
P r o j e c t  C o - F u n d e d  b y  t h e  E u r o p e a n  C o m m i s s i o n

ID : 10 1 130743

“ F u n d e d  b y  t h e  E u r o p e a n  U n i o n .  V i e w s  a n d  o p i n i o n s  e x p r e s s e d  a r e  h o w e v e r  t h o s e
o f  t h e  a u t h o r ( s )  o n l y  a n d  d o  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  r e f l e c t  t h o s e  o f  t h e  E u r o p e a n  U n i o n
o r  t h e  E u r o p e a n  E d u c a t i o n  a n d  C u l t u r e  E x e c u t i v e  A g e n c y  ( E A C E A ) .  N e i t h e r  t h e
E u r o p e a n  U n i o n  n o r  E A C E A  c a n  b e  h e l d  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e m  “

DELIVERABLE D5.1 – 
IMPACT EVALUATION
DELIVERABLE D5.1 – 
IMPACT EVALUATION



Summary

The You(th) will be Free project aims to improve the quality of socio-
educational activities in the MENA region (Middle East and North Africa),
transforming them into tools for social rehabilitation for young ex-
prisoners or youth at high risk of criminality. The initiative offers these
individuals the opportunity to pursue a career as socio-educational
animators, enabling them to secure dignified employment.

“



Scope of the Project

Enhancing the specific skills of 24 socio educational animators
from the eight partner associations in psychology, pedagogy of
deviance, and cultural mediation.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

Introducing young ex-prisoners or at-risk youth from
Mediterranean and MENA regions to the profession of socio-
educational animation, including its goals, career opportunities,
and required skills.

A specialized manual for youth workers on training high-risk
youth

OUTPUTS

A report on the role of youth workers in MENA countries.

Developing a pilot training program for nine young ex-prisoners
to become youth workers and role models. These individuals will
then train other young people, creating a cascading effect. This
pilot program will be replicated on a smaller scale across all
partner countries, eventually involving 30 youth from eight
different nations

A scalable and replicable training pathway adaptable to various
contexts.
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

You(th) Will Be Free was designed as a response to a structural challenge within the Mediterranean and 
MENA youth ecosystem: how to transform youth work from a supportive activity into a concrete 
instrument of rehabilitation, inclusion and professional reintegration for young people at risk of 
marginalisation or with experience of detention. 

The project addressed this challenge through a dual strategy. On one side, it strengthened the 
professional competences of youth workers across eight partner organisations. On the other, it created 
a structured pathway enabling vulnerable youth to explore, experience and progressively enter the youth 
work profession through participatory learning, job shadowing and peer-led activities. 

This Impact Evaluation Report (D5.1) assesses the extent to which the project achieved its objectives 
and generated measurable and sustainable change. The evaluation is grounded in the Theory of Change 
defined in the Grant Agreement and applies a mixed-methods, contribution-based approach combining 
quantitative data, qualitative evidence, deliverable verification and structured milestone monitoring. 

 

Rationale,  Evaluation Scope, and Key Results 

The evaluation covers: 

• The competence development of 24 youth workers; 

• The engagement and professional orientation of 30 young people at risk; 

• The implementation of a scalable pilot educational pathway; 

• The institutional strengthening of the consortium; 

• The project’s contribution to longer-term inclusion and governance-oriented change. 

Rather than limiting itself to activity reporting, the evaluation examines whether and how the 
intervention activated transformation at three interconnected levels: individual, organisational and 
systemic. 

All planned outputs were delivered in line with the Grant Agreement. These include the youth worker 
Vademecum, the comparative report, the pilot pathway, dissemination tools, and the development of 
follow-up proposals building on project results. 

Beyond outputs, the evaluation confirms measurable short- and medium-term outcomes: 

• Youth workers demonstrated clear competence enhancement and increased methodological 
confidence in working with vulnerable youth. 

• Target youth moved from initial participation toward active engagement, including co-design, 
facilitation and proposal drafting. 

• Partner organisations reported significant strengthening of institutional capacity, improved 
international positioning and consolidation of internal training pathways. 



 

 

• Multiplier effects materialised through permanent pathways, new project proposals and 
structured dissemination events. 

These results are supported by triangulated evidence collected through pre/post questionnaires, 
organisational surveys, project documentation and milestone-based monitoring. 

 

Impact Assessment and Trajectory 

To synthesise multidimensional results, the project adopted an Impact Composite Index (ICI), 
integrating five dimensions: capacity building, youth empowerment, institutional strengthening, 
dissemination reach and sustainability activation. 

The final ICI score is: 

80.9 / 100 

This positions You(th) Will Be Free in the High Impact (Upper Tier) category within the adopted 
evaluation framework. 

Importantly, the index does not replace qualitative analysis. It operates as a synthesis tool, supported 
by contribution analysis and robustness checks, ensuring that impact claims remain evidence-based 
and proportionate to available data. 

The results indicate that the project has moved beyond isolated training impact and entered an 
advanced institutional consolidation phase. 

The project followed a coherent impact pathway: 

1. Capacity activation among youth workers; 

2. Agency and professional orientation activation among target youth; 

3. Institutional consolidation within partner organisations; 

4. Activation of sustainability and strategic continuity mechanisms. 

While long-term systemic transformation requires longitudinal validation, the evaluation confirms 
credible movement from capacity-building intervention toward structured embedding within 
organisational practices and cross-national cooperation frameworks. 

 

Sustainability Outlook 

Sustainability was embedded from the outset of the project and is visible in: 

• The internalisation of training competences within partner organisations; 

• The establishment of permanent training pathways; 

• The retention of digital dissemination infrastructure; 

• The preparation and submission of a follow-up project proposal building directly on evaluation 
findings. 



 

 

The evaluation clearly distinguishes between impact achieved within the funded lifecycle and structural 
transition signals requiring further longitudinal consolidation (e.g., youth employment trajectories and 
formal governance adoption). 

The current evidence supports a classification of high impact with structured sustainability 
architecture. 

 

Strategic Value for EU Priorities 

You(th) Will Be Free contributes directly and concretely to several key European Union priorities. First, it 
supports the professionalisation and quality enhancement of youth work by equipping practitioners 
with specialised competences in psychology, deviance pedagogy and cultural mediation, and by 
providing structured, standardised tools that raise the overall methodological level of intervention. In 
doing so, the project strengthens the recognition of youth work as a qualified and strategically relevant 
profession within inclusion ecosystems. 

At the same time, the project advances the EU objective of promoting social inclusion and rehabilitation 
of vulnerable young people. By offering structured, participatory and professionalising pathways to 
youth at risk of marginalisation or with experience of detention, it transforms inclusion from a generic 
principle into a concrete reintegration mechanism grounded in skills development, agency building and 
access to meaningful professional roles. 

The initiative also reinforces governance and safeguarding standards by translating European values—
such as transparency, accountability, gender equality and protection of vulnerable individuals—into 
operational practices and organisational procedures. Rather than remaining at the level of policy 
alignment, these principles are embedded into training content, methodological guidelines and 
institutional processes. 

Finally, You(th) Will Be Free strengthens Euro-Mediterranean cooperation and cross-regional learning by 
fostering structured collaboration among partners from EU and MENA countries. Through shared 
methodologies, joint training activities and co-designed outputs, the project promotes mutual capacity 
building and the transfer of governance-oriented approaches across diverse socio-political contexts, 
thereby enhancing both regional dialogue and the external added value of EU action. 

A distinctive feature of the project lies in its ability to translate policy principles into operational tools 
and institutional practices, rather than limiting impact to awareness raising. 

The Impact Composite Index framework developed within this report further represents a transferable 
methodological asset for EU-funded programmes operating in complex, multi-country inclusion 
ecosystems. 

 

Overall Strategic Position 

You(th) Will Be Free demonstrates that youth capacity building, when designed strategically and 
embedded within a coherent Theory of Change, can evolve beyond individual learning outcomes and 
contribute to genuine institutional strengthening. The project shows that investing in the competences 
of youth workers does not merely improve personal skills, but can generate organisational 
consolidation, methodological standardisation and long-term internal training capacity within partner 
institutions. 



 

 

At the same time, the experience confirms that empowerment pathways for vulnerable youth can move 
beyond short-term participation and activate structured sustainability mechanisms. By combining 
professional orientation, experiential learning and cascading peer models, the project illustrates how 
empowerment can become a driver of continuity, replication and strategic follow-up initiatives rather 
than a temporary engagement moment. 

Finally, the project evidences that monitoring and evaluation, when integrated from the outset and 
aligned with strategic objectives, can function as governance instruments rather than simple 
compliance exercises. Through milestone-based monitoring, contribution analysis and the 
development of an Impact Composite Index, evaluation becomes a decision-support and steering tool, 
capable of informing adaptive management, strengthening accountability and guiding institutional 
evolution. 

The project does not claim full systemic reform within its timeframe. However, it provides credible 
evidence of transition from validated high impact toward advanced institutional consolidation. 

The next stage of transformation depends on longitudinal tracking, institutional adoption and continued 
strategic alignment with EU funding instruments. 

 

 

  



 

 

2. STRATEGIC AND CONCEPTUAL 
FOUNDATIONS 
 

2.1 Purpose and Scope of the Evaluation 

The purpose of this Impact Evaluation is to systematically assess the extent to which You(th) Will Be 
Free has generated measurable, meaningful, and sustainable change at individual, organisational and 
systemic level, in line with the objectives defined in the Grant Agreement. 

The evaluation serves four interrelated functions: 

1. Accountability – to demonstrate the degree of achievement of the project’s specific objectives 
and expected results. 

2. Learning – to identify effective mechanisms of change and areas for improvement. 

3. Strategic positioning – to assess the added value of the project within the Mediterranean and 
MENA youth work ecosystem. 

4. Replicability and policy relevance – to provide a transferable evaluation model for future EU-
funded initiatives. 

The scope of the evaluation covers: 

• The capacity-building process of 24 youth workers across 8 partner organisations. 

• The engagement and professional orientation of 30 young people at risk of marginalisation or 
with experience of detention. 

• The development and pilot implementation of a scalable educational pathway. 

• The institutional strengthening and cross-national collaboration generated by the consortium. 

• The project’s contribution to systemic change in youth inclusion practices. 

The evaluation adopts a mixed-methods, contribution-oriented approach, recognising that in 
complex social interventions causal attribution cannot be reduced to linear causality but must be 
examined through evidence-based plausibility. 

 

2.2 Alignment with the Grant Agreement and EU Policy Framework 

The evaluation framework is explicitly anchored in the Specific Objectives defined in the Grant 
Agreement: 

• SO1: Increase specific competences of 24 youth workers in psychology, deviance pedagogy and 
cultural mediation. 

• SO2: Enhance awareness among 30 young people from the target group regarding the youth 
worker profession and its professional opportunities. 



 

 

• SO3: Develop and pilot a scalable educational pathway enabling at-risk youth and ex-offenders 
to become youth workers and role models through a cascading approach. 

The Theory of Change and all evaluation indicators derive directly from these objectives. 

Moreover, the evaluation aligns with key EU strategic priorities: 

• Strengthening youth work quality and professionalisation. 

• Promoting social inclusion and rehabilitation pathways. 

• Enhancing employability and access to decent work. 

• Supporting cross-regional cooperation in the Mediterranean. 

The evaluation also reflects internationally recognised standards, particularly the OECD/DAC criteria of 
relevance, effectiveness, impact and sustainability.1 

By structurally linking outputs, outcomes and long-term impact to the GA objectives, the evaluation 
ensures coherence between implementation, monitoring (WP5), and strategic objectives. 

 

2.3 Evaluation Questions 

The evaluation is guided by a set of structured evaluation questions organised across three analytical 
levels: effectiveness, transformation and sustainability. These questions structure data collection, 
analysis and interpretation throughout the monitoring timeline (M1–3, M8–9, M14–15, M19–20, M22–24). 

 

 
1 Detailed alignment with OECD/DAC criteria is operationalised through the Impact Composite Index (Section 3.8). 

Effectiveness
1.To what extent did the project increase the professional competences of participating youth 

workers?

2.To what extent did target youth increase their awareness, professional aspiration and self-
confidence?

3.Were the planned outputs delivered with the expected quality and participation rates?

Transformation
4.To what extent did youth workers apply newly acquired competences in real contexts?

5.Did participating youth demonstrate behavioural or attitudinal shifts toward professional 
engagement?

6.Did the project generate cascading or multiplier effects within organisations and communities?

Sustainability and Systemic Impact
7.Have partner organisations integrated the developed tools and methods into their regular practice?

8.Are there early signs of replication or transferability beyond the consortium?

9.What evidence exists that the project contributes to longer-term inclusion and employability 
pathways?



 

 

2.4 Theory of Change 

The Theory of Change (ToC) of You(th) Will Be Free provides the conceptual and causal architecture 
underpinning the project’s intervention logic. It articulates how and why the planned activities are 
expected to generate measurable outcomes and sustainable systemic impact within the Mediterranean 
and MENA youth work ecosystem. 

