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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Erasmus + programme was launched in 2014 with the main objective to enhance
internationalization of youth educational and training activities across Europe. The
implementation of the EU central policies on socio-economic growth, youth development,
employment and innovation is at the heart of every educational initiative included under the
Erasmus+ actions. The purpose of this mid-term evaluation report is to offer insights on the
implementation of Erasmus+ actions in Greece, to trace possible problems and malfunctions
and to propose possible courses of action in order to achieve the Erasmus+ proclaimed goals
and objectives. In the national context, Erasmus+ remains a highly relevant programme in
relation to responding to the Greek needs in Education, Training and Youth. Erasmus+ is
effective in reaching its objectives, since it’s seen as an important instrument not only for
the implementation of the EU policy on Education, Training and Youth field but also the
covering of a wide range of current needs of the young population of the country, in order to
facilitate their better integration into society and in the labor market during the economic
recession time.

This evaluation report has been ordered by the Greek Ministry of Education, Research and
Religious Affairs and was prepared by the assigned National Authorities in close cooperation
with the responsible National Agencies, namely:

For the Erasmus+ Education and Training programme, the General Secretariat of the
Ministry of Education, Research & Religious Affairs/Directorate of European and
International Affairs as National Authority and the corresponding National Agency that is the
IKY (State Scholarship Foundation)

For the Erasmus+/Youth programme, the General Secretariat for Youth and Lifelong Learning
as National Authority and the corresponding National Agency that is INEDIVIM (Youth and
Life Long Learning Foundation).

The evaluation is based on a methodology including: study of written material, design of
guestionnaires, survey and analysis of responses, quantitative as well as qualitative
considerations. All material was analyzed and cross-referenced in order to respond to
questions related to the five criteria that were described in the mid-term evaluation report
guidelines.

The report thus includes five thematic areas of interest:

A. Effectiveness of Erasmus+ implementation. Effectiveness was addressed with reference
to different educational sectors (higher education, secondary education, life-long learning,
training etc.) and youth field issues (youth mobility, youth work, development of personal
skills & competences etc.). Certain problems and obstacles to the implementation of specific
objectives were pointed out and relevant proposals were made in order to address obstacles
and to achieve fuller implementation. Problems most commonly traced include: human
resources deficit, difficulties related to economic management, lack on the part of the
beneficiaries (i.e. teachers, informal groups of young people, small organisations) of the
skills necessary for dealing with the administrative and economic management and
bureaucratic requirements, managing of digital platforms, demanding reporting
requirements etc..

B. Efficiency. Evaluation was in general terms positive in areas that concerned the
collaboration between different authorities and the synergies between different Erasmus+
actions. Certain issues emerged that were related to the administrative burden of
beneficiaries, the deficit of human resources and the need for an increase of grants in order
to counter-act the effect of the fiscal crisis particularly on student-beneficiaries.

C. Relevance. Most Erasmus+ actions are evaluated as relevant to the formal, non-formal
and informal educational needs of contemporary youth, as these needs are determined by
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the current socio-economic context on a European level. Relevance to the emergent refugee
crisis in Greece was highlighted in many responses by informants and stakeholders. It seems
that the Online Linguistic Support for Refugees has proved extremely relevant. Further
Erasmus+ actions related to refugee students and populations in general should be planned
and implemented.

D. Internal and external coherence and complementarity. Complementarity of many
diverse actions under the umbrella of the Erasmus+ is evaluated as very positive as it creates
added value in terms of promoting internationalization at a European level. The degree of
coherence was also positively evaluated as KAs have discrete areas of intervention and do
not overlap or contradict.

E. European added value and sustainability

The added value of the Erasmus+ programme is across the board acknowledged. Under the
current socio-economic European context the sustainability of the Erasmus+ is of vital
importance for the development of personal skills and competences, the raising of
intercultural awareness and the sense of self-empowerment and self-esteem of young
people, the implementation of European democratic policies as a whole.

Finally, this mid-term evaluation report includes a very substantial section of proposals and
recommendations. These proposals address many different areas and components of the
Erasmus+ programme. Proposals concern: communication and dissemination of information,
strengthening the bonds between Erasmus+ goals and economic development, synergy
between Erasmus+ actions and civic societal sectors, operation of the NAs, the human and
fiscal resources and their allocation.

2. ERASMUS+ EVALUATION METHODOLOGY
2.1 EDUCATION AND TRAINING

The mid-term evaluation report of Erasmus+ in Greece was conducted in accordance with
the methodological guidelines and the five core evaluation criteria provided by the
European Commission.

To this end, an evaluation Committee was formed and assigned the role to prepare the
National Report for Education and Training by analyzing the data which was collected (via
both quantitative and qualitative research procedures) concluding with specific
recommendations. Members of the aforementioned Committee are executive and
administrative staff from both the European and International Affairs Directorate of the
Hellenic Ministry of Education, Research and Religious Affairs and Erasmus+ National
Agency/State Scholarship Foundation as well as four (4) academics (namely, loanna Laliotou,
Deputy Dean of Public and International Relations of the University of Thessaly, Stylianos
Patsikas, Professor of the Technological Higher Educational Institute of Piraeus, Argyris
Kyridis, Professor of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki and Dr Panagiotis Vidalis,
member of the Governing Board of IKY). The Committee operated as an active group of
experts, coordinated by Vassiliki Makri, Director of the European and International Affairs
Directorate.

The evaluation procedure was based on the concept of an ‘informed peer review’, and on
the project level it consisted of the following four main stages:

(1) The preparatory stage, which comprised a desk study of relevant documents, including:
Programme guides and guidelines

National Agency Work Programmes

Yearly Reports

Management Declarations

Yearly Reports of Independent Audit Body (IAB)

Applications overviews
Erasmus+



(2) The conduct of the stakeholders’ survey. In order to evaluate the Erasmus+ programme
and its implementation in Greece, two research tools were used in the form of written
guestionnaires. The first questionnaire was sent to 460 key stakeholders, decision makers
and beneficiaries who participated in Erasmus+ programmes and consisted of closed and
open questions®. Closed questions were in the form of a Likert 5-grade scale, and the open
ones concerned proposals for improving the programme. Closed questions concerned the
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence, sustainability and the overall evaluation of
the programme. The second data collection tool* was also a questionnaire delivered in a
written form, which included 12 open questions, which were an abridged form of the
evaluation axes given as a model by the European Commission and was answered by a focus
group consisting of 30 stakeholders.. For the data analysis, descriptive and inductive
statistics were used for closed questions, while for the analysis of the open questions in both
questionnaires the methodological tool of Discourse Analysis® was used.

The work plan was kept flexible enough to accommodate for circumstances in the given
context. When needed, the coordinator facilitated the procedure by any appropriate means
like mandate letters (i.e. by the Minister) or informal contacts.

(3) The debriefing stage. Several debriefing meetings and contacts of the Committee were
held a. in order to assess the reliability and range of data collection, b. to discuss significant
findings with a view to strengthening the quality of the collected data and c. to help
interpret data which was collected from the field level stakeholders so as to include it in the
draft report.

(4) The synthesis stage. The coordinator submitted the draft report to the Committee
members for consultation. Comments were taken into account for the formulation of the
final report including the full set of annexes. Special attention was paid to the utility of
conclusions and feasibility of proposals.

2.2 YOUTH

The “National Report on the Implementation and Impact of the Erasmus+/Youth
Programme” in Greece was jointly prepared by the National Authority-General Secretariat
for Lifelong Learning & Youth and the National Agency-INEDIVIM.

INEDIVIM, as the main actor of the implementation of the programme for the youth sector,
provided all necessary information and data that were used in order to draw a conclusion on
the results achieved, at all levels, in recent years.

The National Authority concluded in the main findings following respectively the five
evaluation criteria established by the Commission. This analysis was based on existing
reports and documents as presented in Annex 10 - Desk study for Erasmus+Youth Section®
and the collected data. Both actors, in close cooperation, taking into consideration all
implementation issues, evaluated the impact of Erasmus+/Youth in Greece and provide
suggestions for a future sustainable programme.

The overall evaluation process enabled National Authority to plan important national
initiatives, focused on national needs.

! Annex 4
2 Annex 6
* Annex 9
* Annex 10
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3. EVALUATION RESULTS

3.1. EDUCATION AND TRAINING

3.1.1. EFFECTIVENESS

(Q1) To what extent have Erasmus+ and its predecessor programmes contributed to
the realisation of the Erasmus+ specific objectives in your country? Are there
differences across fields? Please provide, where relevant, your assessment for each of
the specific objectives and provide evidence and examples where possible.

In general for both actions KA1 and KA2, the number of projects contracted and finalized as
well as the number of organizations involved in finalized projects have increased on a yearly
basis.

Regarding KA1 we passed from 277 contracts (2014) to 310 (2015) and to 763 contracts in
2016. Respectively, the figures for finalized projects are 120 (43,22%) for 2014, 165 (54%) for
2015 and 304 (39,84%) for 2016. The organizations involved were 192 (2014), 326 (2015)
and 652 (2016). Differences are observed, mainly, regarding the absence of higher education
mobility in 2015 (while it was present in the previous year with 40 projects — 37 finalized,
and again in 2016 with 43 projects, all of them finalized)".

The same increasing trend per year can be observed regarding KA2 projects. From a total of
141 contracts in 2014, we passed to 155 in 2015 and to 303 in 2016. We have to note the
positive performance indicator in relation to the number of 202 finalized projects (66,67% in
2016). The impressive success rate (352,08%) that presented Strategic Partnerships for
Schools (KA 219), involving 48 applications that led to 169 contracts, is the reason for the
total improvement that emerged in 2016°.

Most of the results of finalised projects were in line with the results expected at the
application stage in terms of objectives reached, types of activities undertaken, types of
intellectual outputs produced, types and volume of mobilities, dissemination and
exploitation activities undertaken by beneficiaries’.

This is confirmed by the first data collection tool (coordinated by Prof. A. Kyridis) in which
460 participants provided detailed information. Regarding the sample of the research, 230
informants participated in an Erasmus+ programme in the field of School Education, 42 in
the field of Higher Education, 148 in the field of Vocational Education and Training and 40 in
the field of Adult Education. Furthermore, from the 460 informants of the research 409 had
already participated at least one time in one of the Erasmus+ predecessor programmes
(Erasmus, Leonardo da Vinci, Comenius, Grundtvig or other programmes). More than 98%®
of the informants agreed that Erasmus+ projects contributed to the realisation of the
Erasmus+ specific objectives. (Question 1 of the National Report on Implementation and
Impact of Erasmus+).

Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informants regarding the realisation
of the objectives of Erasmus+.

. The implementation of Erasmus+ is to a great extent balanced with the objectives of
the programme. However, interculturalism and internationalization are areas that need
further strengthening.

. Erasmus+ contributes to the consolidation of European values through the
cooperation of teachers and pupils from different countries.
. The Erasmus+ programme has, at its heart, two key priorities: contributing to youth

unemployment and ensuring that young people complete their schooling, leaving their

> IKY (NA) Erasmus +, General statistics 2014, 2015, 2016.
®IKY (NA) Erasmus +, General statistics 2014, 2015, 2016.

7 IKY (NA) Yearly report 2016.
Erasmus+
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educational establishment qualified, skilled, optimistic and enthusiastic about their role as
European citizens.

. Erasmus + provides the opportunity for education and training in a different and
intercultural environment, multiplying the benefits of lifelong learning and empowering
individuals at a personal and professional level.

Relevance to the labour market

As a general remark it should be noted that beneficiaries of all Erasmus+ actions and
predecessor programmes report a considerable improvement of skills pertaining to current
needs of the labour market.

Overall in the Higher Education sector, there is a significant impact at a personal level,
especially for traineeships, as many students find a job abroad once their mobility period is
over.’

That positive feedback refers especially to Higher Education students with special needs and
students coming from a lower socio economic background. According to the feedback given
from Mobility Consortia, the fact that graduates are more easily absorbed by the market is
encouraging, although in most of the cases, the job offered is not in Greece™.

In the VET sector, beyond the acquisition of knowledge, skills, expertise and training that the
individuals gained on their field, there was an increase in the networking and cooperation
between organizations, the extraversion of organisations was strengthened and many
projects had tangible benefits like ensuring a job position abroad for many participants that
accepted professional proposals by the host organizations.

The strong emphasis on accreditation of skills and qualifications has attracted many VET
schools, VET providers as well as enterprises. These newcomers to the programme
constitute a favourable evolution taking also into account the high rates of unemployment,
especially for the young people.

Quality, innovation, internationalization

In the School Sector former beneficiaries presented their inspiring experiences during info
days and project management meetings organized by the NA. These presentations referred
to quality aspects of implementation, impact at personal and institutional level and the
lasting effect that European cooperation introduces to school practices and professional
attitudes. More importantly, the positive influence of project implementation is reportedly
acknowledged even by teachers who are initially reluctant, indifferent or even averse to
European cooperation projects.

According to the relevant data, the impact on the sending organisations concerns
internationalisation (45% of the participants strongly agreed on this) and the use of new
teaching methods and good practices (63% of the participants strongly agreed on this)™.

In KA2 teachers report that pupils (especially those who participate in the transnational
mobilities), either hosted in a foreign family or not, benefited greatly, particularly when the
beneficiaries are small rural schools or schools from disadvantaged and deprived parts of the
country™. In some cases, even, schools request to include more pupils in relevant activities
than originally planned. Greek schools are increasingly interested to participate in Strategic
Partnerships for the exchange of practices but they prefer to be involved as partners rather
than coordinators. Regarding their objectives, projects have chosen to deal with topics
about the “Integration of refugees” and “Migrants' issues”, which indicates high relevance
with current societal priorities in Greece®.

% IKY (NA) Yearly report 2015.
91Ky (NA Yearly report 2016.
' IKY (NA) Yearly report 2015.
2 1KY (NA) Yearly report 2015.

IKY (NA) Yearly report 2016.
Erasmus+
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Schools have initiated partnerships over the e-twinning platform and they wish to continue
with an Erasmus+ Strategic Partnership or after having gained experience with European
cooperation over e-twinning they feel more confident in applying for a European project
which includes physical mobility™.

Regarding Higher Education, the Greek HE Institutes consider the Erasmus+ Programme as
an important tool for internationalisation and are eager to create links with renowned
universities worldwide. International offices also report the enhancement of their curricula
and the visibility of their institution abroad. IR (international relationships) offices express
the opinion that international mobility will further enhance the internationalisation of their
Institution®.

According to the data collection tool, in the field of education and training, the most
frequently reported effect from programme participation at the level of the participating
organisations is improved teaching competence and quality, through teacher mobility and
Strategic Partnerships. There are also numerous examples of teachers and organisations
within the adult education and higher education sectors introducing new teaching methods
as a result of Strategic Partnerships or teacher mobilities. In addition, there has been a large
increase in the percentage of staff on mobility who report that they have developed new
teaching methods as a result of the mobility project.

Lifelong learning, dissemination of good practices

In the School Sector, participants in KA1l reported that the action has significantly
contributed to the teaching staff intention to engage in continuous professional
development. Participants also expressed their intention to stay in contact with the
colleagues they have the training with, in order to continue collaborating.

In the field of Adult Education, with the experience from Grundtvig programme, many
suggested that they should be provided with the appropriate funding to participate more
often in such an activity, since adult education is an on-going process. The coexistence with
participants from other countries gave them the opportunity to make new contacts and
think about future cooperation projects. This experience also encouraged them to undertake
a more active role at the home institution and activate other colleagues as well'®. The
intermediate and final reports of the Erasmus+ projects demonstrate a high rate of
satisfaction deriving from the achievement of the objectives. More specifically, adult
educators declared in their participant reports that they improved their qualifications in
terms of teaching and, after the completion of the mobility, they felt ready to integrate good
practices and new methods into daily activities. In the same line, the majority of Institutes
that implement projects supported under KA2, have deliverables aiming at improving the
offer of learning opportunities, which will be tailored to individual adult learners®’.

It seems that the majority of participants (91,8%) were newcomers. Learning from good
practices abroad, acquiring social, linguistic and cultural competences, increasing job
satisfaction, making new contacts and familiarizing with formal and informal learning were
among the most important personal and professional developments reported. Moreover,
europass mobility recognition was raised by approximately 20% from year 2015 onwards, a
fact which is really important for the Adult Education sector, where European recognition
tools are not yet widespread.

Language learning

YIKY (NA) Yearly report 2016.
BIKY (NA) Yearly report 2015.
% IKY (NA) Yearly report 2014.

7 IKY (NA) Yearly report 2015.
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In the School Sector the level of improvement of linguistic competences, exchanges of
practices, strengthening of the European identity and transnational cooperating is highly
appreciated by those involved in the projects®®.

According to the data collection tool, in the field of education and training, in addition to
improved language skills, the effect most frequently referred to is improved transversal skills
for pupils, apprentices and students that participate in mobility projects. Moreover,
organizations in the adult education sector also report that staff mobility and Strategic
Partnerships have led to improved key competences among staff.

(Q2) To what extent has the progress on the realisation of the specific objectives
contributed to the realisation of the Erasmus+ general objectives (as listed in point B.2
in annex 3) in your country?

In this regard, it is important to notice the contribution to the sustainability of the
education’s development throughthe experience gained from successful implementation of
programmes. This affects directly the promotion of European values as well.

In the School sector, for instance, participants insist that the transnational character of the
mobility activities —in terms of the cultural diversity of the participants in the activities-
should be safeguarded so that the exchange of educational practices can be achieved.
Participants believe that KAl actions are an excellent way to enhance the European
dimension of national schools and ask for their continuation. In Comenius programmes,
already, schools appreciated the experience in European cooperation they acquired through
school partnership projects since it provided them with a feeling of success in an important
and difficult task which in turn enhanced their image.

(Q3) To what extent have Erasmus+ actions influenced policy developments in the
domains of education and training, youth and sport in your country? Which actions
were most effective in doing so? Are there marked differences between different
fields?

The most important examples of the Erasmus+ influence regarding national policies in
education and training are related to the VET and the Adult Education sectors.

