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Introduction

The report of international seminar “Identifying Youth Work and Youth Work Quality” is designed as an output of the seminar. It consists of two parts - first is dedicated to practical and methodological issues concerning the seminar, describing program and methodology used during the seminar. Second part is an attempt to provide answers to key questions given by the participants during the seminar and is prepared as methodological material which might serve as a tool for local, regional or national level youth work planning in order to define youth work and its quality criteria. Firstly, it tackles comparison of national realities as they were presented during the seminar, and secondly, it describes ideas stated from dimensional perspective (youth policy makers/ practitioners/ youth), on which a strong emphasis was put during the seminar. Finally, it describes the commonly designed definition of youth work and, in connection with that, recommendations for national realities as well as general recommendations – ideas – for further development of common grounds between Baltic States and Flanders. The report also has several annexes - one of major importance is the compilation of home works attached, showing national realities from different dimensional perspectives.
Major emphasis during the whole process, as agreed prior the seminar, was put on dimensional perspective and common expertise. It was done so in order to describe common grounds for youth work among four partner countries where daily practice of youth work has its own perspective and reality. 

Participants during the seminar came up with an idea that should be kept in mind not only while planning the youth policy and youth work policy, but working with young people in general:
“In the soccer of life, youth is often the ball, not one off the players!”

Hopefully, this report might serve as an inspiration for further elaboration of youth work concept and common grounds between Baltic States and Flanders, to involve and empower young people to become players.
PART I – Seminar

Dates: 12th of April, 2010 - 17th of April, 2010.

Place:  Ogres region, Latvia. Guest house “Turbas”, www.turbas.lv 
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Aim of seminar: to assess what approach the policy and the youth sector adopt towards youth work and come to common grounds on youth work from three perspectives: policy, practice and youth.*

*main emphasis during seminar was put on seeking the common grounds of youth work.
Key-questions:

•
What is youth work?
•
What are the goals and characteristics of youth work, link with history of youth and youth policy in Europe?

•
What are legal aspects and structures, programs and supporting mechanisms in the different countries?

•
What are indicators to measure the quality of youth work?

•
What are systems to guarantee the quality: training, standards, youth worker portfolio, European programs? 

Objectives of the seminar:

•
To set and strengthen common understanding of youth work and youth work practice;

•
To provide a basic framework(s) of youth work and to find common grounds for youth work; 

•
To exchange examples of good and bad practices (analyzes);

•
To share and understand different backgrounds and histories of youth work development; 

•
To build bridges between policy, practice and young people needs; 

•
To provide a tool for multiplication (output).

Output/Report:

Report has been designed as a practical tool and is to be published electronically. The report includes:

•
description of common understanding on quality and identity of youth work;

•
recommendations for each country;

•
answers to key questions;

•
set of good and bad practice (analyzes).

The methodology of the seminar

The seminar was designed to be as a meeting for experts, and the setting, the content and the methodology was with a big  focus on participation, active involvement, sharing of thoughts and feelings, learning by doing, group work and the intercultural dimension. The seminar group had all the needed information and resources, and there was a big potential in each one of the participants, therefore the seminar was created to be a platform where anyone can share their knowledge, ideas, information, experiences and perspectives.
Then main methods used in the seminar were group work, learning by the experience, intercultural communication, reflective approach and the educational approach.

Taking in consideration, that seminar was more quality and output based, it concentrated on the experience, knowledge and views of participants as well as descriptions of the national realities. The common grounds were created, all the participants working together.
Facilitator’s team: Madara Peipiņa, Nerijus Miginis, Edgars Bajaruns

Participants list – Annex 1

Day by day programme of the seminar

	Time/Day
	Day 1
	Day 2
	Day 3
	Day 4
	Day 5
	Day 6

	-9:30
	Arrival of participants
	Breakfast 

	9:30 – 11:00
	
	Introduction to experts meeting
	Identifying youth realities I
	National situation on Q&I
	Building common grounds I
	Open space / Evaluation

	11:00-11:30
	
	Coffee brake
	

	11:30-13:00
	
	Group building
	Identifying youth realities II
	Qualities & indicators of Youth work
	Building common grounds II
	Lunch

	13:00-14:30
	
	Lunch
	Departure of participants

	14:30-16:00
	
	Introduction to youth work I
	National SWOT
	Meeting in Riga City council/ Dinner in Riga


