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YOUTH FOR EUROPE

INTERIM EVALUATION REPORT

INTRODUCTION

The decision of 14 March 1995 of the liuropean Parliament and the Council cstablishing
Youth for Europe Il stipulates that during the third year of the programme the
Commission must present to the European Parliament and the Council an interim
evaluation report covering the first two years of programme implementation and which
will be used to redefine and possibly adjust the programme.

The implementation of the Youth for Europe (hereinafter referred to as YFE) programme
has been examined on the basis of a cross-analysis of the final reports of the projects
supported, the activity reports from the national agencies and also the results of the
various thematic seminars and working partics organised by the Commission and the
national agencics. ‘The findings ol an external cvaluation have also helped to pinpoint
certain achicvements, strong points and developments, and also avenues for the future.

Youth for Furope Programme

YL targets young people aged 15-25 resident in the 15 Member States of the EU, as
well as in lecland, Licchtenstein and Norway. It is a five-year programme (1995-99) and
in 1995 and 1996 respectively received a budget of ECU 24 million. The partlcxpatlon of
the associated countries of Central and Eastem Europe and of Cyprus is due to start at the:
end of 1997. : S ‘

Five main actions are proposed
= Intra-Community actions involving young people (Action A) : -
= Youth workers (Action B) o
= Cooperation between Member States’ structures(Action C)
= Exchanges with non-Community countrics (Action 1))
= Information for young people and youth research (Action E)
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. I)evclopment\ in Commumty actt(m on yauth—related matters

The d(l()pll()n in 1988 of YI'I{ to. support mobility’ acllonb for young pcoplc was a first
“stage in Community action outside the formal cducation (ramework. Following the
plr‘esgnl'.xlion ol thé memorandum *Young people-in the-European.Community™ in 1990
and the Furopean I’drlmmenl B [eporl on (,ommunlty policics and their impact on young
people’ 2 in 1991, the llrsl formal “Youth” Council- was held that same year. The
~minislers responsxble for youlh affairs’ then adopted a (,ounul resolution- on ‘priority -
actions_in _the field of youth. Lastly, at the ‘end of 1991, the European -Parliament
-introduced'a budget heading for th¢ 1mplementatlon of these priority actions the title of
~ “which was to-be changed to “Youth policy™ in 1993, thus embraung the Youth for
) l urope prog,rammc and the prlorlly aellons

Wllh its proposal for Youth for I'uropc III adopted by the Council and the European
Parliament on 14 March 1995, the Commission introduced a poliey of cooperation in the
field of youth: at the Commumty level, taking as its basis. Article 126 of the EC Treaty
“This third phase grouped the various actions previously pursued in the first two phases of
YFE, in the priority actions in the field of youth and, part]y, in the Petra (Youth initiative -
projects) and Tempus (Youth activities) programmes. .
This move enhanced the impact and complementarity between actions and at lhe same
lime provided a consistent framework for non-lormal education activitics Lngelm;: young
people. . The pilot action “liuropean voluntary service for young people”, launched in”
1996, further enhaneed the scope of Communtity action on eoopemtlon m the he!d of
youth.

o Specific features and objectivey

~ YFE is a forum of social experimentation and provides a way of creating awareness and

.. familiarity . among young people as to European -and transnational activities, It acts as a

catalyst and provides a cascade effect for the development of similar concepts and actions
- in the Member States by facilitating exchange of experience-and good practice.

The framework and the objectives of the cooperation policy in the field of youth are- .
defined in the first article of the YFE programme. Taking tangible experiences, it seeks to
cover the full range of learning processes and intellectual, moral and civic knowledge a,-
person should acquire in order to become an active and responsible citizen - Its primary -
“aim is the active participation and the integration of young people in “society. This

cducation is based on the involvement of the young people themscelves and uscs by. way
of prel erence the Il’lblI'LIanlh used by the voluntary beelor m the broad sense. A

The YF E Programme has cut a path towards strengthened partnershlps at all levels:
between the Commission ‘and the Member States, between public authorities, national
agencics responsible for implementing the programme in the Member States or within -
_group work to'prepare and carry out projects. As soon as'the programme was launched in

~
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T988, the Comnmussion itroduced mechanisms for cooperation with the Member States
and these mechanisms have grown and strengthened over the years,

YT, has since its inception defined a level of effective participation lor disadvantaged
young people and introduced positive measures for this purpose. ‘The third phase of the
programme continues and builds on the specific consideration of this target group.

o Implementation

The Commission is responsible for the implementation of the programme and is assisted
in this task by a joint committee comprising two representatives per Member State. The
national agencics are responsible for operational implementation of the programme
nationally. These agencies are linked to the Commission by an annual contract basced on a
detailed plan of work and receive a subsidy which can cover 50% ol operating costs. In
arder to improve cooperation between all the players concerned, the Commission has
introduced a real ime communication network known as NETY and the YOUTTILINK
management and monitoring instrument between the Commission, the national agencies
and the technical assistance ofTices.

Management of Actions Al (Exchange of young people and mobility) and BI (Youth
workers — support for action A) is decentralised. In conjunction with the programme
Committee, the Commission has deemed it preferable to maintain the management of the
other actions at central fevel, at least for the launch period of the programme. The
Commission is now considering complete or part decentralisation of certain actions for
the final two years of the programme. Moreover, central management of all these actions
is done in close conjunction with the Member States and the youth organisations.

