mathematical and science competences' (21%)43. The 
Commission’s survey indicates that the majority (80%) of youth feels that, through 
participation in a project, they definitely plan to engage in further educational 
opportunities (formal, non-formal, vocational).   
 
 

5.9 Effectiveness in programme implementation 

The next chapter shows that in general, organisations are satisfied with the assistance that 
is provided to them in the application and implementation process. The funding rules are 
clear to them and the access to and information provided is good. Organisations are 
satisfied with the guidelines and there are generally no implementation issues that are 
unclear to beneficiaries. However, despite the positive outcomes, the national evaluation 
reports ask for even more support for new applicants and more feedback on the 
applications.  
 
The Programme has introduced a system of assurance in order to assure sound financial 
management. EC Activity report 2008 stated: “In 2008 the Commission received the first 
yearly declarations of assurance (ex-post) from the National Authorities (…which) 
demonstrated an overall satisfactory assurance on the control system in relation with the 
year 2007 (…). At system level, despite this overall assurance which confirms the 
soundness of the current management framework, the Commission identified weaknesses 
mostly related to primary and secondary controls as well as treasury management. 
Corrective measures were required from the National Agencies and the National 
Authorities with a view to ensure maximum compliance. Despite obvious efforts in 2008, 
in particular from National Agencies, it appears from the preliminary results of the most 
recent declarations of assurance that, despite an overall significant improvement and 
consequently a noticeable fall in the number of recommendations, progress is still needed 
in those areas, in particular for secondary controls”. 
 

                                                      
42  More details on the eight key competencies for lifelong learning can be found here: 

http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/education_training_youth/lifelong_learning/c11090_en.htm 

43  Source: ECOTEC/ECORYS questionnaire.  
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The evaluators consider the system effective in programme implementation. Where 
problems are found on system level, corrective measures are taken. 
 
 

5.10 Knowledge, Understanding and Visibility of YiA  

5.10.1 Knowledge and Understanding amongst Young People 

The questionnaire for non-participating young people shows that 63% had never heard of 
the Programme or any of its associated projects. 20% reported to have heard about the 
Programme and a further 17% heard of projects delivered as part of the Programme, most 
commonly the EVS. This means that more than one out of three non participants had 
heard about YiA in one way or another. There is a differentiation between the 10 
countries where this survey run, in Estonia 60% of the respondents had heard about the 
Programme, while the percentage was lower in the Netherlands, France and Poland 
(ranging between 9 and 16%).  
 
Where young people had heard of the Programme, respondents’ answers show that a 
variety of activities were cited. The most common activity that respondents had heard 
about was volunteering (66%). Other notable activities included social and community 
projects (48%), environmental projects (37%) and work experience in NGOs (38%).  
 
When looking at participating young people, generally they are aware of the publicity 
activities executed by the European Commission or National Agencies, particularly of the 
Programme website (53%), of conferences about the Programme (42%) and of other 
information materials like leaflets and posters (41%). This suggests that the Programme is 
well known among 'insiders', the people that already know it through prior direct 
experience, but at the same time, those same people feel that there is a large potential 
audience, outside this circle, not currently aware.  
 
This is confirmed if the responses received from non-participants on the visibility of the 
Programme are compared. In percentage terms, less than half as many non-participants 
(4%) as participants (10%) thought that the Programme was very visible or well 
publicized. At the other end of the spectrum, about twice as many non-participants (19%), 
compared to participants (8%), reported that the Programme was not at all visible or well 
publicized.  
 
Despite these differences, it is worth noting that, nearly equally, about half of the 
respondents to the two surveys agreed that the Programme is not very visible/well 
publicized. Nevertheless, there have been around 5000 press articles in 2009 in regional 
press, and other communication activities from NAs and other institutions involved in 
YiA. 
  
National Agencies 
In general, NAs are positive about the visibility of YiA. According to them, young 
people, youth organisations and youth workers know about the Programme. In line with 
the findings from questionnaires NAs reached organised youth the easiest and young 
people with fewer opportunities are much harder to reach. Most youth workers in the field 
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know of the Programme and policy makers also know the Programme, but visibility for 
this group could be increased. Mentioned on a number of occasions is that every few 
years, the Programme changes its name, which is not found to be helpful in raising its 
profile.  
 

Finland: It is a huge draw-back that the EU youth-Programme during its 20 plus years has not worked 

under the same name or brand. This would have made the status of the Programme and the knowledge 

about it among the population quite different from what it is today. 

 
The youth organisations and National Youth Councils are less positive on whether the 
Programme is well known amongst young people the majority thinks that it is not well 
known enough. The National Youth Councils consider it important that measures are 
taken to reach new groups, including those who do not belong to a formal structure. The 
majority of youth workers feel that not all target groups are reached by the Programme. 
 
Some of the National Reports identify that the visibility of the Programme in wider 
society could be improved. The use of social media for the promotion of the Programme 
is suggested, and a SALTO indicates that they are planning to use Facebook and Twitter 
to reach broader communities of youth workers. Since the average age of youth workers 
is low, modern ICT could be used to make the Programme more visible. But the SALTOs 
mention that ‘the budget of YiA is quite low and therefore the rejection rate of applicants 
is high, so why should the Programme be more visible and moreover create more 
frustration because of fewer successful applications?’ 
 
In conclusion, there is room for improvement for the visibility of the Programme, 
especially for certain subgroups of youth, the unorganised youth and youth with fewer 
opportunities.  
 
 

5.10.2 Knowledge and Understanding among Youth Organisations and Youth Workers 

The NAs are positive about the extent to which the Programme is known by youth 
organisations and youth workers. This view is only partly shared by the National Youth 
Councils, which are moderately positive. They are more positive about the visibility for 
youth workers as they think that most youth workers know of the Programme. 
 
The majority of youth organisations participating in the Programme assess the publicity 
and information provided by the NA as satisfactory, but there are also a lot of youth 
organisations that feel it should be improved. In general, the Programme is assessed to be 
quite or well known by approximately half of the youth organisations, with other youth 
organisations thinking that the Programme is not very well known in general. The youth 
workers indicate they could make the Programme more visible and well known by 
spreading information directly to the young people.  
 
Although most youth organisations are of the opinion that all actions are equally visible, 
there are some that feel Action 4 Youth Support Systems and 5 are the least visible, 
particularly sub-Action 4.3 Training and Networking of those active in youth work and 
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youth organisations is less well known. Also, sub-Action 1.3 Youth Democracy Projects 
and to a lesser extent sub-Action 1.2 Youth Initiatives are seen as less well known. 
 

5.10.3 Targeting of Young People and Youth Workers 

The questionnaires amongst young people show that nearly half of the participants know 
about opportunities for finance by YiA through a youth group, youth association or youth 
centre and otherwise through friends and acquaintances (almost 20%). Less common was 
finding the opportunity through school, internet or the national agency. Youth 
organisations seem to be very effective in spreading the information.  
 
Of the non-participating young people that had heard of the Programme44, the most 
frequently cited means was the Internet (60%), which is not mentioned as an important 
source by the participants, followed by other young people (25%), through a school 
(22%) or a leaflet (16%). 
 
In terms of previous knowledge of the Programme, about half of the respondents (49%) 
knew some details before applying, while the other half either had not heard of it before 
(32%) or, when they had, did not know what it was about (19%).  
 
Looking in more detail at how participants in different measures learned about 
opportunities, 'word of mouth' was far more common for participants to the European 
Voluntary Service than for participants to any other Action. About a third of EVS 
participants first learned about the Programme through someone else who had previously 
participated in it, compared to 16% for youth exchanges and meetings of young people 
and those responsible for youth policy and 10% or less for all other Actions. About 20% 
of EVS participants found out about the Programme via the Internet, which compares 
with figures for all other strands of 5% or less.  
 
These two findings suggest that the channels through which young people have learned 
about the EVS are different from those for all other Actions. In particular, EVS has 
apparently relied less on institutional platforms (youth organisations, NAs, schools, local 
authorities, Eurodesk, etc) and more on informal means (word of mouth) and virtual 
communication tools (Internet). 
 
In contrast, participants to meetings of young people and those responsible for youth 
policy (sub-Action 5.1) learned about it more through local authorities/municipalities and 
national youth organisations, which is what would be expected as they often also promote 
youth policy dialogue independently from the Programme, as a statutory goal or 
responsibility. 
 
A significant proportion of respondents (30%) learned about youth exchanges (Actions 
1.1 and 3.1) through local youth organisations and less (compared to all other Actions) 
through National and International Youth Organisations. Again, this result should not 
come as a surprise as it can be explained by the structure of the action itself requiring 
local organisations to manage, promote and communicate to young people. To a lesser 

                                                      
44  This includes those who have heard of the Programme under the Youth in Action title and the projects within it (Youth for 

Europe, European Voluntary Service and Youth in the World). 
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extent, a similar trend is visible for youth initiatives (sub-Action 1.2 Youth Initiatives) 
and EVS (Action 2). 
 
Youth workers most commonly found out about the opportunity to participate in the 
Programme through youth groups or youth centres. Other sources mentioned are friends 
or acquaintances (20%), NAs and colleagues.  
 
In conclusion, the ways in which non participants, participants of the different Actions 
and youth workers learn about the activities fit in with the type of target group. However, 
as was stated earlier, the visibility of the Programme could be improved and there are 
possibilities to enhance the visibility of the Programme, see next section. 
 
 

5.10.4 Suggested Improvements 

In terms of recommendations to make the Programme more visible, 80% of respondents 
recommended publicity in schools and youth centres, followed by about half of 
respondents suggesting the Internet (53%), improved marketing by youth organisations 
(47%), young people acting as advocates (45%) and TV/radio advertising (46%).  
 
TV / radio and the Internet were the platforms that non-participants most strongly felt 
would help raise the Programme's visibility (70 and 71% respectively), proportionately 
much more than by participants. Those who had participated in the Programme saw a 
stronger case for the role that young people themselves, either through pro-active 
marketing strategies or acting as advocates, can play in advertising the Programme. Both 
participants and non-participants appear to agree on the impact that an increase of 
publicity in schools (and youth centres) could have. 
 
Organisations suggest bringing the information closer to the target groups and increasing 
user-friendliness of the website. In general, youth organisations think that they could 
increase the visibility of the YiA Programme, as they have networks and are close to the 
target groups. The youth organisations and NAs feel that the dissemination and 
exploitation of project results could be improved but there are youth organisations that 
indicate that more resources are required to do so. 
 
In conclusion, the target groups themselves indicate that there are several ways to 
improve the Programme’s visibility; through a focus on schools, youth centres, Internet 
and through young people directly. Better dissemination and exploitation of the project 
results would also lead to more visibility. 
 
 

5.11 Dissemination  

5.11.1 Dissemination by Young People 

In terms of project dissemination, 44% of young people disseminated the results of their 
projects, while 33% did not and 23% don't know. Among those ones involved in 
dissemination activities (306 respondents in total), 72% targeted people within the youth 



 

Youth in Action Interim Evaluation 99 

organisation, about a third targeted the general public and some 26% people made their 
results visible to the NA.  
 
After the Programme, 98% of respondents discussed their experiences with other young 
people (non-participant), either informally (79%, e.g. discussion or debate with friends, 
colleagues or peer group) or formally (19%, e.g. volunteered to recruit additional young 
people to the Programme). Only 2% of participants did not do so. 
 
As a result of discussing their experience with others, the respondents declared that, on 
average, 89 new young people have been reached.45. 
 
Furthermore, as a result of this informal dissemination, 60% of respondents said that, 'as 
far as they are aware', the young people they have told about the Programme went on to 
apply, while only 10% did not do so and in 29% of cases they did not know. 
 
 

5.11.2 Dissemination by Youth organisations 

In general, youth organisations disseminate results, although there are also youth 
organisations that do not undertake any activities in this field. There are many youth 
organisations that use a dissemination strategy for their project results. There are several 
different channels used for this purpose; the key ones are website or Internet, other media 
(e.g. local radio, news papers or TV), promotional materials like flyers and videos, 
seminars and events and publications or reports. The results of projects are disseminated 
mostly to the NA and other youth organisations. Also, results are disseminated to partners 
of the youth organisations and the wider public. In most youth organisations, young 
people disseminate the results of their project or the youth organisations encourage young 
people to do so.  
 
 

5.11.3 Dissemination by National Agencies 

The NAs have a wide range of possibilities to disseminate the results and the Programme 
itself. NAs mainly use printed materials (brochures), electronic media (websites, 
newsletters), events (meetings of participation of events) or media (TV or radio). Most 
NAs disseminate the results among other NAs, youth, youth organisations and youth 
workers. Less often the information is disseminated to the general public and even less to 
policy makers. NAs mention best practice, research, and the setting up and better use of 
databases (such as EVE) as having potential for increased dissemination. 
 