The recent economic crisis that Greece faces has re-oriented the business and institutional
profile of many public authorities and private organisations. The Erasmus+ Programme and
the capabilities it provides offer new challenges and options that are seen as an answer to
the sustainability, orientation and in several cases as a "window" for their
internationalisation. Decision makers such as the Greek General Confederation of Labour
(FZEE), the Manpower Agency of Greece (OAEA), the Hellenic Agency for Local Development
and Local Government (EETAA), the Regional Prefectures, the National Organisation for the
Certification of Qualifications and Vocational Guidance (EOMNMEN), which play a central role
in influencing national VET strategies, re-formulate their approaches based on the priorities
of Erasmus+ and the outcomes that have derived from LdV projects (and planned
accordingly in Erasmus+/VET). It is also noteworthy that the mainstreaming of results of the
VET projects (mainly at this point from the Leonardo da Vinci programme) has urged certain
key, central public authorities to re-orientate their operational framework and their business
objectives in a way that embodies the priorities and objectives of Erasmus+".

In the field of Adult Education, within the strategic plan of the national reform programme
for Greece concerning education for 2014-2020, it was anticipated that ways of improving
accessibility to lifelong learning, upskilling of competences and capacities to connect
education and training with the labour market would be promoted?’. Within this framework,

1KY (NA) Yearly report 2016.

1KY (NA) Yearly report 2014.

2 On relevant national policies, see S. Chatzichristou, European inventory on validation of non-formal
and informal learning 2014, Country report: Greece, European Commission, Adult Education and
Training in Europe: Programmes to Raise Achievement in Basic Skills, Country report: Greece, 2015.
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European agenda for Adult Learning actions included a number of seminars and a
Conference in Greece that were implemented by the General Secretariat for Life Long
Learning, which comes under the Ministry of Education and acts as the executive authority
for Life Long Learning in Greece. This is achieved in cooperation with local authorities, social
partners and representatives of civil society. The target groups of the aforementioned
actions were people with low qualifications and skills. They were supported on the (re-)
integration in education / training/employment within a sustainable development
framework with the local community involved. These developments are in line with the
operational objectives of the Erasmus+ Programme. In addition, they have increased the
number of institutions and actors involved in lifelong learning - especially in adult education
- and their interest in European cooperation projects®.

According to the data collection tool, almost 60% of the informants believe that Erasmus+
functions as an effective tool for shaping national education and training policy*”. However,
an adequate percentage of the informants asked for more initiatives in order for this goal to
be reached.

Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informants regarding the above
statement:

. The Programme could make a positive contribution to national policy-making
(renewal, modernization) precisely because it facilitates and encourages trans-European
cooperation, dialogue and the transfer of good practices.

. The study of European educational developments can help towards a better
understanding of issues that concern education in a country by adding to the expertise and
broadening the perception of practical issues and other factors that affect educational

policies.
o There is room for further integration of the programme's implementation results.
. In theory, it should be an essential tool for policy-making at all levels, but reality is

different. The state needs to further act on using the produced outcomes; The EC needs to
review many of the criteria by which it evaluates proposals and allocates funds.

(Q4) What specific approaches (such as co-financing, promotion or others) have you
taken in order to try to enhance the effects of Erasmus+ in your country? To what
extent have these approaches been effective? Can any particular points for
improvement be identified?

In the School sector, the national policy context remains in accordance with the priorities set
by the Erasmus+ programme in what concerns the offer of early childhood education to all
children, the prevention of early school leaving, the emphasis on foreign language learning
and the initial and continuous teacher education. The NA has cooperated very closely with
the National Authority to work out solutions to problems that caused difficulties with the
mobilities of the Primary school teachers and pupils. Moreover, matters pertaining to the
insurance of pupils travelling abroad and the bank accounts kept by schools for the
Erasmus+ grants have received the attention of the Ministry of Education so that the
national context would become more conducive to the technical aspects of the
programme’s implementation23.

Regarding the VET Sector, the Ministry of Interior and Public Administration takes valuable
input by the NA so as to accordingly inform public organisations about the programme and
enable them (especially newcomers) to participate, i.e. by helping them with partner search
databases, etc. Towards the enhancement of the attractiveness of VET, Greek Authorities
have developed the National Implementation Plan of Apprenticeship.

2L IKY (NA) Yearly report 2014.
2 Annex 4, Annex 5-table 3
2 |KY (NA) Yearly report 2014.
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(Q5) Do you consider that certain actions of the programme are more effective than
others? Are there differences across fields? What are the determining factors for
making these actions of the programme more effective?

In the School Sector, the great majority of the participants (89%) select to attend structured
courses and to a much lesser degree (7,5%) go on job shadowing activities. In job shadowing
activities 74% of the participants report increased job satisfaction whereas this percentage
goes down to 54% for participants in structured courses or training events. Moreover, when
it comes to the good practices that participants have learnt abroad, structured
courses/training events have been effective for 69% of the participants compared to 84% for
participants in job shadowing activities and teaching assignments®*. It seems that job
shadowing activities and teaching assignments due to their more practical/hands-on
orientation are more rewarding in terms of learning new methods/practices and create a
more immediate effect on the trained teacher. It is also important to notice that 71% of the
participants in all mobility activities report that they feel motivated to carry on developing
their professional skills and almost all of them (97,7%) intend to participate in other
Erasmus+ actions>.

(Q7) Is the size of budget appropriate and proportionate to what Erasmus+ is set out
to achieve? Is the distribution of funds across the programme’s fields and actions
appropriate in relation to their level of effectiveness and utility?

Overall, no particular comments on the budget size and distribution are reported, with the
exemption of the Higher Education Sector. Participants face problems mostly related to
financial formalities.

Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) still face financial constraints due to the persisting crisis.
The Youth unemployment rate is high, especially among skilled graduates who seek a job
abroad. Middle income families find it difficult to finance their studies abroad. This situation
is reflected in the increase of SMP (student mobility for placement) and a related decrease in
SMS (student mobility for studies). Moreover, HEls report that the demand for SMP grows
higher every year and if there was more funding available, the number of SMP mobilities
would be even higher. The same goes for staff mobility for teaching, as there are almost no
other funding opportunities for teachers to go abroad for a teaching period®®. Most HEls
believe grants received are not sufficient to cover VISA and residence permit costs incurred
for participants. Therefore, one of their proposals was to adjust the grants and ensure an
additional budget would be available to each participant in order to cover the above
mentioned costs just as extra budget is available for travel costs®’.

In the School and VET sector, during project implementation a lot of schools try to
implement more mobilities than initially approved and ask for guidance on how this should
be done in a way that is compatible with the context of the grant agreement.

On the other hand, regarding VET, strong positive feedback has been addressed to the NA
about the unit cost budget structure, which allows the beneficiaries to concentrate on the
quality of the actions approved, rather than get involved with complex bureaucratic rules
and management. Still, there is also negative feedback, regarding the travel grant costs
support especially by beneficiaries coming from outermost regions and islands?.

(Q8) What challenges and difficulties do you encounter while implementing the
various actions of Erasmus+? What changes would need to be introduced in Erasmus+
or its successor programme to remedy these?

V1KY (NA) Yearly report 2016.
1KY (NA) Yearly report 2016.
26 |KY (NA) Yearly report 2016.
27 IKY (NA) Yearly report 2015.
)
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According to the participants’ experience and feedback most difficulties are related to
bureaucratic constraints.

Administrative challenges

In School Partnerships, for instance, difficulties were reported with regard to the official
documents necessary for teachers and pupils to justify the days travelling abroad for project
meetings®’. The procedures (application) for obtaining an Erasmus+ grant are sometimes
judged too bureaucratic. Moreover, differences regarding the national legislative framework
affect implementation in case we have revisions of budgets by project coordinators in StS
projects. A concrete example of this concerns the number of teachers that should
accompany pupils in teaching, training and learning activities™.

In the Higher education sector, bureaucratic problems due to different legal procedures in
HEIs of partner countries, and high costs for visas which must be covered from participants
themselves seem to create a burden both for HEIs and interested participants. Also, IR
offices report many cancellations of students’ mobility due to financial problems. Regarding
KA203 beneficiaries, we receive many questions on the type of employment agreement to
be used, as university staff is not always permanent staff. Bureaucratic constraints of the
financial management of the projects are reported, regarding not only the coordinating
institutions but also the partners. It is reported that applications are demanding and time-
consuming, requiring technical skills that university professors do not always have*".

In Adult Education actions, massive information and terminology used in the Programme
Guide are discouraging for (newcomers)*%.

Other challenges

In the School Sector, the search for schools in which teachers can have a rewarding job
shadowing or teaching experience remains difficult because interested host schools are
much fewer compared to the seminars while interested teachers do not have any practical
guidance on how, in practical terms, they can approach the schools and set up the training
mobility.

In Higher Education, cases of misuseare reported regarding Erasmus+ traineeships, as some
host organisations use the Erasmus+ Programme to cater for their regular needs. As a result,
the number of hosted Erasmus+ students is much higher than the number of regular staff.
Moreover, intermediary companies may impose severeterms to students, such as expensive
fees in order to find them a traineeship position. It seems that there is a lack of regulation at
EU level for the intermediary companies, as well as regarding the maximum number of
Erasmus students per host organisation. The NA instructs all Greek HEls to inform their
students and responsible HEI staff accordingly so as to ensure that students choose a high
quality traineeship®.

In the VET Sector, many applicants that are newcomers to the programme face a difficulty in
finding host partners, since there is not a database for their potential programmes. Also,
many applicants (for example vocational schools, agricultural associations) are not familiar
with the terminology and the requirements of applications as well as in specific fields like
the idea of a European Development Plan®*. The presence of certain foreign intermediary
organizations in mobility actions causes many problems in the quality of projects’
implementation also absorbing most of the funding as the undertake not only the actions of
matching trainees with the companies but also subsistence costs as well.

22 1KY (NA
1KY (NA
31 IKY (NA
2 IKY (NA
3 KY (NA
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Negative feedback has been addressed from public organizations about the strict rule
concerning the staff involved in the production of intellectual outputs. Public organizations
in Greece, are not allowed to recruit personnel on their free will, since the recruitment
procedure is centrally managed and approved by the Greek government. In some cases, this
might lead to the result for the public organizations of not being able to occupy experts
necessary in carrying out specific scientific work, with whom there is no prior employment
relationship®.

In Adult Education, the lack of an official database (in the form of the European Training
Data Base existed in LLP) for structured courses was assigned as a defect of KA1.

(Q9) To what extent are the approaches and tools that are used for disseminating and
exploiting the results of Erasmus+ and its predecessor programmes in your country
effective? Where can you see the possibilities for improvements?

Within the framework of dissemination practices, every organization that implements an
Erasmus+ project is encouraged to send (regardless of the stage of implementation) material
(photos, ppts, video, ebooks etc) from their activities and outputs. This material is uploaded
on the NA pages on social media and web. Through this process the NA can indirectly
evaluate the impact of the projects on people and organizations®.

In the VET sector, the placement in enterprises is the main priority for KA1 and KA2 projects
and the NA works on developing partnerships and fostering cooperation between education
and employment by i.e. organizing events with the participation of all the relevant parts.
Regarding the answers collected by the data collection tool, it is also obvious that the great
majority of the informants (almost 90%) believe that Erasmus+ communication and
dissemination actions are totally effective®’. Indicatively, we present some of the comments
of the informants regarding the above statement.

o IKY is making a very significant effort. | believe that information on the results of
evaluating projects with a more rewarding character could be increased, as well as the
possibility of easily finding partners from a certain reliable and well organized information

point.

. Generally they are quite effective. The exact degree of effectiveness is largely
dependent on the Agency implementing the communication and dissemination action.

. Typically, Erasmus+ dissemination actions are limited to local and rarely regional
level. More initiatives can be taken at a regional level.

. It is suggested that a national portalis created where the information of each

programme will be disseminated during or after its completion in order to act as an
"example" for each interested person or institution.

. The dissemination of the project outcomes to schools and the wider community,
through the social media (Facebook, YouTube, eTwinning, school sites, other sites and blogs,
news portals, school e-learning platform) written publications, multiplier events, makes the
programme known to the world, with the ultimate view of promoting a more positive
attitude to the European Project, but mostly a holistic approach to quality education, which
transcends borders and narrow-mindedness.

3.1.2. EFFICIENCY

(Q10) To what extent is the system of cooperation and division of tasks between the
Commission, Executive Agency, National Agencies, European Investment Fund,
National Authorities, Independent Audit Bodies, and Erasmus+ Committee efficient
and well-functioning from the point of view of your country? What are the areas for

> IKY (NA) Yearly report 2015.
%% IKY (NA) Yearly report 2016.
*” Annex 5, table 4
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possible improvement or simplification in the implementation of Erasmus+ or a
successor programme?

In general, collaborations among European and national authorities, educational institutions,
youth organizations and other stakeholders are found to be efficient. European national
authorities and agencies are in regular contact to discuss challenges and improve their
practices. Synergies are enhanced though transnationalmeetings and staff training activities.
From Greece’s point of view, synergies are also sought on the national level through close
collaboration between the National Authority and educational as well as administrative
institutions that partake in the Erasmus+ actions.

One of the issues that have emerged during the last years and concern the cooperation
between the European Commission and National Authorities at a European level is the quest
on the part of the Greek National Authority for the opportunity to set national priorities in
the process of evaluating applications and awards in conjunction to the European ones. The
inclusion of national priorities has been introduced to the NA Erasmus+ Call 2017 but rating
rules are not set, so it is difficult to implement this initiative. It is strongly believed that the
conjunction between national and European priorities will increase synergies between
programs and enhance the potential educational and social impact of Erasmus+ Actions.
(Q11) To what extent has the integration of several programmes into Erasmus+
resulted in efficiency gains or losses for the implementation of the programme in your
country, both at the level of the National Agency/ies and on the beneficiaries' and
participants' level? Do you see scope for changes to the structure of Erasmus+ or its
successor programme that could increase efficiency?

The integration of many programmes under the Erasmus+ is meant to enhance efficiency
and to promote collaboration and synergies. It is not clear, based on the informants’
responses to the questionnaire, that these goals have been achieved®®. In some cases it
seems that this integration has contributed to increased simplification of procedures the
beneficiaries thus consolidating a more standardized work flow for the management and
monitoring of beneficiaries by the National Agencies. There is still a lot of ground to be
covered in order to benefit from the designed complementarity of different actions and
programmes. This requires more specific and explicit strategic planning for
internationalization on the part of academic and other educational institutions.

(Q12) Do you consider that the implementation of certain actions of the programme is
more efficient than others? Are there differences across fields? What good practices of
these more efficient actions of the programme could be transferred to others?

There seems to be a consensus on the part of the stakeholders that all experiential and
collaborative actions are more efficient than others. Student and faculty/staff exchanges in
H.E. seem to be extremely efficient. Long term institutional and administrative experience in
students and faculty/staff exchanges is a contributing factor that enhances the efficiency of
these particular actions. Stakeholders also stress the fact that actions that lead to the
production of concrete intellectual products that are based on hands-on cooperation
between people are the most efficient and noteworthy. School KA2 partnerships are also
marked by a high degree of efficiency. KA1l actions involve the largest numbers of
beneficiaries and are thus also marked by a high degree of efficiency. Informants across the
different fields and contexts (schools, universities, companies etc.) seem to agree that
programmes that promote the exchange of good practices and scholarly as well as
educational experiences benefit the most from the envisioned educational goals®.

(Q13) To what extent has the system of simplified grants resulted in a reduction of the
administrative burden for National Agencies and programme beneficiaries and

* Annex 6, Annex 9
* Annex 6, Annex 9
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participants? Are there differences across actions or fields? What elements of the
programme could be changed to further reduce the administrative burden, without
unduly compromising its results and impact?

Across the fields, sectors and actions, the majority of stakeholders report that the system of
simplified grants and unit costs in general have resulted in considerable efficiency benefits
for the participating organizations. However, there is still a lot of ground to be covered in
terms of reducing bureaucratic obstacles. Further integration between state policies and
legislation on the one hand and Erasmus+ actions and regulations on the other is desirable,
especially in certain areas wherediscrepancies still produce problems and irregularities and
require extra administrative involvement. Further expansion of the use of IT tools
internally—i.e. processes of internal submission of students and faculty/staff mobility
requests and applications etc.—would systematize implementation processes and save
administrators from demanding “manual”’/paper work. Possibly, a centrally designed
planning would be helpful in this respect.

Informants often mentioned the need for a simpler implementation of management rules
as well as management training. Project coordinators at schools in particular often mention
that they are not prepared in order to undertake the task of administrative as well technical
management and are, thus, overwhelmed by the requirements of their position™.

(Q14) To what extent are the IT tools provided by the Commission adequate for the
efficient management and implementation of the programme in your country? Do
they answer your needs? Give specific examples where they can be improved. Is the
set of IT tools appropriate or should it cover more/less elements of the programme
implementation?

As most informants responding to the questionnaire have argued, the degree of adequacy of
the IT tools for the efficient management and implementation of the programme is
satisfactory. The mobility tool regarding schools in particular is positively mentioned.
Nevertheless, the NA as well as the institutions involved repeatedly mention malfunctions in
the yearly report. More specifically, it is suggested that all applications on EPlusLink are in
English so the NA has to undertake all translations. This causes delays and a great
administrative workload. Also, certain changes in budget were not possible through the IT
tools available which presented difficulties in relation to registering budget amendments. It
is also mentioned that the Mobility Tool has occasionally been unstable. The NA mentions
that although there are many relevant guides and books, NAs could be provided with
checklist templates for monitoring purposes of the whole life-cycle concerning each category
of action. Also, templates for amendments should be provided to the National Agency*".
(Q15) To what extent is the level of human and financial resources that is available for
the implementation of the programme in your country adequate? What steps did you
take to optimise the efficiency of the resources deployed for the Erasmus+
implementation in your country?

Human resources deficiency is often mentioned both in institutional reports as well as
informants’ responses*.  Several informants pointed out that at peak times, during
application deadlines and application assessments--more staff is required. Especially on the
part of educators it is stated that often the administrative burden of project coordination is
counterproductive since it decreases the time spent on actual educational activities. One
needs to take into consideration the fact that many educational institutions in Greece lack
administrative personnel and in this sense all managerial tasks are undertaken in most cases

% Annex 6, Annex 9
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by educators themselves. Based on the above, it is clear that human resources need to be
enriched, which is directly related to the need of an increase in financial resources.