In the months ahcad, thc Commission will conduct an opcrational analysis of these
agencies, so this document will not analysc how they are run. Nevertheless, some
obscrvations can alrcady be madc. It needs first of all to be stressed that the decision-
making, administrative and legal structures of the national agencies vary from country to
country. ‘There are two major categorics of agencies: those part of a public or state
organisation (¢.g. minstry) and those part of private organisations (youth associations,
cte.) linked to the public authority by scrvice contracts or some other form of
subordination (subsidics, etc.). This link with the state also means 50-75% cofinancing of
the budget of the agencies. The fact that an agency is or not part of a state or of a private
structure is also important particularly with regard to their accessibility and to the rules
applied to the processing of dossiers. Lastly, at decision-making level only a minority of
national agencics have total autonomy. In most cases decisions are taken by selection
committees on which youth organisations generally sit. '

The national agencies are at the heart of the process of decentralisation of the
. programme. They act as part of a genuine network which has built up over the years in
conjunction with the Commission. Although this network has been gradually
consolidated, there are still some outstanding problems due in particular to the fact that
the network has continually expanded to take in new participating countries. It is not
simply a matter of settling administrative problems but also preserving the Community
dimension and the integrated approach ol the programme. This presupposes consulting
and agreeing on the contents, guidelines and quality ol the projects and actions while
lacing up o -socio-cconomic and cultural situations and  traditions which are very
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different. The -problem is to keep up without interruption - the commbunication and
interaction - between the agencres and- the 18 partrcupatmg countr1es and with the
C omlmsslon _ _ o

Iixperience: shows (hat lhc |||volvuucnl ol the u.tlmnal dl.,L‘IILIL\ in d“ the actions depends
~on their involvement: m du.l\l(m nml\mg and’ lhus on. the decentralisation- of resources.
~ linked 0 the tll“L‘lClll .lelmns -Girealer, (ILLL‘IIII.I'I\.III()II ilso mc.ms a higher degree of
_‘ control and monnmmp .md Ill]p|lu~. glc.llu lmnspalcney in pm(.uluru. and’a better flow
ol information. “I'his “in turn presupposes xubslanlml investment by the (ommlssmn '
which should be llulhu xlepped up in- lhe umnn;: yeals

e Preltmmary results of tmplementatmn ST o -

L vThe players concemed agree that YFE is 1mportant to young people in that it is-an: open
‘ 'programme which, tas brought s:gnlficant added value to non-formal education both
“in the, Member States and at. European level. They also.feel that its- educational character

'_'sets YFE apart from other activities intended. to occupy young’ people s leisure time.

Traditions differ when it comes to youth work in general and particularly af international
_ level, but no country has a programme which is comparable in structurc or conlent.

Morcover, solid résults havé been achicved in. ~“developing and. broadening -out .
international youth work, whu,h was hitherto frequently confined within the opportumtaes
existing through bilateral agreements between Member ‘slutes A Luropean dlmutslon
‘has now  been’ added. Against this - buekgmund the ar mngunenls Tor umtmumg__
cooperation cst: iblishicd with the Member States have made it-possible (o consolidate
action in the arcaof yuulh in the Member States and have helped along the emugenee ol
fresh local initiatives. The programme has also mtrodueed quality demands for national "
and lZuropean actions. It has prompted investment in tralnlng and research '

The . programme objectrves are consistent with the natlonal youth policy objectlves and'
comply with- the education principles shared by all. ther Member States; e.g. the.
‘development of democracy, tolerance and the actlve mtegratlon of young people 1n
socrety o - \

Trends aml achievements of the various actions

1995-96 cnabled all the pldyux lnvolvuJ in the progmmmc (young people, .|ssoe|al|ons
. national agencies, Committee members and the Commission) to lamiliarisc themselves
with a programme which includes a range of actions which dovetail around a common
objective. The first two years of implementation have solidly anchored the’ new actions in
this framework whilé ‘developing the exchanges of young people which cxisted before
YEE L Artistic and cultural expression, raising Furopean awareness and I|vmg»
+: condilions leature among the main lhemes of the aettvnlles supporled

. It should al‘s'o be stres'sed‘that the' analysis of budget ﬁgures shows that recipients benefit
directly from the money spent. However, the procedures and arrangements for’
transferring subsidies at decentralised and central levels. are often judged to be
excessively’-cumbersome and .ill-adapted to the situation in the field. This is a- very

complex issue which can only ‘be resolved by reconciling the need for nearness to the
citizen and the constraints inherent in the sound management of public money. This issue
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is compounded by the need not to jeopardise the participation of partners having very
limited financial capacity, while at the same time pursuing a quality-orientated policy for
the projects supported.

The programme envisages positive actions to facilitate access by disadvantaged young
people to all its actions. This is a major objective which raises several problems with
regard to its implementation in the field. It is an approach which makes dialogue
necessary and ongoing consultation between Member States in order to properly target
the steps to be taken. In 1995-96, the Member States earmarked 37% of their budget for
action Al to support projects involving disadvantaged young people. Figures
notwithstanding, it is.important to stress that the nature of the actions, the pedagogical
and mecthodological openness encouraged by the programme, make it an instrument
which is particularly adapted- to the participation ol those who are experiencing
difficultics and are possibly least inclined to (ake part in other Commmunity actions.
Nevertheless, the cfforts made in this ficld should be continued and stepped up,
particularly for the training ol youth workers responsible for this target public and
cooperation between Member States” structures in'order to generate new partnerships.

Lastly, cooperation between the Commission and the Member States i1s a concrete
and productive example of the application of the principle of subsidiarity. ‘The national
agencies, lor their part, have had to step up a gear in relation to the first two phases of the
programme which were more limited in scope. After two years there are still certain
shortcomings or unclear aspects. Action therefore needs to be taken to address this and to
encourage agencies to make greater use of the opportunities given to them by the
programme and the contract which links them to the Commission (training of personnel,
information and counselling instruments, more effective results from thematic seminars,
cte.). There will also be a need for more dynamism in the work of the agencies as part of
. anctwork, ‘

| Action A Intra-Community. activities directly involving young people. .

Lixchanges of young people (action Al) - the only activity of the programme during the
[irst two phases  form its backbone. They have since 1995 been supplemented by
actions to promote initiative, creativeness and solidarity of young people in the iU
(actions AlLT and ALL2).