	Building common grounds III
	

	16:00-16:30
	General Intro (starts at 17:00)
	Coffee brake
	
	Coffee brake
	

	16:30-19:00
	
	Introduction to youth work II
	 Discussion on youth work (different approaches)
	
	Drawing up recommendations  
	

	
	
	Input on youth work history
	
	
	
	

	19:00-20:00
	Dinner 
	
	Dinner
	

	20:00- 
	Evening programme 
	Steam groups/Reporting groups

Evening programme
	Steam groups/Reporting groups


	
	Steam groups/ Reporting groups

Farewell party
	


Programme outline and methodology used.
Day 1; 12th of April, Monday
General introduction session
Aims of the session:

- welcoming of participants and getting to know each other;

- getting to know who is who (country and role, distance to the topic of youth work and level of knowledge);

- general introduction on practical details;

-introduction to facilitators team.

Methods used during session:

· Formal welcome words by facilitators;

· Name writing on the scotch tape - group activity. Name circle – everyone says their name and answer general question about themselves;

· Introduction of the team of facilitators. 
· Introduction games - „Human carousel”, „Human bingo”, „Memory snake” .

Day 2; 13th of April; Tuesday
General aims of the day:
- to introduce the concept of the seminar;
- to build a group atmosphere;
- to start working with the topic of youth policy.

 
Introduction to the expert meeting
Aims of the session:

- to introduce the concept of the seminar;

- to share expectations and needs of participants;

- to present programme of the seminar.

Methods used during session:

· Presentation of formal questions (programme, report, reporting groups, steam groups, working methods) and discussion;

· 5 finger expectations (drawing a hand and writing 5 things) and discussion.

Group building
Aims of the session:

- to build group atmosphere;

- to prepare participants for active involvement;

- to prepare group agreement.

Methods used during session:

· Game “Building youth dream city”, result presentation;

· Discussions;

· Drawing up group agreement and recommendations for group;

Introduction to youth work
Aims of the session:

-to define key elements of youth work;

-to acknowledge variety of youth work in Europe;

-to “point noses” of participants in the same direction. 

Methods used during session:

· Group work in dimensional groups;

· Group work in national groups;

· National situation presentations of youth work. 

Guiding questions to participants for preparation of presentations:
- What are the practical examples of youth work?

- Who is connected/providing youth work? Local and national level? (NGO’s or Government?)

- Who is the object of the youth work? (youth portrait?)

- What is the practical aim of youth work?

- What fields of action youth work is involved in?

- What do you think is important to add about the youth work in your country? 

 

Input on youth work history

Aims of the session:

- introduce with EU & CoE youth work definitions;

- show other possible perspectives on youth work history;

- introduce with EU & CoE Partnership project “The history of youth work in Europe”;

- introduce with problem concepts in identification of youth work proposed F.Coussee.

Day 3, 14th of April, Wednesday

 General aims of the day:
- to start looking for common grounds of youth work;
- to define needs/problems of young people;
- to see how national youth work fits general frameworks.

Identifying youth realities 

Aim of the session:
 - To show the how big should be the ideal scope of youth policy (what areas policy should cover) and youth work (what youth work should deal with).
 

Methods used during session:

· Group work in dimension groups;

· Mapping of needs & problems;

· YES/NO statement game.

National SWOT 

Aim of the session:

 - prepare a SWOT analysis for national realities of youth work.

 

Methods used during session:

· SWOT analysis;

· Presentations and discussions.

 Discussion on youth work (different approaches)
Aims of the session:

- to present EU & CoE frameworks for youth work;

- to compare national situations from different perspectives.

 

Methods used during session:

· Presentation;

· Discussions;

· Group work in national groups.

Day 4, 15th of April, Thursday

 General aims of the day:
- to discuss national indicators and support systems for youth work;

- to define qualities and indicators of youth work.

- to visit Riga municipal council and relax.

National situation : quality and indicators
Aims of the session:

- to define national indicators for measuring the quality of youth work;

- to present national youth work support systems, to share good practices;

- to share the knowledge about European quality guarantying systems;

Methods used during session:

· drawing a vehicle which represents national realities; 

·  presentation;

· discussions.
Qualities & indicators of Youth work
Aims of the session:

- to define qualities of youth work from dimensional perspective;

- to define indicators of youth work.