Based on NA reports during the last years and despite the restraints imposed by the fiscal
crisis new temporary staff was hired and relevant training processes followed™.

Regarding the issue of financial resources, there is an evidenced need for an increase in
mobility grants for students as well as staff/faculty. The prolonged financial and economic
crisis in Greece has resulted in an increased number of applications as members of the
educational community seek more opportunities to enhance their international profile and
competences. Despite the increased interest and demands potential beneficiariesare often
deterred from materializing their participation since they do not have access to the
necessary supplementary funds.

3.1.3. RELEVANCE

(Q16) To what extent do the Erasmus+ objectives continue to address the needs or
problems they are meant to solve? Are these needs or problems (still) relevant in the
context of your country? Have the needs or problems evolved in such a way that the
objectives of Erasmus+ or its successor programme need to be adjusted?

(Q17) To what extent are needs of different stakeholders and sectors addressed by the
Erasmus+ objectives? How successful is the programme in attracting and reaching
target audiences and groups within different fields of the programme's scope? Is the
Erasmus+ programme well known to the education and training, youth and sport
communities? In case some target groups are not sufficiently reached, what factors are
limiting their access and what actions could be taken to remedy this?

According to the data collection tool, 97% of the informants believe that Erasmus + responds
to the needs and challenges faced by target groups* and 87% of the sample stated that all
target groups and sectors have access to Erasmus+*. Across all sectors, the Erasmus+
objectives are found highly relevant. Furthermore, informants across all sectors appreciate
what they perceive as flexibility of the Erasmus+ objectives; if circumstances change, the
objectives can change. At the same time, some organisations in the higher education sector
find that the focus on key competences and skills is more relevant to the school sector than
to higher education. Similarly, some adult education organisations and schools find the goal
of innovation excellence too ambitious for what they are trying to achieve; to solve
problems that are urgent and immediate.

It is interesting to assess relevance of Erasmus+ actions with respect to two specific areas,
that is the persistent economic and refugee crisis in Greece.

Regarding the higher education sector, it should be noted that, due to the financial crisis,
many Greek families face difficulties in contributing to the subsistence costs in the
framework of student mobility for studies. On the other hand, we see that there is an
ongoing increase in the mobility for traineeships, as Greek families see traineeships as a
gateway for their children. In some HEls this type of mobility is included in the strategy of
the HEI for the professional development of their staff*.

Regarding Online Linguistic Support for Refugees, the NA underlined the importance for
Greek HEls to participate in this initiative, because Greece has received a very large number
of refugees. As a result, 11 HEIs out of 37 took part in this action, mainly those close to
places where refugee camps are located. The National Agency has requested 4.351 OLS
licenses for refugees and 150 OLS licenses for operators in total. The beneficiaries cooperate

 NA Yearly Report 2015.
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with at least 20 different partner organisations all over the country, where the refugee
camps are located and try to improve the cooperation between them in order to maximize
the usage of licenses. Nevertheless, just a few are allocated from the beneficiaries to
participants at the moment. The NA is trying to maximize the coordination between NGOs
and Universities and to this end had a meeting with officers from the United Nations
Refugee Agency (UNCHR) in Greece responsible for the education of refugees.

The main problems our beneficiaries face are the lack of coordination in camps or other
hospitality structures, where the refugees are established. Furthermore, there is also a
communication gap between our beneficiaries and other involved actors such as NGOs,
Municipalities and other bodies. Another problem that our beneficiaries have mentioned is
the lack of adequate facilities for refugees (internet connection, mobile devices etc) and the
lack of interface in Arabic, Farci and Urdu in the OLS application, as many refugees do not
speak English or their level of knowledge is rather poor. As a result, some beneficiaries
report that although they have a significant number of licenses available, they have not
allocated any license to refugees yet, mainly due to the lack of coordination between certain
bodies (NGOs, Regions) close to the HEIs premises. In order to resolve this problem, HEls
have tried to get in touch with different bodies in order to allocate the available licenses.
Moreover, the Hellenic NA has received feedback from the beneficiaries that the assessment
is very difficult for someone who has no previous experience with the language.
Additionally, the level of courses does not encourage them to continue because it is very
difficult even the one for beginners®’.

3.1.4. INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL COHERENCE AND COMPLEMENTARITY

A questionnaire which included questions 18, 20, 21 was distributed to a selected group of
26 interviewees (11 from the Higher Education sector and 15 from the secondary education
sector)®.

The opinions expressed through them are the following:

(Q18) To what extent are the various actions that have been brought together in
Erasmus+ coherent? Can you identify any existing or potential synergies between
actions within Erasmus+? Can you identify any tensions, inconsistencies or overlaps
between actions within Erasmus+?

Twenty two (22) of them responded that the cohesion of the programme is very satisfactory.
The existing and the potential synergies between actions within the Erasmus+ programme
are grouped in the following:

Current Synergies

. There is a complementary synergy between actions KA1 and KA2, which is very
useful for the programme, as both can feed each other providing benefits to the Erasmus+
programme.

. Erasmus+ programme enabled, through the mobility, the interconnection of all
levels of education (Tertiary and secondary), with: a) the local authorities (Municipalities,
Regional Authorities), b) Chambers and Enterprises, c) Industry and d) Central
Administration (i.e. ministries, Prefectures), e) social partners aiming to promote know-how
in the fields of interest of the involved parties.

. Using the Erasmus+ potential (mainly KA2), the tutors of the tertiary education
partially reformed the curricula so as to create a common core per department, in order to
promote the mobility from and to the collaborating Institutions.

. National Programmes have a complementarity, in order to fulfill the general needs
of the domestic policy. Such a programme is “Mathitia” (“Apprenticeship”) which adjusts
some of the Erasmus+ specific objectives to the domestic policy.

* IKY (NA) Yearly report 2016.
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. Erasmus+ has supported various actions in tertiary education, vocational education
and training, school education, adult and youth education. Its international dimension acts
beyond the EU borders.

Possible Synergies

. Inclusion of the best practices of Erasmus+ in school activities (e.g. cultural,
environmental, health education).

. Collaboration with UNESCO programmes and further strengthening of the synergies
among the secondary education, the Universities and the Local Authorities.

. Combination of the three actions, KA2, Jean Monnet and Youth.

. KA2’s ability to partially support research programmes (new researchers), through
scholarships.

. Synergies in research with other European and/ or national programmes.

. Further synergy with the industry, for professional training.

. In exceptional cases possibility of payment, of eligible additional costs only, in excess

of the scholarship. These “high cost cases” are related to barren routes mainly from the
Greek islands (Examination of possible synergies with other European actions).

(Q19) To what extent does Erasmus+ complement other national and international
programmes available in your country? Can you identify any tensions, inconsistencies
or overlaps with other programmes?

Competitive EU research programmes or international cooperation programmes in specific
areas launched by the GSRT (General Secretary of Research and Technology) or the National
research programmes can be complementary to the Erasmus+ programme. The
aforementioned programmes do not allow students mobility in general but permit only to
doctoral candidates involved in the programme to move within the countries of the
consortium. Here is the complementarity of the Erasmus+ programme.

Students mobility is only achieved through the Erasmus+ programme at the international
level in all three levels of the tertiary education (degree, postgraduate, doctorate) and acts
as a facilitator in the future creation of partnerships.

It also:

. Provides students with the international experience required by the programme.

. Acts complementarily to innovation and creativity in education.

. Strengthens equality between citizens and partners. Enhances the quality and
efficiency of education as well as training.

. Links the education to the labour market by enhancing the mobility through
internship.

3.1.5. EUROPEAN ADDED VALUE AND SUSTAINABILITY

(Q20) To what extent Erasmus+ and its predecessor programmes produce effects that
are additional to the effects that would have resulted from similar actions initiated
only at regional or national levels in your country? What possibilities do you see to
adjust Erasmus+ or its successor programme in order to increase its European value
added?

Twenty four (24) replies were received concerning the above mentioned question. At the
overwhelming majority of 87%, the prevailing opinion is that the additional effects are
satisfactory to a large extent. The analysis is as follows:

The majority believes that the accumulation of a large number of different programmes
under the framework of Erasmus+ such as Lifelong Learning, Youth in Action, Erasmus
Mundus, Tempus and cooperation programmes with industrialized countries in the field of
Tertiary Education covers a very wide range of expected results. Their uniqueness and
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complementarity result in giving to Erasmus+ programme a dominant position compared to
similar programmes at national or regional level.
Erasmus+ in education and training in Greece:

. Provides an alternative for those who wish to get out of isolation and introversion
through partnerships.
. Contributes significantly to strengthening social cohesion, intercultural awareness

and tolerance of people regardless of race, religion and gender.

Mobility actions, such as students for study, teaching staff and students’ internships,
enhance the provision of joint education to students by offering double degrees after
attending joint curricula courses in a unified European market, as well as the coexistence of
young scientists in European workplaces. Such competences are not offered by other
National Programmes.

Furthermore, Erasmus+ provides results related to European added value and sustainability
and has the potential to promote the results of regional, national and European
programmes to a wide range of stakeholders.

Erasmus+:

provides the possibility of exchange, communication and interaction between institutions
and educational systems of other countries (cultural exchanges, know-how and
development of relations between the participants in the programme);

ensures an easier recognition and a better understanding of skills, competences and
qualifications within and outside national borders;

supports the creation of flexible learning opportunities (needs - objectives) and

encourages the internationalization of education and the enhancement of digital literacy.

It is an ongoing added value with the aim of improvement and development of countries in
the fields of education, society, culture and entrepreneurship.

(Q21) To what extent Erasmus+ will be able to absorb in an effective way the sharp
increase in the budget that is foreseen in the coming years up to 2020 in your country?
Could the programme use even higher budgets in an effective way? Do you see
challenges to effectively use more money for particular actions or fields of the
programme?

Erasmus+ will be able to effectively absorb any sharp increase in the budget for the next few
years up to 2020 in our country, according to the opinion of the majority of the respondents.
A prerequisite for the absorption is the existence and / or creation of infrastructure mainly
on the level of human resources, as the increase of the budget entails an increase in the
administrative work load for both the national unit and the beneficiaries, thus increasing
employment.

The absorption of the increased budget can be achieved by:

. The flexibility of the financial managers of European programmes;

. Increasing the amount of funding for the beneficiaries while, at the same time,
increasing the incentives for students’ mobility;

. Increasing the administrative and support staff of the International Relations Offices
(IRO) with term contracts (employment growth);

. Publication of the programme, its actions and benefits, to potential beneficiaries;

. Funding more KA2 proposals with the participation of Educational Institutions of all

levels that will adequately demonstrate their added value and promote innovation and good
practices in relation to the country's needs and educational policy;

o Broadening of the Erasmus+ projects (alternative forms of mobility);

. Timely allocation of additional funds would lead to greater coverage of needs in all
actions;

. Increasing the satisfaction of needs;

. Increasing the number of beneficiaries;
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. Funding of national projects.

These projects will enhance the role of the programme, its impact on the market and
society, as well as increase jobs and give to Erasmus+ a strategic character that will be able
to become a key contributor to the European convergence and integration.

Using efficiently more financial resources for specific actions or areas of the programme is
achieved by:

o Attracting as many qualitative proposals as possible from more and diverse
institutions.

. Establishing procedures for the analysis, evaluation and planning of programmes
implementation aimed at exploiting the Erasmus+ deliverables in the formulation of
education and training policies at national level.

o More dissemination actions - actions of mobility and dissemination of results.

. Providing scholarships for postgraduate studies for more than 6 months, in addition
to private existing ones.

. Funding for school twinning.

. Providing budget for teaching the language of the host country in elementary level.

. Possibly increase the budget for Erasmus+ grants for students as this will give the

opportunity for mobilities to countries with higher GDP.
Therefore, the increase in the Erasmus+ programme budget will be easily and efficiently
absorbed, according to the messages received by all the groups of potential participants.

3.2. YOUTH
3.2.1. EFFECTIVENESS

(Q1) To what extent have Erasmus+ and its predecessor programmes contributed to
the realization of the Erasmus+ specific objectives (as listed in point B.2 in annex 3) in
your country? Are there differences across fields? Please provide, where relevant, your
assessment for each of the specific objectives and provide evidence and examples
where possible.

Youth in Action, the predecessor programme of Erasmus+ / Youth, contributed to the
realization of the Erasmus+ specific objectives and the Hellenic National Authority evaluates
positively the fulfilment of its aims, especially during 2013, as it was the year with the largest
number of submitted applications and granted projects.

This mainly occurred, because the NA reached its goals by raising awareness about the
Programme through information activities and NA participation in many different events
organized by NGO's, youth organizations, Universities and other relevant stakeholders. The fact
that 2013 was the last year of Youth in Action Programme implementation, as well as the
upcoming Greek Presidency events, were the main reasons of the increased participation in the
Programme. The NA believes that this happened mainly due to the high recognition of the Youth
in Action Programme, as the main provider of non-formal education opportunities to young
people in Greece, but also due to the uncertainty, especially during the last trimester of the year,
concerning the next Programme.

The main priorities under which most programmes were dealing with were the promotion of
active citizenship, solidarity and tolerance among young people. 74% of the total number of the
granted applications was granted under the first priority.

As far as it concerns the implementation of Erasmus + / Youth for the years 2014-2016, the
situation can be described as follows:

2014, as the first year of implementation of Erasmus+ programme, was in general quite
demanding year in terms of changes that occurred and mainly because of the transition
from the previous programme to the new one. In Greece, more specifically, the transitional
period was even more challenging, taking into consideration the change occurred
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concerning the National Agency responsible for the implementation of the Programme in
the field of Youth.

Furthermore, during 2015 the Programme did not operate in Greece, no projects were granted
under 2015 Calls for Proposals, thus this year cannot be taken into consideration.

Nevertheless, as far as it concerns the realization of the specific objectives in our country, it can be
considered mostly satisfying.

According to the number of projects that have been granted during 2014 and 2016, under the
specific objective of improving the level of key competences and skills of young people, including
those with fewer opportunities, it can be said that this objective has been covered satisfactorily
(Annex 10). According to relevant data, during 2016, the indicative 2016’s target of 1500
learners and 800 youth workers was largely fulfilled as the number achieved was 2549
learners and 987 youth workers respectively. The commitment rate for Key Action 1 mobility
projects had been set to 85%, but according to the granted amounts that had been awarded
during 2016 it reaches the percentage of 99.87%.

The feedback received from beneficiaries, in the monitoring meeting, was also positive
concerning KA2 and KA3. In KA2 the projects granted in 2016 were 3, cross sectoral projects
and they focused on youth entrepreneurship. It was also noticed that people involved find it
difficult to implement transnational youth initiatives given the fact that the KA2 application
is far more complicated. In the Youth in Action Programme the demand was higher. A
measure of improvement could be the promotion of transnational activities.

Finally, in the framework of the 20 years celebration of EVS, a research was conducted with
the aim of establishing the situation in Greece together with a SWOT analysis. According to
the strengths, EVS opens up new horizons for young people, including young people with
fewer opportunities, contributes to their self-empowerment, raises intercultural awareness,
creates links and networks between organizations and increases the capacity to operate at
EU level.

Between the weaknesses are stated the financial crisis in Greece, xenophobia and the
absence of a recognized network at national level, which would provide guidance, better
coordination and exchange of best practices in this specific area.

(Q2) To what extent has the progress on the realization of the specific objectives
contributed to the realization of the Erasmus+ general objectives (as listed in point B.2
in annex3) in your country?

Through the different types of activities, monitoring meetings and the daily communication
of the National Agency with beneficiaries, it was underlined that the Erasmus+ Programme
has the capability of contributing to the policy framework of EU in the Youth field.

Erasmus+ provides a unique opportunity to raise the quality of youth work by equipping
youth workers with knowledge, skills and competences and by developing new products and
methods that can be applied in facilitating their daily work.

During 2016 all 3 Key Action’ s granted projects had the priority of promoting
entrepreneurship education and social entrepreneurship among young people and it is
expected to create positive effects on the encouragement of entrepreneurship.

Through the participants reports submitted by beneficiaries, in the final report for Key
Action 1 projects, it is underlined the added value of the Programme for participants in
terms of personal development and for organizations in terms of exchanging practices and
methods. The impact on young participants and youth workers is considerable due to the
fact that working at EU level enhances on one hand the labor market opportunities and on
the other hand the intercultural awareness and the sense of self-empowerment and self-
esteem.

(Q3) To what extent have Erasmus+ actions influenced policy developments in the
domains of education and training, youth and sport in your country? Which actions
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were most effective in doing so? Are there marked differences between different
fields?

Erasmus+ actions have influenced policy developments in the domain of Youth Work. The
EVS action was the most effective as well as the KA1, mobility for youth workers. This
pointed out for us a situation which has to be better organized, in a legal framework for
youth workers, to give them more professional rights and a proper training. This is what we
are trying to do at the moment by studying best practices all over Europe.

In the framework of government’s policy reform on Youth, the General Secretariat for
Lifelong Learning and Youth is working on drawing up a National Youth Strategy.
With a view to integrating every distinct initiative into an integrated policy and co-ordinating
the different actions for youth, we record youth programs and actions implemented by each
Ministry. Most of these actions are planned within Erasmus +. This process will provide an
overview of the policy axes and sub-sectors covered but also of those who need to be
strengthened.

The National Strategy, incorporating the core principles of the European Youth Strategy, will
be developed via consultation with the social partners and is expected to be completed by
the end of 2017.

(Q4) What specific approaches (such as co-financing, promotion or others) have you
taken in order to try to enhance the effects of Erasmus+ in your country? To what
extend have these approaches been effective? Can any particular points for
improvement be identified?

Regarding the multiplying effects of Erasmus+ in the field of Youth, the National Agency
implements a strategic approach towards the beneficiaries in order to enhance the results of
the Programme. The National Agency has planned the organization of national events and
activities for the promotion of the Programme in key cities of the country. In each
event/activity, the National Agency invites beneficiaries and ex- participants to make a
speech in order to promote the results of the projects under Erasmus+. This initiative makes
the audience, which are more or less local young people, get a practical and experiential
approach of the participation in Erasmus+ and they feel more confident with the
Programme. By engaging beneficiaries to National Agency’s initiatives, the impact of the
Programme and its results is enhanced in local level and young people are more willing to
participate in projects.