 

5.11.4 New Actors  

The majority of NAs are positive about attracting new actors, including actors in the 
fields of social work, arts sector, sports, and local and regional authorities. It is felt that 

                                                      
45 Please, note that while the average is 89, the median is 30. This implies that fifty percent of respondents discussed about 

their experience to less than thirty one people, meaning that the average (i.e. 89, about three times the median) is driven 

upward by a few outliers on the right-hand tale of the distribution curve ('skewed to the right').  
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attracting these actors can be achieved by more dissemination of information on the 
Programme.  
 
In addition, youth workers also feel the Programme could be more open to schools, other 
institutions and youth organisations, and that NAs should target public institutions such 
as libraries, culture centres, and municipalities. 
 
Echoing earlier comments, youth workers, and European youth organisations and the 
National Reports felt that changing the name of the Programme every few years was of 
detriment to branding and knowledge of the Programme and this had not helped 
encouraging new actors to participate. 
 
 

5.12 Programme Sustainability 

Sustainability is defined as 'the extent to which positive effects are likely to last after an 
intervention has terminated' (DG BUDGET, pp109)46. As this is a mid term evaluation 
programme sustainability is difficult to measure, as the activities are still running or just 
have been finished. Nevertheless, we have made an attempt to assess the sustainability. 
 
Half of participants reported that after taking part in the Programme, they went on to 
attend a national/international youth event, conference or exchange, while about 30% of 
respondents were involved in the youth organisation of one such event, suggesting that 
the Programme has succeeded in promoting people's active citizenship in general and 
their European citizenship in particular.  
 
Some 44% of participants continued to have a role with the NGO/community 
organisation they were involved with during the Programme and a number of participants 
joined an international (16%) or national (23%) youth organisation after the Programme, 
suggesting that the Programme has had an impact in building youth capacity.  
 
Some 38% of respondents reported that after being involved, they have done further 
research into living, working or volunteering abroad, indicating that the Programme 
might have contributed to fostering the mobility of young people in Europe. More 
generally, this could indicate an opening of new perspectives and, to some extent, in 
fostering mutual understanding between young people in different countries. In terms of 
relationships, 80% of participants kept in regular contact with other participants they met. 
Youth workers also saw this as the most positive aspect of the Programme, compared 
with less positive views on sustainability of partnerships and newly formed networks. 
 
In line with the above, the National Reports indicate that there is a large impact on young 
people participating in YiA which is likely to continue beyond the period of their 
participation. This is mainly in terms of soft outcomes such as self esteem and confidence 
and attitudes towards other cultures and countries. At project level, National Reports 
indicate that some partnerships formed as a result of YiA became permanent, but the 
extent of the sustainability of networks formed during YiA is variable and dependent on 

                                                      
46 DG Budget, Evaluating EU Activities: a practical guide for the Commission services, DG Budget Evaluation Unit, 2004. 
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the individual projects and networks involved. For the participating young people, the 
networking aspect is more sustainable, as over 70% indicates that they are still in contact 
with participants from other countries. Over 60% of the participating youth workers have 
the intention to develop a project with colleagues met.  
 
 

5.13 Continuation if YiA is Withdrawn or Reduced 

Some youth organisations felt that YiA activities will not continue if YiA is reduced or 
terminated, several citing financial dependency on YiA or other EU funding. Other youth 
organisations felt that YiA activities will continue to some extent but on a smaller scale, 
or with less international cooperation or activities. This opinion is endorsed by the NAs, 
National Authorities, National Reports and is also the opinion of the youth workers. 
 

One Polish youth organisation mentions that 'Many activities wouldn’t last. It would be irresponsible 

behaviour to terminate or decrease YiA – in Poland there is no Youth Council, no youth policy. YiA 

constitutes youth policy.' 

 
The level of funding from the Programme was for the majority of the youth organisations 
less or equal than 40% of annual turnover. However, some youth organisations receive 
over 40% of their turnover. This concern is also raised by the Executive Agency, which 
highlights that some youth organisations survive from subsidies and would go bankrupt 
without it. 
 
Although many youth organisations feel that there are no other financial sources 
available, or that these sources are difficult to find, there are youth organisations that 
identify sources that could be used if YiA was reduced or terminated, including private 
sponsors, municipalities and other public funding. 
 
 

5.14 Possibilities for generating additional Budgets  

In a note adopted by the European Commission in August 2010, a framework is set 
clarifying the principles and the practical implications of national co-funding (which is 
strictly on a voluntary basis).In that note, national co-funding is understood as national 
funds that are made available in addition to the EU funds to support decentralised actions 
under YiA, and the management of which is entrusted to the National Agency (NA) that 
has been designated to administer the EU funds for YiA. Support to decentralised actions 
is intended to supporting a higher number of activities or grants under the Programme. A 
limited number of countries (e.g. Greece) or regions (e.g. Ile de France) make national 
funding available to National Agencies to support decentralised actions of the Youth in 
Action Programme (YiA).  
 
When, during the evaluation the NAs were asked after possibilities of ‘generating 
additional budget’ by Member States, regions or organisations for the Actions under the 
YiA Programme, in the current economic climate the NAs are pessimistic. Some NAs see 
possibilities for co-financing by private companies and youths themselves. 
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However, for private companies to become interested in co-financing, the results of that 
funding should be clear and visible. It would be worthwhile, for example, if young people 
clearly increased their entrepreneurship. Further, in relation to co-funding by youths 
themselves, the Programme would then be at risk of becoming ‘exclusive’. For some 
countries, this would be an option (or let the youth fund an extension of the stay 
themselves). One NA suggests including, as part of the preparation of the project, 
activities that focus on “earning funds”. This would, in turn, also increase 
entrepreneurship. 
 
For sub-Action 4.6 Partnerships that requires co-financing from the regions, the following 
was highlighted by interviewees. The majority of the youth organisations interviewed, as 
well as the National Youth Councils, are interested in participating in sub-Action 4.6 
Partnerships, but mention that it will be difficult to establish co-financing. There seem to 
be differences between youth organisations in whether they can or cannot find co-
financing sources. In general, it is difficult for youth organisations to locate alternative 
funding covering full project costs and the majority of youth organisations think it is 
impossible to locate alternative sources. Some mention that they find alternative sources 
and a few find it not too difficult to find co-finance with possible alternative sources 
including public funding like municipalities or private sponsors.  
 
In relation to the funding structure of 4.6 projects, there was a strong view from around 
half those interviewed from participating youth organisations that the level of co-
financing required for this strand of YiA was high and this was a potential barrier for 
smaller youth organisations. In contrast, two youth organisations felt that this 
arrangement was positive as it encouraged greater partnership working and that it allowed 
a project to be funded for a longer period, which was seen as positive.   
 
Youth organisations consulted had mixed experiences regarding co-financing 
requirements. Co-financing was not an issue for just under half of the projects, as the 
partner organisations or wider network was able to contribute.   
 

Experiences with finding co-financing sources under 4.6 by participating organisations 

The organisations consulted had mixed experiences regarding the co-financing requirements of the 

project. Co-financing was not an issue for just under half of the projects, as the partner organisations or 

wider network was able to contribute.   

Other organisations, however, found securing co-financing a more lengthy and difficult process. Two 

organisations reported some misunderstandings among the partner organisations on the level and 

nature of the co-financing required. It was also common for organisations to indicate problems in finding 

co-financing from public sector bodies, as they typically have less budget available and are reluctant to 

commit to funding without the reassurance of knowing that Commission funding had been secured.  

This issue was compounded by the delay organisations reported in being told the outcome of their 

application.   

 
In general, the current financial crisis, which makes asking for public co-financing more 
difficult, was highlighted as a potential risk for all organisations who may be thinking 
about a 4.6 project. Hence, the different stakeholders think that the YiA Programme 
should guard against making all strands and sub-Actions operate in this way. 
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Although the evaluators consider it important to ask for additional co-financing from 
participating countries and regions, the current financial crisis does not provide many 
possibilities for an increase in the level of co-financing. Furthermore, grass root 
organisations find it extremely difficult to find additional co-financing sources. However, 
where additional co-financing is possible, it should be pursued.  
 
 

5.15 Conclusions 

In summary, the above sections lead to the following conclusions:  
 YiA is successful in reaching the objectives regarding young people. 
 Although all Actions contribute to YiA objectives, there are differences in the extent 

to which the different sub-Actions contribute to the different objectives.  
 Youthpass is a useful tool in defining and scoping the learning activities and 

objectives. It is potentially also a useful instrument to improve chances on the labour 
market, but for this an increase in visibility, awareness and recognition of this 
relatively new tool is needed. 

 It is noted that the Programme ultimately reaches a limited part of the total population 
of young people.  

 The Programme achieves the objectives regarding youth workers. 
 Young people with fewer opportunities are actively targeted. 
 The influence of the Programme on national legislation is limited, but influence on 

the national youth policy and practice is more promising. 
 There is evidence that YiA has broader social impacts and effects beyond non-formal 

learning and youth work. These impacts relate to personal confidence, widening 
social networks, improvement of key competences and future participation in related 
activities.  

 The YiA Programme contributes to the objectives of the White Paper and the 
European Youth Pact. Furthermore, YiA contributes to improving the key-
competences for lifelong learning and interest in following education (formal, non-
formal, vocational).  

 There is room for improvement in terms of the visibility of the Programme.  
 The Programme has a sustainable impact on participants and youth workers in terms 

of participating in events after YiA, continued work for NGOs, increased mobility 
afterwards. Sustainability in terms of partnerships and networks of organisations is, 
however, relatively weak, while the networks of young people is more sustainable.  

 The YiA Programme is important in terms of continuing YiA-type activities. If YiA 
is reduced or terminated, it is felt that activities will not be financially supported by 
other sources, with a high level of financial dependency indicated.  

 Finally, possibilities for raising the co-financing level in the current economic climate 
are considered to be difficult, which does not mean that no effort should be put into 
increasing the level of co-financing.  
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6 Efficiency 

6.1 Introduction 

In this Chapter the progress of the Programme is presented in terms of the granting and 
spending of the budget available. In addition, an assessment is made of the management 
costs of the Programme, statements concerning cost effectiveness are made, as well as 
assessments of the appropriateness of the budget, human resources and management 
rules. Implementation concerns and monitoring arrangements are also presented as well 
as client satisfaction. 
 
 

6.2 Programme Budget 

The budget available for the period 2007-2009 totalled 408,041,628 Euro. Table 6.1 
overleaf shows the budget per sub-Action and Action, with a linear increase over time, 
with some minor exceptions. When analysing the absorption rate (budget spend compared 
to available budget) of the funds for the years 2007, 2008 and 2009 the Programme is on 
track in terms of spending. For most Actions, the absorption rate is between 95% and 
100% and in some cases higher (106% for EVS). This is a good result, also compared to 
other Programmes. For Leonardo da Vinci II (2000-2006) e.g. the absorption rate in the 
first 2 years was 84% and 88% respectively. 
 