Methods used during session:

· Group work in dimension groups;  

·  Presentation;

· Discussions.

Day 4, 16th of April, Friday

  General aims of the day:
- to create a common grounds for youth work identification;

- to define youth work;

- to prepare national recommendations.

Building common grounds 

Aims of the session:

- to come to common definition of youth work;

- to define the aims of the youth work;

- to link the youth work with needs & problems of young people.

Methods used during session:

· Work in mixed groups (dimensional and national);  

·  Presentation;

· Discussions.

Drawing up recommendations 

Aims of the session:

- prepare recommendations for national realities based on common grounds.

Methods used during session:

· Work in mixed groups;  

·  Presentation;

· Discussions.

Day 5, 17th of April, Saturday

 General aims of the day:
- to create open space for participants;

- to evaluate seminar.

Open space/evaluation 

Aims of the session:

- to encourage participants to work for future needs (cooperation, ideas);

- to evaluate seminar;

- to receive feedback regarding seminar;
- to wrap up the common grounds developed during seminar.

Methods used during session:  
·  Presentation;

· Discussions – Open space technique;

·  5 finger expectations (see how those were met);
· General evaluation form.

Part II – Common grounds as methodology for youth work planning
National situations
One of the main starting points of the work of the seminar was research and study on the national situations and national realities. Before the seminar, all participants were asked to give answers to a set of questions related to youth policy; youth work practice or youth perspective. All the answers are compiled and attached to report as Annex 2. Another exercise regarding national realities during the seminar was to prepare a creative presentation on the national situations, where things mentioned in homework were explicitly presented and explained.  Presentations where prepared in order to answer following questions:

- What are the practical examples of youth work?

- Who is connected/providing youth work? 

- Who is the object of the youth work? (youth portrait?)

- What is the practical aim of youth work?

- What fields of action youth work is involved in?

- What do you think is important to add about the youth work in your country? 

Main differences for Baltic States are the fields of actions covered by youth work, based on historical perception of youth work since beginning of 90ties as well as the question of hobby education and youth social work as part of the youth work agenda. Meanwhile in Flanders, the perception of youth work has developed far more beyond, leaving practice of youth work in hands of young people themselves. Another difference can be seen regarding long term planning - while in Baltic States long term vision of youth work and long term aim of supporting youth work is structures/resources based and mainly concerned with creating youth policy in order to support youth work, in Flanders long term vision of youth work is to empower young people. At the same time, political definitions of youth work in all countries seems to reflect upon same idea – development of young people. One thing that needs to be taken in account is that each country has its own perception and definition of young person, at least regarding age limits - in Flanders youth work deals with persons aged from 3 to 30 years, in Estonia 7 to 26, Latvia 13 to 25, and Lithuania 14 to 29. Regarding age differences, there was no clear foundation why it should be so and what age groups actually youth work tackles in each country and how. Another exercise confirmed similar idea, when one reporting group made a following statement regarding the age differences: 

“If we compare the different countries, it appears that in the Baltic States the financial support is mostly based on project-work and not on long-term thinking. In Flanders both are possible, but the future planning is the main support possibility.

Because of the project-based financial support it’s impossible for the Baltic States to set out a vast structure for the future and to be sure to work more than one project.

Next to financial support all the countries have a kind of logistic support, except of Lithuania. All members do agree that, although the logistic support is often forgotten, it is very important to keep this kind of support and even make it possible to grow this logistics.” 
Another important difference in perception of youth work is based from practice perspective. While in Flanders practical aim of youth work is stated as empowering young people and primary providing a possibility to learn, but not stating learning outcomes, in Latvia and Lithuania practitioners perceive youth work as tutoring during the leisure time in order to equip the young person with skills that are not received through other channels. More different perception is developed in Estonia, where practitioner perceives youth work as a prevention.  

One of main points coming out of this exercise was the main challenges for youth work - Lithuanians pointed out that the main challenge is to create legal framework and support system, while other countries pointed out similar issues. Flanders representatives as the main challenge defined necessity to link youth policy with other policy fields and at same time link youth work practice with other fields and services for young people. Theme of linking and creating network for youth work was one of strongest needs that was pinpointed all through seminar and is reflected in developed common ground. 