‘Action Al Exchanges and mobility of young people

Over 100 000 young people benefited from this action in 1995-96. Thanks to the first two -
phases. of the programme exchanges are henceforth associated with YFE in the minds of
young people. This reputation of the exchange activities compared with the other actions
of the programmes is also explained by the priority given by most of the national
agencies Lo this type ol activities in their information and counselling work and by
specialisation by certain organisations in this arca. ‘

Management of Action Al is decentralised, apart from the multilateral activities of
European NGOs which are managed directly by th¢ Commission. The projects submitted
' 4




under this action are thus sent dircetly 1o the national agencies which are also responsible
for their sclection, drafling of contracts, their funding and their monitoring: As this is a
*long-standing action,, the national agencies are now well=versed in the various aspects of
management. However, generally speaking, dlicre is a case for “closer consideration ‘of
new types ol u\elmngu interaction, wnlh other actions within the programme and gradual
" opening up to mululalu.ll aellvmes IFrom the pmnl ol vu,w ol ( ommunity wopualmn '
theré should: also -be an’ efforl to strengthen 1nteraelion amon;__, the - national agencies -
'themselves and to estabhsh greater transparency in prOJect selectlon and follow-up. The',
' new communication systems — Nety and Youthlmk mtroduced by the Comm1551on
should help the agenmes withthis. @ . .. - -

~

For many youn{D people a YF E exchange prolect is the very ﬁrst multlcultural experlence
and. one with which. they are. very, sallshed 1t has given many of them ideas” for future :
' aellvmes and has often prompled lhem o scek a grcater deg,ree nf moblllty

The Buropean dimension ol exchanges, as in the case of (the Youth~ Initiatives, is olten
more implicit than explicit. Many participants say they have not-tearned much about the
iU during their exchange activity and that they arc not interested in the Luropean
themes. However, they attach great importance to the themes of éxchanges — most of
which relate to problems common to all the countries of the EU such as solidarity,
racism, the environment and the building of Europe;.v They also feel that working together
‘with young people from different countries is'an important component of the programme.
There is therefore a need to carry on exammlng how the European charactér of this action
can be approached, utilised and disseminated, 1nclud1ng in the forms for applying for
subsidies and in the final reports. Moreover, those participating in a. YFE exchange
activity — or any other action within the programme - all too often discover by chance
that they are taking part in an action which is part of an EC programme. The Commission
and the national agencies must thercfore continue their efforts to strcng,then the visibility
n[ the programme and lts Puropean charactcr

[ s lndu,d observed that.the young pwple Ihunselves are the prime slanddul hcurcrs ol
the progrimme. When an exchange proves suceesstul,the young people mvnlvul want (o
Imn;D in others and continue making u(eh:lng,es (moving, up from bi- o tri- and cven
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multi-lateral, for instance, or opening them up to other countries), to themselves become
organisers or to follow training.

Lastly, over the years, the type of association benefiting from the programme has also
changed. Small, often local, associations have opened up to exchanges and they include
groups or associations which had reccived the opportunity of undertaking a first
expericnce under the priority actions in the ficld of youth and which organise an
exchange of young people in the hope of finding partners to set up a network, The
statistics show a new influx of organisations in over 50% in 1996,

An analysis of the activitics supported in 1995-96 show that in many exchanges those
taking part test new methods of working and communicating which permit exchange off
experience and practice which transcends simply ‘mceeting up’.

This trend should be monitored and analysed between now and the end of the
programme, and -support should be provided for certain pilot projects which make it
possible to try out new types of exchange. There should also be an in-depth analysis of
the follow-up to the exchange in educational terms and in terms of impact; and new
arrangements for making further progress should be investigated.

With the support for its approach from the members of the Programme Committee, the
Commission has wanted (o usce this third phase of the programme to encourage trilateral
and multilateral exchange programmes as a means ol testing Luropean diversity even
better.® At his stage, however, bilateral exchanges are still the norm, apart from projects
undertaken by European NGOs. This situation stems largely from the lack of experience
of the main players and the higher cost of this type ol activity. The associations and
youth leaders involved readily admit that multicultural activitics are more difficult to
implement both from the pedagogical point of view and [rom the organisational and
financial point'of view. This points to an urgent need for specific training and this will be
addressed subsequently under Action B. Moreover, the Commission is considering
adjusting the procedures currently in force in order to endeavour to overcome the
obstacle represented by the cost of these activities. It must also be added that the national
agencies, the organisers of exchanges and youth workers feel that bilateral exchanges are
a good way of facilitating access and participation by disadvantaged young people and
for associations which wish to organise an exchange of young people for the first time.

The vast majority of the members of the programme Committee, who have been
interviewed in the (ramework of the interim cvaluation of the programme, have
maintained their priority for multilateral activities, for they feel that such activities
represent the genuine Community value added in the ficld of youth exchanges. A more
detatled analysis shoubd be carried out on the problem of bi/tri-mwulti-lateral during the
next two years, particularly in view ol the resolve (o open up the programme o all young

people.

4 In this context, the bilateral exchanges undertaken every year by a given country with one of its
partners may not in principle exceed 30% of its total exchanges and may not receive more than 20% of
the appropriations allocated to it for this activity.



/Icmm AILT Youth m:tmﬂves -
YEL would like to get- Ihmu;ﬁh ) ynung pcanL withoul uslmlum It nLLds 10 go m them

:where they are and enable them to (ILvdnp llun spirit of mitiative” and creativity in a
Furopean context: ' This is why the prn;:mmme supports lhe Yuulh Initiatives, which are

' pr()]u,ts lnSllbdlLd and managed by the: young, people lhemse[ves within .a_ firm local

~ community. basis and dsrcctly linked to ‘théir needs and interests. These. initiatives, with a
~ IZuropean theme or part of networks whu,h .cstablish a ‘link between their local.
community and E urope ‘should cndblc young people o dcvclop their awareness of and
belonging to the U and fo become mvolved at their Iwel as players i m the building of
I -uropc. :

Ihe Youth Initiatives Acllon 15 mana[,u.l centrally by the Commission. Project sdu,llon
is carricd out by a seleetlon committee comprising representatlves of the Commission, -
the national agencies and the Youth Forum. The national -agencies: are expected to
pr0v1de the Commission with input on all their country’s pro_]ects They should also have .
~advisers to support potential projects and act as a link between the younf, people and the -
nalmnal ag,uncy concerned.

<

/\etmn AllL1 is part ol lhe new aelmns of the programme. 1t meant a running-in pa.rmd
“which'is only just starting to produce results as this report goes to press. In'1995-96, this -
- action cnabled almost 500 youth initiatives to be slartt,d up. On the basis of the results to
“date, it can be stated that the impact of the Commun:ty action is alrcady visible. Itis clear
that the support for Youth Initiatives has permitted the m,dtmn or slruu,lhemn[, of this”
lyp(, of dLlIVlty in the M(,mber States.