Moreover, the National Agency, through the last years, in order to promote the effects of
the Programme in multiple target groups, has cooperated with different stakeholders from
different fields. In this perspective, the different target groups of these stakeholders become
familiar with the Programme and the project results.

However, since centralization has been observed, actions to decentralize the program must
be re-designed.

(Q5) Do you consider that certain actions of the programme are more effective than
others? Are there differences across fields? What are the determining factors for
making these actions of the programme more effective?

Every Key Action has different objectives and priorities so it is not always easy to assess
which one is more effective than the other. It is considered in general that Key Action 1 and
Key Action 3 have more effects on individuals and Key Action 2 on organizations and
structures involved.

Key Action 1 gives the opportunity to individuals to acquire skills and competences and long
term mobilities (i.e. an EVS activity). On the other hand, youth exchanges can also have
valuable learning effects on groups of young people even if the stay is shorter.

Key Action 2 has the ability, due to the duration of the project and the actors involved, to
reach more individuals especially through products that are developed.
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Key Action 3 is considered to give an added value to policy development and to promote the
participation of young people in democratic life.

(Q6) To what extent has the integration of several programmes into Erasmus+ made
the programme more effective in your country? Do you see scope for changes to the
structure of Erasmus+ or its successor programme that could increase effectiveness?
The integration of several programmes into Erasmus+ has created a new, stronger brand for
the youth sector. From the logo to marketing and dissemination materials, the common
image and name updated the positioning of the programme. We believe that the current
structure is in the correct direction, as it unifies the different fields, it supports Europe’s
diversity and gives the possibility of engaging new actors, creating synergies and stimulating
new forms of cooperation.

According to our experience, even if Erasmus+ is widely known and reached by different
target groups and stakeholders, people tend to engage themselves in the fields they already
feel comfortable with.

In this context, we foster our cooperation with the NA of IKY, responsible for the education
field and we try to keep the message simple and immediate, so as to attract and engage
more stakeholders from various fields and people from different backgrounds.

(Q7) Is the size of the budget appropriate to what Erasmus+ is set out to achieve? Is
the distribution of funds across the programme’s fields and actions appropriate in
relation to their level of effectiveness and utility?

As far as it concerns the size of the budget, it can be said that it is appropriate for some Key
Actions / Activities, in contradiction to some others.

To be more concrete, it is appropriate for Key Action 1 as a total but it is not distributed
accordingly between this Action’s activities.

During the last two years, the National Agency was challenged to deal with the allocated
amount of Key Action 1, mainly because of the increased demand of projects under the
activity of Mobility of Youth workers. The ceilings of the budget that have been established
for each activity under Key Action 1 restrict the NA in order to cover the needs that arise in
each one of them. At this point, it has to be taken into consideration that the applicants
have different needs in each country.

In Greece, due to its geographical position mainly, many organizations cooperate with
organizations from Partner Countries. The up to 25% percentage of Key Action’ s 1 budget
that can be used for granting projects with Partner Countries is not enough for the Greek
National Agency.

Considering the Greek reality, the same applies, for the available budget for Key Action 2
projects. The number of submitted projects is very high in relation with the number of the
projects that can be granted according to the available budget. At this point it has also to be
added that, due the scope of this Key Action and the number of activities and partners that
can be included, as well as its long term duration, in order to achieve better and more
concrete results, the applicants apply for high amounts of money, up to 450.000, 00 euros.
We propose that the ceiling of the funding amount to be at the 25% of the total amount of
funding for each round.

On the other hand, it is worth mentioning the fact that projects implemented under Key
Action 2, in their vast majority, have very concrete results and intellectual outputs that can
be used as tools and methods in different areas. Those results and outputs can be used for
instance as measures to decrease unemployment rates, and this is a very considerable
aspect.

Finally it has to be mentioned that in all three cases mentioned above, the projects that have
been put in the reserve list, due to lack of available budget, are of very high quality. Most of
them are achieving a score which exceeds 90/100.
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(Q8) What challenges and difficulties do you encounter while implementing the
various actions of Erasmus+? What changes would need to be introduced in Erasmus+
or its successor programme to remedy these?

In the youth field potential applicants and beneficiaries encounter difficulties mainly in
managing the digital platforms and this applies especially to small organizations or groups of
young people with no previous experience. Some of the reporting requirements are also too
demanding and expertise is considered as prerequisite.

Concerning the application process, it is mentioned the difficulty to apply for Key Action 2,
under the activity of transnational youth initiatives, because of the complicated questions in
the form. In addition, there is a request from applicants and beneficiaries to simplify the
applications forms, in all Key Actions, and to make them more user friendly and adapted to
the youth field, especially for EVS activities (i.e. the contact details of the mentor of the
project could be encoded in the application form). Another point to stress out is the
question, in the application form, concerning the selection of participants in the Participant
profile section: this question should be better adapted if the activity is an exchange of young
people, a mobility of youth worker or an EVS activity.

The NA considers that the multiple submission and double funding tool should be further
enhanced and developed in order to be more efficient. It would be advantaged also for the
beneficiaries to further develop the functionality of mobility flows in the way there are
encoded (import-export).

Concerning the accreditation process, an update of the accreditation application form is
considered necessary in order to include fields for the Strategic EVS and the EVS Charter
should also take into consideration this new activity. Moreover, in the KA110 application
form, the questions concerning the dissemination of the EVS project results could be added
in order to evaluate at this stage the actions taken by project promoters.

Finally, it should be wishful for EVS accredited organizations to receive an automatic
reminder from the Platform when their accreditation expires. It would also be helpful the
use of training videos in all the IT tools.

(Q9) To what extent are the approaches and tools that are used for disseminating and
exploiting the results of Erasmus+ and its predecessor programmes in your country
effective? Where can you see the possibilities for improvements?

Promotion of results through the channels of social media and website it is estimated as
successful and effective.

In European level, the Dissemination Platform provides a well-developed pool of project
results that can be exploited by numerous people of different backgrounds who are keen on
learning about Erasmus+. In national level, the Hellenic National Agency provides through
the website, a page only dedicated to best practice projects as well as results of Erasmus+
and Youth in Action projects. Provision of examples and best practices accompanied by
support materials such as photos, videos, and presentations plays a significant role to people
with no experience in order to be engaged to the Programme. Moreover, the
abovementioned materials are disseminated through our social media where they can be
reached by more than 10.000 people. Also, links from videos, interviews, photographs and
results of projects which are posted to beneficiaries channels of communication, are further
disseminated through National Agency’s social media. National Agency intends to provide
these results to national journalists, in a more structured way, both in electronic and digital
forms.

Furthermore, the results of projects as well as young people’s participation in the
Programme is being enhanced by giving them space and time to story- tell their experience
during our events and activities. Simple wording, catchy messages and videos and fancy
stories are the key messages to attract more people.
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3.2.2. EFFICIENCY

(Q10) To what extend is the system of cooperation and division of tasks between the
Commission, Executive Agency, National Agencies, European Investment Fund,
National Authorities, Independent Audit Bodies, and Erasmus+ Committee efficient
and well-functioning from the point of view of your country? What are the areas for
possible improvement or simplification in the implementation of Erasmus+ or a
successor programme?

The National Authority estimates that the current role model is effective and the division of
tasks between the different actors is successful.

We are working further on the cooperation between the two NAs regarding their
operational connectivity and coordinated management of the programme. No doubt to this
aim contributes the new Erasmus+ Group established, from 14 December 2016, with
Coordinator the Secretary General of the General Secretariat for Lifelong Learning & Youth
and members the Head of the Directorate for European & International Affairs of the
Ministry of Education, the Head of the Directorate for Special Programs and International
Scholarships of IKY, the Head of the Directorate for Youth & Lifelong Learning Programs of
INEDIVIM, the Deputy Head of the Independent Department for International & European
Relations of the Ministry of Education. This internal cooperation system proved to be well-
operating in terms of exchanging information about all relevant matters on current
implementation issues, as well as achieving synergies in order to overcome any difficulties
encountered.

With reference to the IOB we are particularly pleased with their cooperation and thorough
auditing process.

(Q11) To what extend has the integration of several programmes into Erasmus+
resulted in efficiency gains or losses for the implementation of the programme in your
country, both at the level of the National Agency/ies and on the beneficiaries’ and
participants’ level? Do you see scope for changes to the structure of Erasmus+ or its
successor programme that could increase efficiency?

The integration of several programmes into Erasmus+ has had a very positive impact on the
implementation of the programme in Greece, for beneficiaries, participants and all
stakeholders involved in the process. Although all changes need time in order to be accepted
and fully adopted, the evolution of the programme is in the right direction, providing a space
for cooperation and linking support to formal, non-formal and informal learning throughout
the different fields of the programme.

Integration facilitates a better understanding for potential beneficiaries living in outside
major urban cities.

(Q12) Do you consider that the implementation of certain actions of the programme is
more efficient than others? Are there differences across fields? What good practices of
these more efficient actions of the programme could be transferred to others?

In terms of efficiency, not so many differences are indicated concerning the implementation
of Key Actions. It is to be highlighted that Key Action 2 demands increased expertise and is
more difficult to implement. The involvement of foreign partners in the financial mechanism
leads to further administrative burden.

(Q13) To what extend has the system of simplified grants resulted in a reduction of the
administrative burden for National Agencies and programme beneficiaries and
participants? Are there differences across actions or fields? What elements of the
programme could be changed to further reduce the administrative burden, without
unduly compromising its results and impact?
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It is stated by potential applicants and beneficiaries that the contribution to unit costs for
organizational support for youth exchanges and mobility of youth workers should be
harmonized.

The introduction of the system of simplified grants and unit costs has led to benefits for the
organizations: the calculations are done automatically and the chance of making errors is
diminished. The NA also considers that the usage of unit costs for most of the categories has
simplified the procedure.

Some beneficiaries consider that the presentation of the financial and contractual rules are
hard to understand in terms of language and clarity. Especially for KA2 the drafting of the
budget is difficult at application level.

(Q14) To what extent are the IT tools provided by the Commission adequate for the
efficient management and implementation of the programme in your country? Do
they answer your needs? Give specific examples where they can be improved. Is the
set of IT tools appropriate or should it cover more/less elements of the programme
implementation?

Using a scale from 1 to 10, we would score 9 to the IT tools provided by the Commission. The
IT tools are adequate in order to facilitate the everyday needs and very helpful in reporting
the data. Every user uses not only the reporting tools but also the communication tools in
order to make more sufficient the communication with the Commission and the cooperation
with other NAs. Something very helpful with the communication tools is that the questions
and answers provided by the Commission are available to every user (even from other NAs)
and many users may be interested in the same question (or answer).

As far as the reporting tools are concerned, they cover the full needs of the NA. BO reporting
tool is available to everyone and creates with no special effort all the reports needed by the
NA.

Also, the “quick reports” in EPlusLink provide the full data needed from users and the
queries are available to all users. Very helpful is the document merge which eliminates the
time to create multiple documents.

The only thing that may be improved is the “quick reports” editor in order to become more
user friendly to users who are not familiar with sqgl queries although the wizard provided
solves in most of the difficulties.

(Q15) To what extend is the level of human and financial resources that is available for
the implementation of the programme in your country adequate? What steps did you
take to optimize the efficiency of the resources deployed for the Erasmus+
implementation in your country?

INEDIVIM, in full cooperation with the National Authority, has taken all the necessary
measures, in order to guarantee that the implementation of the programme is ensured, in
terms of human and financial resources.

Relating to financial resources, the Greek Authorities, since 2016, taking into consideration
the directions of the European Commission, have distributed the EU contribution to the
management costs in the most effective way between the two NAs, following a complete
budget plan with the financial requirements of the NAs, in order to ensure the proper
implementation of the programme.

In addition to the EU funds, INEDIVIM, via the Ministry of Education, Research and Religious
Affairs, covers an important amount for the operational costs of the NA, creating thus, a
secure framework for the sound and fruitful implementation of the Work Plan each year.
Concerning human resources, it has to be mentioned that INEDIVIM considers people as the
most important asset and the most valuable part of the organization. The choice of the right
people to form the team of the NA is the most important factor leading to the smooth
implementation of the programme.
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This emphasis on having the right people on a long term basis, is demonstrated by the fact
that most people recruited in the current NA have suitable professional experience, know-
how, skills and qualifications, as they all used to work in the previous NA of the Youth in
Action programme. Consequently, they have long term experience, they have participated in
the staff trainings provided by the European Commission, in several training activities carried
out by other NAs and in supervisory visits of the European Commission and the Independent
Audit Body. Furthermore, they are familiar with the nature, the specific objectives and tools
of the programme.

In this context, INEDIVIM, in order to ensure the business continuity of the programme and
to fulfil its long term commitments, is planning to strengthen further the NA human
resources by supporting the current employees that will remain at their posts, with new
hired ones that will occupy key positions within the developing structure and will bring on
the table proved expertise, experiences, networks, ideas, competencies and visions that only
people that have worked on the field can bring (e.g. youth workers, youth coaches non-
formal learning facilitators/trainers, youth related project coordinators and managers).
Furthermore an argument that strengthen the above mentioned vision is the fact that
Greece is lacking on youth working history.

3.2.3. RELEVANCE

(Q16) To what extent do the Erasmus+ objectives continue to address the needs or
problems they are meant to solve? Are these needs or problems (still) relevant in the
context of your country? Have the needs or problems evolved in such a way that the
objectives of Erasmus+ or its successor programme need to be adjusted?

The new ESC will give young unemployed people a new opportunity to get out of their
situation and learn what means transnational mobility by acquiring new competences and
skills which will help them in the job market. This kind of training will make them
competitive even outside their country.

EVS instructed young people the meaning of volunteering and now they can get a step
further. We would like to see that the volunteering or traineeship could still be organized in
the EFTA countries.

We believe that the EVS was a very good tool for the young people but we need to expand
with ESC our possibilities. With an organized mentoring and monitoring of the whole
transnational and national mobility, which need to be emphasized, we will get better
outcomes of the program.

(Q17) To what extent are needs of different stakeholders and sectors addressed by the
Erasmus+ objectives? How successful is the programme in attracting and reaching
target audiences and groups within different fields of the programme’s scope? Is the
Erasmus+ programme well known to the education and training, youth and sport
communities? In case some target groups are not sufficiently reached, what factors are
limiting their access and what actions could be taken to remedy this?

In terms of the Programme objectives, Erasmus+ reaches a wide range of current needs at
all fields. According to the target groups involved in the field of Youth, we can mention that
slight improvements have been made in Erasmus+. Even if the Programme is widely known
and reached by different target groups and stakeholders, they tend to engage themselves in
the fields they feel comfortable with.

Training courses, on-line courses and useful tips can work as a starting point for exploring all
the possibilities of Erasmus+. Cooperation between the National Agencies of all fields are
cornerstone to the abovementioned success. Disseminating results of projects of all fields
will have added value to the exploitation of the Programme by different involved
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communities. By providing guidance and support to newcomers, this barrier can be
overtaken.

3.2.4. INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL COHERENCE AND SUSTAINABILITY

(Q18) To what extent are the various actions that have been brought together in
Erasmus+ coherent? Can you identify any existing or potential synergies between
actions within Erasmus+? Can you identify any tensions, inconsistencies or overlaps
between actions within Erasmus+?

Concerning KA1 and KA3 of Erasmus+ for the youth sector: the actions constitute the heart
of Programme’s strategy, providing a coherent and solid environment for the
implementation of projects. No inconsistencies or overlaps are identified.

(Q19) To what extent does Erasmus+ complement other national and international
programmes available in your country? Can you identify any tensions, inconsistencies
or overlaps with other programmes?

Due to the considerable restriction of national funds in the youth sector over the last years,
Erasmus+ Program constitutes one of the most prominent youth programmes implemented
in Greece that enables the financing of youth projects.

3.2.5. EUROPEAN ADDED VALUE AND SUSTAINABILITY

(Q20) To what extent Erasmus+ and its predecessor programmes produce effects that
are additional to the effects that would have resulted from similar actions initiated
only at regional or national levels in your country? What possibilities do you see to
adjust Erasmus+ or its successor programme in order to increase its European value
added?

The Hellenic National Authority, in cooperation with the National Agency, works towards
linking Erasmus+ Programme with the existing national youth actions and projects so as to
multiply its effects and reach a wider audience for all implemented in the country
programmes.

(Q21) To what extent Erasmus+ will be able to absorb in an effective way the sharp
increase in the budget that is foreseen in the coming years up to 2020 in your country?
Could the programme use even higher budgets in an effective way? Do you see
challenges to effectively use more money for particular actions or fields if the
programme?

Taking into consideration the increased demand that has been noticed in Greece during
2016 and the first two rounds of 2017, it is believed that the Greek National Agency will be
in a position to absorb in an effective way the increase of the budget that is foreseen in the
coming years.

The National Agency will also closely monitor the implementation of the granted projects in
view to provide to the beneficiaries all the available information and tools, in order to
maintain the high quality of their projects throughout their duration, and to deliver the
desirable outcomes and results for further dissemination and exploitation of the
Programme's results and to stress the opportunities that this Programme can provide to all
young people.

With view to the situation as described under point (7), a big challenge for the National
Agency is the absorption of the increased budget under Key Action 1 — European Voluntary
Service. The National Agency grants per year almost all the projects that are submitted by
the Greek accredited organizations under European Voluntary Service. There is still though
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remaining amount which is transferred to other Actions, through Amendment to the
respective Year’s Declaration Agreement, in order to cover the increased needs of other
Actions.

Considering the high priority given to this specific activity, alongside with the launch of the
European Solidarity Corps initiative, the National Agency intends to give high priority on
accrediting as EVS organizations and new organizations as possible. NA also envisages to
deliver a number of information activities on the importance of EVS for the lives of young
people.

