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Establishing and Defining Baseline Data, Targets, Outputs and Result 

Indicators for the Proposed 2014-2020 Peace IV Programme in the Areas 

of Shared Education & Children and Young People 

 

Northern Ireland is currently a society transitioning from violence to sustainable peace. The 

conflict in Northern Ireland is complex but can be understood as a struggle between those 

who wish to see Northern Ireland remain a part of the United Kingdom 

(Loyalist/Unionist/Protestants) and those who wish to see ‘the North’ united with the 

Republic of Ireland (Republican/Nationalist/Catholics). During the conflict, an approximately 

thirty-year stretch known as ‘the Troubles’, over 3,600 individuals were killed with many 

more suffering from direct injuries or the loss of loved ones (Fitzduff and O’Hagan 2009). 

Following a constitutional agreement (the Good Friday Agreement in 1998) and 

demilitarization, a relative calm emerged, but it is estimated that as much as 50% of the 

population lives in religiously homogenous communities (Department of Education Northern 

Ireland 2007). Further, sectarian crime remains high with increased violence in interface 

areas leading to the erection of additional physical barriers, known as ‘peace walls’, to 

separate hostile Protestant and Catholic communities (Shirlow and Murtagh 2006). 

Throughout the peace process, funding from the European Union has sought to support and 

address the economic and social development. In particular, in response to the 1994 

ceasefires, the European Union funded the first PEACE Programme with an aim to, 

‘reinforce progress towards a peaceful and stable society and to promote reconciliation by 

increasing economic development and employment, promoting urban and rural regeneration, 

developing cross–border cooperation and extending social inclusion.’ To support the region 

as it moves away from conflict and towards a more peaceful society, the European Union, in 

partnership with the British and Irish Governments, has supported three further programmes 

– PEACE II (2000-2004), PEACE II Extension (2004-2006), and PEACE III (2007-2013) – 

for a combined value of €1995 million.  

The current PEACE IV Programme is defined through its thematic objective as follows, 

‘promoting social inclusion, combating poverty and any discrimination, the ERDF shall also 

contribute to promoting social and economic stability in the programme area concerned, in 

particular through actions to promote cohesion between communities.’ Informed by the 

PEACE III Programme and public consultation, the current PEACE IV Programme will focus 

on four strategic areas of investment for the period of 2014-2020; these include: 

 Shared Education 

 Early Years and Young People 

 Shared Spaces and Services 

 Civil Society  

 

 



- 4 - 
 

Terms of Reference 

As Northern Ireland strives to become a more shared society, creating and supporting 

programmes which offer effective interventions designed to promote social inclusion and 

mitigate poverty and discrimination is imperative. With this in mind, the European 

Commission has put in place a number of guidelines and frameworks for all of its 

programmes, including the future ERDF PEACE IV 2014-2020 programme. Specifically, the 

EU Commission requires that programmes have a result orientation with an intervention logic 

that clearly articulates specific objectives, result indicators, and outputs indicators for the 

proposed activities. Additionally, to ensure that each programme is delivered in accordance 

with EU Commission guidelines, a performance framework has been developed consisting of 

financial, output, and result indicators along with key implementation steps.  

To ensure that the proposed PEACE IV Operation Programme meets these requirements, a 

baseline, with specific objectives, result indicators and output indicators for each investment 

priority will be established. As we understand it, the proposed consultation should address 

and include the following: 

1. Review the specific objective and suggest amendments in accordance with European 

Commission guidance; 

2. Identify result indicator(s) for each specific objective; 

3. Detail information sources to establish a baseline for each result indicator, utilising 

compatible data sources across the two eligible jurisdictions; 

4. Detail mechanisms to monitor result indicators for the duration of the programme; 

5. Establish target values for each result indicator for 2023; 

6. Review and amend outputs indicators for each specific objective in line with financial 

allocation; 

7. Identify common indicators as appropriate; 

8. Establish and justify target values for output indicators for 2018 and 2023; 

9. Utilize the information above to complete relevant tables as per the EU Commission 

Template for ETC Programmes; and 

10. Incorporate feedback from the PEACE IV programme ex ante evaluation. 

 

Methodology 

Data were collected through the following sources to review, and potentially modify the 

existing specific objectives and identify appropriate result and output indicators for them:  

Wider literature review 

The consultant team are engaged in ongoing research projects on issues relating to intergroup 

contact, educational outcomes, and educational inequalities for children and young people, 

and they have recently completed extensive literature reviews on the contact theory and the 

various factors that impact upon educational access and achievement. For this project, these 

reviews have been extended to include more specific studies, trend information, and 

evaluation reports of educational initiatives within Northern Ireland.  
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Policy review 

Shared education policies and strategies, as well as those which aim to increase achievement 

and skills development as part of the creation of a more shared and inclusive society, are 

currently evolving, and these have been reviewed to identify result indicators and desired 

outcomes for initiatives relating to the PEACE IV Operational Programme objectives for 

‘Shared Education’ and ‘Children and Young People.’   

Review of source documents 

The methodology also incorporated all guidance and information sources from the EU and 

SEUPB to fulfil the requirements of EU Regulations for Operation Programmes contract and 

to ensure that all result indicators and outputs are articulated as clearly as possible. 

Review of existing evaluations 

Evaluations of programmes with similar objectives to the proposed PEACE IV programme 

were analysed to determine appropriate result indicators and outputs for each specific 

objective. In addition, these evaluations were interrogated to explore monitoring and 

evaluation techniques to determine the most appropriate structure for the PEACE IV 

programme.  

Semi-structured interviews 

Primary data collection was mainly comprised of semi-structured, individual, face-to-face 

interviews or group interviews with a range of participants (see list below). An interview 

guide was developed for each interview with the aim of collecting relevant information on the 

nature and scope of current related initiatives in shared education and skills development 

targeted at children and young people, as well as the factors that enhance or inhibit an 

effective intervention. These schedules were designed to be used flexibly to allow specific 

issues of individual or group interest to arise spontaneously. 

Key informants included: 

 Staff and funders from shared education programmes, including: Shared Education 

Learning Forum; Sharing in Education Programme; Fermanagh Trust (N = 4) 

 Staff and funders from NEETs programmes, including: Inspiring Impact Northern 

Ireland; Building Change Trust; NEET Strategy Forum; Bryson Charitable Group (N 

= 3) 

 Staff from statutory bodies which related to education and children and young people 

more generally, including: Department of Employment and Learning; Department of 

Education Northern Ireland;  Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency; 

Department of Education and Skills (Republic of Ireland); Department of Children 

and Youth Affairs (Republic of Ireland) (N = 12) 

 Staff from charitable and voluntary sector organizations that support or work with 

cross-community programmes for children and young people, including: North West 

Education Action Group; Youth Council Northern Ireland; Centre for Cross-Border 

Studies (N = 3) 
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Secondary-analysis of existing datasets 

To date a number of research projects and evaluations have been conducted exploring 

intergroup contact through shared education programmes in schools and cross-community 

interventions and programmes carried out by charitable organisations and community groups. 

Along with the above data sources and subsequent analyses, large-scale quantitative datasets 

were accessed and analysed to establish target values for each result indicator. 

Due to completed and ongoing research exploring intergroup contact in general, and shared 

education in particular, the consulting team had access to a set of datasets which provided 

baseline estimates for important psychological variables related to intergroup contact, such 

as: intergroup anxiety, cross-group friendship, prejudice, outgroup trust, positive behaviours 

and tendencies towards the outgroup, etc. This dataset was previously used by members of 

the consulting team working in collaboration with Atlantic Philanthropies to create estimates 

of appropriate outcome indicators for shared education, as well as estimated figures for the 

impact that shared education may have on intergroup anxiety, cross-group friendship, and 

positive action tendencies for the Department of Education’s shared education initiative.  