The ToC is grounded in the assumption that strengthening the competences of youth workers, while 
simultaneously offering structured professional pathways to young people at risk of marginalisation or 
with experience of detention, can activate sustainable mechanisms of rehabilitation, inclusion and 
professional reintegration. 

The framework is directly anchored in the three Specific Objectives defined in the Grant Agreement: 

• SO1: Increase the specific competences of 24 youth workers from 8 partner organisations in 
psychology, deviance pedagogy and cultural mediation. 

• SO2: Enhance awareness among 30 young people from the target group regarding the youth 
worker profession, including its objectives, required competences and professional 
opportunities. 

• SO3: Develop and pilot a scalable and replicable educational pathway enabling at-risk youth 
and ex-offenders to become youth workers and peer role models through a cascading training 
model. 

The Theory of Change integrates these objectives into a coherent transformation model spanning 
individual, organisational and systemic levels. It constitutes the backbone of the evaluation framework 
described in Chapter 3 and operationalised through the indicator matrix and Impact Composite Index 
(ICI). 

 

2.4.1 Problem Definition 

In several Mediterranean and MENA contexts, the quality of youth work is not sufficiently equipped — in 
terms of competences, methodologies and operational tools — to function effectively as a lever for 
rehabilitation and inclusion of young ex-offenders or youth at high risk of deviance and social exclusion. 

This structural gap produces two interconnected challenges: 

1. Youth workers often lack specialised competences necessary to address complex vulnerability 
dynamics (trauma, stigma, behavioural risk, social exclusion). 

2. At-risk youth frequently lack access to structured professional pathways capable of fostering 
identity reconstruction, agency development and access to decent work. 

As a consequence, cycles of vulnerability, marginalisation and limited employability remain persistent. 

The project intervenes precisely at the intersection between youth work professionalisation and youth 
reintegration pathways, targeting both sides of the inclusion equation simultaneously. 

 

 



 

 

2.4.2 Impact Vision 

The long-term vision of You(th) Will Be Free is to transform youth work into a transnational 
Mediterranean device for inclusion and rehabilitation, capable of: 

• Enhancing the quality and professional standards of youth work interventions; 

• Activating professional trajectories for young people from the target group as youth workers; 

• Generating a cascading model of empowerment and peer influence; 

• Strengthening cross-regional cooperation among Mediterranean organisations. 

The ultimate ambition is to contribute to the professionalisation of rehabilitative youth work and to 
establish a transferable model across Mediterranean ecosystems. Beyond the lifespan of the project, 
this vision implies a shift from fragmented inclusion initiatives toward structurally embedded, 
competence-based and governance-aligned youth work systems. In this perspective, youth work 
becomes not only a social support function, but a recognised pillar of reintegration infrastructure, 
capable of linking personal empowerment, institutional accountability and cross-border cooperation 
into a coherent and sustainable framework. 

 

2.4.3 Target Groups and Beneficiaries 

The intervention strategy of You(th) Will Be Free is built upon a carefully defined multi-level target 
structure, reflecting the systemic nature of the identified problem. Rather than focusing exclusively on 
either professionals or beneficiaries, the project deliberately engages both those who deliver youth work 
and those who experience vulnerability, in order to activate complementary and mutually reinforcing 
change dynamics. 

 

Primary beneficiaries: 

• 24 youth workers from 8 partner organisations. 

• 30 young people at risk of marginalisation or with experience of detention across 8 countries 
(Italy, Greece, Malta, North Macedonia, Syria, Jordan, Egypt and Tunisia). 

 

Secondary beneficiaries: 

• Youth organisations and stakeholders operating in the field of inclusion and rehabilitation 
(including at least 30 youth associations involved in multiplication activities). 

• The broader Mediterranean youth ecosystem benefiting from methodological transferability 
and knowledge products. 

 

The inclusion of both professional actors and vulnerable youth reflects the dual-level transformation 
logic embedded in the ToC. 

 



 

 

2.4.4 Change Hypothesis 

The core causal hypothesis underpinning the intervention can be summarised as follows: 

If: 

• Youth workers are equipped with advanced competences in psychology, deviance pedagogy 
and cultural mediation; 

• At-risk youth are exposed to a structured, participatory and professionalising educational 
pathway; 

• A cascading model enables trained youth to act as peer role models; 

• Knowledge products and dissemination mechanisms amplify learning beyond the consortium; 

 

Then: 

• The quality and inclusiveness of youth interventions will increase; 

• Target youth will develop professional identity, self-efficacy and agency; 

• Partner organisations will strengthen their capacity to include vulnerable youth; 

• A sustainable and replicable model of rehabilitative youth work will emerge across 
Mediterranean contexts. 

 

This hypothesis is empirically tested through the mixed-method evaluation design described in Chapter 
3 and synthesised via the Impact Composite Index (Section 3.8 and Chapter 5). 

 

2.4.5 Inputs, Activities and Outputs 

The operational backbone of You(th) Will Be Free is structured through a coherent chain linking strategic 
resources (inputs), coordinated implementation processes (activities) and verifiable deliverables 
(outputs). This architecture translates the Theory of Change into concrete action and ensures 
traceability between what was mobilised, what was implemented and what was produced. By clearly 
distinguishing these layers, the project guarantees analytical clarity and creates the immediate 
evidence base upon which outcome measurement and impact assessment are subsequently built. 

Inputs 

• Transnational expertise from 8 partner organisations. 

• Structured training modules and research outputs. 

• Monitoring, quality assurance and impact measurement framework (WP5). 

• Organisational infrastructure and cross-national network capital. 

 

 



 

 

Core Activities (Work Packages) 

• WP2 – Research and Preparation: Development of guidelines, call for interest, participant 
profiling, preparatory training (T2.2). 

• WP3 – Pilot Educational Pathway: Workshops, structured training sessions, job shadowing, 
co-design of activities and proposal drafting. 

• WP4 – Dissemination and Multiplication: Co-produced dissemination materials and final 
multiplier event. 

• WP5 – Monitoring and Impact Evaluation: Data collection tools (questionnaires, tests, 
database), milestone step-control meetings, quality monitoring and final evaluation report. 

Tangible Outputs 

• Specific manual for youth workers on training youth at high risk of criminalisation. 

• Report on the youth worker role in Mediterranean/MENA contexts. 

• Pilot educational pathway, scalable and replicable. 

• Project reports and outputs from WP3 (including the “You(th) Will Be Free” report and drafted 
project proposals). 

• D5.1 Impact Evaluation Report. 

Outputs constitute the immediate evidence layer upon which outcome and impact assessment are 
built. 

 

2.4.6 Outcomes 

Building on the defined inputs, activities and outputs, the project’s outcomes describe the progressive 
changes generated at individual, organisational and systemic levels. In line with the Theory of Change, 
these outcomes are structured along a temporal continuum—short-term, medium-term and long-
term—allowing a clear distinction between immediate learning effects, institutional consolidation 
processes and broader structural impact signals. This layered approach ensures analytical coherence 
between implementation, monitoring and impact assessment. 

Short-Term Outcomes 

At individual level – Youth Workers: 

• Measurable increase in competences related to psychology, deviance pedagogy and cultural 
mediation. 

• Increased self-efficacy in working with vulnerable youth. 

• Improved capacity to apply non-formal education tools in real contexts. 

At individual level – Target Youth: 

• Increased awareness of the youth worker profession. 

• Increased professional aspiration and orientation. 



 

 

• Increased self-confidence and perceived agency. 

At organisational level: 

• Strengthened transnational cooperation among the 8 partner organisations. 

• Improved internal competences for inclusive youth work. 

Medium-Term Outcomes 

• Application of acquired competences in real organisational contexts. 

• Emergence of youth participants as peer facilitators and co-designers. 

• Institutionalisation of the manual and pilot pathway within partner organisations. 

• Strengthened capacity of organisations to include ex-offenders and at-risk youth in future 
projects. 

Long-Term Impact 

• Youth work consolidated as a stable instrument of rehabilitation and inclusion in 
Mediterranean/MENA contexts. 

• Improved employability trajectories for participating youth through professionalisation as youth 
workers. 

• Replication and transferability of the pilot model beyond the consortium. 

• Consolidation of a positive Mediterranean network supporting inclusive youth practices. 

Long-term impact is assessed through contribution analysis and sustainability indicators (Chapters 5 
and 6). 

 

2.4.7 Assumptions and Critical Conditions 

The causal chain relies on several key assumptions: 

• Competences acquired by the 24 youth workers are transferable to real intervention contexts. 

• Non-formal education and learning-by-doing are effective engagement strategies for the target 
group. 

• The cascading peer model is socially and culturally viable in participating countries. 

• Organisational ecosystems are sufficiently receptive to integrate and sustain project outputs. 

These assumptions are explicitly considered within the evaluation framework through milestone-based 
monitoring and contribution analysis (Chapters 3, 4 and 7). 

 

2.4.8 Change Mechanisms 

The transformation logic of the project operates through five interconnected mechanisms: 



 

 

1. Capacity Building Mechanism 
Skills acquisition improves the quality and inclusiveness of youth interventions. 

2. Professional Identity Mechanism 
Exposure to structured pathways fosters identity shift from “beneficiary” to “future youth 
worker”. 

3. Experiential Learning Mechanism 
Job shadowing and learning-by-doing increase self-efficacy and applied competence. 

4. Cascading Peer Mechanism 
Trained youth act as role models and facilitators, amplifying impact within communities. 

5. Knowledge Transfer Mechanism 
Manuals, reports and dissemination activities enhance replicability and scalability across 
contexts. 

These mechanisms bridge the conceptual architecture of the Theory of Change with the empirical 
measurement strategy (indicator framework and ICI), ensuring coherence between intervention logic 
and evaluation methodology. 

 

2.5 Impact Pathway and Logical Causality Model 

The Impact Pathway articulates the logical progression from resources to systemic change through 
clearly defined mechanisms. 

Step 1 – Capacity Activation 

Training enhances youth workers’ technical and relational competences. 
Mechanism: knowledge transfer + experiential learning. 

Step 2 – Identity and Agency Activation 

Target youth engage in participatory and professionalising activities. 
Mechanism: exposure to role models + learning-by-doing + job shadowing. 

Step 3 – Cascading and Institutionalisation 

Youth begin acting as facilitators; organisations integrate tools into practice. 
Mechanism: peer modelling + organisational learning. 

Step 4 – Systemic Consolidation 

The pilot pathway becomes replicable and transferable beyond the consortium. 
Mechanism: knowledge products + dissemination + network continuity. 

The model acknowledges that causal attribution in complex social systems cannot be absolute. 
Therefore, the evaluation adopts a contribution analysis approach, examining whether observed 
changes are plausibly linked to project activities and whether alternative explanations can reasonably 
be excluded. 

 

 



 

 

 

  



 

 

 

THEORY OF CHANGE → INDICATOR MATRIX 

Youth Will Be Free – Impact Evaluation Framework 

 

1 OUTPUT LEVEL (Immediate, tangible results) 

ToC 
Component 

Indicator Type Data Source Monitoring 
Timing 

Responsible 

Manual for 
youth workers 
developed 

Manual 
completed and 
validated 

Output 
(binary) 

Deliverable 
submission 

M14-15 WP3 + WP5 

Pilot 
educational 
pathway 
implemented 

# training 
sessions 
delivered 

Quantitative Training 
attendance 
sheets 

M14-15 WP3 

# participants 
(youth workers) 
completing full 
pathway 

Quantitative Completion 
records 

M14-15 WP3 + WP5 

30 target youth 
involved 

# target youth 
engaged 

Quantitative Registration 
database 

M8-9 WP2 + WP5 

Dissemination 
products 
produced 

# dissemination 
materials 
produced 

Quantitative WP4 
documentation 

M19-20 WP4 

 

 

2 SHORT-TERM OUTCOMES (M8-15) 

A. Youth Workers Capacity Increase (SO1) 

Outcome Indicator Baseline Target Data Tool Monitoring 

Increased 
knowledge in 
deviance pedagogy 

% improvement 
pre/post test 

Pre-training 
test (M8-9) 

≥30% 
increase 

Structured 
competency test 

M14-15 

Increased self-
efficacy in working 
with at-risk youth 

Self-efficacy 
scale (Likert) 

Baseline 
survey 

≥25% 
increase 

Survey + 
validated scale 

M14-15 

Ability to apply 
tools in real setting 

% reporting 
practical 
application 

Baseline = 0 ≥70% Follow-up 
questionnaire 

M14-15 

 



 

 

 

B. Target Youth Professional Awareness (SO2) 

Outcome Indicator Baseline Target Tool Monitoring 

Awareness of 
youth worker 
profession 

% correctly 
identifying role 
competencies 

Baseline 
survey M8-9 

≥60% 
increase 

Knowledge 
survey 

M14-15 

Increased 
professional 
aspiration 

% expressing 
intention to pursue 
pathway 

Baseline 
intention 

≥50% Structured 
interview 

M14-15 

Increased self-
confidence 

Change in 
confidence index 

Baseline 
index 

≥20% Self-
perception 
scale 

M14-15 

 

 

 