“Nevertheless,. it needs to be stressed that the Youth In|t1at1ves are among the actions

~ which have suffered most from the late adoptlon of the programme. This delay has had-at
- least two major. consequences. Firstly, the rate of project acceptance in. 1995-96 is below .
the average, for the concept of Youth lmt:atlve has not always been percelved in the
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same way in the various Member States. Two  Furopean senunars held in 1995
undoubtedly helped bring a clearer definition and a better understanding of the selection
criteriag but experience shows that there is sl a case for stepping up support measures
for the Youth Initiatives in order 1o better deline their identity and advance towards a
common approach via the training of advisers. The Commission ook certain steps in this -
direction in 1997,

Lastly, many initiatives are still all too often limited to the local level and a European
dimension is sometimes difficult to see. This situation stems primarily from the fact that
it takes time and money to instigate the creation and consolidation of local initiatives.
The same requirements apply if they are to move forward within a European framework,
given that it was not possible to provide financial support for these networks of initiatives
under the procedures in force. The Community character of the youth initiatives and the
importance of action in which the young people themselves are the main players, is
insufTiciently highlighted. There s also a need to stress that through this action the
Furopean Union gets closer to the daily situation of young people. ‘The latter morcover
adamant that they would never have been able o ulfil their project without support from
the Community. Lastly, this action provides a contribution 1o social cohesion and
provides a rallying point for the population groups benefiting therefrom. Over a third of
the youth initiatives have opened on to a new association. Around 60 jobs have been
created following a project organised and managed by young people. An analysis of the
projects supported during these first two years also shows that many beneficiaries are
taking part for the first time in a European programme. Community aid locally has made
it possible to open up the programme to another type of public and has rallied young
people and associations who would otherwise never have been able to take part in a
European programme. Most of the players/instigators of these projects are young people
in a situation of growing precarity in an urban or rural arca and, significantly, whilc the
themes around which initiatives arc developing are very diversified (social sphere,
cultural, ¢nvironment, heritage, ete.), virtually all these initiatives primarily target the
reconstruction of socicty. Lastly, there is cvidence that young people taking part in a
youth initiative leel the benefits in terms of sell=esteem and are encouraged (o undertake

fresh projects.

Against this background, it is neeessary between now and the end of the programme to -
take better advantage ol the synergy which arises naturally between the youth initiatives,
exchanges and voluntary service activities. '

Indeed, the Commission feels the management of this action should be decentralised in
order to strengthen the on-the-spot assistance the young people need and to make the
national agencies more responsible for this action of the programme. This will allow the -
Commission to devote more attention to networking and the creation of partnerships.

Action AIL.2 Voluntary service periods

Action A.I1.2 is managed centrally by the same arrangements as action A.IL.1. Voluntary
service activities allow young people to put into practice their spirit of solidarity in a
country other than their own, but within the territory of the Member States.

The very nature of the action means that voluntarnly service is not solely focused on the
_opportunitics lor Tearning by the young participants. 10 as an action which also brings
benefits o the host organisations and communitics. Voluntary scrvice 1s a source of
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< enrichment for-the young- volunteers-and contributes lo'cé)mmuﬁily endeavour. The
budget carmarked for this action is comparatively limited. Nevertheless, in 1995-96, over
200 people were able to undertake a period of voluntary service in another Member State.
~ Action A.I1.2 has mainly allowed the development of short and medium-term voluntary
service activities and supplum,nlary activities (studies, seminars, cte.). An analysis of the
_projects shows that while the countrics which have a‘tradition of voluntary service are
* always ‘well represented, the otlier countrics are showing i 1ncredbmg, Il‘llCI‘Lbl in this type
of action. ‘

The ran{,e of actlvmes supported smce 1992 and the dlscussmns and exchanges of
experience they haw given rise to. with the Member- States have produced familiarity
‘with and awareness of the pot(.nlldl and lmportance of lhls typc of actlvny ona Furopean
seale o : '

“More genierally, the 'imlusion' of an action of the voluntary. service type in a programme
which concerns pnlu,y on cooperation on youth- relaled matters has given this policy
addcd drive: voluntary: service has introduced the dimension of individual participation. It .
‘has unshackled youth -policy from the coneept of leisure time and established : LIL,dI llnk'
j with the socio- eu)nomle world. :

/\s lh'is _d()cumenl i's-druﬂed, the timetable of negotiations for the future European

- voluntary service programme for young pcople envisages adoption in the first half of

- 1998, although there are no certaintics in this area giVen‘the unpredictability' of the -
“codecision procedure. The Commission therefore envisages the- maintenance of action .
AlI 2 “Voluntary service periods” under YFE until the “European Voluntary service for
young people” programme is adopted '

[Actmn 3 :
YILE ru,o;,mses the lundamenlal role of youth workers, the natural mlerlaees w1th dlld
for young people. Action B ol the programme 1s designed 1o improve the quality of all
the activities under-action A, through study visits, [casibility visits and lr’diﬂiﬂb actions
for yuulh workers, It also intends- 1o set up or consolidate networks of -youth workers
across he Member States (Action. Bl) and will endeavour to “encourage Iumpean
cooperation between organisations and structures responsible-for provndmg such training
(Action BII). In addition, as part of positive action for disadvantaged young people, the
programme cncourages specific training for those working with this target group. Action
Bl is ‘managed largely on a deceniralised basis by the national agencics, while -
management of action BII is done centrally by the Commission.




All the partners coneerned (national agencies, members of the programme Committec,
youth workers) recommend that greater emphasis be Taid on training, maintiining, that
these activities represent the heart of the programme in terms-of quality and potential for
dissemination. It is a fact that hittle exists in the way of national training targeting
transnational and Buropecan activitics, while trainers and youth workers are cager to
acquire certain qualifications in this arca. Morcover, all the project promoters who have
been supported so far stress the importance of this in organising transnational cooperation
in this ficld.

In 1995-96, over 3 000 youth workers and 35 European cooperation projects on training
— including two major pilot projects — benefited from this action. Training of youth
workers and short-term study visits continue to dominate. However, action BI is under-
utilised when it comes to diversifying exchanges, the youth initiatives and voluntary
service periods. ‘The themes of the short-term study visits remain oo genceral and the
training periods should be focused to a greater degree on the actions of the programme.
There is also a need to examine in greater depth the impact of the support [or Luropean
cooperation and training on action Bl and the use of youth workers trained by this action.-

The Commission in mid-1996 organised & seminar on the theme “lnvolving youth
workers in the Youth for Europe Programme™. This ¢ffort will be pursued refocusing,
study visits on the investigation of the potential for setting up projects for exchanges.
voluntary service periods and partnerships under the Youth Initiatives. The training of
“Youth Initiative™ adviscrs should also be stepped up and made systematic.