This high absorption rate shows also that there is good interest in the different Actions of 
the Programme and few bottlenecks in spending. This is in line with the reported over-
subscription of applications. The exception is the absorption rate of the sub-Actions under 
Action 5 Support for European Cooperation in the youth field, which show a lower 
absorption rates over the first two years. However, this is a new and relatively small 
Action in terms of budget which can be compensated for in the coming years. This is 
positive in light of the fact that not all countries have the possibility to over-commit 
funds, and thus do not have opportunities to compensate under expenditure due to lower 
participation.  
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Table 6.1 Budget per sub-Action for 2007, 2008 and 2009 

Sub-Actions 2007 2008 2009 Total budget

Action 1: Youth for Europe  

1.1 Youth Exchanges 26,856,899 28,396,811 29,319,253 84,572,963

1.2 Youth Initiatives 9,370,019 9,850,485 10,165,185 29,385,689

1.3 Youth Democracy Projects 7,908,367 7,113,098 7,346,298 22,367,763

Thematic Networking 1,078,544 0 0 1,078,544

Total Action 1 45,213,828 45,360,393 46,830,736 137,404,957

Action 2: European Voluntary Service 37,430,637 41,102,839 42,435,759 120,969,235

Total Action 2: European Voluntary Service 37,430,637 41,102,839 42,435,759 120,969,235

Action 3: Youth in the world  

3.1 Cooperation with the Neighbouring 

Countries of the European Union 
7,693,261 7,823,063 8,121,080 23,637,404

3.2 Cooperation with Other Countries of the 

World 
2,286,804 2,500,000 2,600,000 7,386,804

Total Action 3 9,980,065 10,323,063 10,721,080 31,024,208

Action 4: Youth support systems  

4.1 Support to bodies active at European level 

in the youth field 
2,400,000 2,750,000 3,000,000 8,150,000

4.2 Support to the European Youth Forum 2,240,000 2,285,000 2,330,000 6,855,000

4.3 Training and networking of those active in 

youth work and youth organisations 
12,637,502 12,909,203 13,389,125 38,935,830

4.4 Projects encouraging innovation and quality 609,884 0 1,200,000 1,809,884

4.5 Information activities for young people and 

those active in youth work and youth 

organisations 

150,996 2,580,000 250,000 2,980,996

4.6 Partnerships 750,000 1,200,000 1,950,000

4.7 Support for the structures of the 

Programme 
12,850,000 13,257,000 13,925,000 40,032,000

4.8 Adding to the value of the Programme 330,938 700,000 500,000 1,530,938

Total Action 4 31,219,320 35,231,203 35,794,125 102,244,648

Action 5: Support for European cooperation in 

the Youth field 
 

5.1 Meetings of young people and those 

responsible for youth policy 
3,941,085 4,276,096 4,344,844 12,584,025

5.2 Support for activities to bring about better 

knowledge of the youth field 
154,555 400,000 350,000 904,555

5.3 Co-operation with international 

organisations 
950,000 1,060,000 900,000 2,910,000

Total Action 5 5,045,640 5,736,096 5,616,844 16,398,580

Total 128,889,490 137,753,594 141,398,544 408,041,628

 
 



 

Youth in Action Interim Evaluation 107

6.3 Financial Progress by Country 

The division of budget over Programme Countries each year is determined in advance. 
There are two types of funds that NAs receive: project funds that are distributed to final 
beneficiaries and operational funds for co-financing of operating costs of the agencies. 
The breakdown by participating countries of the funds put at the disposal of the NAs for 
final beneficiaries is based on a fixed allocation and on a variable allocation determined 
by taking into account the disparity between countries’ populations, costs of living and 
the distance between countries.  
 
Funds for co-financing of the operation of NAs are broken down by participating 
countries through a flat-rate contribution, correlated to the funds that are distributed to 
final beneficiaries. Taking into account the disparities of national situations (for example 
the size of the country, costs of living etc.), a transition mechanism also applies - the 
allocation cannot vary by more than 5 percent of the allocation made the year before. 
 
The countries with the highest budget allocations are Germany, France, Spain, Italy, 
Poland, the United Kingdom and Turkey. When looking at the absorption rate of the 
budget within the countries, it can be concluded that the absorption rate was higher in 
2008 than in 2007 and again higher in 2009 than in 2008. This is not unexpected, as 2007 
was the start-up of the Programme and in a few countries there was a delay. Compared to 
Structural Funds, which has a different implementation mode as it is based on national 
programmes that have to be approved, the absorption rate is very high as of the first 
years.  
 
Budget over-spends can be found, for example, in Germany, Estonia, and Poland. 
However, in several countries, low budget absorption is evident in the first year, 
including; Cyprus, Malta, Liechtenstein and Turkey. In most cases this seems to be 
related to specific start-up problems, as the absorption rate in those countries considerably 
increased in the second year (only Cyprus remained low).  
 
When looking at the number of applications and the percentage committed, the number of 
applications exceeds the granted number of projects for the decentralised Actions. In both 
2007 and 2008, for 10 countries the percentage of granted projects versus applications is 
below 50%, of which Turkey (2007 and 2008), Greece (2008) Portugal (2008) and Malta 
(2007) were between 30 and 39%. Over 80% commitment can be found in Iceland, 
Liechtenstein and Belgium-DE in 2007 and in Belgium (except Flanders) and 
Liechtenstein (100% commitment) in 2008. There is no correlation between the 
absorption rate and the size of the NA.  
 
This shows that there is a high interest in the Programme and that most of the countries 
that show a lower absorption rate in financial terms still show an interest in the 
Programme. This picture is confirmed by the vast majority of the NAs feeling the budget 
is less than the demand.  
  
Hence, it can be concluded that the lower absorption in a few countries is not due to a low 
interest, but rather due to specific circumstances that hindered proper implementation 
during the first years of the Programme. 
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Over-Committing 
In general, budgets committed are higher than the actual expenditure, as for most projects 
there are less participants than originally foreseen. Hence, the majority of the NAs over-
commit budget, in order to spend maximum funds. Several NAs however are not allowed 
to do this and some others are not willing to take the risk.  
 

6.4 Management Costs 

Management costs are calculated for the total Programme and for the decentralised and 
centralised Actions separately. This calculation takes into account that the budget under 
4.7 is split between management costs as well as content related costs.  
 
For the Programme as a whole, management costs are nearly 10% when the EU 
contribution is included (there is national co-financing added to this budget). When 
looking at the decentralised budget, the costs are somewhat more than 9%. The 
management costs of the centralised actions are the highest, on average nearly 12%. It is 
envisaged that the coming years the management costs will decrease further.  
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 Table 6.2  Management costs 

 Outturn Budget Draft Budget  

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 07-09 07-12 

Sub-Action 4.7 12,646,695 13,210,459 13,694,781 14,317,000 14,868,700 15,148,000 39,551,935 83,885,635 

of which:         

NAs 9,450,001 9,653,999 10,144,834 10,455,000 10,980,000 11,200,000 29,248,834 61,883,834 

SALTOs 1,400,000 1,453,000 1,482,000 1,512,000 1,635,000 1,670,000 4,335,000 9,152,000 

Eurodesks 1,796,694 2,103,460 2,067,947 2,350,000 2,253,700 2,278,000 5,968,101 12,849,801 

Hence: administrative expenditure in 4.7         

NAs 8,505,001 8,688,599 9,130,351 9,409,500 9,882,000 10,080,000 26,323,951 55,695,451 

SALTOs 700,000 726,500 741,000 756,000 817,500 835,000 2,167,500 4,576,000 

Total 9,205,001 9,415,099 9,871,351 10,165,500 10,699,500 10,915,000 28,491,451 60,271,451 

Total budget         

Operational budget (excl. Adm. exp. in 4.7) 119,508,010 127,919,978 129,457,593 134,634,500 144,868,220 155,804,000 376,885,581 812,192,301 

Adm. exp. in 4.7 9,205,001 9,415,099 9,871,351 10,165,500 10,699,500 10,915,000 28,491,451 60,271,451 

Adm. exp. (Commission) 1,436,226 1,020,822 986,063 1,128,000 1,206,954 1,359,000 3,443,111 7,137,065 

Adm. exp. Ex. Agency 2,924,025 3,122,255 3,202,017 3,208,936 3,172,926 3,182,000 9,248,297 18,812,159 

Total 133,073,262 141,478,154 143,517,024 149,136,936 159,947,600 171,260,000 418,068,440 898,412,976 

For the total budget         

Total adm. exp. (in 4.7, Commission, Ex. 

Agency) 13,565,252 13,558,176 14,059,431 14,502,436 15,079,380 15,456,000 41,182,859 86,220,675 

Adm. exp. as % of total budget* 10,2 9,6 9,8 9,7 9,4 9,0 9,9 9,6 

For the decentralised budget**         

Decentralised operational budget 94,799,003 100,202,095 102,592,752 108,042,839 116,774,562 124,391,000 297,593,850 646,802,251 

NAs non adm. exp. 945,000 965,400 1,014,483 1,045,500 1,098,000 1,120,000 2,924,883 6,188,383 

SALTOs non adm. exp. 700,000 726,500 741,000 756,000 817,500 835,000 2,167,500 4,576,000 

Total budget managed by the NAs 96,444,003 101,893,995 104,348,235 109,844,339 118,690,062 126,346,000 302,686,233 657,566,634 

4.7 operating costs 9,205,001 9,415,099 9,871,351 10,165,500 10,699,500 10,915,000 28,491,451 60,271,451 

Adm. exp. Commission 1,159,047 813,130 794,808 920,302 988,853 1,102,053 2,766,985 5,778,194 

Total adm. exp. (decentralised) 10,364,048 10,228,230 10,666,159 11,085,802 11,688,353 12,017,053 31,258,436 66,049,644 

Total budget related to decentralised 

management 106,808,051 112,122,224 115,014,394 120,930,141 130,378,415 138,363,053 333,944,669 723,616,279 

Adm. exp. as % of budget related to 

decentralised management* 9,7 9,1 9,3 9,2 9,0 8,7 9,4 9,1 
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 Outturn Budget Draft Budget  

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 07-09 07-12 

For the centralised budget         

Centralised operational budget 21,267,309 23,922,523 23,041,411 22,440,161 23,924,458 27,180,000 68,231,243 141,775,862 

Eurodesks 1,796,694 2,103,460 2,067,947 2,350,000 2,253,700 2,278,000 5,968,101 12,849,801 

Total budget managed centrally 23,064,003 26,025,983 25,109,358 24,790,161 26,178,158 29,458,000 74,199,344 154,625,663 

Adm. exp. Ex. Agency 2,924,025 3,122,255 3,202,017 3,208,936 3,172,926 3,182,000 9,248,297 18,812,159 

Adm. exp. Commission 277,179 207,692 191,255 207,698 218,101 256,947 676,126 1,358,871 

Total adm. exp. (centralised) 3,201,204 3,329,947 3,393,272 3,416,634 3,391,027 3,438,947 9,924,423 20,171,030 

Total budget related to centralised management 26,265,207 29,355,929 28,502,630 28,206,795 29,569,185 32,896,947 84,123,767 174,796,694 

Adm. exp. as % of budget managed centrally* 12,2 11,3 11,9 12,1 11,5 10,5 11,8 11,5 

         * This percentage is calculated: management costs/(operational + management costs). 

         ** It is estimated that 90% of the budget for the NAs and 50% of the budget of the SALTOs are directed to management. There, is however, no clear indication what exact percentage should be attributed to the management 

   costs. Eurodesk is included in the 4.7 other costs.  
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There is not much data available in relation to the management costs of other, 
comparable, programmes. Ideally, a comparison should be made between a programme 
with the same nature and same size. A programme for which the management costs are 
available is the Erasmus Mundus Programme, of which the management costs in the 
2004-2008 period were 17,08 Million Euro out of an operational budget of 220,4 million 
Euro, giving overall management costs of 7.7%47. However, the nature of this programme 
is different from the YiA Programme in terms of organisations applying and size of the 
projects in terms of budget. The justification of the higher management costs is further 
found in several factors: 
 
Firstly, the Programme involves youth organisations which are quite often inexperienced 
grass root organisations. Targeting this group is an explicit choice made within the 
Programme. By involving those organisations, implicitly their capacity is built in terms of 
project development and management and in the themes that are addressed by the 
Programme. Hence, part of the management costs contribute to capacity building of 
organisations. Furthermore, the Programme attracts many organisations that did not apply 
before, which means that their need for information is higher than if the Programme 
attracted regular applicants. It should be noted that only 28% of the beneficiaries 
(applicants of projects selected) in 2009 were already beneficiaries in 2008; this 
Programme has a large turnover, making it possible to reach out many newcomers every 
year.  
 
The consequence is that the NAs have to provide more support to those organisations in 
terms of information and assistance in the application and implementation process than 
would be the case with experienced organisations. The extra effort made in providing 
support to applicants leads to strengthened youth organisations, which is an objective of 
the Programme (General objective 4 ‘To contribute to the quality of support systems for 
youth activities and the capabilities of civil society organisations in the youth field’). The 
national youth organisations indicate receiving this support and that they are satisfied 
with it.   
 
Secondly, an explicit choice is made to finance small projects (the average size is around 
12,000 Euros for the decentralised Actions) which means that a relative large amount of 
projects can be financed, which meets the legislative aims (see Annex 1 on the decision 
establishing the Programme). For 2007-2009, 20,589 projects were granted, which leads 
to management costs of around 1384 Euro per committed project. Furthermore, taking 
into account the huge amount of project applications submitted in this period (nearly  
40 000) the management costs were less than 728 Euro per submitted project. This does 
not appear excessively high, as this covers the costs for communication, assistance to all 
the applying organisations, appraisal of all applications (also the ones that are not 
selected), contracting (including payment and analysis of reporting), monitoring and 
dissemination and exploitation of results costs.  In 2009, 44% of the grant requests 
submitted were selected and there is an upward trend in the number of applications over 
the years.  
 