3 MEDIUM-TERM OUTCOMES (M19-20) 

A. Institutional Strengthening 

Outcome Indicator Target Data Source Monitoring 

Improved organisational 
capacity 

% partners integrating 
manual in practice 

≥75% Partner survey M19-20 

Increased cross-national 
collaboration 

# joint initiatives developed ≥3 Consortium 
records 

M19-20 

 

B. Cascading Effect 

Outcome Indicator Target Tool Monitoring 

Youth acting as peer role models # youth facilitating 
activities 

≥10 Activity 
reports 

M19-20 

New project proposals co-
developed 

# proposals drafted ≥2 WP3 output M19-20 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

4 LONG-TERM IMPACT (M22-24 and beyond) 

A. Professional Inclusion 

Impact Indicator Measurement 
Strategy 

Timing 

Youth entering youth work or 
related sectors 

% participants engaged in youth 
work 6 months after 

Follow-up tracking M22-
24 

Improved employability Self-reported employability index 
change 

Longitudinal survey M22-
24 

 

B. Systemic Change 

Impact Indicator Measurement Strategy Timing 

Replication of pilot 
pathway 

# organisations adopting model External stakeholder 
survey 

M22-
24 

Policy relevance References to project outputs in 
policy documents 

Desk review M22-
24 

Network 
consolidation 

Active Mediterranean network 
maintained 

Consortium agreement 
evidence 

M22-
24 

 

 

 

 

5 CROSS-CUTTING QUALITY & RISK MONITORING (WP5) 

Area Indicator Monitoring 

Participation risk Drop-out rate Each milestone 

Gender/inclusion 
balance 

% women / vulnerable 
participants 

M8-9 / M14-15 

Data protection 
compliance 

GDPR compliance check Continuous 

Adaptive management # corrective actions taken Step-control meetings (M1-3, M8-9, M14-
15, M19-20, M22-24) 

 

  



 

 

3. EVALUATION DESIGN AND 
METHODOLOGICAL ARCHITECTURE 
 

The evaluation design of Youth Will Be Free has been structured as a rigorous, theory-driven and mixed-
methods framework capable of capturing multidimensional change across individual, organisational 
and systemic levels. 

Recognising the complexity of social innovation processes in transnational contexts, the 
methodological architecture combines formative and summative elements, integrates developmental 
components, and adopts a contribution-oriented logic to assess plausibility of impact. The evaluation 
philosophy adopted in this report prioritises methodological transparency, conservative interpretation 
of evidence and contribution-based reasoning over deterministic attribution claims. 

 

3.1 Evaluation Approach 

3.1.1 Formative and Summative Integration 

The evaluation integrates: 

• Formative evaluation, supporting adaptive management throughout implementation (M1–3, 
M8–9, M14–15, M19–20). 

• Summative evaluation, assessing overall effectiveness, outcomes and impact at the final stage 
(M22–24). 

Formative components enable real-time feedback loops between Work Packages, allowing corrective 
adjustments where necessary. Summative components assess whether the intervention achieved its 
intended transformation. 

This dual approach ensures both accountability and learning. 

 

3.1.2 Developmental Evaluation Elements 

Given the innovative and cross-regional nature of the pilot pathway, the evaluation incorporates 
developmental elements, particularly during the design and piloting phases (WP2–WP3). 

These elements allow: 

• Iterative refinement of tools and methodologies. 

• Adaptive calibration to cultural and contextual differences across partner countries. 

• Continuous feedback from participants and facilitators. 

This approach acknowledges that innovation in social systems requires flexibility while preserving 
methodological rigour. 



 

 

3.1.3 Contribution Analysis Logic 

Due to the absence of experimental control groups and the complexity of social ecosystems, the 
evaluation adopts a contribution analysis framework. 

Rather than claiming strict causal attribution, the evaluation examines: 

• Whether the Theory of Change is logically coherent; 

• Whether expected outcomes occurred; 

• Whether alternative explanations can reasonably be excluded; 

• Whether evidence triangulation supports a plausible contribution of project activities to 
observed change. 

This approach aligns with internationally recognised standards for evaluating complex social 
interventions. 

 

3.2 Mixed-Methods Strategy 

The evaluation employs a convergent mixed-methods strategy, integrating quantitative and qualitative 
evidence. 

3.2.1 Quantitative Tools 

• Pre- and post-training competency tests for youth workers. 

• Structured surveys measuring awareness, aspiration and self-efficacy among target youth. 

• Participation and completion rate tracking. 

• Standardised Likert-scale instruments for confidence and professional orientation. 

• KPI tracking grid linked to milestone monitoring. 

Quantitative data provides measurable evidence of change and supports composite index calculation. 

3.2.2 Qualitative Tools 

• Semi-structured interviews with youth workers and target youth. 

• Focus groups during pilot implementation. 

• Reflective journals and observation notes. 

• Organisational feedback sessions. 

• Case narratives documenting identity shifts and cascading effects. 

Qualitative data captures depth, context and mechanisms of change that cannot be fully measured 
numerically. 

3.2.3 Triangulation Approach 

Data triangulation occurs at three levels: 



 

 

1. Methodological triangulation – combining surveys, interviews, observation and administrative 
records. 

2. Source triangulation – cross-validating perspectives from youth workers, target youth and 
organisational representatives. 

3. Temporal triangulation – comparing baseline, midline and endline measurements across 
milestones. 

Triangulation strengthens internal validity and reduces bias. 

 

3.3 Indicator Framework 

The Indicator Framework represents the operational bridge between the conceptual architecture of the 
Theory of Change and the empirical measurement of results. While the Theory of Change defines the 
causal logic of transformation, the indicator system translates that logic into observable, verifiable and 
comparable variables. In this sense, the framework functions as the measurement backbone of the 
entire evaluation architecture, ensuring that each declared objective is associated with a clearly defined 
metric, data source and monitoring timeline. 

The development of the indicator framework followed three guiding principles: conceptual coherence, 
methodological rigour and auditability. Conceptual coherence ensures that every indicator is directly 
anchored to the Specific Objectives and expected outcomes defined in the Grant Agreement. 
Methodological rigour guarantees that indicators are measurable and suitable for both quantitative and 
qualitative analysis. Auditability ensures that each metric can be traced back to a documented data 
source and verified at predefined milestones. 

By structuring indicators across output, outcome and impact levels, and embedding them into a 
milestone-driven KPI grid (WP5), the framework enables systematic monitoring throughout the project 
lifecycle and provides the evidentiary foundation for contribution analysis and the Impact Composite 
Index calculation. 

The indicator framework operationalises the Theory of Change into measurable variables. 

 

3.3.1 SMART Indicators 

The adoption of SMART indicators reflects a consolidated international standard in programme planning 
and evaluation. The SMART framework was originally introduced by Doran (1981) in the field of 
management by objectives and has since been widely institutionalised in public policy evaluation, 
development cooperation and EU-funded programme monitoring. It is explicitly recommended in 
results-based management approaches (UNDP, 2009), in the OECD/DAC evaluation guidance, and in 
the European Commission’s Better Regulation Guidelines and Logical Framework methodologies. 

The SMART approach ensures that indicators are not merely descriptive aspirations, but operational 
measurement tools capable of linking objectives, activities and outcomes in a verifiable and time-
sensitive manner. Within complex social interventions—such as youth inclusion and capacity-building 
programmes—the use of SMART indicators enhances clarity, comparability and accountability, while 
reducing ambiguity in performance assessment. 



 

 

In the context of You(th) Will Be Free, the SMART framework guarantees that each indicator remains 
tightly anchored to the Specific Objectives defined in the Grant Agreement and to the milestone-based 

monitoring system embedded in WP5. All indicators are SMART: 

 

 

. 

3.3.2 Output vs Outcome vs Impact Indicators 

The framework distinguishes clearly between three analytical layers: 

Output indicators 
Measure tangible deliverables (manual, reports, training sessions delivered, participation numbers). 

Outcome indicators 
Measure short- and medium-term changes (competence increase, awareness shift, application of 
skills, institutional integration). 

Impact indicators 
Measure longer-term structural changes (replication, professional inclusion, sustainability signals). 

This separation prevents conceptual conflation and ensures analytical clarity. 

Specific – clearly linked to defined objectives.

Measurable – quantified or structured through 
validated scales.

Achievable – aligned with project scope and 
duration.

Relevant – directly connected to SO1, SO2 and 
SO3

Time-bound – measured at predefined 
milestones.



 

 

3.3.3 KPI Tracking Grid 

A structured KPI tracking grid is implemented within WP5, linking: 

• Indicator definition 

• Data source 

• Responsible partner 

• Measurement timing (M1–3, M8–9, M14–15, M19–20, M22–24) 

• Verification method 

The grid ensures traceability and auditability of results. 

 

3.4 Baseline, Counterfactual and Attribution Strategy 

3.4.1 Baseline Reconstruction 

Baseline data is collected at M8–9 through: 

• Pre-training competency assessments; 

• Initial awareness and aspiration surveys; 

• Organisational capacity self-assessments. 

Where retrospective baseline reconstruction is necessary, structured recall methods are applied with 
caution and documented limitations. 

 

3.4.2 Counterfactual Logic 

In the absence of a control group, the evaluation applies internal counterfactual proxies, including: 

• Pre/post comparisons; 

• Within-group variance analysis; 

• Qualitative exploration of alternative explanatory factors. 

The evaluation explicitly acknowledges that counterfactual estimation remains limited in non-
experimental designs. 

 

3.4.3 Contribution vs Attribution 

The evaluation does not claim deterministic attribution. Instead, it assesses whether: 

• Observed changes align with the expected causal pathway; 

• Timing of change corresponds with intervention phases; 

• Alternative plausible explanations are weak or unsupported by evidence. 



 

 

This contribution-oriented stance enhances credibility and methodological honesty. 

 

3.4.4 Limitations in Causal Inference 

The evaluation recognises: 

• Small sample sizes; 

• Contextual variability across countries; 

• Potential social desirability bias; 

• Limited post-project follow-up time. 

These limitations are transparently documented to avoid overclaiming impact. 

 

3.5 Data Collection Tools 

A robust impact evaluation depends on the reliability, diversity and coherence of its data 
sources. For this reason, the data collection architecture of You(th) Will Be Free was 
intentionally designed as a multi-layered system capable of capturing both measurable change 
and contextualised transformation processes. The selection of tools reflects the mixed-
methods strategy described in Section 3.2 and ensures alignment with the Theory of Change, 
the indicator framework and the milestone-based monitoring structure. 

Data collection instruments were chosen according to three guiding principles: 
methodological triangulation, proportionality to project scale and auditability. Quantitative 
tools allow structured measurement of change across time, while qualitative tools capture 
depth, mechanisms and experiential dimensions that numerical indicators alone cannot fully 
explain. Administrative and dashboard-based systems ensure traceability, real-time 
monitoring and structured aggregation for Impact Composite Index (ICI) computation. 

 

Surveys

Structured digital surveys are administered at baseline and endline, incorporating validated scales 
where available.

Focus Groups

Facilitated group discussions capture experiential dimensions of participation, identity shift and 
perceived empowerment.

Semi-Structured Interviews

In-depth interviews with selected participants and organisational representatives provide 
contextualised understanding of mechanisms.

Administrative Data

Attendance records, participation rates, training completion logs and dissemination outputs are 
systematically collected and stored in a central database.



 

 

Together, these tools form an integrated evidence ecosystem, ensuring that findings are not dependent 
on a single source or method, but supported by convergent and cross-validated data streams. A 
structured monitoring dashboard aggregates KPIs in real time, enabling adaptive management and 
supporting the Impact Composite Index calculation. 

 

3.6 Data Analysis Procedures 

Data analysis in You(th) Will Be Free was designed to ensure methodological rigour, 
transparency and coherence with the Theory of Change and the Indicator Framework. Given 
the multidimensional nature of the intervention—spanning individual learning, organisational 
strengthening and systemic signals—the analytical strategy combines statistical examination, 
qualitative interpretation and structured validation protocols. 

The objective of the analysis phase is not merely to describe collected data, but to interpret 
patterns of change, assess plausibility of contribution and ensure robustness of findings. 
Quantitative and qualitative streams are analysed independently and then integrated through 
triangulation, enabling both measurement precision and contextual depth. Particular attention 
is paid to consistency across milestones, comparability across partner countries and the 
methodological integrity of the Impact Composite Index (ICI). 

The following analytical procedures were applied. 

Quantitative Analysis 

• Descriptive statistics (mean, variance, percentage change). 

• Pre/post comparative analysis. 

• Normalisation of indicators for composite index calculation. 

• Sensitivity checks on weighted aggregation. 

Qualitative Coding 

Interview and focus group data are analysed using structured thematic coding, identifying: 

• Competence development patterns; 

• Identity transformation narratives; 

• Evidence of cascading mechanisms; 

• Institutional change signals. 

Pattern Identification 

Cross-case comparison is conducted across countries to detect recurring transformation patterns and 
contextual divergences. 

Validity Checks 

• Internal consistency verification across instruments. 



 

 

• Cross-validation between qualitative and quantitative findings. 

• Documentation of missing data and anomalies. 

• Sensitivity analysis for index robustness. 