The youth perspective mostly supports the same ideas given by practitioners, meanwhile in some cases professionalization of youth organizations is perceived as bad practice that does not support youth work, but creates even bigger gap between young people, youth organizations and youth policy itself. Other important notion that strives from youth perspective regarding youth work is the idea that youth work is not limited, therefore covering whole “life” of young person or at least providing overall network. The only border of youth work mentioned in questionnaire, is time, meaning time of persons involved. Further idea of the limits of youth work was elaborated during the assessment of needs & problems of young people (see further under Common definition of youth work).
During the 3rd day of the seminar, participants were preparing a SWOT analysis of national situations. Most of all strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats were similar. As the main strengths of youth work in all countries were mentioned human resources (practitioners, youth workers, creative or active youth) and existing infrastructure; for Flanders additionally – an existing support system. Regarding human resources, there should be a precaution, because it can as easily become weakness if the generation change of youth workers and practitioners is not facilitated. Regarding weakness, the major one for the Baltic States is common, e.g. lack of financial support.   Other ones are more common for all the countries – miscommunication, lack of networking, lack of understanding. Estonia and Lithuania additionally mentioned lack of skills and competences among youth workers and youth organizations. There was additional interesting weakness defined – that youth work can become tool for brainwash; meaning youth work should avoid promoting an ideology. 
Main opportunities for all countries are as well similar, mostly concerned with youth research, cooperation and, for the Baltic States, possibilities of different EU funds. Main threat mentioned in SWOTs in all cases is the lack of support as well as financial crisis. Additionally, the Baltic States has a common fear of emigration and decreasing number of active young people. Other threat proposed by Lithuania is youth work losing its identity through international youth work, proposing that youth work has its identity based in local realities. 

After presentations of SWOT analyses on national situations as grounding for discussions, two different models of perceiving youth work were proposed. The first was a structured triangle perception linking youth policy, youth work and youth research. Participants were asked to discuss in national groups how they would draw the triangle for their situation. In all cases, youth research was located the furthest from the centre, showing that it is either not developed enough or mostly not concerned with youth work itself or not supporting its development.  

Other approach model, showing were does and how the youth work fits youth policy agenda, was the “pancake model”. 

  
  


Another exercise to contextualize national situations was drawing up vehicle that describes and shows, firstly, what kind of support is there for youth work, and, secondly, what are the main obstacles that youth work is facing. In general terms, further elaboration of already previously mentioned obstacles from a functional perspective took place. In addition to previously mentioned factors (lack of support, funds, miscommunication, misunderstanding, etc.) other more fundamental were taken up - firstly, lack of system for training youth workers, secondly, integration of young people into community. As one of the major obstacles discussed was the issue of non-tolerance, from one side non-tolerance towards young people (class pressure and pressure from society), and from the other - general non-tolerance towards youth work itself, suggesting that not only further communication and promotion of youth work among young people is necessary, but as well in society in general. 
Youth policy makers/ practitioners/ youth – dimensional perspective
In the beginning of the seminar, participants were asked to come up with main key points on youth work based from their perspective in order to see what the main ideas are and to try to see the common things. The list of the key elements is following: youth, fun, development, empowerment, preventing problems, voluntary participation, possibilities, education, leisure time, group belonging, youth worker, teacher, identity, somebody cares, voluntary, organized activities, non-formal learning activity, development, age of youth, youth leaders.

Based on discussions about key elements of youth work participants draw up first vague definition of youth work – youth work is a tool for development of young people, preventing problems, helping to find themselves based on voluntary participation in their leisure time provided by youth workers and facilitators. Still at this point there were many disagreements on whether youth work directly should or should not deal with prevention of young people problems and what the actual limits of youth work are.  
During the same activity, participants were asked to define main fields of youth work action:
1) Safe surroundings (atmosphere); 
2) Youth leisure time activities linked to culture, arts, sports, etc;
3)  Problem prevention; 
4) Education;

5) Politics (ideology, religion);

6) Information & youth services; 
7) Peer to peer education; 
8) Charity; 
9) Promotion of voluntary work.