                                                      
47 Figures based on ECOTEC, Cost Benefit Analysis of the options for the management of the ERASMUS Mundus II 

Programme, p. 5. 
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Thirdly, within the YiA Programme there are 5 application rounds per year, which is 
more frequent than in many other programmes. This choice has been made to provide 
more opportunities to apply and not to lose momentum when organisations develop 
initiatives that can be supported by the Programme. 
 
Overall, the choices made are legitimate and contribute to the objectives of the 
Programme. Minimizing the management costs could be realised by e.g. the financing of 
larger projects (leading to less projects to monitor), and/or granting projects of more 
experienced organisations that need less assistance and/or less application rounds.  
 
 

6.5 Cost-Effectiveness 

The assessment of cost-effectiveness is a complex exercise in a multi-faceted programme 
like Youth in Action. In broad terms, cost-effectiveness can be seen both in terms of 
inputs and outputs and (longer-term) outcomes (DG Budget defines cost-effectiveness 
analysis as “a judgement technique in which the researcher quantifies the costs and 
benefits associated with an intervention”); and would need to be addressed for 
meaningful groups of activities which deal with the same participants and have clearly 
definable outputs and outcomes. It also requires extensive data to be available. In all these 
respects, Youth in Action presents challenges. 
 
Firstly, figures are available for cost per participant which would enable us to make a 
judgement on cost-effectiveness in terms of inputs and outputs. However, not all figures 
for the calculation of the total inputs are available (i.e. programme budget, including the 
management and implementation costs and the costs that the organisations, young people 
and youth workers bear themselves such as co-financing and non-eligible costs). Along 
with the fact that we do not have a full overview of all costs related to outputs, there are 
no ready comparators which would enable a judgement to be made (whilst there may be 
similar groups in other EU programmes, the issue of lack of data is also a problem in 
these programmes). 
 
Secondly, we do not have figures for cost-effectiveness in terms of inputs and outcomes 
since data on outcomes is not collected in the right way or at all (e.g. cost per participant 
who passed some sort of final exam or said they had strongly benefited in terms of their 
understanding of an issue). Furthermore, for the current indicators, the relation between 
the activity and the result and impact indicators is not one-to-one. Notably, all the 
interventions directed at young people contribute to all the results and impact indicators. 
Moreover, the indicators for these results and impacts are rather soft and are not 
measurable in “hard” (SMART) terms. It would be possible to construct suitable 
measurable outcome indicators but this has not been done (yet). Even if the indicators 
would have been suitable for the measurement of cost-effectiveness, the problem of not 
having comparators would still remain. Hence, making a judgement as to whether the 
Programme is or is not cost-effective in either absolute or relative terms is not feasible.  
 
Notwithstanding these difficulties, some indications on the topic are possible by making 
comparisons within the Programme itself, comparing the different Actions in which 
young people participate. The costs per participant, measured against the grant of the EC, 
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are presented in the following table. The costs are calculated based on budget spent per 
action and the number of participants. However, as mentioned above many costs are 
missing in this calculation.  
 

 Table 6.3 Average costs per participant for Actions in which young people take part 

Action Average cost per 

participant (Euro) 

Number of participants in 

thousands 2007-2009 

1.1 Youth Exchanges 659 123,286 

1.2 Youth Initiatives 724 40,396 

1.3 Youth Democracy Projects 936 22,760 

2 EVS 8 137 15,734 

3.1 Cooperation with the Neighbouring 

Countries of the European Union 

580 39,875 

4.3 Training and networking 1331 28,274 
Source: monitoring reports 2007-2009. 

 
Sub-Action 1.2 Youth Initiatives appear to be a little more expensive than Action 1.1 
Youth Exchanges. Both sub-Actions contribute to most of the indicators but the 
contribution to the indicator “initiative” is stronger for sub-Action 1.2 Youth Initiatives. 
Sub-Action 1.3 Youth Democracy Projects also contribute to all indicators, but have a 
stronger contribution to participation in democratic life (see chapter on Effectiveness). 
The costs per participant are lower in comparison to the other actions under Action 1.  
 
In contrast to these activities, the scope of Action 2 EVS is different and concerns a long 
term investment. It also contributes to all indicators, but most strongly for the indicators 
of employability, personal development and mobility. It is difficult to compare this 
intervention with other interventions; ESF, for instance, is directly aimed at employment 
and involves different types of intervention. A benchmark with similar national initiatives 
could be made, but this would require a study in itself.  
 
In sub-Action 4.3 training and networking costs per participant cannot be compared to the 
costs of the other Activities, as it has a completely different scope. The youth workers 
develop knowledge and skills relating to non-formal learning, and feel better equipped to 
assure the quality of youth work. Assessing whether the interventions are cost-effective is 
difficult, as there are no comparable Actions. Again, a benchmark with similar national 
initiatives could be made, requiring a separate study. 
 
Conclusion 
The Programme reaches a considerable number of participants that develop their 
knowledge and skills at relatively low costs. However, a full appraisal of the cost-
effectiveness can only be made if different types of interventions, aiming at the same 
indicators, measured in the same way, exist and can be compared.   
 
In relation to the cost-effectiveness of the YiA Programme, we need to take into account 
a number of factors. First, it is clear that the outcomes intended by the Programme range 
from the concrete and sustainable (such as the dissemination tools, training modules) to 
far less tangible outcomes such as ‘feelings of European Citizenship’ and employability. 
Secondly, projects also vary in scale: individual projects are frequently small, involving 
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tens of participants rather than thousands. The Programme has been successful in 
encouraging a huge diversity in subject matter and enabling a large range of different 
types of organisations to participate – from the small and local to the larger national 
associations to European NGO’s. 
 
In strict cost-effectiveness terms, these features of the Programme might mean that 
ensuring broad access and participation comes at a 'cost' to the extent that a proportion of 
activities will be dissipated and not sustained, with little in the way of an effect which is 
both broad and cumulative at national or European levels, and little claim to achieving a 
'critical mass'. This is a 'cost' as arguably a focus on more concrete outcomes would mean 
more outputs could be bought for the same input.  However, this would clearly run 
counter to the 'bottom-up' nature of the Programme. In this context, one way to consider 
cost-effectiveness is in terms of balance within the Programme between those Actions 
which reach out to small scale operators and newcomers and those which support 
capacity building. On this basis, there is a case for concluding that the current programme 
strikes a good balance. 
 
 

6.6 Appropriateness  

6.6.1 Budget 

Both NAs and youth organisations feel that the budget which is available for the several 
Actions is too low in relation to the interest, especially for sub-Action 1.1 Youth 
Exchanges, 1.2 Youth Initiatives, 3.1 Cooperation with the neighbouring countries of the 
European Union and 4.3 Training and networking of those active in youth work and 
youth organisations, as there is more demand. For Action 2 EVS, NAs and youth 
organisations disagree. Some feel that the budget for Action 2 EVS is too high, while 
others shift budget to Action 2 EVS. Although the Programme provides extra finance for 
young people with fewer opportunities, financial resources are still considered to be 
insufficient, as there are additional costs connected to the inclusion of this group and/or 
problems with the co-financing.  
 
However, the NAs are positive overall about the cost effectiveness of projects across the 
actions, an opinion shared by the National Authorities. The NAs judged Action 1 Youth 
for Europe most often as cost effective.  
 
Most youth organisations state that the budget they spend in their projects is in relation to 
the output of the projects, which is corroborated by the youth workers. However, a few 
youth organisations highlight that the budget for the implementation is not sufficient.  
 
The National Reports also highlight that the funding of the Programme is used efficiently 
in terms of the number and range of projects and participants supported. However, the 
National Reports identify that the NAs state that the budget is not sufficient to achieve the 
objectives set for the Programme in full, although this is not perceived negatively by the 
project beneficiaries. Although the National Reports mention that the projects are 
sufficiently funded, there are difficulties indicated regarding the accessibility of the funds, 
with the framework considered to be too rigid.  
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In conclusion, the division of budget is appropriate and there is some flexibility for the 
NAs to shift budget between sub-Actions, so that the division is adapted to the actual 
needs.  
 
 

6.6.2 Human Resources 

The extent to which the NAs consider themselves to be sufficiently staffed for all the 
tasks differs. A small majority of NAs feel they have too little staff in relation to the 
output they deliver. Most of them indicate that they would like to accomplish more. This 
picture is confirmed in the National Reports; although the funding for implementation of 
YiA is regarded as being sufficient for the main tasks, the National Reports indicate that 
staff of the NAs have a high workload, which is created as a result of high administrative 
requirements.  
 

Danish NA: Too little staff, if we would like to further develop the Programme, reach even more young 

people etc., but enough if we do the minimum requirements. 

 
 

6.6.3 Rules, Procedures and Administration 

The NAs appreciate the uniqueness of the decentralised management system, and that it 
depends heavily on the reliability of the NAs. In that sense, the administrative rules are 
understandable. However, a majority of the NAs feel the administrative burden is too 
high, especially for NAs in small countries, where the segregation of duties can be a 
concern and is considered to be inefficient. The increased requirements of reporting to EC 
(to ensure that the management is coherent and transparent) puts a burden on each NA, 
and without increased funds for the management of the Programme the NAs have to 
prioritise their tasks.  
 

I personally often feel that my job is being sacrificed because of a load of paper and accounting work. It 

leaves me with very little time to work on content issues, to meet people from the youth sector, to 

develop projects. 

 
The National Reports also state that the administrative requirements for the NAs take a 
lot of time and effort from the staff members. It is considered to be better to spend this 
time in monitoring and follow-up of the projects and promotional activities to increase the 
visibility of the Programme. Also, the primary checks, in the opinion of the NAs, seem 
out of proportion (in relation to the size of funding). A majority of the National 
Authorities feel that the burden is high, although they understand why it is necessary.  
 

France National Authority: Becoming a supervision authority of the Programme is an interesting role but 

heavy and complex. 

 
Overall, the separation of responsibilities should not be changed as it is a good 
mechanism for ensuring accountability. As indicated previously, the relatively high 
number of small projects poses a heavy burden. Furthermore, solutions can be introduced 
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e.g. streamlining of reporting problems (in relation to the monitoring tools) and avoiding 
frequent changes in procedures. 
 
NAs feel that the level of detail in administration leaves little room for flexibility in the 
work of the NAs, e.g. working with beneficiaries. This is considered particularly 
important, as they comprise young people (some disadvantaged), informal groups, or 
small local NGOs, in other words, people who are not ordinarily involved with 
bureaucratic and administrative work. However, for some NAs this is not a big problem 
as they feel there is enough flexibility. 
 
In line with the above, some youth organisations are not satisfied with the level of detail 
in administration, which does not provide enough flexibility. Some youth organisations 
state that the Programme does not match the diversity in youth work in this regard. It is 
felt that the application process is too time consuming and administration is not tailored 
to the target groups (youths and youth organisations).  
 
However, the opinions across youth organisations and National Youth Councils differ on 
this subject. Although the majority of the youth organisations state that the administrative 
burden is more or less in relation to the output, there are also many youth organisations 
that state that the administrative burden is too high. The youth organisations were asked 
to give a mark for the administration, 50% gave a 4, with others giving a mark of 3 or 
lower (on a scale of 1-5, 5 indicating not perceiving administrative burden).  
 
In the National Reports, opinions on administrative requirements are even stronger. The 
Programme administration requirements for the projects were identified in most National 
Reports as one of the most important factors hindering the efficiency of the Programme. 
The application form and reporting are seen as being particularly excessive. These 
requirements are identified as a barrier for young people to get actively involved in 
developing and implementing a project, and even more so for young people with fewer 
opportunities. In most countries, many youth organisations are relatively small and lack 
financial and administrative resources which are needed for the preparation of the 
Programme.  
 
Despite the mixed picture on the administrative burden, the majority of the youth 
organisations and National Youth Councils are satisfied with the management rules and 
procedures of YiA. The ones that mention problems relate to financial rules, the selection 
criteria not being transparent or because of a lack of flexibility which is needed in youth 
work. 
 
Conclusion  
The picture on the administrative burden for both applicants and NAs is rather mixed, but 
overall there seems to be room for improvement on this topic. Throughout the different 
sections in this report, some recommendations to increase efficiency are made and it 
might be useful to further investigate the possibilities for the reduction of the burden 
together with the NAs. The relatively small size of the projects and the above presents a 
dilemma between the need for information for monitoring and accountability and the 
proportionality in relation to the budget of the project/intervention.  
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6.7 Implementation 

6.7.1 Application Process 

Although many youth organisations state that the application procedure is clear and 
straight forward, there are also many youth organisations that consider it important that 
the procedure is simplified. Application forms continue to pose problems for young 
people and newcomers (too long, not inviting in terms of design, too much jargon and 
some overlaps) and this is corroborated by the youth workers and the NAs, who 
sometimes use a ‘jargon buster’ for young people to help with the application form. Also 
in the National Reports the application forms are seen as lengthy and the language used is 
often complex.  
 