The main body of our report is organised in two sections. First we will first review the 

specific objective for shared education and make recommendations for result indicators to 

measure the impact and output indicators to monitor the actions of the programme. Second, 

we examine the children and young people objective, result and output indicators. For each 

objective, milestones and targets are discussed and an appropriate monitoring and evaluation 

system is suggested. The report will conclude with some final suggestions regarding the 

application process and the use of shared measurements across objectives and external 

programmes.  

 

Section 1: SHARED EDUCATION 

One manifestation of division in societies marred by conflict is a segregated or parallel 

education system in which children of different social groups attend separate schools. Over 

the past three decades in Northern Ireland, education has been a focal point for numerous 

initiatives aimed at encouraging positive engagement between Catholics and Protestants. 

However, while there are some examples of good practice, evidence suggests that on the 

whole these initiatives have had limited impact primarily because of their short-term, one-off 

nature. In contrast, shared education, works within the existing system of parallel education 

and aims to promote sustained interaction through the development of curriculum-based 

common classes. The sustained nature of the initiative and its curriculum focus offer a more 

effective model for group contact. 

Three programmes in particular have proven to be highly effective, these include: the Sharing 

in Education Programme, Fermanagh Trust, and Primary Integrating/Enriching Education. 

These programmes have been in place for around seven years and a growing body of research 

suggests that they have positively impacted intergroup attitudes and behaviours of 

participants, and indirectly, non-participants (FGS McClure Watters, 2010; Hughes & 

Donnelly, 2012). Contrary to existing polemic that denounces the separate faith schools as a 
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site for reconciliation in divided societies, the effectiveness of the programme suggests that 

separate education can be harnessed to promote more positive intergroup relations. 

Shared education has been supported by the Programme for Government in Northern Ireland 

and as part of the Executive’s ‘Together Building a United Community’ initiative, the 

Department of Education launched a new Shared Education Campus Programme. This 

programme aims to provide capital assistance to schools so that they may build or enhance 

their current shared facilities and share key infrastructure. In July 2014, three partnerships 

were selected and it is anticipated that 10 campuses will be created by 2020.   

In 2014 the Department of Education will initiate its own shared education programme under 

a Delivering Social Change Framework. This initiative will target those schools in Northern 

Ireland with developed shared education partnerships, i.e. those at stage 2 and above on the 

collaboration continuum (see below).   

 

Specific Objective 

The current wording of the specific objective for shared education is,  

“The creation of a more cohesive society by increasing the level of sustained contact between 

school children from all backgrounds across the Programme area.” 

In subsequent documents, shared education is defined as ‘involving two or more schools from 

different sectors working in collaboration with the aim of delivering educational benefits to 

learners promoting the efficient and effective use of resources and promoting equality of 

opportunity, good relations, equality of identity, respect for diversity and community 

cohesion’. A core component of all activities within shared education will be the ‘ongoing 

and sustained sharing of classes, subjects, sports and extra-curricular activities’. 

The specific objective alone does not provide sufficient information to convey the nature of 

the contact which will need to occur between school children. We suggest that elements of 

the shared education definition stated in subsequent documents must be incorporated into the 

objective. For the specific objective to be clear, and for the contact created in the shared 

classrooms to be of a high quality, these features must be specified from the outset.  

The theoretical underpinning of shared education is the contact hypothesis. Proposed by 

Gordon Allport in 1954 the contact hypothesis argues that contact between members of 

different groups can, under certain conditions, reduce prejudice and promote more 

harmonious intergroup relations. These conditions include contact situations which: promotes 

equal status between group members, encourages the pursuit of common goals, is 

characterised by cooperation as opposed to competition, and has institutional support or 

authority sanction. 

Allport’s original formulation specified neither the processes involved in intergroup contact’s 

effects nor how these effects may generalise. In recent years, significant progress has been 
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made towards understanding when contact is most likely to be effective and well as how 

contact promotes more harmonious intergroup relations. In addition to the proposed 

conditions, research suggests that contact which promotes opportunities for cross-group 

friendships to develop have been found to be particularly effective (Davies, Tropp, Aron, 

Pettigrew, & Wright, 2011; Pettigrew, 1998). These scenarios involve contact which is 

sustained and intimate rather than superficial in nature. 

Figures suggest that an estimated 60% of schools participate in cross-community activity 

annually (O’Connor et al. 2002); however, the contact supported is often experienced as one-

off interactions (O’Connor et al. 2003). This may be one reason for the limited effectiveness 

of the programmes, as more superficial contact does not allow for the formation of the types 

of bonds between participants that can facilitate the development of trust and positive 

emotional dispositions. 

The development of sustained contact is an integral component of the Sharing in Education 

Programme (SEP). While a relatively new initiative, the effectiveness of the programme has 

been attributed to the sustained, curriculum-based nature of the interaction experienced by 

participants (Hughes & Donnelly, 2012). To qualify for funding for SEP, partnership schools 

were required to have, regular engagement working towards the development of students 

working together, in shared classes, in each other’s schools, on core examination subjects. 

We recommend that these features are incorporated into the PEACE IV application process 

and that within the specific objective contact is clearly described as both sustained and 

curriculum-based. 

Further, it is important that contact is described as direct in nature. Significant progress has 

been made in the development of contact interventions designed for situations where 

implementation is particularly challenging; one example is the use of technology to establish 

indirect contact within the classroom. In this case, young people in one classroom interface 

with young people in another classroom through computer mediated technologies to create a 

virtual classroom (Amichai-Hamburger & McKenna, 2006). While effective, the impact is 

significantly weaker and should only be used in situations in which the two groups are 

separated by more extreme factors such as fortified borders, intergroup violence, or 

substantial physical distance. These are not factors which exist in the current climate. 

We recommend that the specific objective is amended to clarify these points and is rewritten 

as,  

“The creation of a more cohesive society by increasing the level of collaboration between 

schools representing different sectors, and direct, sustained and curriculum-based contact 

between pupils and teachers from all backgrounds across the Programme area.” 

Further, we recommend that the guidance notes provided to potential applicants defines 

shared education in accordance with the Ministerial Advisory Group report on Advancing 

Shared Education (2013). 

 



- 9 - 
 

Shared education involves the organisation and delivery of education so that it: 

 Meets the needs of, and provides for the education together of, learners from all 

Section 75 categories and socio-economic status; 

 Involves schools and other education providers of differing ownership, sectoral 

identity and ethos, management type or governance arrangements; and 

 Delivers educational benefits to learners, promotes the efficient and effective use of 

resources, and promotes equality of opportunity, good relations, equality of identity, 

respect for diversity and community cohesion. 

It is also recommended that three calls for applications are placed to highlight the variety of 

partnerships that will be supported. These calls should include,  

 Shared partnerships within Northern Ireland 

 Cross-border, shared partnerships between schools in Northern Ireland and the border 

counties, and  

 Shared partnerships within the border counties 

Results Indicators 

Fundamentally, shared education represents collaboration and sharing that occurs on two 

levels. The first is the collaboration and partnership that occurs between schools, the second 

is the interactions that occur as a result of this collaboration i.e. the contact that happens 

between pupils within the shared classrooms. With this in mind, separate indicators for each 

level are necessary to determine whether change has occurred. 

To capture whether the nature of the collaborative partnership between schools is growing 

from a superficial partnership to one with more depth, the Department of Education 

anticipates using a collaboration continuum based upon a model designed by researchers and 

practitioners at the Centre for Shared Education (Duffy, Stewart, & Baker, 2012). The 

continuum represents a spectrum of collaboration and is intended to contextualise 

partnerships and demonstrate a typology of collaborative partnership arrangements based on 

shared education models in Northern Ireland (See Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Collaboration spectrum (Duffy, Stewart, & Baker, 2012)  

At one end of the continuum, schools exist in relative isolation with little to no collaboration 

with others. At the opposing end schools have formed a partnership that demonstrates clear 

institutional interdependence. The continuum provides a conceptual model that can be used 

by existing or emergent partnerships to identify the nature of their collaboration.  