The Member States acknowledge the value of this action if it is clearly situated at
European level and Sets out to instigate and support cooperation between training
establishments and trainers. It should also strengthen the dialogue between the various
levels and organisations involved in initial and continuing training of youth leaders in the
FU. They accordingly recognise the Commission’s right of initiative while at the same
time stressing the principle of subsidiarity given that the training of youth workers as
such is a matter for the Member States. Care is thercfore needed to ensure that the
activitics supported under YL supplement arrangements which already exist nationally.

Over and above the recognition carned by this action and the setting up of pilot_projects
and networks of trainers, there is a need to better disseminate the products ol training
which are more closely concerned with practice as part of an overall strategy for
Community cooperation. The Commission has alrcady taken one step in this direction by
promoting the development of training programmes at European level targeting the needs
of the YIE mobility activitics. '

The. Commission also hopes to pursue the cooperation which already exists with the
Council of Europe in this field.

Youth-related matters involve a wide range of players. Action C is intended to facilitate
their cooperation at European level. 47 projects received support in 1995 and 1996.
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- While ‘momenitum is being built up as regards projects, this -does not obviate the
- peographical imbalance -observed. *No - projeets, for instance, have come lrom ‘th'
structures of Plllllll_.lll Greeee, Finland, lecland and Treland and very few from Haly and
Npain. A drive is in progress (o mlsc dw‘uuncss and seeure L,rmlu mvulvuncnl hy these

. umnlllu.

Drespite a unnp.n.nwdy small volume, (his .|len has alrcady allowed I(}(l or S0 I()Ldl
- structures 1o form a network llmnks 1o lhn, selling up of ol umpwn umlulualmn of
-youth centres. Buf polcntlal bcnehuanes are still, msulhucnlly {familiar. with action C
and this obstacle to its full development can only be removed by strong involvement of -
“the national agencies and local representatives. The Commission is therefore con51dermg
‘ decentrallsmg its 1mplementat10n S ‘ :

l he activitics ansa;,cd under action D are designed to encourage thé transfer to the
government and non- government structures responsible in :the countrics concerned, of
expertise in knowhow with regard to youth work, and to contribute to the development of
the voluntary sector and civic socicty in non-Community countrics. It also sceks to bring
a response Lo the relentlessly growing demand from young people lhcmst,lvu who ar¢
cager to develop umpuulmn with young people uulsldu the ELL

The I:lunch phase (1995-97) allowed the foundation (o be I:’li(l‘lin‘ developing exchanges-
~al young people with non-Community countries, lostering balanced aceess Tor -all
“Member States and focusing cflorts on the quahly ol projects and durable parthcrships. [1
~ also encouraged gradual diversification of the.traditional flows of cxuhdng,es ‘The action

envisages for this purpose not only projects for exchanges of young people, but also

preparatory activities as a necessary -condition for securing the quality of .these
- exchanges. Experience shows how important the concern for quality of projects and
partners was, as well as the continuity of the context in which they operate and thls
concern should continue to apply durmg the consolldatlon phase

themaelves

| Project orguni




Narthern Ireland on the theme of coaperation betwwen divided communities. The Cypriot
YFE agency prepared this- activity. hy making avazlablemgu the two mmmunmev’all

Coninunity inforniamm avaxlable In the wake of Ihxs .s‘tudy vmt an exdmng"f’:f ymmg
people is plcmned /m‘ 1 )98 S . SRR

Over 5 000 young people took part in action I in 1995-96. 1996 was the year in which
action D took ofT once again in terms of participation alter some degree of decline caused
by the dclay in implementing the third phase of the programme in 1995. The most
significant increase was in cooperation with the Mediterrancan countrics, particularly as
part of the peace process between Isracel and Palestine. On the achicvement/impact side, it
has to be stressed that the northern countries of the LU are involved in many projects
with these countries. ‘There is, by contrast, some degree of stagnation as regards the
republics of the CIS because of the technical and cconomic difficultics, and a marked
slowdown with the countrics of Central and Eastern Europe. following budget restrictions.
It has to be said that the Council Declaration of June 1994 requesting that ECU 3.5
million of the Tempus-Phare appropriations be set aside each year up until 1999 for
youth activitics with the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, has received little
follow up since in 1996 a mere ECU 660 000 was available for such activities. During
these first two years of the programme, the Commission also assisted the countries of
Central and Eastern Europe and Cyprus in setting up national agencies and in
familiarising them with the working methods of the agencies which already cxist. In
addition, a special effort has been made to disseminate information to these countries. Be
that as it may, gcographical imbalances continue and are particularly the result of the
tendency’ countries have to concentrate on arcas which are traditionally and culturally
close. However, the beneficiaries of these non-Community countries stress that Action D,
particularly thanks to the criteria which calls for a minimum participation ol two Member
States and two cligible countrics, has made it possible to start up regional cooperation at
their level without overlooking and indeed strengthening the European dimension of the
action. Lastly, it is interesting to note that action D is also starting to have knock-on
clfects on the beneficiaries of the EU.

It is essential to strengthen cooperation with the Council of Europe in this field.

If it is to be effective and operational the whole of the structure envisaged in YFE needs a
supply of reliable, accessible and user-friendly information, this being primarily up to the
Commission. As for action E, it provides the framework for developing cooperation
between youth information structures, public and private alike, and cooperation on
studics on the situations and needs of young people in the Member States. ‘

Action E.I  Information of young people

Promoting the participation of young people also mcans cnabling them to be heard.
Action L1 provides tangible mcans of dircet dialogue between young people and the
. different levels of responsibility for youth-related matters in the Community.
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“I'his Action is an incentive to improve the information of young-people by taking their
points of view into account. It makes it possible to generate vand disseminate " this
m[ormalmn along two lincs: the £ uropcan projects dnd lhc Lurodesk network.