The NAs propose to develop online application forms and to align the information in 
YouthLink with the application forms.   
 
The majority of youth organisations (and their youth workers) and National Youth 
Councils have no problem with the selection procedure. For most youth organisations the 
funding and support mechanisms are clear.  
 
The assistance and information provided to the youth organisations in the application 
process by the EC and NAs are clear to almost all youth organisations and National 
Youth Councils. Almost all of the youth organisations that have experience with both 
centralised and decentralised implementation do not have problems with finding out how 
the procedures work.  
 
Conclusion 
The applications procedures are clear and applicants are satisfied with the assistance 
provided to them. Based on the remarks made, there seems to be room for some 
improvements in the application procedure. For instance, online application forms and 
alignment with the monitoring system would be beneficial for both NA and applicants 
and it would be useful if the basic data from the applying organisation could be 
automatically available. The application forms can be improved by using less jargon and 
avoidance of overlaps (e.g. in the sections on project description). 
 
 

6.7.2 Guidelines 

The majority of the youth organisations and National Youth Councils are generally 
satisfied with the guidelines. Some youth organisations state that further improvements 
are possible in relation to the usefulness for young people. The interviewees consider the 
language used to be too bureaucratic and the guideline itself too lengthy for young 
people. 
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6.7.3 Timing  

Young people indicate that at the end of the application process, about half of the 
participants were able to start the activities either straight away (20%) or within a matter 
of weeks (31%). About a third could do so within several months (32%) and only in 6% 
of cases it took more than six months. For this latter group (48 respondents in total), in 
35% of cases this was because of reported delays in processing the application and in 
21% of the cases it was because there were no places available. 8% of participants then 
requested a deferred entry (e.g. for the following academic term/year) and 35% reported 
other reasons.  
 
 

6.7.4 Appropriateness of division of Tasks  

For youth organisations and National Youth Councils it is clear when they have to apply 
at the NA or the Executive Agency level and the division of roles between both bodies 
does not pose a problem to them. The youth organisations do not see real differences in 
effectiveness between both organisations, although it is felt that the Executive Agency is 
more distant and therefore less easy to contact.   
 
During the interviews, the NAs were positive about the division and it was clear to them. 
The National Reports indicate that the national implementation is appreciated as NAs are 
closer to the beneficiaries and have knowledge of the national context and the needs of 
the potential applicants.  
 
Although the division of tasks is clear, the NAs would like to have more exchange of 
information with the EACEA on for instance calls for proposals and granted projects. 
Although NAs are included in the selection committee of centralised Actions, some NAs 
feel that better use can be made of their knowledge (which does not mean that they want 
to be involved in the selection process). The use of a common monitoring system might 
facilitate the exchange of knowledge. Despite the call for more cooperation, it is noted 
that cooperation between NAs and EACEA has been improved in the last years.  
 
Decentralised Implementation 
There is a common view among the NAs that further decentralisation of the 
implementation is possible, except for those sub-Actions that have a clear EU dimension 
or that are too small to make decentralised implementation efficient. For sub-Actions 
involving partner countries, it is indicated that decentralised implementation would be 
better. The common view is that NAs would be able to put forward the needs and have 
knowledge of the youth organisations in their countries. Furthermore, it would make the 
Programme more readable if it was only implemented at one level per (sub)-Action, 
although the implementation of a sub-Action on both central and decentralised level does 
not pose major problems or uncertainties for the applicants. This view is shared by other 
stakeholders48.   
 
The evaluators are of the opinion that it would be beneficial to choose one level of 
implementation per sub-Action, although this is not a major issue. Decentralisation can be 
                                                      
48  Note here that the evaluation focussed on decentralized action (and actors), see section 2.4. 
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helpful as NAs are generally closer to the organisation in their country and, hence, can 
better assess them. In case of centralised implementation, the knowledge of the NAs can 
be (better) utilised by the EACEA consulting them on the applications relevant for their 
country, without transferring any selection responsibility from the centralised to 
decentralised level.  
 
 

6.8 Monitoring  

Indicators 
Output and result indicators have been formulated in order to measure the effectiveness of 
the Programme. Compared to the previous programme this is seen as an improvement. 
The progress on indicators is collected through information from the NAs and the 
EACEA as well as through the help of a survey among the three target groups.  
 
Most indicators relate to the objectives of the Programme and are formulated in a 
measurable way. However, there are some concerns in relation to the indicators:  
 Indicators relate to the large number of objectives and do not always reflect a clear 

hierarchy (see previous section on the intervention logic). 
 Objectives that relate to soft skills can be difficult to measure. Participants are not all 

asked to do a self-assessment at the start of the project, which makes it difficult to 
assess the real contribution of participating in the Programme. 

 No baseline measurement has been made, which makes it difficult to assess the 
progress. 

 
For any future programme, the indicator system could be improved by more directly 
linking objectives and interventions through a more coherent intervention logic and by 
having more concrete indicators and a baseline measurement.  
 
Formats 
Many standard formats have been developed, including the use of indicators, which are a 
precondition for unified implementation, selection of projects, monitoring and reporting. 
This is seen as an improvement compared to the previous Programme as it has the 
potential to lead to unified data on inputs and outputs. Output indicators are included in 
the reporting formats at both project and Programme levels, enabling data aggregation.  
 
Monitoring and Evaluation by Youth Organisations 
Most youth organisations evaluate the projects themselves, mostly by an ex-post 
evaluation, but there are also youth organisations that include a mid-term or even an ex-
ante evaluation.  
 
YouthLink 
YouthLink is the IT tool used for management and monitoring. The use of the tool has 
considerably increased in comparison to the YOUTH Programme. The NAs acknowledge 
that YouthLink has improved and overall are quite satisfied. However, some NAs are not 
satisfied. The NAs highlighted a number of shortcomings in YouthLink, including:  
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YouthLink is not instantly responsive, it is difficult to extract information with different combinations, not 

all information necessary for EC reports is available, the TCP part is not sufficient, the inability of the 

system to produce data for the particular period (it always gives information available for the moment of 

request). 

 
Most National Reports acknowledge that YouthLink is working relatively well and that it 
is a good tool in itself. However, it differs from the NAs own payment and accounting 
systems, which is very time consuming. Several problems are highlighted: 
 Limited possibilities for quarterly and yearly reporting. 
 The inconsistency of information provided among different NAs reduces the ability 

to use the tool to share information. 
 The lack of compatibility among the national tools and YouthLink could be improved 

to reduce manual input of the data. 
 Consistency among the application forms and YouthLink would be beneficial as well.  
 
Links between Centralised and Decentralised Monitoring 
YouthLink is not used by the Executive Agency and as a result, there is only limited 
exchange of data between the Executive Agency and the NAs. Some NAs would like to 
see better links, so that all implementing agencies can have access to the data (relevant 
for their country).  
 
Conclusion 
One of the main problems is that the management system (YouhtLink)does not 
distinguish between planned and realised outputs. As a result, the data in the system 
presents a mix of realised and planned outputs. This makes YouthLink less functional and 
reliable than it could be. Every year, data are verified for the annual reports, which 
provide consolidated data.  
 
There is, therefore, an argument for developing a new system for any new programme, 
linked to online application forms and with a structure that includes different fields for 
committed budgets, number of participants foreseen, etc. In addition, the system could 
usefully have different fields in which the actual expenditures and actual outputs and 
results can be submitted. This would allow better monitoring, the data would not have to 
be adjusted and consistent data would provide valuable management information.  
 
Adapting the current YouthLink system might also be an option, although many NAs 
indicate it would be better to build a new system, as the existing one has already been 
extensively adapted. If building a new system or adapting the existing system is 
considered, it would be beneficial to include users in the specification definition of the 
needs/requirements and the testing of the system.  
 
 

6.9 Client Satisfaction 

6.9.1 Participant Satisfaction  

The survey of young people shows that in terms of participant satisfaction there is a 
positive trend at the Programme level (see Figure 6.1), by and large confirmed at the 



 

Youth in Action Interim Evaluation 121

Action level. Youth Democracy Projects (sub-Action 1.3) are perhaps the only exception 
as expectations are exceeded for nearly half of the participants (45%)

49, but all other sub-
Actions (with the exception of sub-Action 5.1 Meetings of young people and those 
responsible for youth policy.) follow closely in the range 34% to 37%. These overall 
positive results are corroborated by a similar positive feedback from respondents whose 
participation met all of their expectations, again in a range spanning 33% (EVS) to 43% 
(meetings of young people and those responsible for youth policy and youth exchanges). 
 
These very positive results in terms of satisfaction of YiA participants are confirmed if 
we compare them with those of the satisfaction of 'non-participants' interviewed by 
ECORYS that took part in other youth projects, and who were asked the same question. 
  

 Figure 6.1 Participants and non-participants surveys: To what extent did the activities meet your expectations? Responses 

by participants and  non-participants who participated in other projects 
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Note: each respondent could choose only ONE of the responses. 

 
As Figure 6.1 shows, there is 12 percentage points more YiA participants whose 
expectations were exceeded and 11 percentage points more non-participant whose 
expectation were met only to some extent, while expectations were entirely met for nearly 
40% of respondents in both cases. Therefore, satisfaction after participation in youth 
projects is generally high, but in the case of YiA participation the number of those whose 
expectations are exceeded seems to be significantly higher than for other youth projects50. 
 
 

                                                      
49  However, it should be underlined that there were only 45 respondents for Sub-Action 1.3 Youth Democracy Projects and 

therefore the average values can be less representative and subject to wider variation. 

50 It would be interesting to follow up on this using more robust analytical methods, like randomized controlled experiments, to 

establish whether or not there is a significant 'YiA effect' in terms of participants satisfaction.  Obviously, as these studies 

are longitudinal ones (requiring the collection of data over a period of several years), the resources, timing and objectives of 

the present study did not allow this to be done here. However, it is certainly worth taking note of this result – and, we 

anticipate, of many others in the remaining of this report - for possible further research. 
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6.9.2 Satisfaction with Implementation Structures 

European Commission 
Overall, NAs are positive about the assistance they receive from the EC. Working with a 
desk officer, a direct contact person for the countries works well. A few NAs indicate 
there is room for improvement; with the need for a faster and clearer response. The NAs 
appreciate the possibility of interaction at a Programme level with the EC and the staff 
meetings and training for the different Action officers of the NAs.  
 
National Agency 
Most youth organisations received assistance from the National Agencies in the form of 
information, support and advice. Technical information or assistance on the projects and 
with the application process are the more specific forms of assistance that are frequently 
mentioned. 
More than 80% of the youth organisations that gave a mark to the assistance of the NAs 
appreciated the assistance with a 4 or 5 (on a scale of 1- 5 of which 5 is highest). Almost 
half of the youth organisations even gave the highest mark (5). Interviewees highlighted 
that the staff of the NAs are generally competent and qualified. Also, the National Youth 
Councils are in general satisfied with the contacts and cooperation with the NAs, as are 
the youth workers. The National Reports, however, state that there needs to be more 
cooperation among NAs.  
 
Executive Agency 
There were not many youth organisations interviewed that had applied to the Executive 
Agency, but the ones that did were generally satisfied. The EACEA was contacted with 
information requests like technical information or assistance on projects, clarifications or 
advice. The interviewees rated the assistance with a 4 or 5 (5 being the highest positive 
score).  
 
The picture differs for youth organisations that applied under Sub-Action 4.6 
Partnerships. On the assistance provided, youth organisations were largely equally split in 
reporting negative or positive views. Where youth organisations reported a negative view, 
this was related to not receiving adequate or timely responses to questions or queries. 
Some youth organisations recognised this as relating to specific workload or staffing 
within the agency. For example, one youth organisation reported to have received very 
good support but appropriate maternity cover was not arranged for their project officer 
and during the period when she was away they did not receive replies to their emails and 
had limited support from the Agency. To counter these negative views, there were youth 
organisations that had good experiences of support from the Agency, with queries 
answered satisfactorily.  
 
SALTO 
In general the NAs are of the opinion that the SALTOs are valuable, but, as the NA of 
Austria highlights, it is difficult to judge for all SALTOs due to different themes covered. 
Around half of the youth organisations interviewed were not in contact with the SALTOs, 
while the rest receive assistance from the SALTOs in organising events or by making use 
of the SALTO resource database. The youth organisations that received assistance from 
SALTOs are generally satisfied with it. 
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The majority of the youth workers interviewed participated at least once in a training of a 
SALTO, and of this group, most judged it as useful and efficient. Some SALTOs would 
appreciate more legitimacy given by the EC to their work.  
 