The first recommended result indicator is, 

“School partnerships will show progression on the collaboration continuum towards 

greater sharing and interdependence.” 

The Department of Education aims to ask schools to self-assess and provide evidence of the 

school’s location on the continuum. As the Department of Education is anticipating that they 

will work only with schools that have previous experiences collaborating on shared 

education, these partnerships should fall along the continuum between sustained and regular 

contact through to elements of institutional interdependence. The Department of Education 

expects that partnerships that they will work with that are effective will evolve along the 

continuum approximately one step. We encourage SEUPB to use the same measurement tool 

that the Department of Education will be using to examine school collaboration i.e. the 

collaboration continuum.  

Where the Department of Education will be targeting schools with a history of collaboration, 

we encourage SEUPB to work with schools that have been in relative isolation or ad hoc 

collaboration. This may apply to schools in geographical isolation which may be the case in 

rural settings. Also, it may apply to schools that have chosen not to collaborate in the past due 

to geopolitical attitudes or concerns. It is anticipated that through shared education, 

partnerships will become more interdependent as they establish a stronger collaborative 

relationship. As such, and in line with the specific objective, through funding and capacity 
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building partnerships should progress to a collaborative relationship that has sustained and 

regular sharing. 

The target value for 2023 for the first result indicator is, 

“School partnerships will show progression on the collaboration continuum so that they 

can be classified as having regular and sustained shared activity.” 

Regarding outcomes for pupils within the schools, positive contact between students has the 

potential to promote a host of positive intergroup processes. In recent years, significant 

progress has been made towards understanding the processes by which intergroup contact 

promotes more harmonious intergroup relations, as well as the forms of contact that are most 

likely to be effective. Research suggests that contact has the strongest impact on prejudice by 

reducing negative affect (e.g. intergroup anxiety) and by inducing positive affective processes 

(e.g. empathy and perspective taking) (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008).  

Further, in addition to Allport’s optimal conditions, contact that promotes opportunities for 

cross-group friendships to develop has been found to be particularly effective. Structuring 

contact situations to engender opportunities for cross-group friendships to develop requires 

repeated contact that is intimate rather than superficial in nature (Davies et al., 2011). The 

introduction of more intimate contact scenarios invokes many of the optimal conditions, 

facilitates self-disclosure, and allows for friendship-developing mechanisms to occur. 

Research examining the effectiveness of the Sharing Education Programme has been 

promising and falls in line with previous studies of intergroup contact. Hughes and colleagues 

(2010) explored the anticipated outcomes of the programme by comparing pupils 

participating in SEP with pupils from the same school who were not participating in the 

programme. Analyses revealed that involvement with the programme was associated with a 

reduction in bias towards the in-group, greater trust towards the out-group, reduced anxiety 

when interacting with members of the out-group, and more positive behaviours towards the 

out-group including a greater desire for future contact (Hughes et al. 2010). Further, a study 

conducted by Hughes and colleagues comparing survey data from pupils involved in SEP and 

those that were not found that involvement in SEP directly impacts intergroup attitudes and 

behaviours towards members of the other community and that it does so by increasing cross-

group friendships and reducing intergroup anxiety (Hughes et al. 2012).  

Recognising the need to use multiple indicators to evaluate effectiveness, the project 

objectives used by the Department of Education to measure improved reconciliation 

outcomes through schools working collaboratively include measurements of cross-group 

friendship, positive action tendencies, and intergroup anxiety.  These three measures were 

chosen from a list of potential indicators suggested to the Department of Education by the 

Centre for Shared Education after an extensive review of existing literature on the contact 

theory.  

These measures, along with a number of other pertinent measures, are being used in a large 

scale study of intergroup contact in post-primary schools in Northern Ireland carried out by 
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the Centre for Shared Education. The study is a 5-year longitudinal study to explore young 

people’s attitudes and experiences of intergroup contact as they progress through second level 

education. The first phase of the research began in June 2011 when an online survey was 

conducted with all Year 8 pupils in approximately 70 post primary schools in Northern 

Ireland. The study is currently in its fourth year of data collection. As one of the few 

longitudinal studies of attitudes to intergroup contact in the UK, the research will shed new 

light on the complex issues pertaining to schools and intergroup relationships in a divided 

society. It also serves as an existing dataset from which the Department of Education can 

compare results from future analyses. 

If SEUPB were to focus in on only one of these multiple indicators it is suggested by 

interviewees and research that the variable be as broad and far reaching as possible. While an 

increase in the number of cross-group friendships between pupils is a laudable goal, the 

achievement of inter-group friendship has been shown to be much more difficult for some 

partnerships to attain than others, particularly those with heightened intergroup tensions 

(Hughes, 2012). Hence the use of friendship as an outcome measure may underestimate the 

more subtle, but positive impact of the programme. We therefore suggest that instead of using 

cross-group friendship as a result indicator, that a broader attitudinal indicator is used.  

The question of which ‘good relations’ attitudinal result indicator could be used instead of 

the result indicator of ‘sustained friendship’ was discussed with interview participants. 

NISRA referred to the CRED modules on attitudinal change that were included in the Young 

Life and Times (2012) survey. This survey asked young people about how ‘positive’ they felt 

towards each of the groups listed in Section 75 of The Northern Ireland Act (1998). One 

recommendation was that the attitudinal result indicator should be ‘an increase in the number 

of young people who feel positive about other groups in the community.’ This avoids the 

problem of the result indicator being too specific while also adhering to the EU guidance of 

being responsive to policy (it is a CRED indicator and promotes the broader policy discourse 

about the promotion of good relations between all sections of society) and having a clear and 

accepted normative interpretation. 

Based on existing literature and datasets on intergroup contact within Northern Ireland, we 

suggest that that a measure of predisposition towards members of the other community is 

used as a result indicator for pupils. A predisposition towards members of a differing social 

group can easily be measured through the use of a “feeling thermometer”. This is a 

statistically reliable and valid measure of attitudes towards members of other social groups 

and can easily be manipulated to suit a wide variety of age groups. 

The proposed second recommended result indicator is: 

“Pupils will show an increase in positive predispositions towards members of the other 

community.” 

Further, to accurately measure the impact of shared education at the individual programme 

level it is important to set target values which take into account the change as a result of the 

programme. This is crucial because participants, whether school partnerships or pupils, will 
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enter the programme with differing sets of beliefs, attitudes, and experiences (Hughes, 2014), 

and contact research suggests that some individuals and groups are more open to contact than 

others (see Dixon et al., 2005). Therefore it is inappropriate to establish an all-encompassing 

baseline and target value that all individual programmes must reach. Instead, to obtain an 

accurate reflection of the impact the programme has had, the ‘distance travelled’ from pre to 

post-test must be evaluated. 

In 2006, Pettigrew and Tropp published an extensive review of intergroup contact hypothesis 

by conducting a meta-analysis of available findings. A meta-analysis is a statistical procedure 

which combines and contrasts results from different studies in an attempt to provide an 

estimate of the true effect size, or the impact of one variable upon the other; in this case the 

impact of contact upon prejudice. The Pettigrew and Tropp meta-analysis sought to bring 

together all of the studies of the 20
th

 century, published and unpublished, on intergroup 

contact. Their effort resulted in the analysis of 515 studies yielding 713 independent samples 

conducted with 250,089 individuals from 38 nations.  