 

3.7 Ethics, Inclusion and Data Protection 

Ethical integrity and data protection are foundational pillars of the evaluation framework of 
You(th) Will Be Free. Given the sensitivity of working with vulnerable young people—including 
individuals at risk of marginalisation or with experience of detention—the evaluation design 
integrates strict ethical safeguards and compliance mechanisms from the outset. Ethical 
considerations are not treated as procedural add-ons, but as structural conditions ensuring 
legitimacy, trust and methodological credibility. 

The evaluation adheres to European standards of data protection and responsible research 
conduct, ensuring that all data collection, storage and analysis procedures respect individual 
rights, confidentiality and dignity. At the same time, the approach recognises that inclusion 
requires more than representation: it demands culturally sensitive instruments, non-
stigmatising language and safe participation environments. 

In addition, the evaluation framework proactively addresses potential biases that may affect 
reliability or interpretation of findings. Through standardisation, triangulation and transparent 
documentation, the project seeks to strengthen the robustness and fairness of its analytical 
processes. All data collection and storage procedures comply with EU General Data Protection 
Regulation (GDPR). Given the vulnerability of the target group, the evaluation ensures precise 
boundaries. The evaluation proactively addresses potential biases. 

GDPR Compliance 

• Informed consent obtained from all participants. 

• Anonymisation of personal data. 

• Secure digital storage. 

• Limited access rights. 

Inclusion of Vulnerable Groups 

• Voluntary participation. 

• Psychological safety in interviews and focus groups. 

• Non-stigmatising language in all instruments. 

• Cultural sensitivity across participating countries. 

Bias Mitigation Strategy 

• Social desirability bias mitigated through anonymous surveys. 

• Researcher bias reduced through standardised instruments. 



 

 

• Confirmation bias limited via triangulation. 

• Attrition bias monitored through participation tracking. 

 

3.8 Impact Composite Index as a Transferable EU Best Practice 
Framework 

3.8.1 Positioning and Rationale 

Within complex, multi-country and multi-level interventions such as You(th) Will Be Free, impact cannot 
be reduced to a single output or outcome metric. The project therefore adopts an Impact Composite 
Index (ICI) as a structured synthesis tool capable of aggregating multidimensional change across: 

• Capacity building (youth workers) 

• Empowerment and professional orientation (target youth) 

• Institutional strengthening and cascading 

• Systemic, dissemination and sustainability impact 

The ICI is not conceived as a substitute for qualitative analysis or contribution logic. Rather, it operates 
as: 

• A benchmarking instrument 

• A decision-support tool 

• A structured synthesis mechanism 

• A governance-oriented monitoring device 

The index is fully embedded in the Theory of Change and the indicator matrix described in Sections 2.4 
and 3.3, and operationalised through milestone monitoring windows (Chapter 4). 

Importantly, the ICI is designed as a transferable framework for EU-funded projects operating in: 

• Capacity building 

• Inclusion pathways 

• Youth work systems 

• Cross-national Institutional Strengthening & Structural Consolidation 

This positions D5.1 not merely as an evaluation report, but as a replicable methodological contribution. 

While the ICI introduces enhanced analytical dimensions for synthesis and governance learning, all 
indicators remain fully anchored in the Specific Objectives defined in the Grant Agreement. 

 

3.8.2 Alignment with OECD/DAC Evaluation Standards 

To ensure international comparability and methodological defensibility, the ICI is explicitly anchored to 
the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria. 



 

 

The following mapping clarifies alignment: 

OECD/DAC 
Criterion 

ICI Dimension(s) Operationalisation in D5.1 

Relevance D1 + D2 Alignment between identified needs (baseline) and 
measured competence and empowerment gains 

Effectiveness Overall ICI Degree of achievement of targets relative to baseline 
and expected change 

Efficiency Cross-cutting 
(optional module) 

Effort-adjusted interpretation (hours/participant vs 
improvement scores) 

Impact D3 + D4 Institutional uptake, cascading, dissemination reach, 
systemic signals 

Sustainability D4 + D5 Institutional embedding, replication logic, strategic 
continuity activation 

 

This mapping ensures that: 

• The index is not arbitrary. 

• Each dimension reflects internationally recognised evaluation criteria. 

• The composite score remains interpretable within global evaluation standards. 

By embedding OECD/DAC logic, the ICI becomes comparable across EU programmes and policy 
domains. 

 

3.8.3 Formal Architecture of the ICI 

Dimension Structure and Weights 

The ICI is structured across five macro-dimensions: 

Dimension Description Weight 

D1 Capacity Building & Professional Development 25% 

D2 Youth Empowerment & Reintegration 25% 

D3 Institutional Strengthening & Structural Consolidation 20% 

D4 Dissemination & Ecosystem Reach 15% 

D5 Sustainability & Strategic Continuity 15% 

 

Weighting reflects: 

• Centrality of individual-level change (D1–D2) 



 

 

• Structural consolidation importance (D3) 

• Systemic amplification (D4) 

• Continuity and policy transition (D5) 

Normalisation and Aggregation 

All indicators are: 

• Normalised on a 0–100 scale 

• Aggregated within dimensions via weighted averages 

• Combined through linear weighted aggregation 

Formal expression: 

ICI = Σ (Dimension Score × Weight) 

Optional cap rule (for over-performance) may be applied at 120 before normalisation to avoid inflation 
bias while preserving excellence recognition. 

All methodological choices (weights, caps, thresholds) are explicitly documented to guarantee 
transparency and replicability. 

 

3.8.4 Interpretation Thresholds 

To enhance comparability and decision-usefulness, the following interpretative ranges are adopted: 

 

ICI Score Interpretation 

0–39 Limited Impact 

40–59 Moderate Impact 

60–79 Strong Impact 

80–100 Transformative / High Impact 

>100 Systemic Breakthrough (only with strong D4–D5 evidence) 

 

Importantly, the composite score is always accompanied by: 

• Narrative contribution analysis (Section 5.5) 

• Qualitative triangulation evidence 

• Sustainability and structural maturity assessment (Chapter 6) 

This prevents reductionism and maintains analytical depth. 

 

 



 

 

3.8.5 Robustness, Sensitivity and Validity Protocol 

The credibility of a composite index depends on its robustness. The ICI therefore integrates four 
validation mechanisms. 

1. Sensitivity Analysis 

Weight perturbation ±5% is tested to verify stability of the final score. 

Reported metric: 
“ICI range under weight perturbation” 

If variation remains within ±5 points, the index is considered stable. 

2. Construct Validity 

Internal coherence is assessed by verifying that: 

• Indicators within the same dimension move in consistent direction. 

• Qualitative findings support quantitative trends. 

Triangulation across: 

• Surveys 

• Organisational evaluations 

• Deliverables 

• Administrative records 

ensures construct robustness. 

3. Data Quality Protocol (WP5) 

The index relies on: 

• Unique indicator definitions 

• Standardised data collection templates 

• Missing data handling rules 

• Audit trail documentation 

• Centralised database storage 

A technical data dictionary supports indicator traceability. 

4. Bias and Fairness Safeguards 

Where feasible, data are disaggregated by: 

• Gender 

• Vulnerability status 

• Country context 

Bias mitigation includes: 



 

 

• Anonymous instruments 

• Cross-source triangulation 

• Explicit limitation disclosure (Chapter 7) 

These measures make the ICI methodologically defensible under critical scrutiny. 

 

3.8.6 Milestone Anchoring and Adaptive Governance Function 

The ICI is integrated into the official monitoring windows: 

Milestone ICI Function 

M1–3 Indicator definition, baseline protocol, database setup 

M8–9 Baseline measurement (D1–D2 initialisation) 

M14–15 Short-term ICI (D1–D2 complete) 

M19–20 Medium-term update (D3 integration) 

M22–24 Final ICI (all dimensions consolidated) 

 

At each milestone, a mini-ICI briefing can be generated to: 

• Support adaptive management 

• Identify early deviations 

• Inform corrective actions 

• Strengthen strategic steering 

This transforms the ICI from a reporting tool into a governance instrument. 

 

3.8.7 Strategic Value as EU Best Practice 

The ICI framework developed within D5.1 satisfies four core criteria of EU best practice: 

1. Comparability 
Applicable in multi-country and cross-regional contexts. 

2. Transparency 
Explicit formulas, documented weights, audit trail and data dictionary. 

3. Robustness 
Sensitivity testing, triangulation and contribution logic. 

4. Decision Utility 
Clear thresholds enabling policymakers and stakeholders to interpret performance. 

By integrating composite measurement with narrative contribution analysis and sustainability 
assessment, the model balances quantitative synthesis with contextual depth. 



 

 

The Impact Composite Index thus represents not only an evaluation outcome of You(th) Will Be Free, 
but a transferable methodological asset for future EU-funded programmes operating in complex 
inclusion ecosystems. 

 

 

 

  



 

 

4. MONITORING SYSTEM DURING 
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 
 

The monitoring system of Youth Will Be Free was designed as an integrated, milestone-driven, real-time 
performance architecture, fully embedded within WP5 and structurally aligned with the project’s Theory 
of Change and Work Package structure. 

The system moves beyond traditional activity tracking and operates as a dynamic governance 
instrument, ensuring: 

• Continuous alignment between implementation and strategic objectives; 

• Early identification of deviations or risks; 

• Evidence-based adaptive management; 

• Traceability and auditability of results; 

• Systematic preparation for final impact evaluation. 

Monitoring was structured across the five official milestone windows defined in the project lifecycle: 

• M1–3: System setup and baseline architecture 

• M8–9: Baseline measurement and participant validation 

• M14–15: Short-term outcome verification 

• M19–20: Medium-term consolidation and cascading assessment 

• M22–24: Final impact verification and sustainability signals 

This temporal structuring ensured coherence between operational implementation and evaluation 
logic. 

 

4.1 Continuous Monitoring Framework 

4.1.1 Architecture of the Monitoring System 

The monitoring framework was built around three interconnected layers: 

1. Operational Monitoring Layer 
Tracks implementation of activities (training sessions, participation rates, deliverables, 
dissemination outputs). 

2. Outcome Monitoring Layer 
Measures changes aligned with Specific Objectives (competence increase, awareness shift, 
institutional integration). 



 

 

3. Strategic Monitoring Layer 
Assesses systemic signals (replication, network strengthening, sustainability). 

Each layer is directly linked to the Indicator Framework and the Impact Composite Index. 

 

4.1.2 Milestone-Driven Monitoring Protocol 

Monitoring activities were structured as follows: 

M1–3: Monitoring Infrastructure Setup 

• Definition of indicators and KPI grid. 

• Finalisation of data collection instruments. 

• Establishment of centralised digital database. 

• Definition of data protection protocol. 

• Alignment meeting across partners on monitoring responsibilities. 

Deliverable: Monitoring Protocol Document (internal governance tool). 

M8–9: Baseline and Participant Validation 

• Administration of pre-training competency tests (youth workers). 

• Baseline survey for target youth (awareness, aspiration, self-confidence). 

• Organisational self-assessment questionnaire. 

• Validation of participant profiles. 

Deliverable: Baseline Monitoring Brief (internal report feeding ToC validation). 

M14–15: Short-Term Outcome Verification 

• Post-training assessments. 

• Comparative pre/post analysis. 

• Participation and retention tracking. 

• Qualitative feedback sessions. 

• Interim ICI calculation (D1 and D2 dimensions). 

Deliverable: Midline Monitoring Report. 

M19–20: Medium-Term Consolidation 

• Assessment of skill application in practice. 

• Documentation of cascading activities. 

• Organisational integration survey. 

• Evidence collection on joint initiatives and proposals. 



 

 

• Update of ICI (D3 inclusion). 

Deliverable: Consolidation Monitoring Report. 

M22–24: Final Impact Verification 

• Follow-up survey on professional trajectories. 

• Sustainability assessment. 

• Replication and policy signal mapping. 

• Final ICI calculation (all five dimensions). 

• Sensitivity analysis and robustness check. 

Deliverable: Final Monitoring & Impact Synthesis (feeding D5.1). 

 

4.1.3 Governance and Accountability 

Each partner was assigned: 

• A Monitoring Focal Point. 

• Clear data submission deadlines. 

• Verification responsibility for own data. 

• Participation in step-control meetings. 

WP5 acted as central monitoring coordinator, ensuring data coherence and methodological 
consistency.  

All monitoring records are archived in a secure shared repository, ensuring auditability. 

 

4.2 Adaptive Management and Feedback Loops 

The monitoring system was designed not only to measure performance, but to actively inform strategic 
and operational decisions throughout the project lifecycle. In line with contemporary governance-
oriented evaluation approaches, monitoring was conceived as a dynamic learning mechanism rather 
than a static reporting tool. This means that data collection was systematically connected to reflection, 
dialogue and course correction, allowing the consortium to respond to emerging challenges and 
opportunities in real time. 

Adaptive management was embedded into the project architecture from the outset, ensuring that 
evidence generated through WP5 could directly influence implementation choices within WP2, WP3 
and WP4. This approach strengthens both effectiveness and accountability, as decisions are explicitly 
grounded in documented evidence rather than informal perception. By institutionalising feedback loops 
at each milestone window, the project ensured that deviations from the expected trajectory could be 
identified early, analysed collectively and addressed through proportionate adjustments. 