4. CONCLUSIONS AND PROPOSALS

4.1 CONCLUSIONS FOR ERASMUS+ EDUCATION, TRAINING AND YOUTH

The mid-term evaluation report of Erasmus+ in Greece overall concludes that the
programme is aligned to the current Greek needs while the objectives and strategic
priorities mostly regarding individual outcomes such as development of skills and
competences are met. Additionally, we found that the implementation of Erasmus+ is
corresponding to the broader EU policy agenda regarding Education and Youth Sector. It is
also noted a constant increase in the interest of the educational and youth organizations
communities to participate both in qualitative and quantitative terms. In consequence,
mobility has worked well, while the increase in demand indicates that a greater growth in EU
budget funding will be efficiently absorbed. Erasmus+ has also been encourages
stakeholders of the educational community to engage other public and private bodies in the
different key actions and in this regard an even wider dissemination of the beneficiary’s
results is achieved. Accordingly for the participating institutions the objectives of gaining
international experience and Europeanization were also met.

The National Authorities in cooperation with the National Agencies have worked towards
limiting bureaucratic procedures and administrative burden in order to support
participation, always within the national legislative context. Although, the integration of
different predecessor programmes is perceived to have been a good development, it is
reported from the stakeholders that the administrative burden remains high. It is also
reported that experienced problems with the IT tools have been to a major extend tackled
but more support and user friendly approaches and tools would be warmly welcomed.
Putting emphasis on the assistance of disadvantaged people from vulnerable social groups
and the integration of refugees have to be the next generation focused priorities for both
the mobility and partnership actions. In fact, it is hard to have a clear crystal view or
assessment about the extent to which lower opportunity people have been reached and
enhanced to participate in relevant key actions.

4.2 PROPOSALS FOR ERASMUS+ EDUCATION, TRAINING AND YOUTH

Taking into account the aforementioned points we proceed with some further proposals:

4.2.1 EDUCATION AND TRAINING

The NAU believes that the possibility of setting national priorities in the applications
evaluation stage should be examined by the Commission. The Erasmus+ Guide for 2017
provides for the option to have national priorities in conjunction with the relevant European
ones but as this option is not clearly interrelated with a certain rating, it is rather
guestionable whether projects orienting their outcomes to national priorities as well could
be selected. The practice of LLP partnerships and Transfer of Innovation could be examined
by the Commission as it has proved to lead to the approval of projects with a national impact

as well.
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Given the changes in the programme guide concerning the strategic partnerships in the 2016
call and the complexity of the standard grant agreement formats, we would suggest the
provision of different standard templates of agreements per sector and type of project with
clear instructions about the dates of the reports submission, both for projects with the
duration of two years, and for projects with duration between two to three years.
Additionally, the provision of clear directions about the possible implications and penalties
occurring from not spending the 70% of the pre-financing amount at the stage of interim
report submission would be desirable and should be included in the grant agreement.
Proposals on Communication & Dissemination Strategy

Annual campaigns, through which, best practices within Erasmus+ Programme will be sought
and given visibility.

Enhanced use of social media and audiovisual means of communication e.g. videos.
Development of a national network of Erasmus+ organizations. Launch of an electronic
platform and forum to be used by Erasmus+ organizations and those that are interested in
collaborations.

Intensification of the conferences held by the National Agency all over Greece.

TV and radio coverage of Erasmus+ Programme focusing on youth.

Strengthening the bonds with the rest National Agencies and foster common
communication activities.

Proposals on the strengthening of the association with the economy and civil societal sectors
Use of education and training as a clustering tool at national level. Organisation of sector
and civil society-oriented conferences.

The national strategy on economic development through sectors could be given prominence
before each Call.

Proposals on National Agency Operation

A Working Committee could be formed with the assigned role to report periodically on the
necessary adaptations of national Law in view of rendering Erasmus+ provisions applicable,
indicatively long-term pupil mobility within School Mobility Partnerships and subsequent
recognition of students’ learning outcomes.

Development of an Erasmus+ national network and subsequent forum for policy-making and
policy-implementation actors per sector that will contribute into rendering National
Agency’s Erasmus+ operation more effective in meeting the sector’s and target groups’
needs.

Proposals emerged from the research

Project management rules may be dissuasive for organizations that are wholly compatible
with Erasmus+ targeting but have no experience in implementing relevant projects.

Greater flexibility in transferring amounts by category of mobility actions, should be
examined regarding the EU legislation.

The connection between Erasmus+ and the economy can be further strengthened
depending on the education sector (vocational, tertiary, etc.). But it should not be the center
around which the programmes will be planned and implemented. Strengthening the bond
with civil society will be achieved by disseminating knowledge but also by increasing the
number of bodies involved in implementing European programmes (more programmes to
more than one organization).

4.2.2 YOUTH

Funding

Increase flexibility in the distribution of funds between some Action’s activities.
Multiple submission and double funding tool should be further enhanced and
developed in order to be more efficient.
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Simplify the Financial and Contractual Rules.

IT Tools

Facilitate the managing of digital platforms especially from small organizations or
groups of young people with no previous experience. Some of the reporting
requirements are too demanding and expertise is considered as prerequisite.

“Quick Reports” editor to become more user friendly.
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ANNEXES
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ANNEX 1: EVALUATION QUESTIONS
Effectiveness

(1) To what extent have Erasmus+ and its predecessor programmes contributed to the
realisation of the Erasmus+ specific objectives (as listed in point B.2 in annex 3) in your
country? Are there differences across fields? Please provide, where relevant, your
assessment for each of the specific objectives and provide evidence and examples where
possible.

(2) To what extent has the progress on the realisation of the specific objectives
contributed to the realisation of the Erasmus+ general objectives (as listed in point B.2 in
annex 3) in your country?

(3) To what extent have Erasmus+ actions influenced policy developments in the
domains of education and training, youth and sport in your country? Which actions were
most effective in doing so? Are there marked differences between different fields?

(4) What specific approaches (such as co-financing, promotion or others) have you taken
in order to try to enhance the effects of Erasmus+ in your country? To what extent have
these approaches been effective? Can any particular points for improvement be
identified?

(5) Do you consider that certain actions of the programme are more effective than
others? Are there differences across fields? What are the determining factors for making
these actions of the programme more effective?

(6) To what extent has the integration of several programmes into Erasmus+ made the
programme more effective in your country? Do you see scope for changes to the
structure of Erasmus+ or its successor programme that could increase effectiveness?

(7) Is the size of budget appropriate and proportionate to what Erasmus+ is set out to
achieve? Is the distribution of funds across the programme’s fields and actions
appropriate in relation to their level of effectiveness and utility?

(8) What challenges and difficulties do you encounter while implementing the various
actions of Erasmus+? What changes would need to be introduced in Erasmus+ or its
successor programme to remedy these?

(9) To what extent are the approaches and tools that are used for disseminating and

exploiting the results of Erasmus+ and its predecessor programmes in your country
effective? Where can you see the possibilities for improvements?
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Efficiency

(10) To what extent is the system of cooperation and division of tasks between the
Commission, Executive Agency, National Agencies, European Investment Fund, National
Authorities, Independent Audit Bodies, and Erasmus+ Committee efficient and well-
functioning from the point of view of your country? What are the areas for possible
improvement or simplification in the implementation of Erasmus+ or a successor
programme?

(11) To what extent has the integration of several programmes into Erasmus+ resulted in
efficiency gains or losses for the implementation of the programme in your country,
both at the level of the National Agency/ies and on the beneficiaries' and participants'
level? Do you see scope for changes to the structure of Erasmus+ or its successor
programme that could increase efficiency?

(12) Do you consider that the implementation of certain actions of the programme is
more efficient than others? Are there differences across fields? What good practices of
these more efficient actions of the programme could be transferred to others?

(13) To what extent has the system of simplified grants resulted in a reduction of the
administrative burden for National Agencies and programme beneficiaries and
participants? Are there differences across actions or fields? What elements of the
programme could be changed to further reduce the administrative burden, without
unduly compromising its results and impact?

(14) To what extent are the IT tools provided by the Commission adequate for the
efficient management and implementation of the programme in your country? Do they
answer your needs? Give specific examples where they can be improved. Is the set of IT
tools appropriate or should it cover more/less elements of the programme
implementation?

(15) To what extent is the level of human and financial resources that is available for the
implementation of the programme in your country adequate? What steps did you take
to optimise the efficiency of the resources deployed for the Erasmus+ implementation in
your country?

Relevance

(16) To what extent do the Erasmus+ objectives continue to address the needs or
problems they are meant to solve? Are these needs or problems (still) relevant in the
context of your country? Have the needs or problems evolved in such a way that the
objectives of Erasmus+ or its successor programme need to be adjusted?

(17) To what extent are needs of different stakeholders and sectors addressed by the
Erasmus+ objectives? How successful is the programme in attracting and reaching target
audiences and groups within different fields of the programme's scope? Is the Erasmus+
programme well known to the education and training, youth and sport communities? In
case some target groups are not sufficiently reached, what factors are limiting their
access and what actions could be taken to remedy this?
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Internal and external coherence and complementarity

(18) To what extent are the various actions that have been brought together in
Erasmus+ coherent? Can you identify any existing or potential synergies between
actions within Erasmus+? Can you identify any tensions, inconsistencies or overlaps
between actions within Erasmus+?

(19) To what extent does Erasmus+ complement other national and international
programmes available in your country? Can you identify any tensions, inconsistencies or
overlaps with other programmes?

European added value and sustainability

(20) To what extent Erasmus+ and its predecessor programmes produce effects that are
additional to the effects that would have resulted from similar actions initiated only at
regional or national levels in your country? What possibilities do you see to adjust
Erasmus+ or its successor programme in order to increase its European value added?

(21) To what extent Erasmus+ will be able to absorb in an effective way the sharp
increase in the budget that is foreseen in the coming years up to 2020 in your country?
Could the programme use even higher budgets in an effective way? Do you see
challenges to effectively use more money for particular actions or fields of the
programme?
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ANNEX 2: LIST OF DOCUMENTS

Erasmus+ for Adult Education 2016

Adult Education Call, NA, 2017

Adult Education and Training in Europe: programmes to raise achievement in
basic skills — country descriptions

Erasmus+ for Higher Education 2016

Higher Education Call, NA, 2017

Erasmus+ for Schools 2016

School Education Call, NA, 2017

A practical guide for school leaders 2015

Erasmus+ for VET 2016

Vocational Education and Training Call, NA, 2017

European inventory on validation of non-formal and informal learning 2014-
country report Greece

Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing
“Erasmus+": the Union programme for education, training, youth and sport and
repealing decisions No 1719/2006/EC, No 1720/2006/EC and No 1298/2008/EC
— 11 December 2013

Erasmus+ Programme Guide, version 2 (2017)

National Reports on the implementation and impact of Erasmus+ guidance note
(Ref. Ares(2016)576506-02/02/2016)

Yearly National Agency Report 2014

Yearly National Agency Report 2015

Yearly National Agency Report 2016

Work Programme 2016 — Indicators

Erasmus+ General Statistics 2014

Erasmus+ General Statistics 2015

Erasmus+ General Statistics 2016

Erasmus+ Call 2014 — General statistics (awarded amounts)

Erasmus+ Call 2015 — General statistics (contracted amounts)

KA1 VET Cal 2014 - participants feedback

KA1 AE Call 2014 - participants feedback

KA1 HE Call 2014 - participants feedback

List of Comenius Partnerships
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ANNEX 3: OBJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAMME

General objective of the Programme

The Programme shall contribute to the achievement of:

(a) the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy, including the headline education target;

(b) the objectives of the strategic framework for European cooperation in education and
training ('ET 2020'), including the corresponding benchmarks;

(c) the sustainable development of partner countries in the field of higher education;

(d) the overall objectives of the renewed framework for European cooperation in the youth
field (2010-2018);

(e) the objective of developing the European dimension in sport, in particular grassroots
sport, in line with the Union work plan for sport; and

(f) the promotion of European values in accordance with Article 2 of the Treaty on European
Union.

Specific objectives of the Programme

In line with the general objective of the Programme as specified in Article 4 (Regulation of
the European Parliament and of the Council establishing “Erasmus+”), in particular the
objectives of ET 2020, as well as in support of the sustainable development of partner
countries in the field of higher education, the Programme shall pursue the following specific
objectives:

(a) to improve the level of key competences and skills, with particular regard to their
relevance for the labour market and their contribution to a cohesive society, in particular
through increased opportunities for learning mobility and through strengthened cooperation
between the world of education and training and the world of work;

(b) to foster quality improvements, innovation excellence and internationalisation at the
level of education and training institutions, in particular through enhanced transnational
cooperation between education and training providers and other stakeholders;

to promote the emergence and raise awareness of a European lifelong learning area
designed to complement policy reforms at national level and to support the modernisation
of education and training systems, in particular through enhanced policy cooperation, better
use of Union transparency and recognition tools and the dissemination of good practices;

(d) to enhance the international dimension of education and training, in particular through
cooperation between Union and partner-country institutions in the field of VET and in higher
education, by increasing the attractiveness of European higher education institutions and
supporting the Union's external action, including its development objectives, through the
promotion of mobility and cooperation between the Union and partner-country higher
education institutions and targeted capacity-building in partner countries;

(e) to improve the teaching and learning of languages and to promote the Union's broad
linguistic diversity and intercultural awareness;

(f) to promote excellence in teaching and research activities in European integration through
the Jean Monnet activities worldwide, as referred to in Article 10 (Regulation of the
European Parliament and of the Council establishing “Erasmus+").
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ANNEX 4: 1ST COLLECTION DATA TOOL (LIKERT 5 -GRADE SCALE)

giij

N2
EAAHNIKH AHMOKPATIA

YNOYPIEIO NAIAEIAZ, EPEYNAZ KAI

OPHZKEYMATQN

IAPYMA KPATIKQN YNOTPODIQN
(1KY)
AIEYOYNSH EIAIKQN NMPOTPAMMATQN AIEONQN
YNOTPO®ION
TMHMA NPOTPAMMATQN EYPQMAIKHE ENQSHE

OOPMA ENAIAMEZHZ AZIONOIHZHZ

NMPOrPAMMATOZ ERASMUS+

20 TOPAKOUAOUUE VO QPLEPWOETE UEPLKA AETITA YL VA ATTAVTOETE 0T akOAouvTa
EpWTHUATA.

Oa ovuBdAete otnv aloAoynon tou EupwnaikoU [lpoypauuato¢ Erasmus+0otn
BeAtiwaon tn¢ Aettoupyiac tou, kadwc kat otn SLauopewon UEAAOVTIKAC TTOALTIKAC TNG
Evpwnaikic Evwonc yla ti¢ SpAcelC TMOU Q@OPOUV OTn OXOALKN) Kal avwtatn
eknaibevon, TV emayyeAUQTIK) €EKTIAIOEUON KAl KOTAPTLON Kol TNV €ekmaidevon
evnAikwv.

Ovop/enwvupo
(TEPOOLPETLKAL).......vevieeereeeee ettt ettt e ere e

O£0on/EW8KOTNTA (MPOALPETIKA)

Qopéag
(TEPOOLPETLKAL)......ceveeveeeieeeteeee ettt et et ettt ere st e e aesnenes

Ytolxela emikowvwviag (MPoaLPETIKA)

A. Zuppetéxw/eixa og Erasmus+ ox£610 nou adopad:
o. IxoAwr| Eknaibeuon O

B. Avwtaztn ExnaiSeuon O
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y. EmayyeApatikn Eknaidevon kat Katdption O

6. Exmaibevon EvnAikwv

B.'EXW CUMETAOXEL OE TpOonyoUpeva MpoypAappoto Onwe:

a. Erasmus
B. Leonardo da Vinci
y. Comenius

6. Grundtvig

€. AMo Mpoypappa:

I. Evéiapeon A§loAoynon Mpoypappatog Erasmus+

1. NopakoAOUHE CNUELWOETE ava KpLtiplo afloAdynong (AnoteAsopatikotnta, Amodotikotnta,
Tuvadela, Zuvoyn, NMpooti®uevn Aia, Biwolpotnta):

1= Atapwvw arnoAvtwg, 2 = Alapwvw, 3= OUTE OUUPWVW OUTE Slapwvw, 4=

JUuewvw, 5= Zuupwvw aroAvtwe

ANOTEAEZMATIKOTHTA

1

2 3 4 5 NapakaAoUpe Oepd ONUELWOTE £vVa HIKPO
AEKTIKO OXOAL0 TTOU va SIKaoAOYEL TV
anavinon oag

a. H ulomoinon tou Erasmus+
OUMPBAANEL QTOTEAECUATIKA OTNV
emitevén  Twv  OTOXWV ~ TOU
TPOYPAUUATOG.

B. To Erasmus+ amotelel 6{odo yla
TN OUMMETOX OTOV EUPWTMAIKO
Sialoyo yla TOUG TOMELG
ekmaldguong Kol KAtapTlong.

v. To Erasmus+ Asttoupyei wg
epyaleio Slapopdwaong ™mg
€0VIKNG TIOALTIKAC ekmaibevong kot
KATAPTLONG.

5. OL 6pdoelg emkowwviag Kat
Siaxuong  mAnpododpnong  oto
mhaiolo  Ttou  Erasmus+  eival
OTIOTEAEGUOTIKEG.

ANOAOTIKOTHTA

2 3 4 5 | NapakaloUpe Oeppud CNUELWOTE £va HIKPO
AEKTIKO OXOAlO TOU va SikaloAoyei tnv
anAvVINoN oag

€. H ouvepyaoia pe tv EBvikn
Movada  Erasmus+ / Ipupa
Kpatikwv  Ymotpodwwv  eivat
arnoboTLKN.

ot. H xpnuatodotnon Erasmus+
OVTOTIOKPIVETAL 0TI QVAYKEG TWV
oxedlwv.