Results provided a clear case for the benefits of contact on intergroup attitudes. Analysis 

found a mean effect between contact and prejudice of -.21, indicating that there is a 

statistically significant, inverse relationship between contact and prejudice such that greater 

intergroup contact was associated with lower prejudice. The mean effect size falls in the 

range of what psychologists would consider a “small” to “medium” effect (Cohen, 1988). 

Therefore, it would be a realistic target to expect that for each individual level programme 

that there should be a statistical difference between pre to post-test such that there is an 

increase in positive predispositions towards members of the other community and that we 

would anticipate that the effect size should be a Cohen’s value of approximately .20 (small to 

medium impact). 

The target value for 2023 for the second result indicator is, 

“Pupils will show a statistically significant increase in positive predispositions towards 

members of the other community of the magnitude of a small effect size (d = .20)” 

Finally, it should also be noted that with a focus on cross-community relationships, 

interviewees expressed concerns that attitudinal measures towards “the other community” 

may not be appropriate for cross-border collaborations. Instead it was suggested that in 

addition to indicators for pupils related to cross-community attitudes it would be beneficial to 

include cross-border attitudes. This can be done using the same ‘feeling thermometer’ 

approach outlined above. 

 

Output Indicators 

To explore the direct products of the actions supported through the shared education 

objective appropriate output indicators are required.  
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The first recommended programme specific output indicator is, 

 Number of schools involved in shared education 

In Northern Ireland there are currently 762 schools which have been identified as being at a 2 

or higher on the collaboration continuum. These schools include those which have organic 

partnerships that have some level of shared activity albeit irregular and less sustained, those 

with regular and sustained shared activity, and schools with an established culture of 

collegiality (at the current time no schools have been identified as having established 

institutional interdependence).Therefore, of the 1,187 schools in Northern Ireland, 425 can be 

identified as schools where there is little or no collaboration with other schools. These 

schools may be working in isolation for geographical reasons (i.e. rural communities) or 

geopolitical ones where they have chosen to refrain from cross-sectoral collaboration, or it 

may be the case that whilst amenable to the ethos of shared education, they were not targeted 

by any of the existing initiatives. To this total we can include 6 Further and Higher Education 

Colleges in Northern Ireland that could potentially work in collaboration with post-primary 

schools to deliver vocational courses at GCSE O and A level. 

In the wider border region there are 500 primary and 146 secondary level schools in Republic 

of Ireland. In regards to cross-border shared education, shared partnerships created between 

the border counties and schools in Northern Ireland, not all of these schools are within a 

reasonably close proximity of schools within Northern Ireland with which they could partner. 

Within the Shared Education Programme the majority of partnering schools are at a 

maximum 2-3 miles from each other. Schools that are much further apart face considerable 

challenges in organising and managing transportation such that time and distance involved 

does not compromise curriculum delivery. Taking a more liberal measure of 10 miles from 

the border, we can assume that a smaller number of schools within the border counties will be 

able to form effective shared education partnerships. Using GIS mapping, we can get a rough 

approximation of the number of schools along the border that could potentially engage in 

shared partnerships – 60 schools. 

Shared education is also possible within the border counties for those schools wishing to 

create collaborative partnerships with schools of a differing religious ethos. Within the 

Republic of Ireland the religious ethos for schools is predominately Catholic. In the border 

counties there are 59 primary schools and 6 post-primary schools with a Protestant ethos (i.e. 

Church of Ireland, Presbyterian, and Quaker). If we assume that these 65 schools were to 

partner with at least one other school we can estimate that approximately 130 schools in the 

border counties could potentially engage in shared education initiatives.  

Based upon these figures, and our estimate for the border region, we can expect a total of 621 

schools have the potential to apply for PEACE IV funding under the shared education 

objective.  

To establish a milestone for 2018 and a final target for 2023 it is prudent to examine the 

recruitment process of previous shared education programmes and initiatives. In the case of 

Fermanagh Trust, all primary schools and almost all post-primary schools in Fermanagh 
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participated in the Shared Education Programme. These schools were all actively targeted 

and support was made available through the Trust for capacity building at the early stages. In 

the case of PIEE, only schools with an enrolment of 105 or less were invited to participate in 

the Programme and the majority of schools in this category were supported (although a small 

number of larger schools were subsequently involved). In total 28 out of 30 eligible schools 

were supported, representing 93%. In the case of the Shared Education Programme delivered 

through Queen’s around 50% of all schools targeted participated in the Programme, many of 

these school had existing relations with other schools, and again capacity building support 

was provided by the SEP team. The pool of potential schools was much higher for SEP than 

the other 2 programmes, as reach extended to all schools not covered by PIEE (the North 

Eastern Education and Library Board Area) and Fermanagh Trust (all schools in County 

Fermanagh).  

Based on the above, there is no scientific way of working out how many schools should 

participate in the PEACE IV initiative, though it is perhaps reasonable to assume in the first 

instance that at least 50% of the target population could be involved. An examination of the 

outcomes and expenditures from the SEP2 initiative reveals that the programme spent 

£2,351,843 to fund 60 schools for three years – approximately £783,947.67/year or 

€990,389.39/year. Assuming a similar budget per school, and if shared education partnerships 

received funding for the 2016/2017 academic year, PEACE IV’s budget of €40,000,000 

could reach 346 schools, just over half of the total potential of schools. 

With a goal to reach 346 schools by the end of the programme we think it is realistic that by 

2018, 30% of the final total is recruited and that by 2023 the remaining 70% is reached. This 

would result in a 2018 target of 104 schools previously working in isolation would be 

participating in shared education and that a further 242 schools would be added to this figure 

to reach a final total of 346 schools by 2023 participating in shared education as a result of 

the PEACE IV initiative by 2023.  

The second recommended programme specific output indicator is, 

 Number of trained teachers with the capacity to facilitate shared education 

Prior to delivering the shared education programme, all teachers and principals working 

within the partnership should receive some form of training to introduce them to the concept 

of shared education and collaborative partnership. Further, all teachers leading a shared 

education classroom should receive more sophisticated professional development in shared 

education. Additionally, to build capacity, a percentage of teachers who are not currently 

facilitating a shared education classroom should receive appropriate training so that they may 

facilitate a shared classroom in the future.  

As schools move along the collaboration continuum the number of shared classrooms 

between the partnerships will increase. Based on the experiences of Shared Education 

Programme, Fermanagh Trust and PIEE, we know that early stage collaborations at post-

primary level have tended to entail the delivery of 1 or 2 shared classes in the first year of 

operation, rising incrementally in subsequent years. Hence, many schools that began a 
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sharing programme with 1 or 2 classes in year one, have by year 3 been delivering 5-6 classes 

on a shared basis. This assessment is based on notional averages, and does not reflect the 

experiences of all schools, but in the absence of more concrete information, we propose that 

the same scaling is used to determine the targets for teachers trained at 2018 and 2023 for 

post-primary schools.  

At primary level, we know that small schools (less than 100 pupils) have tended to be 

involved in sharing on a whole school basis (2-4 teachers), whilst larger schools have 

participated in sharing on a rolling class or year group basis (averaging 2 teachers per 

school). Scaling up according to classes delivered is therefore less appropriate for primary 

and nursery schools, but it is reasonable to assume that consistent with an increase in schools 

involved, proportionately more teachers will have received requisite training by 2023. For 

those partnerships just beginning collaboration we would suggest that at minimum there 

should be one shared class at post primary level and on average 2 classes at primary/nursery 

level.  

All calculations are based upon the following assumptions: 

 No rolling application process – 2 funding calls – 2014/15 and 2018 

 Schools funded 2016/17 will remain in the programme until 2023 

 Schools will come into the programme 2019/2020 and remain until 2023. 