Still at this point participants had many disagreements and different opinions regarding main fields of action and as well regarding key elements of youth work. Diversity of perceptions was clearly outlined during second day, while playing the statement game. First statement to which participants were asked to answer with “yes” or “no” was – “youth work should be done only by young people”. 28 percent of the participants agreed totally, the rest disagreed, basing their argumentation on a premise that youth work is beyond youth, e.g., structures provided by society. Second statement – “youth work should be done on voluntary bases”, kept the same proportion of agreement, this time based on idea that youth work, is and should be perceived as a profession, while, on other hand. people who agreed that youth work should be done on voluntary basis stated that youth work idea is more important, and if you receive salary for working with young people that does not mean you are actually doing youth work. 
Third statement was – “youth work is more linked to education, than to social issues”. Just few people clearly agreed or disagreed to the statement, while there was an objection that both – education and social issues – are themes that can happen during youth work, but youth work itself is not any of them. Similar ideas were stated regarding fourth statement – “the main quality criteria of youth work is non-formal learning”; main argument was that education within youth work should be perceived as a tool, not one of the aims. 
During the fourth day participants were divided into dimensional groups and asked to define main qualities of youth work and think of indicators confirming it. 

Youth work qualities and indicators from policy perspective:

a) Based on youth realities:


-short & long term;


-research;


-analysis;


-statistics;


-national & local;


-quantitative & qualitative;


-different perspectives;

b) Network & community involvement:


-young people who are involved in community-life (number);


-number of young people out of YW, but still active;


-number of links (networks).

c) Positive socialization of young people:


-competences (knowledge, skills attitudes) of young person.

d) Inclusion:


-number of Youth organizations;


-number of organizations working with youth;


-number of young people involved as participants and as volunteers;


-the different social groups that youth work reaches.

Youth work qualities and indicators from practitioner’s perspective:

a) Need based: 

-needs outside youth work; 

- system changing – needs adopting; 

- research.
b) Involvement of young people: 

- how many ideas of youngsters are happening.
c) Inclusive: 

- accessibility;

d) Personal development: 

-behaviour; 

-working target group.
e) Voluntary participation: 

 -how many happy faces( (number participating).
Youth work qualities and indicators from youth perspective:

a) Information: 

-simplicity; 

-different channels.

b) Belonging in a group: 

-new friends; 

-cooperation with other organizations (local/national/international); 

- members (active).

c) Infrastructure: 

-place to be; 

-accessibility (reachable (distance and for disabled)); 

-skate parks and etc.; 

-cinema and culture possibilities.

d) Support: 

-feedback; 

-logistics; 

-motivation; 

-advice; 

-financial.

e) Activities: 

-amount; 

-variety (matching with needs); 

-innovation; 

-camps; 

-equipment. 

f) Competence of youth worker: 

-social skills (democratic way); 

-personality (trustworthy, positive); 

-experience (years, work, variety, education).

Common definition of youth work
Drawing up of common definition was emphasised during the whole seminar. The process consisted, firstly, from discussing national realities and, secondly, from perspective position. One of the important parts for coming to common grounds was the session about youth work history; main aims of the session were:
- to introduce with EU & CoE youth work definitions;

- to show other possible perspectives on youth work history;

- to introduce with EU & CoE Partnership project “The history of youth work in Europe”;

-to introduce with problem concepts in identification of youth work proposed F.Coussee.

In the process of preparing common grounds, participants were asked to take in consideration problems and questions proposed by F.Cousse and by the European Commission and Council of Europe “Partnership” project “The history of youth work in Europe”
 :

1) Youth work – identity crisis;

2) Voluntary youth work vs professional youth social work;

3) Youth work paradox;

4) Social policy vs social pedagogy;

5) Individual work vs public work;

6) What does youth workers do?;

7) Youth work without young people?;

8) Social integration vs elitarism;

9) Cultural defined vs value-neutral.