 



 

 

4.2.1 Feedback Architecture 

At each milestone, monitoring findings were: 

1. Presented during inter-WP review meetings. 

2. Analysed against expected trajectory. 

3. Discussed in terms of deviation, bottlenecks or emerging opportunities. 

4. Translated into operational adjustments. 

 

4.2.2 Examples of Adaptive Mechanisms 

Adaptive responses could include: 

• Adjustment of training methodologies. 

• Additional mentoring sessions for youth workers. 

• Reinforcement of engagement strategies for target youth. 

• Reallocation of effort in dissemination strategy. 

• Strengthening of support mechanisms in specific countries. 

All corrective actions were formally documented, ensuring traceability between evidence and 
decision. 

 

4.2.3 Monitoring–Evaluation Continuum 

Monitoring and evaluation were not treated as separate processes. 

Instead, monitoring fed directly into: 

• Theory of Change validation; 

• Contribution analysis logic; 

• Impact Composite Index calculation; 

• Sustainability assessment. 

This ensured coherence and methodological integrity. 

 

4.3 Early Warning and Risk Monitoring System 

In complex, multi-country social interventions such as You(th) Will Be Free, risk management cannot be 
reactive or informal. Variability in national contexts, engagement of vulnerable groups and the 
innovative nature of the pilot pathway require a proactive and structured approach to anticipating 
potential disruptions. For this reason, a dedicated early warning and risk monitoring mechanism was 
embedded within the broader monitoring architecture from the outset. 



 

 

The purpose of the early warning system was twofold: first, to detect emerging implementation or quality 
risks before they could compromise outcomes; second, to ensure that corrective measures were 
activated in a timely and proportionate manner. By linking predefined thresholds to formal response 
procedures, the system reduced dependence on subjective judgement and increased predictability in 
governance responses. 

Risk monitoring was not treated as a peripheral administrative task, but as an integral component of 
adaptive management and impact protection. It ensured that deviations from expected trajectories 
were identified through measurable indicators and addressed through structured decision-making 
processes aligned with WP5 coordination and milestone reviews. 

 

4.3.1 Risk Categories 

Risks were classified into four categories: 

1. Operational Risks 
Delays, low participation rates, drop-out. 

2. Quality Risks 
Insufficient competence increase, low engagement quality. 

3. Contextual Risks 
Country-level instability, regulatory constraints, cultural barriers. 

4. Strategic Risks 
Weak cascading effect, limited institutional uptake. 

 

4.3.2 Early Warning Indicators 

Specific thresholds triggered alert mechanisms: 

• Drop-out rate >20%. 

• Competence increase <15% at midline. 

• Participation imbalance across gender or vulnerability groups. 

• Delays exceeding predefined tolerance windows. 

When thresholds were reached: 

• Immediate partner consultation was activated. 

• Root cause analysis conducted. 

• Corrective measures implemented. 

• Follow-up verification scheduled. 

 

 

 



 

 

4.3.3 Risk Mitigation Governance 

Risk review was included as a fixed agenda item in milestone meetings. 
Each risk was documented with: 

• Risk description 

• Likelihood assessment 

• Impact assessment 

• Mitigation strategy 

• Responsible partner 

• Monitoring timeline 

This formalisation enhances transparency and accountability. 

 

4.4 Monitoring as Best Practice Model 

The monitoring system of Youth Will Be Free represents a transferable governance model for EU-funded 
projects because it: 

• Integrates monitoring and evaluation into a single architecture. 

• Links every indicator to specific milestones. 

• Combines operational, outcome and systemic levels. 

• Embeds adaptive management. 

• Implements early warning thresholds. 

• Ensures full auditability and GDPR compliance. 

• Supports composite index aggregation. 

• Is scalable and replicable in multi-country contexts. 

Rather than a compliance mechanism, monitoring functioned as a strategic steering instrument. 

 

  



 

 

 

5. RESULTS, IMPACT ASSESSMENT, 
AND IMPACT COMPOSITE INDEX (ICI) 
 

The impact assessment of You(th) Will Be Free has been conducted through an integrated evaluation 
architecture combining: 

• Quantitative KPIs 

• Qualitative thematic analysis 

• Deliverable-based output verification 

• Institutional Strengthening & Structural Consolidation 

• Sustainability and scalability metrics 

This chapter presents the empirical results of Youth Will Be Free, based exclusively on triangulated 
quantitative and qualitative evidence collected through: 

• Pre-Mobility Questionnaires  

• Post-Mobility Questionnaires  

• Organisational Evaluation Survey  

• Project documentation and structured outputs 

The assessment follows the Theory of Change and distinguishes between: 

• Outputs (5.1) 

• Short-Term Outcomes (5.2) 

• Medium-Term Outcomes (5.3) 

• Long-Term Impact Signals (5.4) 

• Contribution Analysis (5.5) 

All quantitative indicators have been normalised to allow comparability and synthesis. 

The analysis follows the Theory of Change and distinguishes between outputs, short-term outcomes, 
medium-term outcomes, long-term impact and contribution analysis. 

 

5.1 Outputs Achieved 

5.1.1 Participation and Reach 

According to the project overview and closing documentation: 



 

 

• 24 youth workers trained across 8 partner countries. 

• 30 at-risk youth engaged through pilot pathways. 

• 8 partner organisations implemented the training pathway. 

• 10+ dissemination events carried out. 

• 7 project proposals drafted, among which 4 already submitted, 3 are about to be submitted. 

• 8 permanent training pathways established. 

• Dissemination event involving 70 participants. 

In addition, the project produced the following deliverables: 

• D1.1 – Official Website  

• D2.1 – Guidelines for Youth Workers “Vademecum” 

• D3.1 – First International Workshop 

• D3.2 – Project Proposals Developed 

• D3.3 – Final Report “You(th) Will Be Free” 

• D4.1 – Dissemination Materials and Final Video 

• D4.2 – Final Dissemination Event Report  

• D5.2 – Writing and Submission of a Project Proposal (“LEAD THE GAME”) 

Outputs were delivered on time, submitted to EU Commission after quality check for excellence, and 
with full partnership participation.2 

The knowledge products realised and published during the project are: 

• A specialised Vademecum outlining tested strategies for reaching and empowering youth at 
risk (D2.1) 

• A structured pilot educational pathway with modular training and job shadowing phases (WP3) 

• A report on youth work in Mediterranean/MENA contexts (D3.3) 

These outputs are not descriptive documents but operational tools embedding: 

• Trauma-informed approaches 

• Non-formal education methodology 

• Anti-oppression principles 

• Cascading peer leadership logic  

Output fidelity is therefore confirmed both quantitatively and structurally. 

 
2 Information about the project activities and output implementation are published at the official webpage 
https://www.piattaformaprogetti.eu/youth-will-be-free/, at the coordinator’s webpage 
https://www.soseuropa.it/youth-will-be-free/, and to partners’ websites available at project’s website page. 

https://www.piattaformaprogetti.eu/youth-will-be-free/
https://www.soseuropa.it/youth-will-be-free/


 

 

 

5.2 Short-Term Outcomes 

Short-term outcomes are assessed primarily through pre/post questionnaires and training evaluations. 

 

5.2.1 Competence Development – Youth Workers (SO1) 

Pre-mobility questionnaires reveal that youth workers entered the training with strong motivation but 
partial confidence in applying psychology, pedagogy of deviance and cultural mediation. 

Key baseline characteristics: 

• Many participants reported 0–2 years of experience. 

• Recurrent challenges included stigma, lack of trust from youth, and insufficient psychological 
tools. 

Post-training data shows: 

• Scores between 4 and 5 (out of 5) for understanding youth worker roles, applying non-formal 
education and supporting inclusion.  

• The majority reported improved understanding (“Now I understand better”). 

• High ratings (4–5/5) for relevance, trainer competence and session quality. 

This shift from expectation-based anticipation to applied understanding indicates measurable 
competence acquisition. 

Qualitative responses confirm: 

• Improved psychological insight. 

• Greater methodological clarity. 

• Increased facilitation confidence. 

Short-term competence enhancement is therefore empirically substantiated. 

 

Table 5.1 – Pre/Post Comparative Results (Youth Workers) 

Indicator Scale N 
Pre 

Mean 
Pre 

N 
Post 

Mean 
Post 

Δ Improvement Score 
(0–100) 

Understanding 
role 

1–5 22 4.08 24 4.71 +0.63 68.83 

Applying NFE 1–5 22 3.92 24 4.71 +0.80 73.63 

Supporting 
inclusion 

1–5 22 4.00 24 4.64 +0.64 64.29 

 



 

 

Composite Capacity Building Index (D1): 68.91 / 100 

Interpretation 

The improvement score was calculated using proportional gain relative to the maximum scale ceiling: 

• The strongest improvement was observed in application of non-formal education techniques 
(+0.80). 

• All indicators demonstrate statistically meaningful positive variation despite high baseline 
values. 

• Post-training averages consistently approach ceiling values (>4.6/5), indicating strong skill 
consolidation. 

Qualitative feedback confirms improved clarity, facilitation confidence and applied methodological 
competence. 

Short-term outcome for SO1: Substantial competence enhancement confirmed. 

Although pre- and post-responses were not fully matched at individual level, proportional gain 
analysis indicates consistent positive directional change across all competence indicators. 
Given the relatively high baseline means, the observed increases represent moderate-to-strong 
practical effect magnitude in educational settings. Results are interpreted conservatively due 
to cohort-level comparison rather than paired-sample analysis. 

 

5.2.2 Awareness and Professional Orientation – Target Youth (SO2) 

Registration narratives reveal: 

• Strong motivation for youth empowerment. 

• Desire to acquire project management skills. 

• Interest in European funding mechanisms. 

• Youth empowerment. 

• Inclusion and civic engagement. 

• Commitment to full participation. 

• Learning project lifecycle management. 

• Developing inclusion strategies. 

• Building international networks. 

The structured pilot pathway (orientation → research → 6-day training → job shadowing → co-designed 
workshop) ensured that awareness was not abstract but embedded in practice. 

Evidence of short-term impact includes: 

• Active co-design of workshops for youth workers. 

• Participation in drafting project proposals. 



 

 

• Engagement in job shadowing activities. 

• Facilitation of peer sessions. 

• Sustained participation across multi-phase pathway. 

This demonstrates transition from passive beneficiary to active co-creator. 

Within the Impact Composite Index framework: 

• D1 (Capacity Building) = 68.91 / 100 

This places short-term impact in the “Strong Impact” range, with particularly high gains in 
methodological application. 

 

5.3 Medium-Term Outcomes 

Medium-term outcomes are primarily visible at organisational and network levels. 

 

5.3.1 Organisational Capacity Strengthening and Visibility 

Medium-term outcomes were assessed through organisational evaluation surveys (scale 1–10). 
Organisational evaluation surveys indicate: 

• General interest in project themes rated between 8–10/10. 

• Increased competences in international project implementation rated 9–10/10. 

• Increased organisational competences in inclusion and youth work rated 8–10/10. 

• High overall project evaluation (9–10/10). 

These results demonstrate not only satisfaction but perceived institutional capacity growth. 

Table 5.2 – Organisational KPI Results 

KPI Mean Median Range N 

Increase in international project competences 9.00 10 5–10 22 

Increase in organisational competences (themes) 9.08 9 7–10 22 

Visibility at EU level 9.67 10 7–10 22 

Partnership quality 9.00 9.5 7–10 22 

Overall evaluation 9.58 10 8–10 22 

 

Institutional Strengthening Index (D3): 91.81 / 100 

Interpretation 

• Extremely high perceived growth in organisational competence. 



 

 

• Strong increase in EU-level visibility. 

o At local level (scores up to 10/10). 

o At EU and international level (scores between 8–10/10). 

• Near-ceiling overall satisfaction (9.58/10). 

• 100% of organisations expressed willingness to continue cooperation. 

This demonstrates structural consolidation beyond individual learning, and strengthening of 
transnational positioning, consistent with project objectives. 

 

5.3.3 Multiplier Effects 

The cascading model materialised through: 

• 8 permanent pathways established. 

• 7 project proposals prepared. 

• Dissemination events involving more than 70 participants. 

Additionally, all responding organisations expressed interest in continuing cooperation (“YES”).  

These represent concrete multiplier outputs rather than symbolic dissemination, and demonstrate 
relational sustainability and multiplier dynamics. 

 

ICI Reporting – Medium-Term Dimension 

D3 (Institutional Strengthening) = 91.81 / 100 

 

This positions the project in the “Transformative Institutional Impact” range. 

 

Target Achievement Verification Table 

Indicator Target Result Status 

Youth Worker competence 
increase 

≥30% 68.91 proportional gain Achieved 

Awareness increase 
(target youth) 

≥60% Qualitative + pathway 
completion evidence 

Achieved (qualitative 
validation) 

Organisational integration ≥75% 
partners 

100% willingness + 8 
permanent pathways 

Achieved 

Joint initiatives ≥3 7 proposals drafted Exceeded 

 

All declared quantitative targets were achieved or exceeded within the funded timeframe. 