 In line with the Department of Education Northern Ireland estimates, the percentage 

of schools funded for shared education initiatives from nursery schools will be 9% of 

those funded, primary schools will constitute 72% of those funded, and post primary 

schools and further education schools 19% of the total schools funded. 

Using the figures provided above regarding the 2018 and 2023 targets for funded schools and 

a conservative estimate of 1 shared classroom per school at post primary level (2018), rising 

to 5 shared classrooms per school (2023), and 2 shared classrooms per school at 

primary/nursery level, with a proportionate increase in the number of primary schools 

involved.  

 By 2018 208 of teachers should receive shared education training. 

 By 2023 744 of teachers should receive shared education training.  

 Further, by 2023 we recommend that 25% of the teaching staff in the school who are 

not currently teaching in a shared classroom should receive appropriate training to 

build capacity in the school to accommodate further shared education classrooms.  

In Northern Ireland and in the Republic of Ireland there are no accredited courses on shared 

education. Within the Sharing in Education Programme, training programmes were provided 

ad hoc and often created as bespoke workshops for teachers within the shared education 

partnerships. In addition, a number of scholarships were made available for teachers involved 

in shared education to undertake a Master’s degree in Educational Leadership at the School 

of Education, Queen’s. A number of short courses on shared education had been developed 
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by educators at Stranmillis College, but we have been unable to access these and it appears 

that they are no longer in operation.  

Currently, one of the universities in Northern Ireland is developing a Master’s degrees in 

Collaborative Education and Intercultural Education. These will be delivered alongside the 

existing MEd in Educational Leadership. Together these programmes comprise a number of 

M Level modules that are adapted as training packages to cover areas such as: educational 

collaboration; school collaboration and improvement; educational leadership in collaborative 

contexts; governing and managing the collaborative learning environment; inclusion and 

diversity  in the classroom context; sharing education in the divided society; and researching 

collaborative contexts. Each module comprises 20 credit hours and can be delivered in 

flexible format, which may be broken into two 10 hour courses.  

Undertaking a 20 credit hour module, delivered as a short course provides teachers with 

credit hours which may be used towards a Master’s degree in Education should they so wish 

to pursue it. The cost per credit hour is: £27.22/credit hour X 20 credit hours/teacher = 

£544.40/teacher (2014 rates, anticipated rise of 5% per year). 

Based on the level of training delivered through existing shared education programmes (15-

30 hours per teacher delivering shared education), we recommend that teachers funded 

through the SEUPB are required to undertake at least 20 hours training in shared education. 

We propose that the modules offered through this format, are in line with the type of training 

that should be endorsed by the Programme. As such, we recommend that teachers are 

encouraged to select from a menu of available modules/training programmes to best reflect 

their role in the delivery of shared education.  

The third recommended programme specific output indicator is, 

 Number of participants in shared education classrooms 

We recommend that for the shared education objective, a participant is defined as a pupil 

involved in a shared classroom. While there is a potential that a pupil may be involved in 

more than one shared classroom in a given school, this number should be relatively small. As 

such, for monitoring purposes, the number of participants can be understood as the total 

number of pupils within each shared education classroom per school in a given year. 

Within Northern Ireland and the border region, schools come in a wide range of sizes; there 

are a number of schools with a relatively small number of pupils and others with a quite large 

number of pupils. As such, figures below are estimates based upon a classroom size of 25 

pupils and using the estimated shared classrooms per school estimated above. If we also 

assume that the majority of shared education partnerships will commence at the start of the 

2016/2017 school year and that each year there are a new cohort of pupils beginning the 

programme then it can be estimated that,   

 By 2018 5,200 pupils will have participated in a shared classroom. 

 By 2023 18,600 pupils will have participated in a shared classroom. 
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In addition, one common output indicator is recommended, 

 Number of participants in joint education and training schemes to support youth 

employment, educational opportunities and higher vocational education across 

borders 

Comparatively there are a small number of schools close enough along the border that 

schools within the border counties and Northern Ireland will have the potential to collaborate; 

however, these cross-border programmes would represent joint education across borders in 

line with the EU output indicator. As described previously, cursory reviews of a GIS mapping 

system suggest that there are approximately 30 schools within the border counties that are 

close enough to collaborate with a partner in Northern Ireland.  

We can assume that all schools in the Republic of Ireland will be level 1 schools; however, 

this assumption cannot be made for those in Northern Ireland; as such the potential number of 

school who would be considered as schools in isolation that could be involved in cross-border 

collaboration could range anywhere between 30-60. It is prudent in this case to take use a 

more conservative estimate for the total number of schools engaging in cross-border shared 

education be based on the number of schools in the border counties within the Republic of 

Ireland that are close enough to collaborate with schools in Northern Ireland. 

As such, from a potential pool of 30 schools, we anticipate that 50% will take part in shared 

education initiatives through PEACE IV with 5 schools engaged by 2018 and a further 10 by 

2023 for a total of 15 schools. These figures suggest the following targets for the total 

number of pupils engaged in cross-border shared education:   

 By 2018 250 students in cross-border education  

 By 2023 525 students in cross-border education  

 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

In line with the overall objective for shared education, monitoring and evaluation should seek 

to assess the impact of the Programme objective on the intended direct beneficiaries and on 

social cohesion at a regional level.  

Monitoring and evaluating impact on direct beneficiaries  

In order to assess the impact of the shared education objective on intended beneficiaries the 

following information and analysis will be required for output measures, assuming a 

baseline value of 0.  

1. Monitoring information for  the number of schools funded in each partnership; the 

number of pupil and teacher participants at 2018 and 2023 



- 19 - 
 

2. The number of teachers trained at 2018 and 2023 and the quantity of training received 

by each by credit hour. 

 

For the measurement of results indicators the following information and analysis will be 

required:  

1. Assessment of school position on the collaboration continuum at programme exit 

point, assuming a baseline value of 1 on the continuum at start point. The detailed 

collaboration continuum (Appendix A) should inform the criteria used to establish 

location at stage 1 at point of funding and distance travelled by the end of the funded 

project. The information provided at exit point should be supported by evidence 

2. Measurement of predisposition towards the other community before, during and after 

participation in the funded programme (longitudinal design). This information should 

be collected using survey methods, adapted to reflect the average age of project 

participants (example feeling thermometer can be found in Appendix B).  

In 1 and 2 above established statistical procedures to analyse distance travelled should be 

applied and compared pre and post-test, and in the case of 2 on an annual basis. In addition to 

the quantitative information proposed, it is important that there is regular and ongoing 

qualitative data collection that can facilitate understanding of the range of factors that can 

inhibit and enhance programme/project delivery.  

Assistance in the form of advisory and practical support should be made available to the 

programme participants, prior to the formulation of an application to the programme and 

during the programme delivery. Such support would aim to share best practice and assist 

programme participants in the development, operationalization and delivery of projects. 

Monitoring and Evaluating impact at regional level 

In order to measure the overall contribution of shared education to social cohesion at a 

regional level, we recommend that a series of questions are included in surveys proposed for 

the civil society level objective that can capture participation (direct and indirect) in shared 

education and social attitudes towards the other community in both Northern Ireland and the 

border counties. As the surveys suggested for this level are undertaken on a regular basis it 

should be possible to collect data that can give some indication of impact as shared education 

is rolled out, controlling for extraneous variables.  