Eurodesk 
The NAs were generally positive about the Eurodesk, with some having it in-house, 
thereby enhancing cooperation. Comments included that the network needs to be better 
exploited and two were of the opinion that Eurodesk was of little use.  
 
Most youth organisations do not have contact with Eurodesk. The few youth 
organisations that do receive assistance from Eurodesk are in general satisfied with the 
assistance. Only a very few youth workers mention having been in contact with the 
Eurodesk, but the ones who had were mostly satisfied. 
 
National Youth Councils 
The majority of the NAs cooperate with their National Youth Council and are positive 
about this cooperation. Most Youth Councils would like to have a stronger role in the 
Programme, for example by being more involved in promotion of the Programme. 
 
 

6.10 Conclusions 

In summary, the above sections lead to the following conclusions:  
 The Programme is on track in terms of spending. The high absorption rate shows that 

there is an interest in the different Actions. 
 The management costs of the Programme as a whole could appear relatively high. 

However, justification is found in the choice that the Programme involves youth 
organisations that often apply for the first time and are inexperienced grass root 
organisations and in the fact that the Programme is deliberately intended to support 
small-scale projects, according to its legal basis. 

 A full appraisal of the cost-effectiveness would only be possible if different types of 
interventions, aiming at the same indicators, measured in the same way, exist and can 
be compared.  

 The division of budget is appropriate and there is some flexibility for the NAs to shift 
budget between sub-Actions, so that the division is adapted to actual needs.  

 In general, the NAs consider themselves to be sufficiently staffed for the tasks, 
although most NAs would like to accomplish more and would welcome a growth in 
means. 

 Although the division of tasks is clear, the NAs would like to have more exchange of 
information with the EACEA, for example on calls for proposals and projects. 

 Both organisations and NAs experience a relative high administrative burden.  
 In general the application process appears efficient.  
 The management tools have been considerably improved when compared to the 

previous YOUTH Programme.  
 YouthLink has been improved, but there is scope for further improvement. 
 In general, there is high participant satisfaction. 
 The implementation structures are considered to be efficient.  
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7 Conclusions and recommendations 

7.1 Conclusions 

7.1.1 Programme design 

The intervention logic has improved, but there are still some weaknesses 
The intervention logic of the Programme has been improved in comparison to the 
previous YOUTH Programme, although there are still some weaknesses in terms of 
coherence between the general and specific objectives and sub-Actions. A better linkage 
between the objectives of the Programme and those of the (sub)-Actions, will further 
clarify what a sub-Action is aiming to accomplish. This will also strengthen the 
possibilities for monitoring and evaluation of the achievements.  
 
The Programme is complex and difficult to explain 
The Programme has 26 specific objectives under the 5 general objectives, which are 
complemented by 4 priorities and annual priorities, as well as by aims per Action. 
Furthermore, there are many sub-Actions under the 5 Actions. This makes the 
Programme look complex and difficult to explain and has the risk that the Programme 
loses focus.   
 
 

7.1.2 Complementarity, added value and relevance 

YiA is well embedded in wider EU strategies 
The YiA Programme is well-embedded in the wider EU strategies and policies, such as 
the White Paper, and Youth Pact and contributes to (parts) of the objectives of those 
strategies and policies. The current Programme is also largely complementary to the 
strategies that have been more recently drafted and which will form the base for the future 
Programme, such as the “Strategic framework for European cooperation in education and 
training” and the “Renewed framework for European Cooperation in the youth field”. 
However, as employment and employability are important aspects of those strategies, this 
element could be strengthened in the future programme as long as the complementarity to 
other programmes directed to employment, such as the European Social Fund, is taken 
into account.  
 
YiA is complementary to other EU Programmes 
The YiA Programme is not an isolated Programme contributing to the objectives of the 
abovementioned strategies and policies, as there are several other programmes that are 
directed to youth, such as the Lifelong Learning Programme. The YiA Programme 
complements the Lifelong Learning Programme with its non-formal education focus and 
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by targeting youth workers next to young people. The fact that the YiA Programme 
focuses on the inclusion of young people with fewer opportunities is a unique feature. In 
addition, the objectives of the YiA Programme are connected to the Citizens and Culture 
Programmes, although the scope of the YiA Programme is different (distinctiveness of 
the non-formal learning focus and youth outside education as the target group for YiA).  
 
Picture on complementarity at national level is mixed, but international cooperation and 
exchange most commonly mentioned 
When examining the complementarity of the YiA Programme at national level, it should 
first be noted that national contexts differ considerably among the Programme Countries, 
in terms of policies and other programmes available. There are some countries that have 
national activities that are similar to YiA Actions, especially the Youth Initiatives and 
EVS. At the same time, there is a group of countries for which YiA is mostly assessed as 
complementary, as it has a specific focus on non-formal learning, covers exchange of 
knowledge and experience among the participating countries, and has an international 
focus which is not provided by other programmes. The emphasis on civil society and the 
aim to include people with fewer opportunities also distinguishes the Programme. In a 
third group of countries there are hardly any programmes directed at youth, and YiA 
compensates for the lack of funding for this target group in these countries.  
 
Added value mainly found in the opportunities for international cooperation and 
exchange 
The added value of the YiA Programme at EU level is mainly seen in the fact that it 
facilitates international cooperation in the field of youth. Furthermore, aspects such as the 
non-formal learning scope, active participation of youth and the possibilities to learn 
more about Europe and the fact that young people with fewer opportunities are a specific 
target group are valued. For youth organisations and youth workers, the international 
exchange of experiences, intercultural and international learning, and networking and 
training opportunities are highlighted as added value. Young people stress the 
cooperation aspect, the international component and the wider choice of activities as 
important added value of the Programme. Youth organisations participating in sub-Action 
4.6 mention the opportunities for good practice exchange. Hence, the evaluators conclude 
that the Programme adds value for all target groups.  
 
Subsidiarity: the evaluators conclude that the right level of implementation is chosen for 
the activities of the YiA Programme.  
The opportunity to learn from each other and the exchange experience across countries 
and cooperation are some of the most valued elements of the YiA Programme, which 
cannot be easily realised by a national or regional level programme, due to the lack of the 
European dimension. The same goes for the mobility aims of the Programme. In respect 
of the activities that can be implemented in one country only (which is the case for some 
projects under sub-Action 1.2), it should be taken into account that this activity is often 
seen as the first step in the Programme and as having a low threshold for participation, 
which is especially true for young people with fewer opportunities. At the same time, 
however, it can be argued that in general the added value is found in the international 
exchange, an element that is lacking if a project is implemented at the national level only.  
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The Programme is relevant for the target groups  
Analysis shows that the main problems found at the time of drafting the current YiA 
Programme are still in place, such as low political participation and low participation in 
community life. Furthermore, due to the financial crisis, the employability aspect 
becomes more important as youth unemployment is rising. The YiA Programme 
addresses the problems identified, which is underpinned by the fact that the different 
Actions of the Programme are still considered to be relevant by both the participating 
young people and other stakeholders, who consider all Actions to be relevant.  
 
In line with the current problems identified, some stakeholders ask for a further 
strengthened focus on employability. Based on the problem analysis, the employment and 
employability factor might be further strengthened (in the future Programme), without 
diluting the participation objectives and taking into account the complementarity of 
activities to other programmes. 
 
The support to youth workers is considered to remain relevant as it contributes to the 
further strengthening of the quality of youth work and its recognition as well as to the 
quality of non-formal education. Youth organisations consider the YiA Programme 
relevant as it enables them to test innovative approaches and to build their capacities.  
 
Focusing on youth organisations and youth workers provides limited possibilities for a 
wider reach of target groups  
In general, an increased focus on youth workers and youth organisations aiming at 
achieving a multiplier effect provides limited possibilities for reaching more young 
people participating in YiA-type Actions. On the other hand, strengthening organisations 
and youth workers capacity will contribute to better services and activities for young 
people. It is not known, but also not likely, that spreading information and increased 
capacity in providing non-formal learning will lead to achievement of the objectives of 
the Programme for young people, as there are not many alternative sources for funding 
participation in non-formal learning activities.   
 
 

7.1.3 Effectiveness 

The Programme is effective in reaching the objectives related to young people 
The Programme is effective when looking at the objectives relating to young people. All 
Actions contribute significantly to the objectives, but there are differences in the extent to 
which the different sub-Actions contribute. Sub-Action 1.1 Youth exchanges, in 
particular contributes to the sense of belonging to the EU and participation in democratic 
life and Action 2 EVS has the highest contribution to employability, personal 
development, mobility and language skills. Sub-Action 1.2 Youth Initiatives specifically 
contributes to encouraging initiative, enterprise and creativity.  
 
Youthpass is a useful tool in defining and scoping the learning objectives and activities  
If applied from the start of participation, it structures the YiA experience. It is potentially 
also a useful instrument to improve chances on the labour market, but for this an increase 
in visibility, awareness and recognition is needed. 
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The Programme contributes to the objectives specifically relevant for youth workers and 
youth organisations. 
The majority of youth organisations indicate a positive contribution of the Programme to 
the objectives “development of the quality support systems for youth activities and the 
capabilities of civil society organisations” and “to promote European cooperation in the 
youth field”. When looking at the specific objectives, it can be concluded that the 
Programme contributes to initiative and entrepreneurship by the development of 
competences in this field. The majority of youth organisations and youth workers are 
involved in the exchanges of good practice, and networks are created. The international 
dimension is much appreciated and knowledge is gained on non-formal learning in youth 
work. It is therefore generally reported that the quality in youth work has been improved.  
 
Young people with fewer opportunities are actively targeted 
The Programme actively targets young people with fewer opportunities and has specific 
provisions to provide this group with the opportunity to participate in the Programme. 
This is a unique feature of the Programme compared to other programmes. Furthermore, 
other activities are organised to reach the target group, such as the training and provision 
of information on inclusion, which will have a wider effect. There might be, however, 
opportunities for increasing the inclusion of this group by further encouraging youth 
organisations to target this group.  
 
Wider effects are present 
Based on the interviews with the National Agencies and Authorities it is concluded that 
the influence of the Programme on national legislation is limited (there is at least one 
example of a law inspired by the non-formal activities of YiA), but influence on the 
national youth policy and practices is more promising, as the National Agencies are 
increasingly involved in policy making. Further evaluation of the results of activities 
under Action 5 Support for cooperation in the European Youth field, might be required to 
further validate this effect.  
 
There is evidence that YiA has broader impacts and effects beyond non-formal learning 
and youth work. These impacts relate to personal confidence, widening social networks, 
improvement of key competences and future participation in related activities.  
 
YiA contributes to the EU Policies 
The YiA Programme contributes to the objectives of the White Paper and the European 
Youth Pact. Furthermore, YiA contributes to improving the key-competences for lifelong 
learning and interest on following education (formal, non-formal, vocational).  
 
There is room for improvement of the visibility of the Programme   
More than one in three of young people have heard about the Pogramme or Actions of the 
Programme, which is quite a good result. The Programme produces a substantial number 
of publications and in general youth organisations disseminate their results to a wider 
public. At the same time, the participants and non-participants of the Programme consider 
that the Programme is not visible or well-publicised enough, which suggests that there is 
still room for improvement. 
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The Programme has a sustainable impact on participants and youth workers  
The Programme has a sustainable impact on participants and youth workers in terms of 
participating in events after YiA, continued work for NGOs, increased mobility 
afterwards. Sustainability in terms of partnerships and networks of organisations varies, 
whilst the networks of young people seem to be more sustainable.  
 
The YiA Programme is important in terms of continuing YiA-type activities. If YiA is 
reduced or terminated, it is felt that activities will probably not be financially supported 
by other sources, because a high level of financial dependency is indicated.  
 
Finding additional co-financing is difficult but continued efforts should be made.  
Stakeholders are generally not optimistic towards the possibilities for generating 
additional budget in the current economic climate. Therefore, there are limited 
possibilities for raising the co-financing level (although it can stimulate the ownership 
and generates additional sources).  
 
 

7.1.4 Efficiency 

The Programme is on track in expenditure and the high absorption rate shows the 
interest in the Programme 
In most countries, the absorption rate is high as all or most of the budget available is 
contracted. In countries where this is not the case, low absorption rate of the funds is not 
due to low interest in the Programme, but due to specific administrative issues. The 
majority of the NAs over-commit budget to compensate for possible fall out (normally 
there appears to be less participants in projects than planned, leading to lower costs), so 
that the full budget can be spent.  
 