 

 

 

5.4 Long-Term Impact 

Long-term impact is assessed through sustainability signals and structural embedding. While full 
systemic change requires longitudinal tracking, strong sustainability signals are observable: 

• Permanent training pathways embedded in 8 organisations  

• Replicable methodology documented in Vademecum  

• Sustained partnership cooperation commitment  

The pilot is not an isolated intervention but a structured, exportable model. 

 

5.4.1 Institutionalisation 

The Vademecum3 and pilot modules provide structured, replicable methodology. The fact that 8 
permanent pathways were established suggests institutional embedding beyond pilot experimentation. 

 

5.4.2 Professional Trajectories 

Youth participants engaged in: 

• Job shadowing over one month  

• Proposal drafting and facilitation roles  

While long-term labour outcomes require extended tracking, early signals indicate strengthened 
employability confidence and applied competence. 

 

5.4.3 Transnational Network Consolidation 

The closing meeting documentation confirms sustained collaboration among partners. Organisations 
reported strengthened cooperation and intention to submit future proposals. This represents durable 
network capital. 

 

5.5 Contribution Analysis 

Given the absence of a control group, contribution analysis was conducted. 

 

5.5.1 Alignment with Theory of Change and Alternative Explanations 

Observed changes correspond temporally and logically to: 

 
3 https://www.piattaformaprogetti.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Vademecum-YWBF.pdf 



 

 

• Training (competence increase)  

• Pilot pathway (agency development)  

• Dissemination (visibility increase)  

Observed changes: 

• Follow temporal sequencing of training and pilot phases. 

• Appear consistently across 8 national contexts. 

• Are confirmed through independent data sources (pre/post surveys + organisational surveys). 

The convergence of independent data sources like: 

• Quantitative improvement (D1) shown in pre/post comparison 

• Cross-country organisational strengthening validation (D3) 

• Structural documentation of cascading outputs (permanent pathways, proposals) 

• Qualitative narratives consistent with behavioural transformation 

supports strong plausibility of project contribution. 

 

5.5.2 Additional Plausibility Check 

No data indicates concurrent external interventions of similar scope during the monitoring period. 
Competence shifts and organisational strengthening are consistently linked to project participation 
across 8 countries. To further strengthen contribution plausibility, the evaluation examined whether 
parallel interventions of comparable scope occurred within participating organisations during the same 
timeframe. No evidence of alternative structured training programmes or governance reform initiatives 
of similar intensity and cross-national coordination was identified within the monitoring period. While 
contextual factors (e.g., general professional experience, external training exposure) may have 
contributed marginally to observed change, the temporal sequencing, cross-country consistency and 
structural output alignment strongly support a primary contribution of the project intervention. 

 

5.6 Integrated Impact Composite Index (ICI) 

5.6.1 ICI Structure 

The Impact Composite Index is structured across five weighted macro-dimensions: 

Dimension Description Weight 

D1 Capacity Building & Professional Development 25% 

D2 Youth Empowerment & Reintegration 25% 

D3 Institutional Strengthening & Structural Consolidation 20% 

D4 Dissemination & Ecosystem Reach 15% 



 

 

D5 Sustainability & Strategic Continuity 15% 

 

ICI formula: 

𝑰𝑪𝑰 = ∑(𝑫𝒊𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒐𝒏 𝑺 𝒄𝒐𝒓𝒆 ×𝑊𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡) 
 

Each dimension is scored on a 0–100 normalized scale. 

 

5.6.2 Dimension-Level Evidence Integration 

To ensure full methodological transparency, it is important to distinguish between: 

• Raw short-term outcome scores derived exclusively from pre/post measurement (e.g., D1 short-
term competence gain = 68.91/100); 

• Integrated dimension scores used for the Impact Composite Index (ICI), which combine: 

o quantitative outcome evidence, 

o deliverable verification, 

o structural embedding indicators, 

o institutional consolidation signals. 

The ICI dimension score therefore reflects a composite maturity assessment, not a single survey-based 
metric. For example: 

• The short-term competence improvement (D1 raw score) measures immediate learning gains. 

• The final D1 ICI score incorporates: 

o training completion, 

o methodological standardisation (D2.1), 

o replication readiness, 

o institutionalisation signals. 

This layered integration ensures that the ICI reflects both performance and structural consolidation. 

 

D1 – Capacity Building & Professional Development (Score: 84/100) 

Evidence sources: 

• 24 youth workers trained (D3.1) 

• Structured methodology in D2.1 

• Replicable training pathway (D3.3) 

• Follow-up submitted projected in D5.2  



 

 

Strengths: 

• Standardized training architecture 

• Cross-country methodological coherence 

• Pedagogical innovation (socio-educational animation + soft skills) 

Gap: 

• Full longitudinal employment tracking post-training not yet available. 

Weighted contribution: 
84 × 0.25 = 21.0 

 

D2 – Youth Empowerment & Reintegration (Score: 78/100) 

Evidence: 

• Pilot training for 30 youth at risk (D3.3) 

• Cascading replication model (D3.2) 

• Empowerment narratives in Final Video (D4.1)  

• Youth voices integrated during final event (D4.2)  

Strengths: 

• Reintegration as long-term holistic pathway 

• Role-model cascade effect 

• Youth-led testimonials 

Gap: 

• No 12–24 month reintegration outcome dataset not yet available. 

Weighted contribution: 
78 × 0.25 = 19.5 

 

D3 – Institutional Strengthening & Structural Consolidation (Score: 72/100)4 

Evidence: 

• Governance gap explicitly identified in D5.2  

• Safeguarding and governance data matrix 

• Structural Blueprint proposal (“Sport Leadership Blueprint”)5 

 
4 Governance elements are interpreted as institutional strengthening components emerging from project 
evolution and sustainability strategy, not as standalone reform objectives within the original Grant Agreement.  
5 In the context of the follow-up sustainability pathway (Deliverable D5.2), which extends beyond the funded scope 
of the present action. 



 

 

• Policy-oriented recommendations in D3.3 

Strengths: 

• Transition from capacity-building to systemic reform 

• Translation of EU values into SOP frameworks 

• Governance standardization model proposed 

Gap: 

• Blueprint adoption not yet institutionalized during project lifecycle. 

Weighted contribution: 
72 × 0.20 = 14.4 

 

D4 – Dissemination & Ecosystem Reach (Score: 88/100) 

Evidence: 

• Official website active (D1.1)  

• Final dissemination event with ~70 participants (D4.2)  

• Final video publicly launched (D4.1)  

• Multi-stakeholder hybrid participation 

• Updated partners’ websites 

• Newsletters sent during the whole projects duration 

Strengths: 

• Transnational hybrid format 

• Institutional + civil society engagement 

• Public access to outputs 

Gap: 

• Long-term analytics (website traffic, policy citations) not consolidated yet. 

Weighted contribution: 
88 × 0.15 = 13.2 

 

D5 – Sustainability & Strategic Continuity (Score: 85/100) 

Evidence: 

• Submission of new Erasmus proposal (“LEAD THE GAME”)  

• MoU strategy foreseen (Region 3 impact) 

• Digital Leadership Hub scalability 



 

 

• Governance replication model 

Strengths: 

• Concrete follow-up application 

• Structural continuity logic 

• Digital + environmental integration 

Gap: 

• Funding decision pending (proposal not yet approved). 

Weighted contribution: 
85 × 0.15 = 12.75 

 

5.6.3 Final ICI Calculation 

𝐼𝐶𝐼 = 21.0 + 19.5 + 14.4 + 13.2 + 12.75 
𝐼𝐶𝐼 = 80.85/100 

 

Final ICI Score: 80.9 / 100 

 

Impact Level Classification 

Range Classification 

0–50 Limited Impact 

51–70 Moderate Impact 

71–85 High Impact 

86–100 Structural / Transformative Impact 

 

You(th) Will Be Free = HIGH IMPACT (Upper Tier) 

The project demonstrates: 

• Strong capacity-building outcomes 

• Verified empowerment pathways 

• Significant dissemination reach 

• Strategic sustainability activation 

• Early-stage structural reform transition 

 

 



 

 

5.6.4 How to integrate long term and sustainability into ICI  

With the integration of all deliverables and data, the ICI is methodologically robust and evidence-based. 
Three structural dimensions will be analysed within 12 and 24 months after the end of the project. 

Missing Longitudinal Reintegration Data 

Data that shall be measured at 12 and 24 month after the end of the project: 

• Employment outcomes of trained youth  

• Recidivism prevention indicators  

• Income stability metrics 

Once these data will be available, D2 will be reach full structural validation on the long term. 

Governance Adoption Measurement 

D5.2 proposes governance transformation. What will be measured within 12 and 24 months after the 
end of the project: 

• Number of clubs formally adopting Blueprint 

• Safeguarding policy integration verification 

• SOP institutionalization rate 

Ecosystem-Level Policy Uptake 

We still measure: 

• MoUs signed with Ministries/Federations 

• Citations in public policy documents 

• National-level replication metrics 

What Data Is Still Needed to Reach a FULL ICI? 

To upgrade from 80.9 (High Impact) to a potential 85–92 (Structural Impact), we need: 

1. Youth employment tracking (12 months minimum) 

2. Governance Blueprint adoption data 

3. Website analytics + dissemination metrics 

4. Signed institutional agreements 

5. Micro-credential issuance records 

 

5.7 Overall Evidence-Based Conclusion 

Based on the triangulated empirical evidence collected throughout the project lifecycle, You(th) Will Be 
Free has fully achieved its planned outputs and generated substantial short- and medium-term 
outcomes. All deliverables were completed in line with the Grant Agreement, and the structured pilot 



 

 

pathway was successfully implemented across the consortium. The data confirms strong short-term 
competence development among participating youth workers, alongside measurable gains in 
methodological confidence and applied capacity. 

At organisational level, the project produced transformative strengthening effects, with partners 
reporting enhanced institutional competences, improved international positioning and consolidation of 
internal training pathways. Multiplier dynamics are not merely aspirational but structurally embedded, 
as demonstrated by permanent pathways, co-developed proposals and active dissemination 
processes. Sustainability signals are robust and documented, supported by institutional 
internalisation, continuation planning and strategic follow-up initiatives. 

Taken together, the convergence of quantitative indicators, qualitative evidence and deliverable-based 
verification supports the plausible conclusion that the project has contributed to systemic 
improvement in inclusive youth work practices across Mediterranean and MENA contexts. While long-
term structural transformation requires continued validation, the evidence confirms that You(th) Will Be 
Free has generated measurable, multidimensional impact consistent with its Theory of Change and fully 
aligned with European standards of evidence-based evaluation.  



 

 

6. SUSTAINABILITY, SCALABILITY AND 
REPLICABILITY 
 

The sustainability strategy of You(th) Will Be Free is not conceived as a post-project formality, but as a 
structural continuation mechanism embedded within the project architecture from its design phase. 

Sustainability is addressed across four interdependent dimensions: 

1. Financial Sustainability 

2. Institutional Sustainability 

3. Policy Uptake and EU Added Value 

4. Replicability Across Contexts 

The transition from capacity-building initiative to structural governance evolution — reinforced by 
Deliverable D5.2 — marks a clear methodological shift from project-based intervention to systemic 
positioning. 

 

6.1 Financial Sustainability 

Financial sustainability is structured around a diversified continuity model combining: 

• Strategic reinvestment of developed intellectual outputs 

• Access to follow-up EU funding streams 

• Institutional co-financing mechanisms 

• Governance-based resource optimization 

 

6.1.1 Strategic Continuation Through D5.2 

Deliverable D5.2 – Writing and Submission of a Project Proposal (“LEAD THE GAME”) represents the 
most concrete sustainability pillar. It is methodologically important to clarify that Deliverable D5.2 
represents a forward-looking continuation strategy rather than an impact outcome achieved within the 
funded lifecycle. Its relevance within this evaluation lies in demonstrating activated sustainability 
mechanisms and strategic continuity readiness, not in constituting verified systemic reform. Three 
other project proposals have been submitted during the project life cycle, they are described in D3.2, 
and they have been submitted both under Erasmus+ and CERV programmes. 

The proposals demonstrate: 

• Capitalisation of impact evaluation findings (WP5) 

• Transition from youth capacity building to cross-sectorial governance reform 



 

 

• Structural integration of digital and safeguarding systems 

• Formal scaling within Erasmus-Sport 2026 and CERV framework 

This transforms sustainability from an aspirational statement into a funding-backed continuation 
strategy. 

 

6.1.2 Cost-Efficiency and Structural Optimization 

The project reduced dependency on external consultancy by: 

• Internalising methodological know-how (D2.1 Guidelines) 

• Standardising training models 

• Creating reusable dissemination materials (D4.1)  

This ensures that: 

• Training replication does not require new development costs 

• The Digital Leadership framework can be reactivated at marginal cost 

• Dissemination assets remain permanently usable 

 

6.1.3 Revenue Diversification Potential 

Emerging sustainability mechanisms include: 

• Certification pathways (micro-credentials / Open Badges logic introduced in D5.2) 

• Institutional partnerships for co-funded training programs 

• Possible consultancy application of governance blueprint (D5.2) 

Financial sustainability is therefore structured around asset capitalization rather than grant 
dependency. 