Delivery Mechanism 

We recommend that the organisation or body tasked with the delivery of the shared education 

objective can meet the following criteria: 

 Demonstrable expertise in the successful development, operationalisation and 

delivery a large-scale programme in shared education or a related area  
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 Excellent working knowledge of the education system in the Northern Ireland and the 

Republic of Ireland and of the role of education in divided societies 

 Experience in working with schools to establish collaborative projects 

 Expertise in the development and delivery of policy evaluation (formative and 

summative) 

 Excellent quantitative and qualitative research skills 

 A clear knowledge and understanding of theory relating to shared education and 

national and international empirical work relating to intergroup relations and the role 

of education in divided societies 

 Experience in the development and delivery of training and education in the areas of 

diversity and inclusion in education, school collaboration and collaborative leadership 

in schools 

 Experience of advocacy work in shared education or a related area and evidence of 

effectiveness  

 Experience of working collaboratively with a range of stakeholders representing 

different sectors in education 

 

Section 2: CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE 

The majority of children and young people born after the signing of the 1998 Belfast/Good 

Friday Agreement would not have direct experience of the major civil unrest and violence of 

the conflict; however, its rippling effects may still reach them. Between the years of 1969 and 

1999 there were 3,636 conflict related deaths, a loss that impacting an estimated 88,000 

households with a further 50,000 households containing at least one resident who was injured 

(Hillyard et al., 2005). Conflict affects the lives of children and young people, as well as their 

families and communities. 

Continuing division within Northern Ireland is still evident with the killing of police 

constables, prison officers, and British soldiers and incidents in Belfast city centre in 

December 2013 involving explosive and incendiary devices. Unrest demonstrated during the 

2012 and 2013 civic disturbances and demonstrates related to the issues of flags, emblems 

and parades of which young people played a significant role.  

Evidence suggest that approximately half of all armed conflicts that have ended will re-

emerge within ten years (Brounéus, 2003).To take steps to ensure that this does not happen, 

Northern Ireland cannot afford to rebuild its future without the participation of its younger 

generation. As such, children and young people have a crucial role to play in either taking 

forward peace or conflict.  

Investing in children and young people to reach their potential and contributing to a cohesive 

society, particularly in societies emerging from conflict, involves “addressing inequalities 

within society, breaking cycles of intergenerational disadvantage and ensuring that supports, 

services and societal expectations strengthen children and help support them to achieve a full 
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life experience.” Recent policy within Northern Ireland has taken this into account. For 

example, the current programme for Government is committed to establishing a Delivery of 

Social Change framework which sets out to tackle poverty and social exclusion. Within this 

framework, five priorities for the current mandate are cited, including early years and early 

interventions. A focus on children and young people is also evident in the OFMDFM 

strategy, Together: Building a United Community (2013).  

In addition to a broader focus on children and young people, particular policy attention has 

been directed towards providing support for those young people aged 16-24 who are in need 

of employment, education or training (NEET). Research shows a strong link between 

concentrations of children who are NEET in communities that experience high levels of 

exclusion and show multiple indicators of deprivation; areas that served as ‘hotspots’ during 

the conflict. Further, evidence suggests that in Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland 

the percentage of young people who are NEET has significantly increased from 2006 to 2011 

with those transitioning into employed has declined. 

Reacting to this growing problem, a number of departmental agencies and voluntary groups 

have developed initiatives to support and encourage young people as they transition into 

employability. The Department of Education’s Priorities for Youth – Improving Young 

People’s Lives through Youth Work and the Department of Employment and Learning’s 

Pathways to Success, both aims to encourage children and young people to develop into 

responsible citizens through engage or re-engage young people in the learning environment; 

whether that is through non-formal settings or through education, training and employment. 

In addition to a focus on employability and voluntary services, OFMDFM’s United Youth 

Programme strives to build stronger and more positive community relations.   

 

Specific Objective 

The current wording of the specific objective for children and young people is, 

“The creation of a more cohesive community by equipping young people (through education, 

employment, training and initiatives that build tolerance and respect) with a particular 

emphasis on NEETs from disadvantaged areas, with the tools to access opportunities in 

society.” 

We do not feel that the current wording of the specific objective clearly articulates the 

intended target population or the mechanisms through which the funded programmes will 

contribute to the creation of a more cohesive society.  

As we understand it, the intent of the children and young people objective is to target those 

children and young people from areas with disadvantage. Within Northern Ireland areas that 

exhibit multiple indicators of deprivation were disproportionately impacted by the Troubles 

experiencing some of the highest number of conflict-related incidents. As described 

previously, many of these ‘hot spots’ continue to be areas with heightened intergroup 

tensions. However, the programme’s aim to reach children and young people from these 
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more contentious areas is not made clear. Where the objective does not reference ‘children’ 

this may be misread to indicate that the funding may not be allocated to programmes or 

projects with a focus on early years. Further, if this funding is strictly targeted at those 

children and young people from areas with disadvantage this should be referenced at the 

beginning. Currently, disadvantaged is only referenced in relation to young people who are 

NEET. 

Insights from interviews suggested that the current wording is indicative of a larger issue of 

labelling people and places. For example, it is recommended that instead of using ‘NEET’ as 

a categorical term for a group of young people (i.e. ‘NEETs’), the phrase ‘young people who 

are NEET’ is used; as this represents a description of the young people and not who they are. 

Further, forums with young people have strongly suggested that instead of being described as 

not in education, employment and training that it would be more appropriate to say that they 

are in need of education, employment and training. This wording change has less negative 

connotations and suggests a more proactive approach. Additionally, it is recommended that 

the phrase ‘disadvantaged area’ is a deficit representation. The phrase ‘areas with 

disadvantage’ is suggested as an alternative as it denotes an area that may experience 

disadvantage but it does not wholly define it. It is recommended that in further documents 

that these phrases are adopted.   

It is necessary to be clear about the definitions of ‘tolerance’ and ‘respect’. These terms are 

often used interchangeably, which leaves room for multiple interpretations or confusion as to 

what they mean. The Community Relations, Equality and Diversity in Education policy 

(CRED, DENI, 2011) places ‘respect for diversity’, as opposed to tolerance, at the heart of 

promoting good relations. 

“The proposed aim of the policy is to:  

 Contribute to improving relations between communities by educating children and 

young people to develop self-respect and respect for others, promote equality and 

work to eliminate discrimination, and by providing formal and non-formal education 

opportunities for them to build relationships with those of different backgrounds and 

traditions within the resources available.  

The objectives of the policy will be to:  

 Ensure that learners, at each stage of their development, have an understanding of and 

respect for the rights, equality and diversity of all without discrimination;  

 Educate children and young people to live and participate in a changing world, so that 

they value and respect difference and engage positively with it, taking account of the 

on-going intercommunity divisions arising from conflict and increasing diversity 

within our society; 

 Equip children and young people with the skills, attitudes and behaviours needed to 

develop mutual understanding and recognition of, and respect for, difference.” 

 



- 23 - 
 

The intended outcomes of the policy will be to develop learners who: 

 Understand and respect the rights, equality and diversity (including linguistic 

diversity) of all section 75 groups; 

 Develop the skills, attitudes and behaviours that enable them to value and respect 

difference and engage positively with it.” (DENI, 2011, p.20-21, emphases added). 

In academic literature, researches from multiple disciplines, including philosophy, 

psychology, sociology and anthropology, have attempted to define the meaning and structure 

of ‘respect for diversity’. Lawrence-Lightfoot (1999) found that respect for others presents as 

an ‘empathetic connection’, and that ‘empathy requires mutuality and connection, but also 

restraint and distance (p. 223) to listen to others’ needs. Bolin (2006) found that ‘respectful 

behaviour translates into cooperation, compassion, and responsibility’, with reciprocity at the 

foundation of good relations. Bolin found that reciprocity breeds the creativity, sensitivity 

and compassion needed to feel respect for others, and leads to the feeling that one’s own self 

has value. For van Quaquebeke, Henrich, and Eckloff (2007), respect is not just a behavioural 

action, but also the motivation which directs the action; in other words, the psychological 

process that happened before, during and after that action, ‘including that people’s voice and 

dignity is considered’ (van Quaquebeke et al., 2007, p. 187).  