{. Ta od£An tng amhomoinong Twv
Sladkaowwy Kal Tng Heiwon t™g
vpadelokpatiog ivat opatd.

n. Ta epyaleia mAnpodopiag kat
erukowwviag  elvat  evxpnota
(application form, mobility tool,
Erasmus+ Project Results k.a.)
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SYNAODEIA 2 3 4 5 | NapakaloUpe Beppd CNUELWOTE £va HIKPO
AEKTIKO OXOALO Tou va &ikatoAoyei tnv
AMAVTINON oag
0. To Erasmus+ avtamokpivetat
OTI( OVAYKEG KAl TLG TIPOKANOELG
TIOU OVTIMETWI{OUV Ol OAdEG-
oTOX0G (dowtntég, EVNALKEG
KATOPTI{OUEVOL, EKTIOUOEVTE,
mapoyot eknaibevong Kol
KATAPTLONG K.0.).
L. ONot oL kKAGSoL éxouv TpdoBacn
oto Erasmus+.
ZYNOXH 2 3 4 5 | NapoakaAoUpe Bepud ONUEWWOTE €va ULIKPO
AEKTIKO OXOAl0o Tou va SlkaoAoysi TV
anAvInon cag
k. To Erasmus+ avtomokpivetal o
avaykeg mou 6ev Ba kaAumrtovtav
armo GA\a €BVIKA Kal EVPWTAIKA
TpoYypApOTA.
BIQZIMOTHTA 2 3 4 5 | NapoakaAoUpe Bepud CNUEWWOTE €va MUIKPO
AEKTIKO OXOAL0 Tou va &SikatoAoyei tnv
AmAvVINoK oag
A. O Ttpomog ulomoinong tou
Erasmus+ Staodahilel ™
Buwopotnta KOl  TIEPALTEPW
gvioxuon Tou MPOYPAMUMUATOG.

2. Nouwa givat n aloAoynon oag 6cov adopd oto Mpdypappa Erasmus+ v yEVEL;

E€alpetikn MoAU kaAn KoAn

MétpLa Kakn

3. MNPOTAZEIZ BEATIQZHZ ANAQOPIKA ME TA MAPAKATQ:

A. KANONEZ AIAXEIPIZHZ ZXEAIQN

B. ZYNEPTAZIA ME THN EONIKH MONAAA ERASMUS+ / IKY

. ENIZXYZH THZ ZYNAEZHZ ME TOYZ KAAAOYZ THZ OIKONOMIAZ KAl THN KOINQNIA TQN MOAITQN

A. 2YNAEZH NAPAAOTEQN TQN ERASMUS+ ZXEAIQON ME TIZ MOAITIKEZ EKMAIAEYZHZ KAI KATAPTIZHZ
2E EONIKO ENINEAO ME 2TOXO THN AZIONOIHZH TOYz.
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4. ANNEZ NPOTAZEIZ:

EuxapLotoupe!
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ANNEX 5: FINDINGS OF THE 1ST COLLECTION DATA TOOL (LIKERT 5 -
GRADE SCALE)

Regarding the sample of the research, 230 informants participated in an Erasmus+
programme in the field of School Education, 42 in the field of Higher Education, 148
in the field of Vocational Education and Training and 40 in the field of Adult
Education. Furthermore, from the 460 informants of the research 409 had already
participated at least one time in one of the Erasmus + predecessor programmes

(Erasmus, Leonardo da Vinci, Comenius, Grundtvig or other programme).

Effectiveness

More than 98%"*° of the informants agree that Erasmus+ projects contributed to the
realization of the Erasmus+ specific objectives. (Question 1 of the National Report on
Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +).

More specifically, regarding the improvement of key competences and skills,

in the field of education and training, in addition to improved language skills, the

effect most frequently referred to is improved transversal skills for pupils,
apprentices and students that participate in mobility projects. Moreover,

organizations in the adult education sector also report that staff mobility and

Strategic Partnerships have led to improved key competences among staff.
On the other hand, regarding the quality improvements fostered by the

participation in the programmes, In the field of education and training, the most

frequently reported effect from programme participation at the level of the
participating organisations is improved teaching competence and quality, through
teacher mobility and Strategic Partnerships. There are also numerous examples of
teachers and organisations introducing new teaching methods as a result of Strategic
Partnerships or teacher mobility, within the school, adult education and higher
education sectors. There has been a large increase in the percentage of staff on
mobility who report that they have developed new teaching methods as a result of

the mobility project.

9 See Annex, Table 1.
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Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informant regarding
the realization of the objectives of Erasmus +.

e the implementation of Erasmus + is to a great extent balanced with the
objectives of the program. However, interculturalism and internationalization
are areas that need further strengthening.

e Erasmus + contributes to the consolidation of European values through the
cooperation of teachers and pupils from different countries.

e The Erasmus+ programme has, at its heart, two key priorities: fighting levels
of youth unemployment and ensuring that young people complete their
schooling, leaving their educational establishment qualified, skilled, optimistic
and enthusiastic about their role as European citizens.

e FErasmus + provides the opportunity for education and training in a different
and intercultural environment, multiplying the benefits of lifelong learning

and empowering individuals at a personal and professional level.

Regarding the statement that supports that the Erasmus + represents a way to
participate in the European debate on education and training sectors, almost the
95% of the informants seem to agree or strongly agree50 (relevant to the Question
20 of the National Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +). Indicatively,

we present some of the comments of the informants regarding the above statement.

e The focused exchange of views and the development of tools by transnational
partners facilitating participation in learning are evidence of the contribution
of Erasmus +.

e Erasmus + creates the conditions for a wider understanding of the European
framework within which policy decisions are made to contribute to the
understanding of common terminology and concepts.

e The interaction and the European added value of Erasmus + is the best

practice for a European dialogue in education.

% See Annex, Table 2.
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Almost the 60% of the informants of the research believe that Erasmus + functions
as an effective tool for shaping national education and training policy®® (relevant to
the Question 3 of the National Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +).
However, an adequate percentage of the informants seems to disagree with the pre
mentioned statement.

Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informants regarding the

above statement.

e The Program could make a positive contribution to national policy-making
(renewal, modernization) precisely because it facilitates and encourages
trans-European cooperation, dialogue and the transfer of good practices.

e The study of European educational developments can help to a better
understanding of issues that concern education in a country by adding to the
expertise and broadening the perception of practical issues and other factors
that affect educational policies.

e There is room for further integration of the program's implementation results.

e In theory, it should be an essential tool for policy-making at all levels, but
reality is different.

Regarding the answers of the research subjects it is also obvious that the great
majority of the informants (almost 90%) believe that Erasmus + communication and
dissemination actions are totally effective®® (relevant to the Question 9 of the
National Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +). Indicatively, we
present some of the comments of the informants regarding the above statement.

e |KY is making a very significant effort. | believe that information on the results

of evaluating projects with a more rewarding character could be increased, as
well as the possibility of easily finding partners from a certain reliable and

well organized information point.

%1 See Annex, Table 3.
52 See Annex, Table 4.
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Generally they are quite effective. The exact degree of effectiveness is largely
dependent on the Agency implementing the communication and
dissemination actions.

Typically, Erasmus + dissemination actions are limited to local and rarely
regional level. More initiatives can be taken at national, regional and local
level for the capitalization and valorization of results of the Erasmus+
projects.

It is suggested to create a digital space / site where the information of each
program will be disseminated during or after its completion in order to act as
"example" for each interested person or institution.

The dissemination of the project outcomes to schools and the wider
community, through the social media (facebook, youtube, etwinning, school
sites, other sites and blogs, news portals, school e-learning platform) written
publications, multiplier events, makes the programme known to the world,
with the ultimate view of promoting a more positive attitude to the European
Project, but mostly a holistic approach to quality education, which transcends

borders and narrow-mindedness.

Efficiency

Regarding the cooperation between the institutions implementing the various

programs and the Greek National Agency (IKY), the 95% of the informants believe

that is more than efficient (relevant to the Questions 10 & 11 of the National Report

on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +)*°. Indicatively, we present some of the

comments of the informants regarding the above statement.

Cooperation with the national unit is one of the benefits of the program.
Direct communication helps and resolves any problem that has occurred.

The cooperation with the National Agency is good and efficient.

%3 See Annex, Table 5.
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e Communication with our National Agency has been constructive and
illuminating, in terms of the management of funds and implementation of the
project.

e Cooperation with the National Agency is excellent. The same is the technical
support.

e My personal experience allows me to consider the support and cooperation
with IKY as profitable as possible. A climate of support has been created

which has ensured excellent cooperation.

Furthermore, almost the 85% of the informants support that Erasmus + funding
responds to the needs of the projects (relevant to the Question 7 of the National
Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +)>4, According to the informants
the total budget for decentralised actions is adequate. However, within some
sectors, the funding for certain actions are inadequate. The current system for
distribution of funds is perceived of as fairly rigid, and funding that could benefit
participants sometimes go unused. Overall, the distribution of funds across KA1 and
KA2 is considered appropriate. Most participants agree that the cornerstone of the
programme should continue to be mobility, and that although KA2 projects are
welcome additions to the programme, the bulk of the funding should remain
apportioned to KA1.

According to the views of the informants only 9.1% of them believe that the
benefits of the simplified procedures which are reducing bureaucracy are not
adequate (relevant to the Question 13 of the National Report on Implementation
and Impact of Erasmus +)*°. More specifically, across fields, sectors and actions, all
the informants report that the system of simplified grants and unit costs in general
have resulted in considerable efficiency benefits for the participating organisations.
However, a number of the applying organisations find the presentation of the
financial provisions hard to penetrate, both in terms of language and clarity, and

spend much time on deciphering them. Indicatively, we present some of the

% See Annex, Table 6.
% See Annex, Table 7.
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comments of the informants regarding the simplified procedures of Erasmus + and

the elimination of bureaucracy.

As far as bureaucracy is concerned, | think it is a great obstacle for any
program whether it is implemented at national or European level. Particularly
the preparation of the documents could be done online, enclosing in a form /
application all the documents needed directly in the IKY and from there the
approval to be communicated to the competent Department of Primary
Education.

Bureaucracy has not been diminished enough and there are quite a few tricky

points.

Regarding the communication and information tools used by Erasmus +

(application form, mobility tool, Erasmus + Project Results etc.), the 83.1% of the

informants believe that are quite easy to use®. Bellow we present some of the

comments of the informants concerning the information and communication tools

of Erasmus +.

The tools are definitely easy to use. The application form is too large without
leaving room for self-action of the applicants.

Apart from the application (lengthy, too detailed, with many points to be
repeated) the other tools are quite easy to use.

The format and structure of the information tools are easy to use and
efficient.

The Mobility Tool is an excellent tool that ensures immediate communication

and clarity between the parties especially on the budget section.

Relevance

The 97% of the informants believe that Erasmus + responds to the needs and

challenges faced by target groups (relevant to the Question 16 of the National

% See Annex, Table 8.
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Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +)°’ and the 87% of the sample
stated that all target groups and sectors have access to Erasmus + (relevant to the
Question 17 of the National Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +).
Across all sectors, the Erasmus+ objectives are found highly relevant. Further,
informants across all sectorsappreciate what they perceive as the flexibility of the
Erasmus+ objectives; if circumstances change, the objectives can change. At the
same time, some organisations in the higher education sector find that the focus on
key competences and skills is more relevant to the school sector than to higher
education. Similarly, some adult education organisations and schools find the goal of
innovation excellence too ambitious for what they are trying to achieve; to solve

problems that are close and immediate.

Sustainability & Coherence

Regarding issues of sustainability and coherence only the 0.2% of the informants
believe that Erasmus + does not respond to needs that would not be covered by
other national and European programs> and only the 0.6% of the informants believe
that the implementation of Erasmus + does not ensure the sustainability and further

strengthening of the program6°.

Overall Assessment

From the 460 informants of this research the 0.4% believes that the implementation
of Erasmus + is concerned bad or average, the 2.6 % believes that the
implementation is good, the 39.8% very good and the 57.2% of the informants

believe that the implementation of Erasmus + is of an excellent level.

% See Annex, Table 9.

%8 See Annex, Table 10.
% See Annex, Table 11.
% See Annex, Table 12.
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Proposals

a) Proposals regarding the Project Management Rules

e Stricter rules on evaluation procedures.

e Project management rules may be dissuasive for organizations that are
wholly compatible with Erasmus + targeting but have no experience in
implementing relevant projects.

e Greater flexibility in transferring amounts by category of mobility actions.

b) Proposals regarding the cooperation with the National Agency

e FElectronic real-time communication platform and forum for participants to
exchange practices and views.

e More regular briefings, even remotely.

e The cooperation with the National Agency has improved a lot compared to
the past. The site could be more user-friendly and timely informed.

e |KY could further enhance the program's actions by setting up brochures or
texts on the trends in the EU. Greater diffusion of good practices by sending

messages that can lead to useful internet links.

c) Proposals regarding the strengthening of the association with the economy and

civil societal sectors

e Depending on the orientation of a project (social or economic), the involvement
of representatives of the relevant economic sector or civil society in the partnership
scheme (as regular or affiliated partnerscould be positively assessed.

e Strengthening the connection between ERASMUS + and the economy can be
stepped up depending on the education sector (vocational, tertiary, etc.). But
it should not be the center around which the programs will be planned and
implemented. Strengthening the bond with civil society will be achieved by

disseminating knowledge but also by increasing the number of bodies
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involved in implementing European programs (more programs to more than
one organization).

Organization of meetings with guests from companies (branches of the
economy) and non-governmental organizations.

Ensuring the legal framework and informing employers employing graduates
with apprenticeship to implement it in part abroad.

Linking education to the labor market by enhancing mobility for internship.

d) Proposals regarding the connection of erasmus + deliverables with education and

training policies at a national level.

It would be beneficial if the National Agency implemented workshops for the
exchange of results between and beyond the stakeholders, in order to have
multiplied conclusions of exploitation.

The National Agency could inform the competent bodies (Ministry of
Education, social partners, etc.) on a yearly basis about the products of the
implemented projects that meet certain quality criteria. At one annual
meeting, representatives of the selected partnerships could present their
proposals and discuss the possibilities for exploitation and further concerted
actions that should be launched in the future.

Establishing a Deliverables Assessment Team to select and award them as the
best of each year, and then to be promoted to National Public Bodies for
Integration.

They could be delivered to the Institution of Educational Policy (IEP) to make

the appropriate use of them in education and training policies.

e) General proposals

Provide better, more accurate and complete information from National

Agency officials.
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It is necessary to set up a counseling bureau in the National Agency to provide
assistance and guidance to teachers for the proper preparation of the
application.

Pedagogical workshops could take place after the end of the diffusion
programme for teachers throughout the country, but also transnational
workshops with representatives from other countries.

It would be very good to have a database of all educational institutions and
mainly industries intending to cooperate with educational institutions in the

implementation of ERASMUS +.
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Table 1. The implementation of Erasmus + contributes effectively to the achievement of

the objectives of the program.

n %
| totally disagree 1 0,2
| disagree 0 0
| do not agree or disagree 8 1,7
| agree 160 34,8
| totally agree 291 63,3
Total 460 100,0

70,00%
60,00%
50,00%
40,00% 34,80%
30,00%
20,00%

1 0,
0,00% 1.70%

0,20% 0%

0,00%
| totally disagree | disagree | do not agree | agree | totally agree
or disagree
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Table 2. Erasmus + represents a way to participate in the European debate on education

and training sectors.

n %
| totally disagree 1 0,2
| disagree 4 0,9
| do not agree or disagree 19 4,1
| agree 156 33,9
| totally agree 280 60,9
Total 460 100,0
70,00%
60,90%
60,00%
50,00%
40,00% 33,90%
30,00%
20,00%
10,00% 4,10%
’ 0,20% 0,90% :
0,00%
| totally | disagree | do not agree | agree | totally agree
disagree or disagree
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Table 3. Erasmus + functions as a tool for shaping national education and training policy.

n %
| totally disagree 9 2,0
| disagree 47 10,2
| do not agree or disagree 127 27,6
| agree 164 35,7
| totally agree 113 24,6
Total 460 100,0
40% 35,70%
35%
30% 27,800
25%
20%
15% 10,20%
10%
0%
| totally disagree | disagree | do not agree or | agree | totally agree
disagree
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Table 4. Erasmus + communication and dissemination actions are effective.

n %
| totally disagree 2 0,4
| disagree 4 0,9
| do not agree or disagree 50 10,9
| agree 207 45,0
| totally agree 197 42,8
Total 460 100,0
45,00% 42,80%
40,00%
35,00%
30,00%
25,00%
20,00%
15,00%
10,00%
5,00% 0,40% 0,90%
0,00%
| totally | disagree | do not agree | agree | totally agree
disagree or disagree
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Table 5. Cooperation with the Erasmus + National Agency / State Scholarship Foundation

(IKY) is effective.

n %
| totally disagree 1 0,2
| disagree 2 0,4
| do not agree or disagree 10 2,2
| agree 112 24,3
| totally agree 335 72,8
Total 460 100,0
80,00% 72,80%
70,00%
60,00%
50,00%
40,00%
30,00% 24,30%
20,00%
10,00% 0,20% 0,40% 2,20%
A A
0,00%
| totally | disagree | do not agree | agree | totally agree
disagree or disagree
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Table 6. Erasmus + funding responds to the needs of the projects.

n %
| totally disagree 2 0,4
| disagree 21 4,6
| do not agree or disagree 70 15,2
| agree 199 43,3
| totally agree 168 36,5
Total 460 100,0

45,00%
40,00% 36,50%
35,00%

30,00%

25,00%

20,00% 15,20%
15,00%

10,00% 4,60%

5,00% 0,40%

0,00%
| totally | disagree | do not agree | agree | totally agree
disagree or disagree
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Table 7. The benefits of the simplified procedures and the reduction of bureaucracy are

visible.

n %
| totally disagree 5 1,1
| disagree 37 8,0
| do not agree or disagree 102 22,2
| agree 181 39,3
| totally agree 135 29,3
Total 460 100,0
39,30%
40,00%
35,00%
29,30%

30,00%

25,00% 22.20%

20,00%

15,00%

8%
10,00%
5,00% 1,10%
0,00%
| totally | disagree | do not agree | agree | totally agree
disagree or disagree
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Table 8. Information and communication tools are easy to use (application form, mobility

tool, Erasmus + Project Results etc.).

n %
| totally disagree 3 0,7
| disagree 15 3,3
| do not agree or disagree 60 13,0
| agree 239 52,0
| totally agree 143 31,1
Total 460 100,0

60,00%
50,00%
40,00%
30,00%
0,
20,00% 139%
10,00% 3.30%
0,70%
0,00%
| totally | disagree | do not agree | agree | totally agree
disagree or disagree
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Table 9. Erasmus + responds to the needs and challenges faced by target groups (students,

adult learners, trainers, education and training providers, etc,).