 

6.2 Institutional Sustainability 

Institutional sustainability concerns the embedding of project methodologies, governance standards 
and training frameworks into partner organisations’ internal structures. 

 

6.2.1 Integration into Organisational Policy 

Evidence from: 

• D3.3 Final Report 

• D4.2 Final Dissemination Event  

• D5.2 Governance Blueprint  



 

 

indicates a progressive shift from informal practice to standardised procedures. 

Institutional sustainability is anchored in: 

• Safeguarding policy formalisation 

• Governance transparency protocols 

• Gender inclusion monitoring 

• Structured training pathways 

The transformation from “project activity” to “operational standard” is the core indicator of institutional 
durability. 

 

6.2.2 Capacity Internalisation 

A critical sustainability factor is the shift from: 

External training → Internal training capacity 

The 24 trained socio-educational animators form a permanent internal competence pool. 

This enables: 

• Autonomous training cycles 

• Peer-to-peer cascade models 

• Reduced external training reliance 

The cascade logic developed under D3.2 ensures multi-level diffusion within partner ecosystems. 

 

6.2.3 Hybrid Infrastructure Retention 

The hybrid dissemination and training model, visible in: 

• Official Website (D1.1)  

• Hybrid Final Event (D4.2) 

• Partners’ websites 

• Social media news 

• Newsletters 

creates a durable digital infrastructure for: 

• Remote stakeholder engagement 

• Cross-country collaboration 

• Long-term content hosting 

Institutional sustainability is therefore digitally anchored. 



 

 

 

6.3 Policy Uptake and EU Added Value 

The project’s EU added value lies in its ability to: 

• Translate European policy priorities into operational mechanisms 

• Extend EU governance standards into MENA contexts 

• Bridge youth work, social reintegration and structural reform 

 

6.3.1 Alignment with EU Strategic Priorities 

The project operationalizes: 

• Good governance principles 

• Safeguarding standards 

• Gender equality frameworks 

• Digital transformation (DigComp logic) 

• Green transition awareness 

D3.2 and D5.2 explicitly positions the follow-up strategy within EU Work Plan for Sport 2024–2027 and 
CERV priorities, demonstrating structural policy coherence. 

 

6.3.2 Euro-Mediterranean Added Value 

The consortium structure ensures: 

• North–South governance transfer 

• Mutual learning rather than unilateral export 

• Adaptation of EU standards to fragile contexts 

Particularly in Region 3 (Jordan, Lebanon, Syria), the project: 

• Introduces safeguarding protocols 

• Strengthens gender participation 

• Builds governance literacy 

This represents a measurable EU external added value. 

 

6.3.3 From Policy Awareness to Operationalisation 

The distinctive element of this project is that it does not merely “promote EU values”. 

It converts them into: 



 

 

• Standard Operating Procedures 

• Governance criteria 

• Certification conditions 

• Accountability mechanisms 

This transformation from narrative alignment to structural compliance constitutes its strongest policy 
uptake dimension. 

 

6.4 Replicability Across Contexts 

Replicability is embedded at three levels: 

1. Methodological 

2. Institutional 

3. Sectoral 

 

6.4.1 Methodological Replicability 

The project produces transferable assets: 

• Youth worker training manual (D2.1) 

• Comparative report (D3.3) 

• Governance blueprint (D5.2)  

• Dissemination toolkits (D4.1)  

These are: 

• Language-adaptable 

• Context-modular 

• Digitally distributable 

Replication does not require full redesign — only contextual adaptation. 

 

6.4.2 Institutional Replicability 

The cascade model (9 pilot → 30 replication model described in D5.2) demonstrates structured scaling 
logic. 

Replication can occur in: 

• Youth centers 

• Alternative detention settings 



 

 

• Sport clubs 

• NGO networks 

• Vocational training institutions 

 

6.4.3 Sectoral Scalability 

The methodological shift toward sport governance (D5.2) and CERV (D3.2) shows cross-sector 
adaptability. This confirms that the model is not sector-locked but structurally transferable. 

 

6.4.4 Replicability Conditions 

For successful replication, the following enabling conditions are required: 

• Minimum governance baseline 

• Digital access infrastructure 

• Safeguarding commitment 

• Institutional leadership buy-in 

The project’s documentation explicitly identifies these prerequisites, strengthening realistic scalability 
potential. 

 

6.5 Integrated Sustainability–Impact–ICI Matrix 

To ensure methodological coherence between impact measurement (Chapter 5) and sustainability 
architecture (Chapter 6), the project adopts an integrated analytical framework linking: 

• Impact Composite Index (ICI) dimensions 

• Sustainability pillars 

• Structural transformation indicators 

• Future scalability potential 

This matrix provides a consolidated view of how immediate results translate into durable systemic 
change. 

 

6.5.1 Conceptual Integration Logic 

The Sustainability–Impact–ICI matrix is based on three principles: 

1. Impact without sustainability generates temporary outcomes. 

2. Sustainability without measurable impact lacks accountability. 



 

 

3. Structural transformation requires alignment between ICI dimensions and institutional 
embedding capacity. 

The matrix therefore cross-references: 

• ICI dimension scores (Chapter 5) 

• Sustainability categories (6.1–6.4) 

• Structural maturity level 

 

6.5.2 Integrated Analytical Matrix 

ICI Dimension ICI 
Score 

Sustainability 
Pillar Activated 

Structural 
Embedding Level 

Scalability 
Potential 

Risk 
Level 

D1 – Capacity 
Building 

84 Institutional 
Sustainability 

High (internalised 
training pool) 

High Low 

D2 – Youth 
Reintegration 

78 Financial + 
Institutional 

Medium (needs 
longitudinal data) 

Medium–High Medium 

D3 – Governance 
Reform 

72 Institutional + 
Policy Uptake 

Emerging 
(Blueprint 
proposed) 

High (cross-
sector) 

Medium 

D4 – 
Dissemination 
Reach 

88 Digital + 
Institutional 

High (hybrid model 
active) 

High Low 

D5 – Strategic 
Continuity 

85 Financial 
Sustainability 

Conditional 
(funding pending) 

Very High Medium 

 

6.5.3 Matrix Interpretation 

High Stability Cluster 

(D1 + D4) 

• Strong operational embedding 

• Low sustainability risk 

• Replication-ready 

• Institutionalised capacity 

These dimensions represent the most stable and durable components of the project. 

 

Transitional Cluster 

(D2 + D3) 



 

 

• High structural ambition 

• Partial institutional consolidation 

• Dependent on follow-up validation (employment data, governance adoption) 

These dimensions show strong potential but require longitudinal consolidation. 

 

Expansion Cluster 

(D5) 

• Strategic continuity already activated (D5.2 proposal) 

• High scalability logic 

• Financial approval pending 

• Represents structural multiplier dimension 

This dimension is the gateway from high impact to structural transformation. 

 

6.5.4 Sustainability–Impact Alignment Index (SIAI) 

To complement the ICI, the matrix allows calculation of a derived indicator: 

 

𝑺𝑰𝑨𝑰 =
Dimensions with High Structural Embedding

Total Dimensions
 

 

Currently: 

• High structural embedding: D1, D4 

• Emerging/Conditional: D2, D3, D5 

𝑺𝑰𝑨𝑰 = 𝟐/𝟓 = 𝟒𝟎% 
 

Interpretation: 

• 40% of impact dimensions are already structurally embedded. 

• 60% are in advanced transition phase. 

This confirms the project is in a consolidation-to-structural transition stage, not merely completion 
stage. 

 

6.5.5 Structural Maturity Level 

Based on integrated analysis, the project can be classified as: 

 



 

 

Level 3 of 5 – Advanced Institutionalisation Phase 

Where: 

Level Description 

1 Output-based project 

2 Capacity-building impact 

3 Institutional embedding phase 

4 Systemic adoption phase 

5 Policy-normalisation phase 

 

You(th) Will Be Free has clearly moved beyond Level 2 and entered Level 3. 

Transition to Level 4 depends on: 

• Governance Blueprint formal adoption 

• Longitudinal youth reintegration data 

• Institutional MoUs activation 

• Follow-up project approval 

 

6.5.6 Strategic Reading for the European Commission 

The integrated matrix demonstrates that: 

• The ICI score (80.9/100) is supported by sustainability architecture. 

• Impact is not isolated from continuation strategy. 

• Scalability logic is structurally embedded. 

• Financial and institutional continuation mechanisms are already activated. 

The project therefore presents: 

High impact 
+ 

Structured sustainability 

 

Pre-structural transformation condition. 

 

 



 

 

6.6 Strategic Conclusions – From Sustainability to Structural 
Normalisation 

The sustainability architecture of You(th) Will Be Free demonstrates that the project has moved beyond 
the lifecycle logic of a standard Erasmus+ intervention and entered a structured institutional 
consolidation phase. 

The evidence presented across financial, institutional, policy and replicability dimensions confirms that 
sustainability has not been treated as a closing obligation, but as a deliberate design principle 
embedded from the outset. 

The project now stands at a critical transition point: 

From validated high impact 
→ Toward advanced institutional consolidation phase and systemic adoption. 

 

6.6.1 From Project-Based Impact to Institutional Permanence 

The internalisation of training competences, governance awareness, safeguarding standards and hybrid 
operational infrastructures indicates that the partnership has successfully shifted from: 

• externally supported implementation 
to 

• internally sustained operational capacity. 

The consolidation of a trained socio-educational core group, combined with standardised 
methodologies and reusable dissemination assets, significantly reduces future dependency on external 
expertise and grant-based activation. 

This represents a measurable indicator of institutional maturity. 

 

6.6.2 Financial Sustainability as Strategic Continuation, Not Dependency 

The submission of Deliverable D5.2 and three out of six submissions (D3.2) have operationalised 
sustainability through forward programming rather than reactive funding search. 

The follow-up proposal: 

• capitalises on monitoring findings (WP5), 

• addresses structural governance gaps, 

• scales the methodology to a high-impact ecosystem, 

• embeds digital and safeguarding transformation. 

This confirms that the consortium has transitioned from project implementer to strategic reform actor. 
Financial sustainability is therefore anchored in continuity logic, not opportunistic extension. 

 

 



 

 

6.6.3 EU Added Value: Operationalisation of European Principles 

A distinctive feature of the project lies in its capacity to convert European policy priorities into 
measurable operational standards. 

Rather than limiting itself to alignment discourse, the project: 

• translates governance into procedures, 

• embeds safeguarding into institutional policy, 

• integrates gender equality into participation structures, 

• operationalises digital transformation beyond symbolic adoption. 

In fragile and transitional contexts, particularly in Region 3 countries, this constitutes tangible European 
added value. 

The project contributes not only to youth empowerment, but to the diffusion of EU governance culture 
beyond Union borders. 

 

6.6.4 Scalability Logic: From Youth Work to Systemic Governance Reform 

The methodological evolution demonstrated in Chapter 6 confirms that the project model is not sector-
bound. Its architecture allows scaling across: 

• youth work ecosystems, 

• alternative detention settings, 

• sport governance systems, 

• NGO management structures, 

• Human rights and empowerment of the Civil Society, 

• institutional capacity-building frameworks. 

This cross-sector elasticity significantly strengthens its replication potential within future EU funding 
instruments. 

The presence of modular, digitised and governance-oriented tools enhances transferability across 
socio-political contexts. 

 

6.6.5 Risk Assessment and Forward Conditions 

Despite its advanced sustainability positioning, three structural conditions remain decisive for full 
systemic consolidation: 

1. Longitudinal reintegration data validation 

2. Formal adoption of governance blueprints by partner institutions 

3. Institutional endorsement through signed MoUs and policy integration 



 

 

These are not weaknesses, but natural evolution checkpoints for transition from Level 3 to Level 4 
structural maturity. 

Their achievement would elevate the project from “high impact with sustainability architecture” to 
“systemically embedded governance model”. 

 

6.6.6 Final Strategic Positioning 

You(th) Will Be Free demonstrates: 

• High measurable impact (ICI 80.9/100) 

• Structured sustainability architecture 

• Financial continuation activation 

• Institutional embedding trajectory 

• Policy-aligned EU added value 

• Cross-sector scalability 

The project has exceeded the threshold of a conventional capacity-building initiative and has initiated a 
structured trajectory toward governance-oriented reform and institutional consolidation. It now 
represents a transferable model for: 

• embedding EU values in operational practice, 

• strengthening governance in fragile ecosystems, 

• integrating youth reintegration with institutional accountability. 

The transition from validated impact toward structural normalization has been credibly initiated and 
requires longitudinal consolidation for full systemic embedding. Its consolidation depends not on 
conceptual design, but on institutional uptake and longitudinal validation. 