Management costs could be considered high but justified   
It is difficult to make comparisons between the management costs of different 
programmes as these differ in implementation arrangements, types of interventions, etc. 
At first sight, management costs of the Programme as a whole seem relatively high. 
However, justification is found in the involvement of youth organisations that apply for 
the first time and are quite often inexperienced grass root organisations. As a 
consequence, the NAs have to provide a high level of support, which contributes to the 
capacity building of these organisations in terms of project development and 
implementation.  
 
In addition, the small project focus leads to a relatively large amount of projects which 
need to be selected, contracted and monitored. Lastly, there are five application rounds 
per year, to provide more opportunities to apply and not to lose momentum. The 
consequence is that more management resources are needed overall to support the focus 
of the programme and building capacity in line with the objectives of the Programme.  
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YiA reaches considerable number of participants at relatively low costs, but a full 
assessment of the cost effectiveness is not possible  
The Programme appears to reach a considerable number of participants that develop their 
knowledge and skills at relatively low costs. However, a full appraisal of cost-
effectiveness can only be made if different types of interventions, aiming at the same 
indicators, measured in the same way, exist and can be compared. These are not 
available.   
 
Budget and human resources are appropriate, but the administrative burden is perceived 
as high 
The division of budget is appropriate and there is some flexibility for the NAs to shift 
budget between sub-Actions, so that the division is adapted to actual need. In general, the 
NAs consider themselves to be sufficiently staffed for the tasks, although most NAs 
would like to accomplish more and would welcome more staff. This is related to the 
relatively high administrative burden that some of the NAs experience as the nature of the 
Programme brings a considerable amount of management tasks. Improvements in some 
tools, such as the management and monitoring tool (YouthLink) can potentially help in 
reducing the administrative burden. 
 
Application process satisfactory, administrative burden connected to filling out the 
application form and the reporting is perceived as high in relation to the project budgets 
The application process does not pose many problems in terms of selection procedures 
and on information on where to apply (centralised or decentralised). The administrative 
burden connected to filling out the application form and the reporting, is generally 
perceived as high in relation to the project budgets available. There is a call for further 
simplification, less jargon and the provision of electronic application and reporting tools. 
There is agreement that there is room for improvements that can reduce the administrative 
burden.  
 
Division of tasks appropriate  
The division of tasks between the NAs and the Executive Agency (EACEA) is generally 
clear, including in cases where an Action is implemented on both levels. Further 
decentralisation of the different sub-Actions that are implemented on both levels, and 
possibly other Actions if considered desirable, could be helpful. The fact that the NAs are 
generally closer to the youth organisations in their countries place them in a good position 
to assist and assess them. In relation to centralised implementation, knowledge of the 
NAs can be utilised by consultation, without transferring selection responsibility from the 
centralised to the decentralised level. Centralised implementation remains desirable for 
(a) relatively small (sub-)Actions, as they are too small to be implemented efficiently at a 
decentralised levels, and (b) (sub-)Actions involving stakeholders/beneficiaries at EU 
level.  
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Management tools have been improved compared to the former YOUTH Programme 
Management tools have been considerably improved in comparison to the former 
YOUTH Programme. Monitoring is based on indicators and many standard formats have 
been developed. The indicator system can be further improved by establishing direct links 
between the objectives, but this is an issue relating to the intervention logic. YouthLink 
has been improved as well and overall NAs are satisfied with it.  
 
High client satisfaction, good implementation structures 
In general, there is high participant satisfaction with the Actions. Having a direct contact 
person in the EC per country works well according to the NAs, with a need for faster and 
clearer responses in some cases. The possibility of interaction with the EC at a 
Programme level is appreciated by the NAs. In general, stakeholders are satisfied with the 
contact and cooperation with NAs. Most stakeholders are positive about the EACEA. The 
SALTOs are in general seen as valuable and users are satisfied. The NAs are positive 
about Eurodesk but the network needs to be used more because not many youth 
organisations and youth workers have used it. Compared to participants of other types of 
youth projects, the expectations of YiA participants are significantly exceeded. In 
conclusion, the “clients” are satisfied with the Programme and its implementation 
structures. 
 
 

7.2 Recommendations 

Based on the findings, the following recommendations have been formulated. These 
recommendations are the evaluators' judgments. They do not necessarily correspond to all 
opinions expressed. For example, some stakeholders would like to shift resources 
between Action 1 Youth for Europe and Action 2 EVS, but the evaluators recommend not 
to do so, as the sub-Actions differ in their contribution to the objectives and thus have 
their own function. Moreover, the evaluators have also considered the desirability of 
taking the option of excluding projects that are implemented in only one country, like 
under the current sub-Action 1.2 Youth Initiatives, but would not suggest a radical change 
under the current Programme: this activity is often the first step in the Programme and has 
a low threshold for participation, which is especially true for young people with fewer 
opportunities, even though, in contrast, the international focus and exchange can be 
considered to be the main element for complementarity and added value of the activities 
of the Programme. Finally, the evaluators recognize that decentralised implementation of 
such a Programme is beneficial as at national level more information is available and 
there are closer links with the beneficiaries, while noting that the smaller and pilot 
Actions, as well as Actions involving stakeholders at EU level, should not be further 
decentralised, as centralised implementation is more efficient; a decision on the balance 
between both ways of implementation will have to be taken based on the nature of the 
actions to be supported under the future Programme. 
 
Many of the recommendation are of relevance for the new programming period, as it will 
be either impossible to change in the current programme period, or the time to develop 
them will take too long. Some topics, however, can be applied in the current 
programming period. 
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Improve and streamline the rationale of a future Programme and create more 
measurable indicators regarding the results of the Programme 
There is room for improvement of the intervention logic (although already improved 
compared to the previous Programme), and streamlining the Programme by merging 
(sub-) Actions (and accompanying specific objectives), leading to a reduction in the 
number of Actions and more appropriate indicators per objective. For example, sub-
Action 5.1 Meeting of young people and those responsible for youth policy could 
potentially be merged with sub-Action 1.3 Youth Democracy Projects and Action 3 
Youth in the World could be merged with sub-Actions under Action 1 Youth for Europe. 
The training and networking part of this Action could be merged with 4.3 Training and 
networking of those active in the youth field. For the sub-Actions under Actions 4 Youth 
Support Systems and 5 Support for European Cooperation in the youth field, it is 
recommended to assess whether these could be merged with each other or with other sub-
Actions.  
 
Next to this, it is recommended to create more measurable indicators regarding the results 
of the Programme, although the evaluators are aware of the difficulties in formulating 
such indicators for the type of objectives of the Programme. Having such indicators also 
would facilitate the measurement of effectiveness and the assessment of cost-
effectiveness.  
 
Consider whether a increase in attention for employability is desirable in a next 
generation programme, taking into account the complementarity to other programmes 
Although the Programme remains relevant, new strategies that provide the base for future 
programmes suggest an increased focus on employability. However, this would need to 
be achieved without losing sight of the participation and civic society objectives, and 
taking into account the complementarity to other programmes focused on employment.  
 
Keep the mix of support to youth organisations and youth workers and direct grants for 
young people  
It is clear that strengthening the capacities of youth organisations and youth workers 
contributes to an increase in quality, but that for the participation of young people in non-
formal learning activities, funding is still needed. The current balance in the Programme 
is appropriate and a shift towards support to youth organisations and youth workers at the 
cost of grants for young people is not desirable, as there are not many other resources for 
their participation in YiA-type activities.  
 
Promote Youthpass  
Active use of Youthpass will enable participants and organisations to scope and become 
aware of the learning objectives. In order to increase its value for employability purposes, 
more promotion and awareness-raising activities should be used, in order to improve 
recognition in wider society.  
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Better promote and define the costs covered for ‘youth with fewer opportunities’ 
If the (future) YiA Programme aims at targeting young people with fewer opportunities, it 
might be considered to better promote the additional financing opportunities and to 
further define the types of costs per group that can be covered. Although there is a request 
from many stakeholders to further define “youth with fewer opportunities”, this will be a 
difficult exercise, as the situation differs in each country.  
 
Improve the targeting of youth, via additional communication strategies 
Youth organisations and youth workers are sufficiently reached, but there is room for 
improvement for reaching young people. Hence, the visibility and promotion of the 
Programme should be channelled through additional channels in order to reach a wider 
group. Suggestions include promotion through schools, better internet use (with 
information that better relates to the interest of young people) and the use of social media, 
as well as including dissemination activities in all financed projects. 
 
Consider which measures and improvements can be taken to reduce the administrative 
burden (and possibly management costs) as well as the administrative burden for 
applicants 
The intervention mode, financing relatively small projects involving grass root 
organisations, is an explicit choice made within the Programme according to its legal 
basis, which contributes to capacity building on the one hand but entails a relatively high 
administrative burden and management costs on the other. It is recommended that an 
investigation is undertaken as to whether the administrative burden and management 
costs can be reduced by implementing some efficiency measures (e.g. by further 
improving the functionality of YouthLink), and to consider the possibilities and 
desirability of the adaptation of the implementation mode (e.g. by financing larger 
projects in cases where possible, or reducing the number of application rounds from five 
to four or three). Consultation with the NAs is recommended on the options for the 
reduction of the administrative burden, and possibly the management costs, to identify the 
possibilities for reductions and their desirability.  
 
There is always a certain administrative burden related to the application and reporting 
procedures for grants. Given the relatively small project budgets, it is important to 
minimize these burdens as far as possible, without losing sight of accountability 
requirements. Possible reductions in administrative burden might be found the following 
areas: 
 The provision of a web-based application tool which feeds into the monitoring system 

and provides relevant data to the beneficiary for reports at a project level, so that the 
applicant only has to indicate deviations.  

 Simplification of the application form by less use of ‘jargon’. At the same time, the 
quality of the application form would be improved by adding the concrete learning 
objectives.  

 
Furthermore, it is recommended to make an inventory amongst National Agencies and the 
Executive Agency on their views on possibilities for further reduction of the 
administrative burden for applicants.  
 
 



 

Youth in Action Interim Evaluation 134 

Improve the monitoring system (YouthLink) and establish a user-group that provides 
input on the needs and design of the system 
Transforming the system to a wider management tool would be useful. The following 
improvements can be made: 
 
 Distinguish between planned, committed and realised inputs, outputs and results. In 

this way, continuous changes in figures would be avoided and comparisons can be 
made between planned, committed and realised, allowing for better identification of 
possible issues. This should include data both at a project and Programme level 
(aggregated project data);  

 Align information requested in the application form and reports with information in 
the monitoring system and provide tools that allow for automatic reporting; 

 Ensure that all bodies involved in the management of the Programme have access to 
information relevant to them. 

 
When considering adjustments to the system or building a new one, it is recommended 
that a user-group is established that would help to make an inventory of needs among 
stakeholders and to assess system purpose. Active involvement of this group in the design 
and testing of the system would be highly beneficial. 
 