n %
| totally disagree 1 0,2
| disagree 1 0,2
| do not agree or disagree 12 2,6
| agree 184 40,0
| totally agree 262 57,0
Total 460 100,0
57%
60,00%
50,00%
40%
40,00%
30,00%
20,00%
1)
10,00% 2,60%
0,20% 0,20%
A 4
0,00%
| totally | disagree | do not agree | agree | totally agree
disagree or disagree
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Table 10. All branches / sectors have access to Erasmus +.

n %
| totally disagree 3 0,7
| disagree 5 1,1
| do not agree or disagree 52 11,3
| agree 143 31,1
| totally agree 257 55,9
Total 460 100,0
60,00%
50,00%
40,00%
30,00%
20,00%
11,30%
10,00%
0,70% 1,10%
0,00%
| totally | disagree | do not agree | agree | totally agree
disagree or disagree
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Table 11. Erasmus + responds to needs that would not be covered by other national and

European programs.

n %
| totally disagree 1 0,2
| disagree 0 0
| do not agree or disagree 41 8,9
| agree 135 29,3
| totally agree 283 61,5
Total 460 100,0
0,

70,00% 61.50%

60,00%

50,00%

40,00%

29,30%
30,00%
20,00%
8,90%
10,00%
0,20% 0%
0,00%
| totally | disagree | do not agree | agree | totally agree
disagree or disagree
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Table 12. The implementation of Erasmus + ensures the sustainability and further

strengthening of the program.

n %

| totally disagree 1 0,2
| disagree 2 0,4
| do not agree or disagree 46 10,0
| agree 197 42,8
| totally agree 214 46,5
Total 460 100,0

50,00% 46,50%

42,80%

45,00%

40,00%

35,00%

30,00%

25,00%

20,00%

15,00% 10%

10,00%

5,00% 0,20% 0,40%
A
0,00%
| totally | disagree | do not agree | agree | totally agree
disagree or disagree
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Table 13. What is your assessment of the Erasmus + Program in general?

n %
Bad 2 0,4
Average 0 0
Good 12 2,6
Very Good 183 39,8
Excellent 263 57,2
Total 460 100,0
60,00%
50,00%
40,00%
30,00%
20,00%
10,00%
0,40% 0% P
B (0}
A :
0,00%
Bad Average Good Very Good Excellent
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ANNEX 6: 2ND DATA COLLECTION TOOL

[SLOTNTOL = OEON: vttt s

1. AnoteAeopatikotnTa

1.1. Ze molo BaBuod €xouv oL SpACELS TWV MPOYPAUUATWY Erasmus + cupBAAAEL oTNV
vAomoinon Twv eldKWV oTtdxwv® Tou Erasmus + ot xwpa pac; Kat mwe ot SpdoeLc
OUTEG emMnpéacayv TG EPAPUOCUEVEG TIOALTIKEG ota edla TNG ekmaldevong Kal tng
KOTAPTLONG;

1.2. Oswpeite OTL OPLOUEVEC EVEPYELEC/OPACELC TOU TPOYPAUUATOC Eival Tio
OTMOTEAECUATIKEG oo AAAecC; Kot og mio BabBud n amoteAeopatikOTNTA QUTH TWV
6paoswv enMnpedotnke, BOeTKA 1 APVNTIKA, amoO TNV evowpdtwon &lddopwv
npoypappdtwyv®? und ™ okénn tou Erasmus +;

®1 EwSkoi ZtoxoL Erasmus +: a) BeAtiwon Baotkwv Seflotitwy, 18iwg g oxéon He TNV ayopd gpyaciog Kat Thv
KOWWVLKN ouvoxn, B) evBdappuvon tg BeAtiwong tng moLotnTag, TG Kavotopiog kat tng dtebvomnoinong os 6Aa
Ta enineda ekmaldeuong Kal KATAPTIONG, V) TipowBnon tng eupwmnaikng dia Blou pabnong, pe tn Stadoon kahwv
TPOKTIKWY, 8) evioxuon tng SeBvoug Sldotaong g ekmaibeuong Kal KAtaptiong, alénon TG EAKUCTIKOTNTAG
TWV EUPWTNATKWY OPUUATWY avwTtatng ekmaibevong, €) BeAtiwon tng dtaokaiiag Kot yvwong EEvwv YAwoowv,
npowOnon tng SLUMOALTLOMLKAC EMiyvwong.

®2 Ta TPOYPAUOTA TIOU EVOWHATHONKAY oTnv véa Sopr tou Erasmus + eival ta akéhouBa: Ala Biou MdBnon,
NeoAaia oe Apdon, Erasmus Mundus, Tempus, Alfa, Edulink, Mpoypdupata cuvePYaoiag UE BLOUNXOVIKEG XWPEG
oto nedio NG avwtatng ekmaibevong.
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1.3. Katd moéoco Bewpeite amoteAeopatikd, ta epyaleia didxuong kat aglomoinong
TWV QMOTEAECOUATWY TOU Erasmus+;

1.4. NMioteVETE OTL O KOTOUEPLOUOG TOU TTPOUTIOAOYLOOU OVAUECA OTLG SPACELS TOU
Erasmus + elval opBoAoyLkOg Kal EMAPKAG;

1.5. MNoleg SuokoAieg avilpeTwrnioate Katd tn Stdpkela vAomoinong Twv dpAacewv
ota mAaiola Tou Erasmus+;
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1.6. Ze molo BaBuod n evowpdtwon MOAAWYV MPOYPAPUATWY OTo Tipoypappua Erasmus
+ KOATEOTNOE TO TPOYPAUUA TILO QTIOTEAECUATIKO OTn XWpo Hag Oswpeite otTL
unapyouv meplbwpta yla aAdayég otn doun tou Erasmus + mou Ba pmopoucav va
aUENOOUV TNV ATIOTEAECUATIKOTNTA TOU TIPOYPAMMOTOG;

2. Art060tl|(6tnta63

2.1. e molo BaBuod to cuoTnUA CuVEPYAOLAC KAl KATOUEPLOMOU TWV KABNKOVIWV
puetall tng Eupwmnaikng Emtpomng, twv EBvikwv Movadwv, tou Eupwrmaikol
Tapeiov Emevéuoswv Kal Twv aveédpTnNTwy EAEYKTIKWV Popwv, Kpivetal amodotikod
KOl AELTOUPYLKO;

% H évvola TNC AmoSOTIKOTNTAC £XEL U0 PAOIKA XAPOKTNPLOTIKE: O) TIOPaywyr] TOU (5LoU TPOIdVTOC
Ue Ayotepouc mdpoug Kat B) mapaywyr) mpoidvtog peyalutepng alag pe idloug mopoud.
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2.2. Oswpeite 6TL n vAomoinon oplopévwy Spdoswv tou Mpoypappatog eivat mo
aroboTIKN amod AAAEG;

2.3. e mowo PoBud 10 OLOTNUA QNMAOUCTEUMEVWY ETUXOPNYNOEWV ElXE WG
anotéAeopa tn Helwon tou SloknTikol GOpToU yla TIG EOVIKEG HOVASEG KAl TOUG
Skaovyoug; Kat o molo Babuo emapkouv ta epyaleia mAnpodopikig (IT tools) mou
napéxel n Emtpomn otnv amoteAecpatiky Slaxeipion kol epapuoyn Tou
TPOYPAPUOTOG;

2.4. 3e molo BaBuo eival emapkég To eninedo Twv SlaTBEPUEVWY avBpwmvwy Kot
OLKOVOULKWV TTOPWV YLO. TNV £HAPUOYN TOU TIPOYPAUUOTOC OTN XWPA LG
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3. Zuvadela

Ze molo BaBbuo oL otdxol Erasmus + e€akoAouBoUV va avTamOKPILVOVTOL OTLG AVAYKEG
Kal Ta TpoPANuaTta mou avilhetwmnilel n xwpa pog Kat oe mowo Pabuod
avTIHETWIT{ovTal oL avaykes Twv Stadopetikwv popéwv (Stakeholders) kal Topéwv
oo TOUG 0TOX0oUG Tou Erasmus +;

4. EcwTePLKN Kol E§WTEPLKN OUVOXN KOL CUUTTANPWHATLKOTNTA

Ze olo BaBuod eival ol SLadopeg ApAoelg Tou €xouv oUYKeVTPWOEL umtd To Erasmus
+ OUVEKTIKEG; MTMOPEITE va EVTOTIOETE TUXOV UPLOTAUEVEG N} TILOOAVEC CUVEPYELEG
HeTall Sdpdocewv oto TAaiolo Tou Erasmus + 1 akKOpO KAl GAAWV EUPWTIATKWY N
€0VIKWV MpOoypaAPUATWY;
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5. Eupwnaiki npootiBépevn aia Kat Blwotpotnta

5.1. Y& molo BaBuo to mpoypappa Erasmus + mapdyel anmoteAEoATA TA OMola elvat
ETUMAEOV TWV ATIOTEAECUATWY TIOU B TPOEKUTITAV ATTO TTAPOLOLA TIPOYPAULOTO O
€0OVIKO ) €0Tw TepLdEPELAKO eTtimedo;

5.2. 3e mowo PabBud 1o Erasmus+ Ba eivalt oe Béon va amoppodnosL pe
QIMOTEAECUATIKO TPOTO TNV ATMOTOUN aVEnaon Tou MPoUMoAOYLOUOU TToU TIPOoBAETETAL
yla Ta EMOMEevVa Xpovia péxPL To 2020 otn Xwea Hag; Oo UmopoUaoe To POV VL
XPNOLUOTIOLOEL aKOUn VPNAGTEPOUG TIPOUTIOAOYLOMOUG UE ATTOTEAECOTLKO TPOTIO;
AlaBAEmeTe TPOKANOCEL, WG TPOC TNV QATMOTEAECUATIKA XPNON TEPLOCOTEPWY
XPNUATWV YLO CUYKEKPLUEVEG SPACELG I TOUELG TOU TIPOYPAMMOTOG;
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ANNEX 7: MANDATE LETTER

@ EZ. EMEITON - NPOGEZMIA

EAAHNIKH AHMOKPATIA
YMNOYPTEIO MAIAEIAZ, EPEYNAZ KAI

OPHSKEYMATQN Mapouaot, 06-06 - 2017

Ap. Mpwt.:94310/H1

AYTOTEAHZ AIEYOYNZH EYPQMATKQN KAI
AIEONQN OEMATQN
TMHMA EYPQMAIKQN KAI AIEONQN
MPOrPAMMATQN

npPoOz:

Nivakog anodektwv

(Me nAektpoviko Tayudpopeio)

KOIN.:

16pupa Kpatikwyv YrotpodLwy,

Yroyn k. wtn
ABavacomnoulou

Email: fatheo@iky.gr,

K. Etprivng Ntpoutoa

Email: edroutsa@iky.gr

Tay. A/von: Avdpéa Mamavépéou 37
T.K. = Mo6An: 151 80 Mapouat
lotooeAida: http://www.minedu.gov.gr
MAnpodopieg: M. Aakopwvia
TnA.:210344-3183, 2477

E-mail: programs@minedu.gov.gr

Ofpa: Evéiapeon €kOeon afloAoynong tou Mpoypdappato¢ Erasmus+ - AmootoAn
gpwtnpatoloyiou

SUudpwva pe tov Kavoviopod aptd. 1288/2013 tou Erasmus+, ta kpdtn péhn g E.E. gival
UTIoXpewHEvVa va amooteilouv otnv Eupwmaikn Emtponn £wg tig 30 louviov 2017 Tig
EvSlaueoeg EOBvikéG EkBEoelg afloAoynong tou ev Adyw MMpoypdupatog yla T XPOVIKA
neplobo 2014-2017.

Katormv Toutou, n MPWTOYEVNG SLlEpelvon TWV ANOYPEWV TWV iSLWV TWV EUNAEKOUEVWV
dopéwv 6oov adopd TNV UAOTOLNON, QATIOTEAECUOTIKOTNTA, ATOSOTIKOTNTA, CUVADELQ,
OUVOXN KOl CUUMANPWHATIKOTNTA, €UpWTAikA TPOooTBEuevn afia Kal BuwolpudtnTa Tou
Erasmus+ otnv EAASa Bewpeital avaykaia. Asdopévng tng onuaciag kol TNG
onoudatdotntag cuvtaéng tng EkBeong AfloAdynong tou Mpoypappatog Erasmus+ ya thv
EAAGSa kot tnv Eupwrn amootéAAOUUE TPOG CUUMANPWON OXETIKO £PWTNUATOAOYLO Kol
TIOPOKAAOUE TOUC QMOSEKTEG VO OMAVTOoUV ota Tedia Tou ev Adyw gpwTtnuatoloyiou
£€w¢ kal Tnv MNapaocksun 09 louviou MPoWBWVTAC TIG ATIAVINOCEL, TOUG OTNV NAEKTPOVLKNA
S1evBuvon tou YM.M.E.O. programs@minedu.gov.gr.

H ouMhoyn, enefepyaocia kal aglomoinon tTwv ev Aoyw otolxeilwv Ba cupBaiAel otn cuvtaén
arno v EBvikn Apxn (Ymoupyeio Mawdeiag, Epeuvag kol OpnoKEUUATWY) TNG TEALKAG
EvSlaueong EBviknc ExkBeong tou Erasmus+ 2017.

Tuvnuuéva:
Epwtnuatoloylo €€1(6) oeAideg

O YNOYPIroz

KQNZTANTINOZ FrABPOTAOY
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Eowtepkn Stavoun:

1. l'padeio Ymoupyou

2. Fpadelo MevikoL Mpappotéa

3. Autotelng AleuBuvon Eupwmnaikwyv kat AteBvwv Ogpdtwy —
TuAua Eupwrnaikwy kat AleBvwv Mpoypappdtwy
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ANNEX 8: LIST OF RESPONDENTS

fupvaolo OPAKOUAKESOVWV

M'eviko AUKelo AlamoAttiopikng Exknaidsvong Zamwv

1o MEK ABrvoc

4° AnpoTiko6 IxoAeio NMudpasdag

30 'YMNAZIO EAEYZINAZ

AlevBuvon AsutepoBabpulag Ekmaidsuong AvatoAkng ATTLKAG
30 N'YMNAZIO NEPIZTEPIOY

6° AnUOTLKO ZXoAeio AlyGAhew

Natdaywylko Tunpa Anpotikng Ekmaidevong EKNA

. El&k6 Anpotikod IxoAeio I6pUpatog Aywyng AvnAikwv BoAou
. 1° El8kd Anpotiko Zxoheio KopuSaiiol

. 1o Epyaotnplako Kévtpo AAe€avdpoumoAng

. 10 TENIKO AYKEIO MAAAHNHZ

. 20 EMNAA ZiBtavideiou ZxoAn Texvwv Kal EmayyeApdtwy
. 1o ENAA NpéPRelag

. EBviko Ivotitouto Epyaociag & AvBpwrivou Auvauikou (E.LLE.A.A.)
. EK Zivéou

. Eumelpoyvwpovag

. 4° AnpoTikd ZxoAeio Mudadag

. IME IZBEE

. OAEA

. APIZTOTEAEIO MANENIZTHMIO OEZZAAONIKHZ

. MANTEIO NANEMIZTHMIO

. IONIO MANENIZTHMIO

. MANENIZTHMIO AITAIOY

. TEl AOGHNAZ

. TEI MEAOTNMONNHZzOY

. TEI KENTPIKHZ MAKEAONIAZ

. TEI 2TEPEAZ EANAAAZ

. AZMAITE
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ANNEX 9: DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

In view of increasing efficiency and effectiveness of the survey targeting the Erasmus+
beneficiaries, it was rendered necessary to unite similar questions, prioritize among them

and omit some of them.

Within this framework, each evaluation question provided by the European Commission was
ranked on a 3-point scale from high to low priority depending on their impact on the overall
national assessment of the Erasmus+ Programme. All “high priority” questions were to be
answered, “medium priority” questions could be answered, while low priority questions
could be omitted. Four questions were ranked “low priority” and are therefore not
answered in this report. These are questions 4, 10, 11 and 19. All high and medium priority

guestions have been answered.

Effectiveness

To what extent are the actions of the Erasmus+ programmes contributing to the
realization of the specific Erasmus+ objectives in our country? And how did these actions
affect applied policies in the fields of education and training? (Questions 1, 2 & 3 of the

National Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus+).

The majority of the informants agree that Erasmus+ projects contributed to the realization
of the Erasmus+ specific objectives in Greece. More specifically, regarding the improvement
of key competences and skills, in the field of education and training, in addition to improved
language skills, the effect most frequently referred to is improved transversal skills for
pupils, apprentices and students that participate in mobility projects. Moreover,
organizations in the adult education sector also report that staff mobility and Strategic

Partnerships have led to improved key competences among staff.

On the other hand, regarding the quality improvements fostered by the
participation in the programmes, in the field of education and training, the most frequently
reported effect from programme participation at the level of participating organisations is
improved teaching competence and quality, through teacher mobility and Strategic
Partnerships. There are, also, numerous examples of teachers and organisations introducing

new teaching methods as a result of Strategic Partnerships or teacher mobility, within the
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school, adult education and higher education sectors. According to one HEI there has been a
large increase in the percentage of staff on mobility who report that they have developed

new teaching methods as a result of the mobility project.

Furthermore, there is a consensus among the informants that there is a satisfactory
degree of overlap and alignment between Greek and EU goals within both the educational
field field. Within the field of education and training in general, Greek and EU policy
development is closely connected, e.g. Greece and the EU both participate in the Bologna
process, which has greatly affected the development of Greek and EU educational policy in
higher education. However, the informants bring up actions they believe have a particular
potential for affecting policy development. For instance, they believe that for education and
training, KA3 projects have the greatest potential to affect policy-making.The informants
also consider KA1 mobility actions important to influencing policy. Within the VET sector for
instance, apprentice and teacher mobility has improved the understanding of various
countries’ systems and created a need for recognition of foreign VET curriculum and
qualifications.. Such recognition will enhance mobility stay in another country. These

processes lead to further alignment of education and training systems.

Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informants regarding the
realization of the objectives of Erasmus+, and how did Erasmus+ actions affect applied

policies.

e With regard to improving innovation, internationalization, dissemination of good
practices, strengthening the international dimension and intercultural awareness,
there is a significant contribution.

e Regarding whether the programmes affected applied national education policies, |
have a doubt. They were certainly very influential with regard to the micro level of
the school community, where the project was implemented. If they succeeded in
becoming a wider national level in the sense of an applied educational policy, this
has been achieved at a very limited rate.

o We believe that the goals have been implemented to a large extent.

e With regard to our school, there has been a great improvement in the teaching and
learning of foreign languages, the promotion of intercultural awareness and the
promotion of European lifelong learning through the dissemination of good

practices.
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e The actions of the programmes have clearly contributed to improving quality,
innovation and internationalization, lifelong learning and the development of
interest in foreign language learning, since the actions of the new Erasmus
emphasize not only to mobility but also to the dissemination of knowledge and
activities across the educational community and focus the interest of students and
teachers on reflection and the development of critical thinking.

e Programmes of Erasmus+ have contributed to the greatest extent in achieving the
specific objectives of the Erasmus+. The exchange of good practices contributes to
the progress of our education system and to the better training of our pupils and
teachers alike. Through these programmes, we become active European citizens and

we are more easily aware of educational opportunities abroad.

Do you consider that certain actions of the programme are more effective than others?
And

to what extent has the integration of several programmes into Erasmus+ made the
programme more effective in your country? (Questions 5 & 6 of the National Report on

Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +).

There is no substantial evidence that supports a claim that some actions are more effective
than others in influencing policy-developments. Based on the analysis of the replies, there is
little evidence to indicate that certain actions are more effective than others. Although
mobility is considered to have an effect primarily on the individuals that participate in a
mobility project, the informants believe that such projects over time can have a broader
effect at both institutional and national level. The importance of Strategic Partnerships is
valuedby the majority of informants. Informants emphasize the effects at the institutional
level in particular. They argue that Strategic Partnerships can affect quality, content and
innovation by giving organizations an opportunity to work goal-oriented, structured and
with a long-term perspective with other organizations.

Regarding the integration of several programmes into Erasmus+,it is not too early to
draw substantiated conclusions about whether the integration has made the programme
more effective, especially if we interpret the term “effect” in the strict statistical sense.
However, informants see several positive developments that have the potential to increase
effectiveness.

Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informants regarding the

above questions.
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| believe that all actions were equally effective. The incorporation of various
programmes under the umbrella of Erasmus+ has a positive impact on the
effectiveness of the actions.

The integration of various programmes under the Erasmus+ was a positive step. The
fragmentation of an institution that has a common and unified reference framework
created problems and hindered horizontal mobility among its individual
programmes.

The KA1 actions aim at involving all the teachers of a school unit, so that the
procedures of the proposal and evaluation become a common case of a larger
number of colleagues.

We think it is wiser and more functional that all programmes concerning our further
education to lie under the umbrella of Erasmus+.

Strategic partnerships play a decisive role in the development and transfer of know-
how from relevant bodies and in the implementation of innovative practices and
joint initiatives that promote cooperation and exchange of experience at European
level.

| think that the opportunity of collaboration between different sectors which target
different age groups brings aboutvery good features and innovative combinations in
formal, formal and informal education in the wider context of lifelong learning
(increase of flexibility).

The programme is broad enough and depending on the target group and those
involved, some actions are more effective than others. In school education, the key
action is mobility that, if properly designed and structured, provides an effective
impact both at the individual level and in the wider school and social environment.
Also those actions involving school partnerships with the local community are
particularly suited to achieving social cohesion and harmonizing the school with the
economy and the labor market.

Teacher mobility is very important to get in touch with the pedagogical programmes
of other countries and to exchange experiences with the aim of using them to
improve educational practices in their own country. School partnerships are just as
important to bringing together pupils with educational practices as well as discussing

with peers from other countries and sharing their experiences.
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To what extent are the approaches and tools that are used for disseminating and
exploiting the results of Erasmus+ in your country effective? (Question 9 of the National

Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +).

Regarding the tools that are used for disseminating and exploiting the results of
Erasmus+ in Greece, the majority of the interviewees believe that are effective. However
many of them are suggestingsome crucial improvements. Indicatively, we present some of

the comments of the informants regarding the above question.

e Communication and dissemination of information within Erasmus+ is effective and
functional for the implementation of the Programme, since support and information
from the National Agency (IKY) is direct, accurate and reliable on any issue.

e Dissemination and exploitation tools for Erasmus + results are very effective. They
make a decisive contribution to the quality of projects, transparency, respect for the
principles of equality and the recognition of good practices.

e | consider more effective the tools that schools use across Europe, for example, the
eTwinning platform, as hundreds of teachers are navigating every day.

e Dissemination and exploitation of Erasmus+ results are effective but not as it should.
Perhaps it needs more visibility and better use.

e | consider them effective in terms of dissemination. However, the use of the results of
the programme, | believe, should be linked to our country and other institutions
responsible for the educational structures.

e | would describe as moderately effective the tools for the dissemination and
exploitation of Erasmus + results, because | believe that valuable actions have been

taken without their results being firstly known to the public and then valorized..

Is the size of budget appropriate and proportionate to what Erasmus+ is set out to
achieve? Is the distribution of funds across the programme’s fields and actions
appropriate? (Question 7 of the National Report on Implementation and Impact of

Erasmus+).

According to the informants the distribution of funds across KA1 and KA2 is considered
appropriate. Most informants agree that the cornerstone of the programme should continue
to be mobility, and that although KA2 and KA3 are welcome additions to the programme,
the bulk of the funding should remain apportioned to KAl. Indicatively, we present some of

the comments of the informants regarding the above questions.
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e |t is rational to a large extent, but not quite, because there are enormous cost
differences from country to country.

e They are rationally distributed and appropriate.

o We believe that because of the limited distribution of budget on KA2 projects there is
limited number of schools that can participate in KA2 multibeneficiary projectsand
especially in Special Schools that should have a higher priority in their participation in
Erasmus + Programmes.

e An increase in the KA1 budget would contribute to the overall objective of the
Programme to increase the number students and staff participates to mobility.

e The distribution is adequate. However, it can be taken into account that there is no
compensation for teachers working during the writing and implementation of the
proposals.

e In no case is it sufficient for mobility actions, given the large increase in the number

of students interested in mobility for studies or internships.

What challenges and difficulties do you encounter while implementing the various actions
of Erasmus+? (Question 8 of the National Report on Implementation and Impact of

Erasmus+).

From the majority of interviewees comes a request to simplify application forms and
processes in order to increase access for newcomers target groups. Furthermore, the call for
more efficient administrative processes is especially strong from the higher education
sector, while there is a general call for further digitalisation and improvements to existing
technical/digital tools. Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informants

regarding the above question.

e In general, we have not encountered particular difficulties during the
implementation of Erasmus+ actions. Perhaps the greatest difficulty lies in
bureaucratic reasons since the Erasmus + project implementation regulations often
conflict with the rules and requirements of the Administration at national, , regional
and local level.

e Another element often seen as an obstacle is the management of the package of
travel services and subistence services of Erasmus+ participants coming from remote

areas.
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e The biggest difficulty we encountered in implementing Erasmus+ actions has to do
with the administrative process that discourages teachers and students in order to
be able to move or participate in any action.

e The internal procedures of public agencies, in terms of assignments, travel, and
general costs, are extremely complex, causing difficulties.

e Especially with regard to Erasmus+ / KA1, we have problems in attracting a large

number of students from collaborating foreign universities for studies.

Efficiency

Do you consider that the implementation of certain actions of the programme is more
efficient than others? (Question 12 of the National Report on Implementation and Impact

of Erasmus+).

Regarding the efficiency of certain actions, the informants mentioned many interesting
examples. Many of them could not be categorized so we present indicatively some of the

comments of the informants regarding the above question.

o All experiential and collaborative actions are more efficient than others as well as
student exchanges.

e We believe that communication and exchange of good practices between partners
will always be constructive, but the production of a common intellectual product is
the most efficient action of the programme.

e for strategic school partnerships KA2, the efficiency is more than certain.

e All actions are efficient. But some, like the KA1 actions, benefit a larger number of
people.

e KA 1 on mobility projects for students (Studies and Practice) and Higher Education
Staff is the most efficient.

e All actions are cost effective. Surely more effective are actions that bring together
partners and exchange ideas and good practices.

e | consider as very important and efficient the actions that disseminate good practices
and the results of the programme. These effects may have the prospect of applying
good practice on a larger scale within the education system.

o We believe that all the actions of the Programme have a high degree of efficiency.
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e KA2 actions are clearly better than KA1 actions. They can deliver better results and
highlight good practices through synergies between partners from different contexts
(schools, universities, companies, etc.). In addition, | believe that KA2 actions can

bring with their effects a greater impact among the actors involved.

To what extent has the system of simplified grants resulted in a reduction of the
administrative burden for National Agencies and programme beneficiaries and
participants? And to what extent are the IT tools provided by the Commission adequate
for the efficient management and implementation of the programme in your country?

(Questions 13 & 14 of the National Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +).

Across fields, sectors and actions, the majority of informants report that the system of
simplified
grants and unit costs in general have resulted in considerable efficiency benefits for the
participating organizations. However, a number of the applying organisations find the
presentation of the financial provisions hard to penetrate, both in terms of language and
clarity.

Regarding the degree of adequacy of the IT tools for the efficient management and
implementation of the programme, the informants seem to be satisfied mostly from the

adequacy of mobility tool.

Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informants regarding the above

question.

o At the level of recording the school mobility, the mobility tool is satisfactory.

e | have to note that there is still a great administrative burden for the coordinator,
who has to spend many hours of work to accomplish it.

e The simplified grant scheme has resulted in a reduction in the administrative burden
for national units and beneficiaries, but there is room for improvement, notably with
respect to the management rules.

e Simplifying procedures greatly facilitates the beneficiaries and hence the National
Units. Beneficiaries and, above all, school units from which | have experience, do not

have enough staff to deal with a huge amount of management and technical details.
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e [T platforms are absolutely necessary and effective for transparent and easy project
management.

o | believe that the simplified grant scheme has made it easier for national units and
beneficiaries to do so. IT tools are adequate.

e Surely the simplification of grants has indeed resulted in a reduction of the workload,
but there is room for further improvement. IT tools need improvement and better

functionality.

To what extent is the level of human and financial resources that is available for the
implementation of the programme in your country adequate? (Question 15 of the

National Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +).

Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informants regarding the above

question.

e Perhaps more human resources and more specialized would bringbetter results in the
implementation of the programme. As well as an increase in financial resources, it
would certainly give increased and better efficiency.

e Human and financial resources are insufficient to fully support the programme. It is
necessary to increase the available resources and to strengthen the human resources
involved in the implementation of the programme in our country in order to ensure
proper management and to strengthen its quality dimension. This is all the more
urgent given the importance of the programme for students and staff in our country,
its great popularity and the reciprocal benefits to the stakeholders and society.

e |t may be necessary to increase the human resources as the number of persons and
entities participating in the programme are increasing.

e The level of human and financial resources available is to a considerable extent
sufficient, but it would be better to have more human resources available for the

publicity of the programme and the training of beneficiaries.
Relevance

To what extent do the Erasmus+ objectives continue to address the needs or problems

they are meant to solve in your country? And to what extent are needs of different
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stakeholders and sectors addressed by the Erasmus+ objectives? (Questions 16 & 17 of

the National Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus+).

Across all levels, the Erasmus+ objectives are found highly relevant. Further, informants
across all levels appreciate what they perceive as the flexibility of the Erasmus+ objectives; if
circumstances change, the objectives can change. At the same time, within the education
and training field, certain objectives are perceived as more relevant in some sectors than in
others. For example, some organisations in the higher education sector find that the focus
on key competences and skills is more relevant to the school sector than to higher
education. In general, the different stakeholders and sectors that we interviewed

experienced the Erasmus+ objectives as very relevant to their needs.

Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informants regarding the above

question.

e The Erasmus+ objectives meet the needs and problems facing our country to a very
large extent and this also applies to the needs of different stakeholders and sectors.

e The objectives of Erasmus+ still meet the needs and problems facing our country. Our
participation in a united European environment with almost identical training needs,
since everyone is working towards a common labour market, means that there must
be a common central planning, as is the case with the Erasmus+ programme.

e | think the programme'’s logic is in line with the needs of our country. Unfortunately,
Greece is lagging behind in the field of Special Needs Education and Training and
perhaps we should place more emphasis there.

e The Erasmus+ objectives contribute to strengthening the link among education,
economy and civil society. From this perspective, the needs of different actors and
sectors are considerably addressed.

e The main problems our country faces today are related to or come from the current
economic crisis. Erasmus+ objectives partly contribute to tackling unemployment as
the Programme enables young people to be engaged in traineeships, work based
learning, training programmes, etc..

e The Erasmus+ framework allowsfreedom for each stakeholder to argue and support
a project that will deal with some of its particular needs with the only limitation to
include it in one of the horizontal or sectoral axes which, as they are so broad they

cover all the needs that an organization may have.
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Internal and external coherence and complementarity

To what extent are the various actions that have been brought together in Erasmus+
coherent? Can you identify any existing or potential synergies between actions within
Erasmus+? (Question 18 of the National Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus

+).

Informants point out positive synergies between various KA1, KA2 and KA3 actions, and have
experienced that projects can build on each other. Simpler actions can be used to build more
complex projects over time, and many informants emphasize the positive aspects of this

complementarity.

Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informants regarding the above

question.

e All actions of the Programme have a common ground: mobility and exchanges within
the Programme. Erasmus actions are highly coherent with each other. In my view,
they are directly linked to the needs and objectives of modern education and training
programmes aimed at European cohesion.

e | think it is at present coherent. For example, universities could cooperate and with
other educational institutions like schools in order to promote expertise and
specialized knowledge.

e | think the actions are not so coherent at the moment. As synergies between all
educational bodies and at different levels of education, synergies could be created
between KA2 actions, Jean Monet action and Youth action. One might think of many
different combinations of goals involving the involvement of Educational Institutions
and institutions from all levels of Education.

e The various actions under the Erasmus+ are coherent, particularly with regard to
students mobility (undergraduate or postgraduate level), or even preparing mobility
for internship in a foreign institution relevant to the subject of their studies.

e In our opinion, the various actions are considered to be coherent, as it has been
possible to connect various sectors of Education (secondary, higher) with Local
Authorities (Municipalities, Chambers, Enterprises) and with Central Administration

Bodies (Ministries, Regions etc).
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e Possible synergies could be achieved with UNESCO programmes, Universities,
Ministries, Local Government, etc.

e The various actions under the Erasmus+ are coherent. Through these programmes
actions in the fields of higher / tertiary education,n vocational education and
training, school education, adult education and youth (including its international
dimension) have been supported. These programmes promote synergies and fruitful
interaction in the various fields of education, training and youth, encouraging new

forms of cooperation.

European added value and sustainability

To what extent Erasmus+ and its predecessor programmes produce effects that are
additional to the effects that would have resulted from similar actions initiated only at
regional or national levels in your country? (Question 20 of the National Report on

Implementation and Impact of Erasmus+).

According to informants, the Erasmus+ Programme offers results at a wider European and
international level. It helps to unravel the traditional objectives of programmes at national
level. It helps to enhance acceptance of diversity, recognition of common points and
different perspectives. Erasmus+ has a strong international dimension (i.e. co-operation with
partner countries), particularly in the areas of education and training. This programme
ensures easier recognition and better understanding of skills and qualifications, both within
and outside national borders, in all education and training subsystems and in the labour
market, regardless of whether they have been acquired through formal education or training
or other teachers Experiences (e.g. work experience, volunteering, online education). It also
encourages the internationalization of education, greater use of digital learning, and
supports the creation of flexible learning opportunities according to the needs and

objectives of learners.

Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informants regarding the above

question.

e The results produced by the Erasmus+ programme are certainly multiplied compared
to those produced at national level, because of the opportunity provided through the

programme for exchange and acquaintance with the institutions and educational
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systems of other countries. This event provides the opportunity for cultural
exchanges, exchange of know-how, developing relationships with people
participating in the programme from other countries.

e The results produced through the ERASMUS + programme are not just more than any
other regional or national programme but, in our opinion, irreplaceable, as it is
possible to develop stable cooperation on education, training and research beyond
national boundaries by increasing the chances of innovation, scientific progress and
sustainable development.

e The various programmes under Erasmus+ with priorities as LLP, Youth in Action,
Erasmus Mundus, Tempus, Alfa, Edulink, cover a very wide range expected results
that leaves little room for additional results from similar programmes at national or
regional level.

e The Erasmus+ programme produces results, which are incomparably more extensive
than the corresponding national or regional ones. There is no comparison between

European and regional or national.

To what extent Erasmus+ will be able to absorb in an effective way the sharp increase in
the budget that is foreseen in the coming years up to 2020 in your country? Could the
programme use even higher budgets in an effective way? Do you see challenges to
effectively use more money for particular actions or fields of the programme? (Question

21 of the National Report on Implementation and Impact of Erasmus +).

According to informants, the spectacular increase in interest from possible participants
(persons and institutions) over the past few years confirms the possibility of effective
absorption of higher budgets, it would be best for this generous budget to share rationally

with as many partners as possible, of course, with standards of quality assessment.

Indicatively, we present some of the comments of the informants regarding the above

question.

e In Greece, the timely allocation of additional funds would lead to greater coverage
of needs in all actions, and of course the satisfactory absorption of funds.

e They also could provide funds for infrastructure, which is still missing from many
schools. This logistical infrastructure can help with the objectives of the programme,
but also later should improve the facilities of the school unit that developed the

programme.
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To provide funding to the National Agency/IKY for the preparation of national plans
to be linked with the sectors of the economy and civil society, combined with the
results of the mobility of the Erasmus+ programme.

Setting up procedures for the analysis, evaluation and planning of the
implementation of programmes aimed at exploiting the Erasmus+ deliverables in the
formulation of education and training policies at national level.

Tax relief measures for companies that accept students for internships.

In order to achieve greater absorption, it is a prerequisite to attract as many

qualitative suggestions as possible from more and more different bodies.
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ANNEX 10: DESK STUDY FOR ERASMUS+ YOUTH SECTOR

NA Yearly Report - 2016

Work Programme — 2016

EPO12 - Financial Reports

EPO18 — Strategic Partnerships-Overview Table
EPO13 — KA1-Overview Table

EPO45 — Application above Tresholds

Al — Activity Report 2013
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