EU RODbSK provxdes mformatlon and g E,uxdance to young people at the European lcvel
~'on cverything that concerns Commumty and national actions and programmes in which
they'can participate. EURODESK at present consists ol a coordination unit - the Brusscls
Link and 18 partners ln cach umnuy The role of the Brusscls 1ink is to seck out and
constantly ‘update mlmnmtl(m (there is @ database of publications concerning the youth
ficld and descriptions and addresses of yuuth organisations) and the day-to-day
management and dlssumnatlon of information to_partners through a a telecommunications
network. " The- parlncrs — in certain cases through national youth information networks —
provndc information ‘services to a young public: phone-in facilities, publications and
direct assistance to people in thqlr premises. Each partner is obliged to provide input.to

the common database, including information on national programmes likély to interest

young people. The partners are responsible for everythmg, concernmg> the manaf,ement
and development of the network -

v

In 1995-96, 91 projects were_supported under action El. The projects and networks

.supported emerge cither around-a specific issuc (young immigrants, excluded population-

groups, minorily groups, cte.), or around a medium (video, radio, Internet, guide,

. ) : . ) N e
-magazine, cte.). All the projects sclected generally feature a -sound balance between

projects focusing on exchange of expericnee and those” whose purpose is o generate
information.” One ol the strong -points of action El is to allow associations to try out

innovatory modces of information. It has made it possible to . establish. a_culture of

~

“Hurppean cooperation in this ficld opening on to tangible action of benefit to young -

people. The-cxperience with Action El shows it is necessary to bring greater clarity to the
objectives and arrangements for'the implementation of this action. With this is' mind, the
Eurodesk pr()]u,t will remain at the centre of lhc Commission’s prlorlty when it comes to
mlorma(lon for young people :

There is also a need to step up counselling upstream targeting the promoters of projects,

to encourage and to assist small-scale projects in the setting up of genuine parlnershlps'

and lhc organisation of European- scalc projects.

Action EII  Studies in the field of youth

Action Ll was launched with the purpose ol supplementing rescarch which could be
supported as part of the specific targeted socio-cconomic research programme. After two

years of implementation, it has made it possible to haw detailed information on certain®

aspects concerning young people and to assemble the knowhow of research groups ‘on

this theme. It has also permitted a specific survey on youth in Europe — “Eurobarometer”

—and which it is envisaged to make a regular feature.

. The ‘prodﬁctive cooperation with the Council of Europé_ will be continued.
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A new stage in Community cooperation on youth-related matters
e Policy for cooperatibn on youth

The implementation of a policy of cooperation on youth at the Community level is an
important achicvement which has opened up new forums of debate and policy definition
for this scctor. It has also brought a boost to cooperation on non-formal cducation,
mobility and support for youth initiatives. ‘The two Communications *Agenda 2000° and
“Towards a liurope of knowledge’, which were adopted by the Commission in 1997,
must also be taken into account in considering the next stage of Community action in this
ficld. '

The Comnussion Communication “Agenda 20007 which sets out the broad [ramework
for Community action in the years ahcad, includes among the EUs internal policy
prioritics, the development of exchanges ol young people and European voluntary service
(EEVS). Similarly, the recently adopted Commission Communication “Towards a liuropce
of knowledge”,-puts the policy on cooperation on youth at the heart of knowledge
policies as a driving force of non-formal education within the European education area.

The new stage which is opening up for Community action on youth matters fits into this
patterns of events. The actions of the YFE programme and those of EVS are part of a
process to promote different types of non-formal education for all young people.

The guidelines sct out-in the Communication “Towards a LZurope of knowledge”,
pinpoint the specilic contribution of non-formal education, the importance of which is
increasing in the move to promote access to different types of skills throughout life. In
addition, this document opens up tangible possibilities lor synergy between the policies
lor cooperation in cducation, vocational training and youth-related matters. '

An integrated youth programme based on the types of action identified in the
Communication “Towards a Llurope of knowledge™ will naturally provide several bridges
with Community programmes in the related sectors of educational and vocational
training and will thus make this synergy all the easier to achieve. It will thus be possible
to work in conjunction with the Leonardo da Vinci programme on projects to train youth
workers. Similarly, there should be joint projects in schools and youth centres,
particularly in the information sector.

The potential synergy with Community programmes of cooperation with non-
Community countries should also be examined.

Lastly, sport and culture together constitute an arca in which young people spontancously
become involved. The recent Lurobarometer survey shows that nearly 30% of young
Furopeans belong to a sports organisation. There is therefore a case for opening up Lo a
greater extent than in the past activities targeting young people to sectors which are
invaluable contexts of non-formal education and acquisition of citizen skills.

o Management: a way of operating closer to the citizen

The YFE programme is comparatively well known by its various potential beneficiaries..
~ Opening it up to all young people in an unrestricted way makes it a unique action at the
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Community level. This capacity (o make young people take ch;u‘gc of their projects and

minimise implementation costs are a way of getting lhmugh to a large number of young

people. Ihuc suceesses must nol coneeal the shorlicomings munlmnnd carlicr, but they

dor. .nym in. favour of an expanded and strengthened decentralised nmn.\gunuu tor a big
portion ol the actions. of the infegrated ynuth programme which shnuld L‘ll‘lL‘I!._,L‘ in the
year 2000). :

The experieﬁ'ce gained .in’ imbléinérftiﬁg YFE . 4nd the -deééntré{l'isétiOn of. Ehropéan'

- voluntary service actions provide a.solid basis for further developing genuine
management parlmrshlp, as stressed in the. Communication’ “Towards a Lurope of
knowledge™.. Significant progress has ‘been madc. in this; direction and has madc it
possible to now be in a position to. use arrangements- which prov1dc immediate and
smooth communication. Thus the ‘Youthlink’ computerlsed management and
. communication system is proving to be a .very efficient monitoring-instrument allowing
for real-time management of projects involving séveral national agencies. This is a
-platform “for further development of the Furopean dimension of youth exchanges and

‘making, (hem more frequently trilateral or multilateral. Similarly, the Nety network will

make joint organisation of projects based on several cooperation programmes casier. A
requirement of this improved management partnership is to have purincrs trained in
administrative; advisory and organisational ‘tasks. It is therefore essential for the
structures responsible’ for managing the programmes nationally or locally to have the

- appropriale resources whereby they can make full use of the potential and synergy

between action programmes in Lducatlon training and ‘youth to be implemented
ﬂmu]tanu)ubly . .