Each of these questions propose a problem that for different reasons holds back theoretical discussion and possibility to come to common grounds of youth work. It is clear that policy makers and youth workers do have a lot to say about the positive outcomes of youth work for its participants and people who benefits from youth work, while on other hand this does not mean that there is a clear understanding of what youth work essentially is. Almost all countries that carry out targeted youth policy planning and support youth work activities, have tried to set out their own definition and understanding of youth work idea.  That has shaped different approaches and systems towards practice of youth work, what was shown in analyses of national realities. Though on one hand that does not and should not affect good practice of supporting youth activities, on the other hand it raises a fundamental theoretical question – is there a youth work? 
Additionally, participants of the seminar were introduced to Peter Lauritzens definition of youth work
: 

“The main objective of youth work is to provide opportunities for young people to shape their own futures. Youth work is a summary expression for activities with and for young people of a social, cultural, educational or political nature. Increasingly, youth work activities also include sports and services for young people. Youth work belongs to the domain of ‘out-of school’ education, most commonly referred to as either non-formal or informal learning.”
and definition set by European Commission
:

“Youth work provides opportunities for young people to shape their own futures. It is a broad term covering a large scale of activities of a social, cultural, educational or political nature, but also sports and services for young people. Youth work is also a space for young people to come together and associate. Youth work has an impact on young people's life and helps them to reach their full potential. It contributes to their personal development, but also facilitates social and educational development. It enables them to develop their voice, influence and place in society.”

In both definitions problems and questions raised by F.Coussee are visible.

Based on the problem issues and national realities during morning session of the 5th day, participants developed common grounds. Participants came up with the definition of youth work, aims of youth work as well as were thinking about needs and problems of young people youth work can deal with.

Definition of youth work:

Youth work is a complex of actions for empowering and involving young people in the community through activities based on youth needs on voluntary basis, using networks. Provided and supported by competent persons. 
Aim of youth work:
The aim of youth work is to make young people happy. Additionally - personal development of young people through involvement and empowerment. 

Needs and problems youth work can deal with.
Youth work should not only deal directly with needs and problems of young people, but in same time it should provide necessary networking in order to deal with all problems of youngsters. Needs and problems of youth can be grouped in four dimensions – place, emotional, activities and society. 

Place: 

-place to be, spend time;

-public space;

-chill off points;

-safe environment;

-experimental space;

-safe space to make mistakes and learn from them;

-health facilities.

Activities:

-activities;

-leisure time activities;

-prevention programmes;

-mobility;

-education;

-flexibility;

-open youth work;

-not represented enough;

-participation.

Emotional:

-careless;

-lack of motivation;

-fear from responsibility;

-misbehavior;

-not healthy lifestyle;

-addiction;

-express themselves;

-to be seen as equals;

-respect;

-trust;

-pressure;

-need for example;

-they have to fit some standard set by someone else;

-status;

-belong in a group;

-to be needed;

-relationships;

-dysfunctional families;
-bulling; 

-dropping out of school;

-not enough chances to develop themselves.

Society:

-different minorities;

-they are seen as problem;

-integration;

-generation gap;

-immigration/emigration;

-too much information;

-communication.

 Recommendations for national realities
Recommendations for each country were created by mixed groups, therefore, they there was an input from perspectives of all the countries, based on all information about national realities shared during seminar.

The group that was developing recommendations for Flanders came up with four main recommendations:

 - firstly, to simplify and optimize youth work support system in order to decrease bureaucracy youth workers have to deal with.
 - secondly, to create a simple youth information network which would manage all youth information therefore would deal with the problem of disinformation of young people. 
 - thirdly, to work on integration and involvement in order to broaden youth work accessibility for different groups of youngsters and to deal with growing non-tolerance issues
 - fourthly, local youth plan (JBP) planning period should be longer in order to strengthen youth work long term planning on local level. 

For Estonia participants drafted eight recommendations:

-to correct the youth law;

- to support more the local youth (projects);

- to start searching to other financial support than the EU;

- to try to look for strategy to get some good networking. And work together to get financial support and sometimes save money;

- to make youth worker more attractive, with an concrete action plan;

- to improve international cooperation;

- to more support (networking and knowledge) to youth work.

Recommendations for Lithuania:

· Legal basis: to create a long term vision how youth work can reach its goals, contribute to the society, and how youth policy can support youth work.

· Financial support: strategy to get money from other countries and of the EU.

· Research: facts and figures about youth work – how many people are working in the field, how many youngsters youth work reaches, what would happen if youth work would be stopped.
· Long term planning: long term strategy for each youth work movement to get support, and not on a project – way, but on a long term vision.

· Going to youth: promotion of youth work in places where young people are gathering.

  Recommendations for Latvia:
-  to create more possibilities to participate in youth work trainings;

- to develop communication system;

- to create or improve qualification system (for raising and assessing qualification);

- to create a system to acknowledge the competences gain in youth field;

- to create an umbrella organization for youth workers;

- policy makers should now youth reality;

- there always is the money (need to seek and strengthen funding of youth work).
Conclusions

Answers to key questions:

•
What is youth work?