 

7.2.1 Dissemination of the evaluation results 

The following activities regarding the dissemination of the evaluation results are 
suggested:  
 EC to put the full evaluation report on the Commission website. 
 EC to ask all the NAs and other formal structures involved in the Programme to put 

the report summary on their website, with a link to the full report. 
 Ecorys to send a summary of the report to all respondents that were interviewed, with 

a link to the full report. 
 Discuss the outcomes of the report with the NAs. 
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Annex 2 List of persons interviewed 

National Agency Interviews 
Name Country 

Marco Frimberger Austria 

Des Burke Ireland 

Eric Langbraten Norway 

Csilla Szabo Hungary 

Jette Esager Rasmussen Denmark 

Anna Möller Iceland 

Hans-Georg Wicke Germany 

Diana Gigova Bulgaria 

Tom Miscioscia UK 

Irmeli Karhio Finland 

Anne Demeuter Belgium (Fr) 

Els Meersschaert Belgium (Flemish) 

Myriam Putzeys Luxembourg 

Giedre Tumosaite Lithuania 

Martin Pokorny Slovakia 

Rasa Reinholde Latvia 

Michal Urban Czech Republic 

Lorence Janssen The Netherlands 

Virginie Meusburger-Cavassino Lichtenstein 

Janez Škulj Slovenia 

Reet Kost Estonia 

Fabienne Nijdam-Reynaud France 

Paola Trifoni, Giovanni Ciuffi, Giuseppe Gualtieri, 

Adele Tinaburri 

Italy 

Anna Olszówka Poland 

Pompeu Miguel Martins Portugal 

Andrei Popescu  Romania 

Eva Theis Sweden 

Mr. Sefa Yahşi, Mr. Hür Güldü, Mr.Yunus Alper Altay Turkey 

Manuel Ruíz Spain 
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National Authority interviews 
Name Country 

Ardo Rohtla Estonia 

Alexis Ridde France 

Stefania Rota Italia 

Klaudia Wojciechowska Poland 

Helena Alves and Carlos Pereira Portugal 

Ionela Baltaru  Romania 

Sebastián de Erice Chico de Guzmán, Marta and 

Borrás Carbajo, Elisabet 

Spain 

Johan Lycke Sweden 

Mr. Ahmet Yaman Turkey 

Jan van de Burg Netherlands 

 
 
EC Interviews 

Name Responsibility 

Pascal Lejeune Head of Unit D2 

Robert France Action 4.3, Action 4.6, European citizenship, 

Evaluation strategy, TCP process, Youthpass, Follow-

up SALTO T&C 

Giorgio Guazzugli Marini General issues, Action 5 

Marzia Conte Action 3, Comitology, Euromed Youth, External 

relations, ,Preparatory measures, Follow-up regional 

SALTOs  

Peggy Geneve Action 2, Amicus, Volunteering, Inclusion, Equal 

opportunities,  Cultural Diversity, Follow-up SALTOs 

inclusion &  cultural diversity 

Antonios Kosmopoulos Executive agency  

 
 
Interviews at the EU level 

Name Organisation 

Maarten Coertjens European Youth Forum 

Udo Teichmann SALTO Training and cooperation 

Sonja Mitter SALTO SEE 

Bernard Abrignani SALTO Euromed 

Hans Steimle Y.E.S. Forum 

David Capecchi ERICA 

Marcel Hagman EYCA 
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Interviews Organisations 

Name Organisation Country 

Helena Landelius European Youth Parliament Sweden Sweden 

Jocke Theodoridis Solna Muncipality Sweden 

Maja Jacobsson Peace Works Sweden 

Gustaf Sornmo Tamam Sweden 

Amândio Rodrigues PAR - Respostas Sociais  Portugal 

António Gomes ANEVE Portugal 

Cláudia Fernandes Rota Jovem  Portugal 

Gonçalo Guerreiro / Filipe Espinha Associação Cidadania Viva (ACV)  Portugal 

Massimiliano Viatore AFSAI  Italy 

Sara Mandozzi Lunaria  Italy 

Maria Padula Cemea-Mezzogiorno  Italy 

Sara Turra  SCI-Italia  Italy 

Triin Raudoja Tähe Youth Club Estonia 

Olga Bogdanova Estonian UNESCO Youth Association Estonia 

Heidi Paabort  Youth Accociation Juventus Estonia 

Anna Korjakina Life Zone NGO, youth NGO registered in Pärnu, Estonia Estonia 

Marie Wittamer EUROCIRCLE France 

Oumou Kante CIDJ  France 

Nathalie Guégnard CEMEA France 

Marc Epron FRANCAS France 

Eliza Bujalska Projects are us  Poland 

Zbigniew Darda Community cultural centre "Zacisze"  Poland 

Tomasz Pańczyszyn ZMW Poland 

Katarzyna Kaszuba Urząd Miasta Mława Poland 

Renata Wardecka Association „Parafiada”, ul. Gwintowa 3, 00-704 

Warszawa 

Poland 

Pascual Villaverde OMIX-Boqueixón City Council  Spain 

Rocío Pérez Urbán Asociación juvenil Serena-mundo - ASERMUN  Spain 

Ana Bernardos García Asociacióln de acción social y cultural "Socialia"  Spain 

Manuel Semitel - INJUVE Lorca 

(Murcia)  

Manuel Semitel - INJUVE Lorca (Murcia)  Spain 

Jan Verschuren Stichting Beleven  Netherlands

Hester Bergsma Togetthere Netherlands

Paul Giesen  Stichting Link  Netherlands

Alan Prosser SKW Nieuw Weerdinge Netherlands

Sorin Roman  Millenium Center   Romania 

Alina Popa  YMCA  Romania 

Eugenia Barbu   Actor  Romania 

Camelia Popa Patrir Camelia Popa  Romania 

Oykum Bagci Sutlu  GENCEV, Ankara Turkey 

Hulya Denizalp GENCTUR, İstanbul  Turkey 

Ms. Nazlı Anik and Mr. Murat Kakül  Kaşif Youth and Sport Association, Ankara  Turkey 

Necmi Turgut Family Education Association, Adana.  Turkey 

Nuriye Memİşoğlu Civil Society Supporter Association / Sitoded, Erzurum   Turkey 

Helena Landelius European Youth Parliament Sweden Sweden 

Jocke Theodoridis Solna Muncipality Sweden 

Maja Jacobsson Peace Works Sweden 

Gustaf Sornmo Tamam Sweden 

Amândio Rodrigues  PAR - Respostas Sociais  Portugal 

António Gomes ANEVE Portugal 

Cláudia Fernandes Rota Jovem  Portugal 

Gonçalo Guerreiro / Filipe Espinha Associação Cidadania Viva (ACV)  Portugal 
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Name Organisation Country 

Massimiliano Viatore AFSAI  Italy 

Sara Mandozzi Lunaria  Italy 

Maria Padula Cemea-Mezzogiorno  Italy 

Sara Turra  SCI-Italia  Italy 

Triin Raudoja Tähe Youth Club Estonia 

Olga Bogdanova Estonian UNESCO Youth Association Estonia 

Heidi Paabort  Youth Accociation Juventus Estonia 

Anna Korjakina Life Zone NGO, youth NGO registered in Pärnu, Estonia Estonia 

Marie Wittamer EUROCIRCLE France 

Oumou Kante CIDJ  France 

Nathalie Guégnard CEMEA France 

Marc Epron FRANCAS France 

Eliza Bujalska Projects are us  Poland 

Zbigniew Darda Community cultural centre "Zacisze"  Poland 

Tomasz Pańczyszyn ZMW Poland 

Katarzyna Kaszuba Urząd Miasta Mława Poland 

Renata Wardecka Association „Parafiada”, ul. Gwintowa 3, 00-704 

Warszawa 

Poland 

Pascual Villaverde OMIX-Boqueixón City Council  Spain 

Rocío Pérez Urbán Asociación juvenil Serena-mundo - ASERMUN  Spain 

Ana Bernardos García Asociacióln de acción social y cultural "Socialia"  Spain 

Manuel Semitel - INJUVE Lorca 

(Murcia)  

Manuel Semitel - INJUVE Lorca (Murcia)  Spain 

Jan Verschuren Stichting Beleven  Netherlands

Hester Bergsma Togetthere Netherlands

Paul Giesen Stichting Link  Netherlands

Alan Prosser SKW Nieuw Weerdinge Netherlands

Sorin Roman Millenium Center   Romania 

Alina Popa YMCA  Romania 

Eugenia Barbu  Actor  Romania 

Camelia Popa Patrir Camelia Popa  Romania 

OYKUM BAGCI SUTLU GENCEV, Ankara Turkey 

HULYA DENIZALP GENCTUR, İstanbul  Turkey 

Ms. Nazlı ANIK and Mr. Murat KAKÜL  Kaşif Youth and Sport Association, Ankara  Turkey 

Necmi Turgut Family Education Association, Adana.  Turkey 

Nuriye MEMİŞOĞLU Civil Society Supporter Association / Sitoded, Erzurum   Turkey 

 
 
Interviews on Action 4.6 Partnerships 

Name Function Project 

Ms. Joanna Gallardo Project manager and finance manager 2008: Exploring European Cultural 

Diversity Through Audiovisual 

Projects 

2009: Increasing audiovisual 

partnerships with new member 

countries. 

Ms. Zinaida Lyubenova Project coordinator 2008: European citizenship - 

intercultural training courses 

2009: Youth citizenship and social 

change 

Ms Ana Cano Councillor, Cabinet member for Families Youth Action Programme (2008) 
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Name Function Project 

Angelika Kruger Director of Institute for Community 

Education, University of Berlin which is 

lead partner for the Network of European 

Foundations for Innovative Cooperation 

Inspiring Youth to Act (2008) 

Ms. Stefania Garrone President of Euro Med Centre Ragusa Euro-Med Youth on Line Network 

(2008) 

Barbara Giovanna Bello,  

 

 

Project Officer-is seconded from a private 

sector organisation to a team at the 

Municiple Government of Padova 

Through Empowerment to 

Inclusion (2009) 

Marcin Zaleski 

 

Executive Director of The International 

Debate Education Association (IDEA). 

Debate in the Neighbourhood. 

(2009) 

Gabriella Civico,  

 

 

Communications and Policy Manager at 

Youth for Exchange and Understanding 

Eurogaming2010-NFE in Action-

increasing inclusiveness in youth 

work and volunteering. (2009) 

Amanda Hajnal,  

 

Secretary General at Rural Youth Europe Youth Employment Action (YEA)-

Working for Europe's Youth (2009) 

Martin Kimber,  

 

Gloucestershire County Council lead of 

international working group of Gloucester 

CC' Integrated Youth Support Service 

Beyond the Olympics-inspiration 

through aspiration (2009) 

Kristina Sperkova 

 

Active-Sobriety, Friendship and Peace, 

Project Officer 

Black sheep is a clack sheep all 

over Europe (2009) 

Kalinka Popstevanova,  

 

Head of Department for Youth and Sport 

of Varna City Council 

Shared responsibility for active 

citizenship (2009) 

Mr. Stefano Tiberio 

 

Public relations manager, press officer Building Radio Jeans EU Network 

(2009 project) 

Ms. Ariana Gionimi  Friends beyond borders (2009) 

Ms. Sonja Majcen 

 

International coordinator and the project 

coordinator 

Project title: Youth initiative street 

Olympics in 2010 (2009) 

Lucia Echanove Hernandez 

 

Project manager 

 

Project title: Creative and innovate 

youth (2009) 

Diana Manta Grants working group coordinator, 

responsible for the implementation of this 

project 

BEST Engineering Competition 

(2009) 

Sara Spreca  Project Manager - Caffe' Europa (Macerata City 

Council) (2009) 

 
 
Interviews Youth workers 

Name Country 

Kaarina Kosnap Estonia 

Epp Adler Estonia 

Huko Laanoja Estonia 

Alexandra Jastrzebska France 

Marion Baby France 

Monsieur Barrault France 

Federica Cicala Italia 
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Name Country 

Raffaella Palmieri Italia 

Massimo Guitarrini Italia 

Neel Fleuren Netherlands 

Peter Amesz Netherlands 

Ingrid van Ommen Netherlands 

Andrzej Kostek Poland 

Aneta Sarna/ Spotkania  Poland 

Tomasz Moskal Poland 

Patricia Silva Portugal 

Joana Cambeiro Portugal 

Ana Silva Portugal 

Marian Ancuta  Romania 

Dimitri Postovei  Romania 

Romina Matei  Romania 

Julia Weingaertner Spain 

Simone Lucchi Spain 

Patricia  Eguia Mayar Spain 

Emma Ernsth Sweden 

Maja Jakobsson Sweden 

Jenny Hennecke Sweden 

Lisa Akesson Sweden 

Mehmet Volkan Müderrisoğlu Turkey 

Musa Akgul Turkey 

Gökçe Şimşek Turkey 

M. Serkut Kisanlikli Turkey 

 
 
Interviews National Youth Councils 

Name Country 

Anni Kuller Estonia 

David Lopez France 

Erika Gerardini, Noemi Ruzzi Italy 

Christel de Lange Netherlands 

Magda Alves Portugal 

Veronica  Romania 

Ana Belén Medina Garrido /Miriam Sierra Spain 

Emma Stark Sweden 
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Interviews youth 
Name Country 

Antonio Conte, Francesca Ruggieri, Chiara Mancini, 

Giorgio Sinapi (youth worker) 

Italy 

Margriet Schager en Claudia Deyl Netherlands 

Marcin Sierpiński, Jarosław Cieślak, Marta 

Abramczyk, Jagoda Sasin, Agnieszka Piasecka, Anna 

Wilk 

Poland 

Ana Lopes, Rita Rocha, Susana Paiva, Ana Teixeira, 

Elizabete Faria, Luis Leite 

Portugal 

Lea Pamperl Sweden 

 





 

 

Annex 3 Glossary 

EACEA Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency 

EC  European Commission 

EVS  European Voluntary Service 

LLL  Lifelong Learning 

NA  National Agency 

Nauth  National Authority 

OMC  Open Method of Coordination 

SALTO Support for Advanced Learning and Training Opportunities 

The Decision Decision no 1719/2006/EC of the European Parliament 

ToR  Terms of Reference 

YiA  Youth in Action Programme 

 