“The  Commission, for its part, will make an increased cffort with- regard * to

- communication and cutting down on red tape, thus highlighting the capacnty of -

woperdtlon actions to make Europe more real for its citizens.
o A three-pronged‘ Commum’ty programme

The achievements of the cooperation programmes illustrates the areas in which added

liuropedn valuc is at.its highest and in which the (‘ommunlly level plays its role as -

. catalyst for and compkmuﬂ to national action.

These arcas mdudu the promotion of mobility, yuulh mzlmlwcs and Iollnw -up mwsums
lm«.u,d in pallluul.xr on the orgdnlsalmn ol mlwurl\s

AiMobiliy T .

»Ekchange_s'of young people as supported via the YFE .programme hav‘é';a clear-cut

educational objective. Past experience proves that they are irreplaceable instruments. for - -

acquiring ‘social and personal skills. Indeed, mobility .is the most tangible way of
. experiencing Europe. 75% of the young people interviewed during the Eurobarometer
survey- associated - the EU with freedom of movement and hoped to be able to take
"advantage of it. The educational potentlal of youth exchanges can only be fully tapped if
-these exchanges take account of the varying requirements of young people. A flexible

'

approach is therefore called for whereby young people can be the prime movers and take
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charge of their projects. This sometimes means specific preparation so that the young
people experiencing the greatest difficulties can also take part in all forms of mobility.

Just as under present action ALl of YEL, physical mobility will comic in the form of
group mobtihity and also in the forny ol individual mobility by the young volunteer. Itis a
lact that group exchanges seem to suit young people particularly well. Nearly hall” the
participants are aged 17 and under. These exchanges provide a fiest experienee of
mobility and meeting other people in a comparatively reassuring framework. Voluntary
service on the other hand is an experience requiring a full-time commitment which
certain young people would be unable to envisage straight away.

Exchanges with non-Community countries cater for a constant demand from young
people who want to experience Europe’s solidarity and openness to the rest of the world.
This action has already borne fruit under agreements with the associated countries,
particularly by allowing a contribution to be made to the development of civie society in
these countries. It is important to strengthen links with these countries which are
geographically or culturally close to Furope.

Voluntary scrvice is a unigue experience ol perspective in relation to the young, person’s
environment and of profound contact with another culture. These periods provide a
fantastic opportunity to bring together different social contexts, putting young people in
touch with disadvantaged groups and ¢nabling young people from these groups to get out
of their normal environment and make themselves useful to others.

B.— Youth initiatives

Community cooperation in the field of youth has succeeded in assembling new partners
and has prompted young people outside organised youth structures to take part in
Community actions. Its impact has thus filtered down to the local level. In addition, these
actions gencrate an unprecedented European opening for most organisations benefiting
(rom the YIS programme. Nearly hall” the organisations receiving Community support
under this framework are different every year, extending the scope of the programme to
levels which would not spontancously have thought of starting up a Community-
supported activity. '

This aspeet stems from the experience amassed through the implementation of youth
initiatives. It will cnhance the capacity of its initiatives to become genuine sources ol
jobs, for nearly a third of them have created jobs in the last two years. Youth initiatives
will thus make it possible to propose a tangible opening to those volunteers who, upon
completion of their period of voluntary work, may wish to conduct a project beneficial to
thc community at large or of an cntrepreneurial nature. These actions are also
opportunities to create new partnerships in the public and private voluntary sectors.

Fostering the creativity of young people is particularly appropriate in the area of social
integration and the life of the community at large. It explores new ways of active
integration of young people. The approach should henceforth be to use the results
obtained via these initiatives as a basis and strengthen their capacity to implement
innovatory practices to integrate young pcople and cnsure that such practices arc
disseminated.



Noung, promotérs o initiatives will be encouraged o use ™ the potential of new

(cchnologies to communicale between partners and make it casier fo subsequently set up
“a Community-level network of initialives having shared objectives: The European value
added of such initiatives will be strcng,lhened if they are networked.,

- C. - Stepsto mo'nit()r and supphrtvquality S o

~

' Commumty pohcy on youth has opened up to the types _of .action and workmg

arrangements of a sector more accustomed to local or national activity. It is important to
build on this"and pursue exchang,es of information and g g,ood practlce between promoters

of youth-related actions and all players, partleularly those not, originating in this sector of

: aetlwty but ‘who wish to become mvolved Particular care needs to be faken to improve

organisers’ capacrty to support young> people. takmg, part in projects with a European ‘

‘dimension, Similarly, the targeted training of youth workers.should be pursued in terms
col'multicultural aspects and support for the parllupatlon of the most. dlsadvantabed

Inlorm;llmn_ls ollen ’l‘n‘cmmi)ctl as lhc_l'\'cy'lo Ihc eup:luly of 1 progrimmes 1o act as a

fulcrum despite the ambitious level of the target. Certain cfficient instruments such as the

Liurodesk network alrcady provide tangible perspectives for elfective dissemination of
information to young peoplc. The Commission intends to continuc providing targeted’

information for young people in order to get them to take part in- EC -actions. This is

particularly crucial ‘when it comes to involving disadvantaged young peoplc for whom

the lack of information is frequently the first hurdl¢ to their advancement. Close '

_ cooperation with the-Member States and the players in- the field will be a decisive tactor
in the effectiveness of these measures. g :

["oﬂowing up projects promoted by the cooperation programmes will be one of the
prioritics for the youth programme. The nctworks are an appropriate .instrument in
stabilising cooperation between dilferent players assembled for the purposcs ofprojcels
-targeting: young people. They arc also a good way of ‘providing solid opcning,s for
.’voluntary aetlvmus which young ptrsons might wish to eonvert into a'lasting project. -

CAction (¢ of YL has brought invaluable Iu.sons as to the polultml of nelwolkm;o p[tlyus

in the-icld of youth. Iy the same way as the experlmenldl networks developed under the
VS pilot action it provides a. starting point Whth should be built on with a view to
"dlversnymg partners ’ a

As stressed in the Communication “Towards a Europe -of knowledge ta'rgeted studies
should be continued i in order to gain greater familiarity with certain aspects of. European

youth and to push forward more effective approaches to cater- for their needs. Community .

actions- targeting young people without restrictions on qualification: have shown that

. young people are eager to take part. It gives them the opportunity to emerge from the

~ shell into which they withdrew from certain social spheres such as formal education or
the labour. marke(.. This trend should be studicd in order 1o better ullow youth actions to
play the role of fulerum for the participation of all young pu)plc This aspect will also

e

make it possible to analyse trends in these new individual palhways whleh cut across the

lclds of edueauon and lrcumng
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Conclusions

Community cooperation on youth is opening up o new developments and is benefiting
from the acknowledgements for its specific contribution and rom a rencewed interest by
playcrs traditionally less involved in this sector. ‘The growth of the third sector multiplics
the scope for action and support from which youth-targeted actions can benefit.