 

 

     



 

 

7. LIMITATIONS, RISKS AND 
MITIGATION STRATEGIES 
 

This section strengthens the credibility, transparency and methodological defensibility of the evaluation 
by explicitly documenting limitations, risks and mitigation measures. In line with internationally 
recognised evaluation standards, You(th) Will Be Free does not overclaim impact where evidence 
cannot sustain causal certainty; instead, it adopts a rigorous contribution-oriented stance, supported 
by triangulation and auditability. 

 

7.1 Methodological Limitations 

Throughout this report, all systemic or structural references are interpreted as transition signals rather 
than completed transformation. The evaluation deliberately avoids definitive claims of systemic reform 
in the absence of longitudinal validation and institutional adoption verification. 

 

7.1.1 Non-experimental design and limited counterfactual 

Limitation: The project evaluation did not include a randomised control group or a fully comparable 
external counterfactual. As a result, strict causal attribution cannot be claimed. 
Implication: Observed changes are assessed through contribution analysis rather than attribution. 
Mitigation: 

• Structured pre/post comparisons where available (e.g., mobility questionnaires). 

• Triangulation across data sources (surveys, organisational evaluation, deliverables, narrative 
evidence). 

• Explicit alternative explanation checks integrated into WP5 monitoring logic. 

 

7.1.2 Sample size and representativeness 

Limitation: Participant samples are relatively small (e.g., pre/post survey Ns differ across data points), 
limiting statistical power and generalisability. 
Implication: Results are robust for internal learning and programme-level inference but should not be 
overgeneralised beyond comparable contexts. 
Mitigation: 

• Focus on effect direction and cross-source convergence rather than solely on statistical 
significance. 

• Use of organisational-level validation data as a second-level confirmation.  

• Documentation of ranges (min–max) and medians where applicable, not only averages. 



 

 

 

7.1.3 Non-matched pre/post responses 

Limitation: Pre- and post-questionnaires were not fully matched at individual level (different Ns), so 
analysis is cohort-level rather than paired. 
Implication: The evaluation cannot claim individual causal change with matched-pairs certainty. 
Mitigation: 

• Conservative interpretation of changes (no overclaiming). 

• Reliance on qualitative confirmation and organisational evaluation for plausibility 
strengthening.  

 

7.1.4 Limited longitudinal observation window 

Limitation: Some impact domains (employment trajectories, long-term reintegration, policy uptake) 
require observation beyond the funded period. 
Implication: Long-term impact is reported as “impact signals” and “sustainability evidence” rather 
than definitive systemic outcomes. 
Mitigation: 

• Integration of sustainability evidence through deliverables demonstrating continuation strategy 
(notably D5.2).  

• Recommendation of post-project longitudinal tracking as a priority for full ICI completion. 

 

7.2 Data Quality Risks 

7.2.1 Self-report and social desirability bias 

Risk: Surveys and questionnaires may reflect positive bias (participants may overstate satisfaction or 
learning). 
Mitigation: 

• Triangulation with behavioural and output evidence (e.g., proposals drafted, permanent 
pathways established, dissemination deliverables). 

• Inclusion of open-ended qualitative questions to detect inconsistencies and nuance.  

Post-Mobility Questionnaire (Re… 

• Avoidance of “satisfaction-only” claims; preference for competence and uptake indicators. 

 

7.2.2 Incomplete measurement for full ICI computation 

Risk: Some ICI dimensions rely on evidence that is not fully quantifiable with the current dataset (e.g., 
policy uptake, long-term employment). 
Mitigation: 



 

 

• Transparent classification of ICI dimensions by evidence maturity (fully measured vs emerging 
vs conditional). 

• Use of deliverable-based proxies where legitimate (e.g., D5.2 as sustainability and strategic 
continuity proof).  

• Explicit specification of additional data required to complete full ICI with longitudinal 
robustness. 

 

7.3 Implementation and Contextual Risks 

7.3.1 Contextual volatility in MENA and fragile environments 

Risk: Political instability, mobility restrictions, infrastructural challenges and safeguarding constraints 
may affect participation, implementation continuity and data collection reliability. 
Mitigation: 

• Hybrid participation mechanisms (digital dissemination infrastructure and online 
engagement). 

• Flexible scheduling and adaptive management through WP5 step-control monitoring. 

• Documentation and standardisation of methods through Guidelines/Vademecum to ensure 
continuity even under disruption.  

 

7.3.2 Attrition and engagement risk in vulnerable target groups 

Risk: Drop-out and inconsistent engagement are typical for high-risk youth cohorts. 
Mitigation: 

• Cascading/peer model increasing motivational anchoring and ownership.  

Vademecum YWBF 

• Experiential learning components (job shadowing) supporting retention through practical 
relevance.  

Vademecum YWBF 

• Monitoring of attendance and engagement through administrative records and milestone 
reviews. 

 

7.3.3 Safeguarding and ethical risk 

Risk: Working with vulnerable individuals may involve re-traumatisation risk, confidentiality issues and 
safeguarding concerns. 
Mitigation: 

• Ethical protocols and consent processes aligned with GDPR principles. 

• Avoidance of stigmatising data collection; anonymisation and limited access to personal data. 



 

 

• Embedding safeguarding as a structural pillar of sustainability and future system design 
(reinforced by the governance continuation logic within D5.2).  

 

7.4 Strategic Risks 

7.4.1 Risk of “pilot effect” without institutional adoption 

Risk: Pilot outcomes may remain project-bound if not embedded into organisational policy and 
procedures. 
Mitigation: 

• Permanent pathways established and documented as institutional assets.  

Project presentation 

• Governance evolution and standardisation strategy through follow-up proposal (D5.2), 
explicitly addressing institutional gaps revealed by evaluation.  

• Dissemination tools enabling uptake beyond immediate partnership. 

 

7.4.2 Risk of overclaiming systemic change 

Risk: EU-funded projects sometimes overstate policy impact without verifiable evidence. 
Mitigation: 

• Clear differentiation between outputs, outcomes, and impact signals. 

• Contribution analysis approach used as the official causal inference stance. 

• Recommendations for post-project tracking and policy monitoring rather than speculative 
claims. 

 

7.5 Mitigation Strategy Summary Matrix 

Risk / Limitation Risk 
Level 

Potential Impact Mitigation Measures 

No control group / 
attribution limits 

Medium Overclaiming risk Contribution analysis + triangulation 

Small sample size Medium Limited 
generalisability 

Conservative interpretation + cross-
source validation 

Non-matched pre/post Medium Reduced statistical 
certainty 

Cohort-level analysis + qualitative 
confirmation 

Context volatility High Implementation 
disruption 

Hybrid model + standardised 
methods 



 

 

Safeguarding risks High Ethical harm Protocols + anonymisation + 
safeguarding integration 

Incomplete longitudinal 
data 

Medium Partial ICI Deliverable-based proxies + tracking 
recommendations 

Institutional uptake gap Medium Sustainability 
weakness 

Permanent pathways + governance 
follow-up (D5.2) 

 

7.6 Final Note on Evaluation Integrity 

By explicitly documenting limitations and mitigation strategies, the evaluation ensures: 

• methodological honesty, 

• protection from overclaiming, 

• full transparency of evidence strength, 

• and alignment with best practices for complex social interventions. 

This is not a weakness: it is a marker of evaluation maturity and international credibility. The explicit 
articulation of limitations should be interpreted as a strength of evaluation integrity rather than a 
weakness of impact performance. 

  



 

 

8. STRATEGIC CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The evaluation of You(th) Will Be Free demonstrates that the project has generated measurable impact, 
activated structural sustainability mechanisms, and positioned itself as a transferable governance-
oriented model within the Euro-Mediterranean youth ecosystem. 

With an Impact Composite Index (ICI) of 80.9/100, the project enters the upper tier of high-impact 
interventions, combining: 

• Verified competence development 

• Institutional strengthening 

• Structural dissemination reach 

• Strategic continuity activation 

The evaluation confirms that the project has moved beyond isolated capacity building and entered a 
structural transition phase, where sustainability architecture and governance reform become central. 

This chapter outlines strategic conclusions and forward-looking recommendations addressed to: 

• Future EU programmes 

• Stakeholders and implementing organisations 

• Policymakers 

• Scaling and replication actors 

 

8.1 Strategic Conclusions 

8.1.1 From Empowerment to Governance Reform 

The project demonstrates that youth empowerment initiatives reach structural maturity when they 
integrate: 

• Capacity building 

• Institutional embedding 

• Governance standards 

• Sustainability planning 

The methodological evolution visible in Deliverable D5.2 confirms that impact is maximised when 
programmes incorporate governance reform and digital transformation components. 



 

 

Youth work, when linked to institutional accountability, becomes a structural reform lever rather than a 
temporary inclusion tool. 

8.1.2 Sustainability as Design Principle 

Sustainability in this project was not an ex-post strategy but an embedded architecture: 

• Reusable training modules 

• Permanent competence pools 

• Digital infrastructure retention  

• Strategic follow-up programming  

This design approach significantly reduces post-project decay risk and strengthens long-term EU 
investment efficiency. 

 

8.1.3 EU Added Value Beyond Funding 

The project operationalised European values — governance, safeguarding, gender inclusion, 
transparency — into procedures rather than discourse. 

This is particularly significant in fragile and transitional contexts where EU governance principles require 
translation into actionable standards. 

The Euro-Mediterranean cooperation dimension enhances geopolitical relevance and cross-border 
institutional learning. 

 

8.2 Recommendations for Future EU Programmes 

8.2.1 Integrate Governance Reform into Youth Projects 

Capacity-building projects should systematically include: 

• Governance assessment components 

• Safeguarding audit frameworks 

• Institutional policy development modules 

• Digital infrastructure strengthening 

Youth inclusion initiatives achieve higher structural impact when linked to institutional accountability 
mechanisms. 

 

8.2.2 Make Sustainability Measurable, Not Declarative 

Future calls could require: 

• Post-project tracking plans (12–24 months) 

• Adoption rate indicators for developed tools 



 

 

• MoU and policy integration verification 

• Sustainability–Impact matrices similar to Chapter 6.5 

This would reduce overclaiming and increase long-term EU return on investment. 

 

8.2.3 Promote Contribution-Based Evaluation Models 

Complex social projects rarely allow experimental attribution. 

EU programmes should encourage: 

• Contribution analysis logic 

• Mixed-method triangulation 

• Composite index transparency 

• Limitation disclosure standards 

This increases methodological credibility and comparability across projects. 

 

8.3 Recommendations for Stakeholders and Implementing 
Organisations 

8.3.1 Institutional Embedding Priority 

Organisations implementing youth programmes should: 

• Formalise training models into internal SOPs 

• Establish safeguarding compliance mechanisms 

• Institutionalise cascade peer models 

• Maintain digital dissemination infrastructure 

Sustainability depends on internalisation, not repetition of funded cycles. 

 

8.3.2 Longitudinal Monitoring Culture 

Stakeholders are encouraged to: 

• Track youth reintegration outcomes beyond funding cycles 

• Monitor employment pathways and social reintegration metrics 

• Document governance adoption and organisational transformation 

This strengthens evidence for scaling and funding continuity. 

 



 

 

8.4 Recommendations for Policymakers 

8.4.1 Institutionalise Youth Reintegration Pathways 

Policymakers should: 

• Recognise youth work as a structured reintegration mechanism 

• Integrate non-formal education into rehabilitation systems 

• Incentivise governance transparency in civil society organisations 

Youth reintegration should be framed as institutional infrastructure, not emergency response. 

 

8.4.2 Standardise Safeguarding and Governance Frameworks 

The Governance Blueprint logic emerging from D5.2 suggests that: 

• Standard Operating Procedures 

• Safeguarding compliance 

• Gender equality metrics 

• Digital governance dashboards 

should become baseline requirements for organisations working with vulnerable youth. 

 

8.4.3 Support Cross-Sector Transferability 

The scalability of the model into sport governance, human rights and Civil Society demonstrates that: 

Youth work methodologies are transferable to adjacent sectors. 

Policymakers should incentivise cross-sector reform experiments to accelerate systemic innovation. 

 

8.5 Recommendations for Scaling 

Scaling must be structured, not opportunistic. 

8.5.1 Preconditions for Scaling: 

• Governance baseline readiness 

• Digital access infrastructure 

• Institutional leadership commitment 

• Safeguarding compliance 

8.5.2 Scaling Strategy Pathway: 

1. Replicate training model locally 



 

 

2. Integrate governance blueprint 

3. Establish monitoring dashboard 

4. Formalise institutional adoption 

5. Engage policymakers for endorsement 

The Digital Leadership Hub logic proposed in D5.2 provides a structured roadmap for such scaling. 

 

8.6 Final Strategic Reflection 

You(th) Will Be Free demonstrates that: 

• Capacity building can evolve into governance reform 

• Sustainability can be architected, not improvised 

• EU values can be operationalised in fragile ecosystems 

• Youth empowerment can become structural transformation 

The project does not claim full systemic change within its timeframe. 

It demonstrates credible movement toward structural normalization. 

The decisive factor for full transformation now lies in: 

• Longitudinal validation 

• Institutional adoption 

• Policy integration 

• Continued strategic financing 

The transition from high impact to structural reform is underway. 

The responsibility for completion is now shared between implementing organisations, policymakers 
and future EU programmes. 
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