Definition of youth work:

Youth work is a complex of actions for empowering and involving young people in the community through activities based on youth needs on voluntary basis, using networks. Provided and supported by competent persons. 

Aim of youth work:

The aim of youth work is to make young people happy. Additionally - personal development of young people through involvement and empowerment. 

•
What are the goals and characteristics of youth work, link with history of youth and youth policy in Europe?

In every country characteristics of youth work are different, - in Flanders youth work deals with wide age group young people and mostly with leisure time activities, while in Baltic States the age group is not so wide, and emphasis is of different kind. For example, in Estonia youth work is perceived as a part of prevention work and therefore youth workers must have specific educational training in order to deal with wider range of young people’s needs. While in Latvia it is perceived more general as planned youth-oriented practical measures, which ensure the improvement of their life quality (For further comparison between differences see attachment 2 – Homework compilation, question 1 – youth work definition). It is clear that ideas of youth work are based on youth work history - Belgian conception is based in more than 100 years history of youth work, while Baltic states still tend to refute historical situation and basic framework of work with young people developed under Soviet occupation. Despite many differences between national and dimensional perspectives participants agreed on several main characteristics of youth work, which served as bases for youth work definition:

1) complex of actions – with that understanding, that youth work is a process of activities rather than one separated activity or event, and therefore involves sustainable youth work planning for long term;

2) empowering and involving young people in the community through activities based on youth needs – despite different approaches on how youth work can be described (instrument, process, or action, etc.), definition describes it as result based . Mainly there are two main functions – empowerment and involvement in order to respond needs of young people (for further information on needs of young people defined during seminar see page 20).  On one hand, the crucial aspect of youth work is empowerment, but involvement in one aspect is prior to empowerment - involvement in social, economical, political surrounding. F

Firstly, acknowledging youth participation and, secondly, actively involving them in public life is crucial in order to ensure empowerment. Youth work should empower young people, e.g. ensure process which enables young people as individuals or part of groups to fully access personal and collective power, authority and influence, and to employ that strength when engaging with other people, institutions or society. Ensuring empowerment provides most crucial capabilities for young people in order for them to fully participate:
· The ability to make decisions about personal/collective circumstances;

· The ability to access information and resources for decision-making;

· Ability to consider a range of options from which to choose;

· Ability to exercise assertiveness in collective decision making;

· Having positive-thinking about the ability to make change;

· Ability to learn and access skills for improving personal/collective circumstances;

· Ability to inform others’ perceptions though exchange, education and engagement;

· Increasing one's positive self-image and overcoming stigma;

· Increasing one's ability in discreet thinking to sort out right and wrong;

3) Voluntary basis – youth work policy should ensure access to youth work and youth work activities, but decision of participation must be done on voluntary bases in order to describe process as youth work. 

4) Using networks -  youth work as a process should not only be able to ensure involvement and empowerment of young people, but additionally ensure necessary networking to provide and respond to most needs of young people, therefore ensuring growth of young people and growth of life quality. 

5) Provided and supported by competent persons – during seminar participants did not agree or come to certain conclusion what youth work is per se; but despite that, one of common conclusions was that one of crucial youth work characteristics is youth worker (competent person) who provides and supports youth work (further elaboration of common youth worker concept is necessary; see general recommendations page 26).  

•
What are legal aspects and structures, programs and supporting mechanisms in the different countries?

Full list of legal aspects, structures, programmes and supporting mechanisms in attachment 2, especially answers to questions 1 to 3. 
•
What are indicators to measure the quality of youth work?

During seminar participants developed a common list of indicators, based on their dimensional perspective to measure the quality of youth work (for full list see page 16). To conclude, indicators can be divided in two main categories – prerequisites and result based quality criteria; first ones should be organized in order to ensure qualitative system of youth work, while result based indicators measure work of the system itself. Both categories can be used as fundament for further development of quality criteria system of youth work, while further elaboration is necessary to define lower level of each indicator. Prerequisites mostly can be measured with policy planning instruments due to their quantitative nature, while result based indicators should be measured using youth research due to its qualitative nature and therefore contribute to strengthening tie between youth work policy, practice and youth research.  