This promising trend and the positive response reccived by - Community  cooperation
actions in the ficld of youth together provide a solid basis for future developments in this
context. Despite the shortcomings observed and which arc more to do with operational
procedure, Community cooperation has played a locomotive role which it is important to
sustain.
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ay

NUMBER OF PROJECTS (submitted and approved) 1995, 1996

DECENTRALISED AND CENTRALISED

1995 , : 1996 1995 + 1996 :
Projects |[Projécts |APPROVED [Projects |{Projects |APPROVED |Projects |Projects |APPROVED
submitted |approved % submitted |approved % submitted |approved %
DECENTRALISED i 1 , _ . B A
Subtotal (decentr.) 3795 2480 65,3 3632 2459 67,7 7427 4939 66.5
% of totals 79,2 82,7 69:5 775 74,1 - 80.0
CENTRALISED R , .
Subtotai (centr.) 9961 518 52,0 1596 713 447 2592 1231 475
% of totals 20,8 17,3 305 22,5 ' 25,9] 20.0
TOTALS 4791 2998]  62,6] 5228 3172 60.7] _ 10019]  6170] 61.6
% ‘ ! 100 100 100 ~ 100} 100 - 100

PRELIMINARY DATA




PROJECTS (sut

NUMBER OF PROJECTS (submitted and approved) 1995, 1996

It

PRELIMINARY DATA

'

DECENTRALISED . .
1995 1996 T 1995+ 1996 | - ‘
Projects |Projects |APPROVED |Projects |Projects |APPROVED |Projects [Projects . |APPROVED
submitted |approved % submitted japproved % submitted |approved % ‘
Al 3379] 2246 66.5]  3128] 2168 69.3] 6507 4414 67.8
B.l 416 234 56,3 504 291} 57,7 ~920 T 525 57,1
[TOTAL ' 3795 2480 65,3 3632 2459 67,7 - "7427 4939 66,5




‘tt

NUMBER OF GRANTED EBQJEC IS 1995/1996 (DECENTRALISED)

/

Al B.I

1995 1996 1995 1996
AT 61 60 13 14
BEDE 2 3 4 3
BEFL 34 45
BEFR 19 30 13 10
DE 273] 268 8 10
DK 40 76 '
ES 188 268 65 52
Fl 102 72 31 42
FR 192 203 9 11
GB 575 460 2
GR 78 125 4 5
IE 85 81 20 27
IS 23 20 '
IT 212 169 4 62
LU 24 19
NL 76 70 3
NO 60 37 7 8
PT 125 94 T 48 38
SE 77 68 8 4
TOTAL 2246 2168 234 291

PRELIMINARY DATA
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h?

NUMBER OF PROJECTS (submitted and approved) 1995, 1996

CENTRALISED
1995 : 1996 , 1995 + 1996

Projects |Projects [APPROVED [Projects [Projects |APPROVED |Projects |Projects |APPROVED

submitted |approved % submitted |approved % submitted |approved %
Al 70 51 72,9 67 39 58.2 - 137 90 65.7
All1 384 163 42,4 709 313 44 1 1093 476 43.5
All2 84 53 63,1 76 32 42 1 160 85 53.1
B.l 16 16 100,0 12 8 66,7] . 28 24 857
B.il 21 15 71,4 31 17 54,8 52 32 61.5
C 20 16 75,0 48 32 66,7 68 47 69.1
D 342 162 47 4 451 205 455 793 367 46.3
E.l 59 43 72,9 128 48 37,5 187 91 . 487
E.il 74 19 25,7 74 190 257
TOTAL . 996 518 52,0 1596 713 447 2592 1231 47.5

PRELIMINARY DATA




PARTICIPANTS, BREAKDOWN BY AGE AND GENDER (DECENTRALISED) -

T % | % T T % T T "%
"~ <15_| 1517 | 18-20 | 21-23 | 2425 | >25 | MALE| FEMALE
A | 758 ERRRTY: 300 | 143 | 60 STt aa ]  51,6. 
| 1996 2 _8 " 439 | 287 | 156 | 50 | 32 | 475 -. ‘452,5-‘
| Bl 1965] 01 | 40 53 247 | KR 437 532 263 “
Tees] 00 | 24 | 55 | 190 197 | 492 555 T 751
PRELIMINARY DATA




THEMES OF THE P C DECENTRALISED

[ - Al I ] B.I |
1995 - 1996 1995 1996
% % % %
[Actve ciﬁzenshib T 3,0] 2.9] ] 81] 835
[Cultural and aristc expression | 35,1T 31,5] | 12,2] 7.6]
[Environmental ssues ]l 6.1} 7,2] | 20]  49]
[Equal Opportunities | — 2,6 2,8] | 05/ 2.2
[European awareness | 125] 21.8] | 7,6} 8,0}
[Health (drugs, AIDS,alchoolism) | 1,0] v2,2| | i 0,4
{Life conditions ' 1 9,0] 8,0{ | 1,5] 2,2]
[Measures against crime [ 04 04} ] 1,0] 1,3}
[Measures against exclusion 1 27| 2,9] B 46| 5,4
[Measures against racism ] 2,8] 28] 1 1,0] 0,9}
[Mobitity | 1,6 06] [ 408 30,8}
[New technologies | 0.2 0,4] { ] 0.4
Protection and Promotion of the 2.8 3,0 1,0 0,9
local heritage :
[Sociat Integration | 4,3] 6,6 ] 2,0] 5,8|
[Youth Information | 7.5] 34] - i 14,2} 12,9]
[Youth leisure time activities | 7.9] 3,3] | 2,5 6,7|
[Theme missing A 0,3] 0.3] | 1,0] 0,9]
[Totalr | 1000  100,0] | 1000] 1000}

Based on preliminary data from national YouthLink databases Oct/97,
final and application (DK, ES, FR, NL, PT) level

GR, IT datafiles missing

PRELIMINARY DATA
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