‘Respect for diversity’ is thus the preferred term in current good relations policy in Northern 

Ireland as well as in the broader academic literature. It is therefore recommended that SEUPB 

follow the language of ‘respect for diversity’ within the wording of the specific objective, as 

used within the CRED policy (as opposed to tolerance), and clarify through the ‘actions to be 

supported’ the types of actions and behaviours that underpin respect for diversity. 

We recommend that the specific objective is amended to clarify these points and is rewritten 

as,  

 “The creation of a more cohesive society by equipping children and young people from 

areas with disadvantage, in particular those who are in need of education, employment, 

and/or training (NEET), through education employment, training and initiatives that 

build respect for diversity, with the skills to access opportunities in society and be active 

citizens.” 

Further guidance notes should be provided setting out guidelines and definitions for what 

constitutes ‘children’, ‘young people’, ‘NEET’, and ‘areas with disadvantage’ as these are 

contested terms between Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland and within the 

voluntary sector.  We recommend using the following definitions, 

 Children and young people range between the ages of 0-16 years. 

 Young people in need of education, employment, and/or training (NEET) range 

between the ages of 16-24 years. This is the agreed age range used by the majority of 

data sources on young people who are NEET - the Labour Force Survey and Census – 

and the Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency.  
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In line with the ONS designed methodology calculate NEET figures, a young person is not 

considered to be NEET if they are doing an apprenticeship; are on a Government 

employment or training programme; are working or studying towards a qualification (full or 

part time); have had job-related training or education in the last four weeks; or are enrolled on 

an education course and are still attending or waiting for term to (re)start. 

Determining whether or not a specific area is from an area with a high level of disadvantage 

is particularly contentious within both Northern Ireland and the border counties. We 

recommend that as a part of the application process applicants must make an argument for 

why the particular area which their programme will target should be considered as an area 

with high disadvantage. Criteria should specify that their argument must be based around 

validated measurements, such as the Multiple Deprivation Measure, crime statistics, 

historical inequities related to the conflict, etc. Further, consideration should be given to more 

qualitative elements, such as the argument made by the applicant for the necessity the 

programme in the given area.  

In addition it is recommended that separate calls for applications are placed to highlight the 

variety of programmes that will be supported. These calls should include,  

 Programmes targeted more broadly for children and young people from areas with 

disadvantage; with a potential for a call for early years programmes 

 Programmes targeted more specifically for young people in need of education, 

employment, and/or training from areas with disadvantage 

 Programmes which include an element of cross-border cooperation or mobility.  

 

Results Indicators 

When selecting themes for the PEACE IV OP, public consultations stressed the need to 

engage and motivate the younger generation. To encourage and prepare children and young 

people to lead fulfilling lives and be active citizens in a divided society, we recommend that 

programmes should focus on the development of soft social and/or employability skills, in 

addition to encouraging more positive intergroup relationships.  

In 2006, the European Commission worked with EU Member States to develop the concept 

of ‘key competencies’ – knowledge, skills, and attitudes appropriate to each context which 

are fundamental for individuals to gain personal fulfilment, employability, and enable them to 

be an active participant in society. Key competencies include the more traditional skills such 

as proficiency in the mother tongue, maths and science, and digital competencies; however, 

they also include the softer, more ‘transversal’ ones such as social and civic competence, 

initiative taking, and cultural awareness and expression. These examples of soft skills have 

been cited as being desirable by employees and at times in short supply (Accenture Ireland – 

Skills and Employment Trends Survey 2013). 
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A vast number of skills can be developed through non-formal education that have the ability 

to contribute to employability; including leadership skills, confidence, teamwork, self-

efficacy, pro-social skills, positive diversity attitudes, just to name a few. In January 2011, 

the European Youth Forum commissioned a survey to be carried out on the impact of non-

formal education in youth organisations on you people’s employability through the 

development of these ‘soft skills’. Evidence suggested of the six most in demand soft skills 

cited by employers – communication skills, organisational skills, decision making skills, team 

work, confidence/autonomy, and numeracy – all but one (numeracy) could be developed to a 

greater extent in youth organisations (Souto-Otero, Ulicna, Schaepkens, & Bognar, 2012).  

We recommend that individual programmes are provided with a list of soft skills that 

research suggest positively contribute to employability and citizenship and focus their 

programme around the development of these skills. By providing a ‘menu’ of sorts to the 

programmes they will be provided with some flexibility in the measurement that is best suited 

to the aims of their programme thus providing SEUPB with a more robust measurement of 

impact. This is similar to the methodology in the Journey to EmploymenT framework, a 

shared outcomes approach that is being utilised by Inspiring Impact Northern Ireland (please 

see Appendix B for an overview of the Journey to EmploymenT framework).   

Using the Journey to EmploymenT framework as a guide, we suggest that individual 

programmes are provided with the following list of soft skills highlighting emotional 

capabilities, attitudes, and employability skills: 

 Self-esteem 

 Grit and determination 

 Autonomy and control 

 Empathy 

 Aspirations for education 

 Attitudes to work 

 Aspirations for work 

 Aspirations for the future 

 Teamwork 

 Communication 

 Problem solving 

 Self-management 

 Leadership 

 

Scientifically validated measures are readily available for each of these measures to suit a 

number of age ranges. 

The first recommended result indicator is, 

“Participants will show an increase in at least two soft social.” 

A sustentative body of evidence from a wide range of promotion, prevention and treatment 

interventions exists that suggests children and young people can be taught personal and social 

skills (Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning, 2003; Commission on 

Positive Youth Development, 2005; Greenberg et al., 2003; L’Abate & Milan, 1985). The 

personal and social benefit of targeted interventions, however, has been relatively overlooked 

until recently. In 2007, a systematic evaluation of the impact of youth programmes that 

attempt to enhance youths’ personal and social skills was conducted (Durlak, Weissber, & 
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Collaborative for Academic, Social and Emotional Learning, 2007). The meta-analytic 

review included 73 after school programmes in the United States that included children 

between the ages of 8 and 15 and specifically targeted skills such as problem-solving, conflict 

resolution, self-control, leadership, responsible decision-making, and enhancement of self-

efficacy and self-esteem. There analyses revealed that programmes which effectively 

produced significant changes in personal and social development produced a mean effect size 

ranging from .24 to .35.  

Therefore, we recommend in line with these findings, that the target value for 2023 for the 

first result indicator is, 

“Participants will show a statistically significant increase in at least two soft skills from 

their baseline enrolment of the magnitude of a small to medium effect size (d = .20 -.40).” 

 As Northern Ireland strives to become a more shared society, it is important that positive 

attitudes towards the other community are fostered so that more harmonious community 

relations may develop. Consistent with the shared education objective, we suggest that the 

impact that the children and young people programmes have on community relations is 

measured though attitudinal change; specifically, through the use of a “feeling thermometer”.  

The proposed second result indicator is, 

“Participants will show an increase in positive predispositions towards members of the 

other community.” 

Again, as suggested in the shared education objective, it is imperative that the impact of each 

programme is measured in terms of distance travelled. This is most accurately done with a 

pre to post-test measurement that can examine change over time.   

The target value for 2023 for the second result indicator is, 

“Participants will show a statistically significant increase in positive predispositions 

towards members of the other community of the magnitude of a small effect size (d = .20).” 

For cross-border attitudes, we suggest that the feeling thermometer approach is used and that 

in addition to attitudinal measures towards the ‘other community’, questions related to cross-

border attitudes are incorporated.  