Prerequisites:

-infrastructure – place and space for organizing youth work and youth work activities.

-needs and reality assessment – crucial prerequisite in order to base youth work on actual needs and to define necessary infrastructure needs in each case individually. 

-competence of youth workers or persons providing youth work -  youth workers should require some social skills, experience and personal attitudes in order to provide qualitative services. Further research should be done in order to define concrete minimal transferable skills and competences and personal characteristics necessary to provide qualitative services for young people. 

-financial support – there should be provided minimal necessary financial support to ensure youth work system (infrastructure, competences, activities and quality assessment itself). 

Result based indicators:

-personal development – one of most crucial indicator of youth work quality is how the youth work contribute to young people individually.

-involvement in the community and inclusion – assessment should involve positive or negative aspects towards community of youth participation in youth work activities, this should not only indicate presently in youth work involved young people and their assessment, but as well try to grasp those who has been participating in youth work previously.

-accessibility – this indicator involves not only politically stated minimal standards, that clearly has direct correlation with financial resources and support for youth work, but as well practical quality based indication of actual accessibility by different criteria (physical, mental, practical, financial, racial, etc. accessibility).

-activities – activities themselves is one of major importance indicators, that indicates variety and number of activities, as well describes accessibility and directly correlates with other indicators. 

These are main indicators divided in two categories, though further and qualitative research is necessary in order to define the bottom line in quantitative sense.         
•
What are systems to guarantee the quality: training, standards, youth worker portfolio, European programs? 

It is clear that each state tries to provide (for further information see attachment 2 answers by policy planning level) different systems to guarantee the quality and introduce those accessible on European level by Youth Partnership program, but it is also clear, that most of the youth work practitioners are far from those “quality measurement and guarantee systems” and in many cases quality assessment is intuitive and based on local realities (see attachment 2 answers by practitioners). While they themselves acknowledge existence of different umbrella institutions and/or national structures that tend to help increase quality, they refute (at least in answering questions) outside influence on quality assessment of youth work. Therefore rethinking the support system based on different principles might be much more efficient in order to guarantee youth work quality.       

General conclusions and recommendations

To conclude and summarize the results of the seminar – more questions have been raised for further elaboration than answered. Main achievement was the common ground developed by participants that can serve not only as a reference point for further development of youth work policy on different levels, but as well as a starting point in further discussion about youth work itself. Ideas and analysis stated within this report can be applied in youth work policy planning process, but for more clear and practical use several further noted questions should be taken in consideration.
One of clear the general recommendation after seminar is the necessity to continue the discussion on common grounds for youth work. Participants did not manage to discuss the common idea of youth work as much as they wanted in the given time frame. Though the common definition does include strong link to people supporting and facilitating the process, there is a strong idea, that youth work concept should include the concept of youth worker as one of most the important conditions for youth work to happen.  If in the beginning and during the middle of seminar participants were concerned of actual existence of common grounds among all the countries, then in the end they came up with common definition that, at this point, avoids several problems pointed by F.Coussee. In same time it needs further elaboration regarding several aspects - firstly, regarding idea of empowerment, secondly, regarding networks and networking. Additionally, further elaboration of needs and problems that youth work deals with and could deal should be done in order to clarify role of the youth work in the context of youth policy itself. Besides mentioned ones, further analysis of youth work quality indicators should be made either as a political statement putting benchmark according to political or economical means or based on youth research. And, finally, much higher harmony between policy planning, practice and youth research should be gained in order to strengthen youth work field as such. One of the first activities should be re-evaluation of actually existing systems and their relevance to youth work practice and rethinking the concept of youth work quality systems in order to maximize their efficiency.
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� For further information see F.Coussee book A Century of Youth Work Policy and book published as an outcome of „Partnership” project – The history of youth work in Europe (edited by G.Verschelden, F.Cousee, T. Van de Walle and H.Williamson). 


� For further information of Peter Laruitzen ideas on youth work see book Eggs in a pan: Speeches, writings and reflections by Peter Lauritzen (edited by Y.Ohana and A.Rothemund). 


� Information taken from � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/youth/youth-policies/doc1709_en.htm" �http://ec.europa.eu/youth/youth-policies/doc1709_en.htm� (26.04.2010)
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