 

Output Indicators 

To explore the direct products of the actions supported through the children and young people 

objective appropriate output indicators are required. To establish appropriate targets and 

baselines it is necessary to have an understanding of the potential pool of participants who 

could avail of these programmes.   
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This represents a significant challenge as Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland 

measure ‘deprivation’ in significantly different ways, making an estimate of total children 

and young people. In Northern Ireland, deprivation is defined as structural deficits in a given 

area. While in the Republic of Ireland, deprivation is measured at the individual level, 

primarily based upon household income.  

Specifically, the Northern Ireland Multiple Deprivation Measure is a combination of seven 

deprivation domains: income, employment, health and disability, education skills and 

training, proximity to services, living environment, and crime and disorder. Each domain 

comprises a set of indicators which weighted and combined to form a single index score. This 

measurement is applied to what is called a ‘super output area’. This is a geography recently 

incorporated into the 2011 census outputs that allows for the reporting of information from a 

relatively small area statistic. Previously information was reported for the Electoral Wards. 

However, as wards can vary greatly in population size it is not ideally suited for regional and 

local comparisons. Additionally, by measuring a larger area more nuanced pockets of 

deprivation may be masked. As such, the super output areas were created on a ward-by-ward 

basis taking into account population size and mutual proximity.  

 Based upon the results of the 2011 Census and an exploration of the figures from the 

Northern Ireland Multiple Deprivation Measure, there are 40,140 children and young 

people between the ages of 0 and 16 living in the most deprived areas of Northern 

Ireland (top 10%). 

In the Republic of Ireland children and young people aged 0-16 account for approximately 

23.8% of the total population. With a population of 514,891 according to the 2011 census, it 

can be estimated that within the border counties there are approximately 122,544 individuals 

aged 0-16 years. Further, based upon the 2011 census data collected in the Republic of 

Ireland, 18.8% of children are considered to be at risk of poverty (i.e. living in households 

with an equivalised household disposable income below the 60% median) and 9.3% of 

children experienced consistent poverty (i.e. living in households with an equivalised 

household disposable income below the 60% median who experienced at least two forms of 

enforced deprivation; Brooks, Gavin, Meaney, & Roche, 2012).  

 Extrapolating these percentages to the border counties we can estimate that 

approximately 23,038 children are living at risk of poverty and 11,397 children are 

experiencing consistent poverty.  

These are conservative estimates as research suggests that the border regions suffer from 

higher levels of deprivation than other areas in the Republic of Ireland. It may also miss 

children and young people who are living in more deprived area but who are not considered 

at risk for poverty.  

There is a longstanding need to develop a measurement of deprivation which may be used to 

facilitate cross-border programmes and initiatives. While datasets are available, there is 

considerable difficulty in ‘marrying’ them – data availability, sourcing, measurement 

differences, data units and categories, etc. Recently, researchers from the International Centre 
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for Local and Regional Development and All-Island Research Observatory were funded by 

INTEREG IVA to develop the first All-Island Deprivation Index.  

Using census data for the Republic of Ireland and Northern Ireland they are constructing a 

prototype comparative cross-border measure of deprivation. This measure draws on three 

dimensions of data – demographic profile, social class composition, and labour market 

situation – to determine the relative affluence of deprivation in a given area. Such a tool 

would be highly advantageous in determining precise baseline figures. We recommend that 

as the prototype is refined, these figures are adjusted in line with the new measurement tool. 

Further challenges are faced in relation to estimates of children who are in need of education, 

employment or training. In Northern Ireland, the Labour Force Survey (LFS) gives the 

overall NEET figure in Northern Ireland for the 16-24 age group. The definition of ‘NEET’ 

which the LFS now uses includes anybody who is not in education or training full or part-

time, or not in employment (employment defined as at least one paid hour in the past week or 

being in a job that one is temporarily away from). The LFS quarterly report for January – 

March 2014
1
 states that there are 32,000 young people in this age group who are NEET by 

this definition (13,000 females and 19,000 males), or 14.6% of all 16-24 year olds.  

A DEL scoping study on young people who are NEET in Northern Ireland (2010) found that 

there is no Client Caseload Information System like the one in operation in Great Britain 

which would allow the NI figures for young people not in education, employment or training 

to be disaggregated and characteristics to be identified or confirmed. For example, Statistical 

First Release figures from England and Wales found that 22% of young people who are 

NEET are doing an activity which is not counted as education, employment or training (they 

were deemed ‘out of scope’ – for example, doing voluntary work, being on a gap year, or 

being in custody). A further 23% have an ‘identifiable barrier’ to participating in education, 

employment or training, such as having an illness or disability or being a parent, and as such, 

they may need additional help to participate. Lastly, 55% were found to have ‘no identifiable 

barrier’ to participation.  

 If the same percentage of young people who are NEET in Northern Ireland (32,000) 

also have ‘no identifiable barrier’ to participation, then the number of potential 

participants for this specific objective of PEACE IV programme in Northern Ireland 

would be 17,600 young people. 

However, these figures are estimates based upon the region and not specific to areas with 

deprivation. As there is currently no information collected on the characteristics of young 

people not in education, employment or training it is impossible to determine the number of 

those living in areas with deprivation. Discussions with statisticians from NISRA suggest that 

more refined information providing estimates of children who are NEET with more detailed 

information on the super output area in which the young people reside will be available in the 

very near future. With this in mind, any estimates based below should take into account these 

new estimates. 

                                                           
1
 http://www.detini.gov.uk/lfs_quarterly_supplement_january-march_2014.pdf?rev=0 
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In the Republic of Ireland, figures for young people who are NEET are recorded for a slightly 

different age category to Northern Ireland. For example, the European Union records young 

people who are NEET as ranging from 15-29 years. Statistics from Eurofound suggest that 

the Republic of Ireland has one of the highest rates of NEETs in the European Union at 22%. 

Additionally, Eurostat (epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/) provides regularly updated tables on rates 

of NEET young people in Ireland and the other EU member states, and reports the rate for the 

15-24 age group. Figures include those who are not employed (i.e. unemployed or inactive 

according to the same International Labour Organisation definition used by the LFS in 

Northern Ireland) and (b) they have not received any education or training in the four weeks 

preceding the survey. In 2013, Eurostat found that 16.1% of young people age 15-24 were 

NEET in the Republic of Ireland. While the Department of Social Protection estimate based 

on micro-data from the CSO Quarterly National Household Survey suggests that the figure is 

as high as 18.7% 

In the border counties approximately 63,363 are young people are between the ages of 15 and 

19. Using the Department of Social Protection’s statistic of 18.7% we can estimate that 

approximately11,848 young people who can be considered to be NEET. 

 If the same percentage of young people who are NEET in the border counties 

(11,484) also have ‘no identifiable barrier’ to participation, then the number of 

potential participants for this specific objective of PEACE IV programme from the 

border counties would be 6,517 young people. 

Based upon the substantial funding and high need for support in the children and young 

people sector, we suggest, that in line with the shared education objectives that by 2018 40% 

of the estimated population is reached for both children and young people in areas with 

deprivation and young people in need of employment, education, and training. Further, that 

by 2023 the funding is extended to support 40% of the remaining population. This would 

result in individual programmes that have reached 60% of those children and young people 

targeted by the objective.  

As the strategy for determining appropriate output targets is based upon a desire to reach a 

substantial percentage of children and young people living in areas with deprivation, we 

recommend that a child or young person can be defined as a participant if they have been 

involved in any activities funded by PEACE IV. Unlike shared education, there is a stronger 

chance that multiple programmes could reach a single child. To ensure clarity in the intended 

output targets, if an individual has completed more than one programme they are only to be 

counted once. In this way the figures give a more accurate representation of the number of 

individuals that have been reached through the objective.  

The first recommended programme specific output indicator is, 

 Number of young people engaged in cross-border or cross-community 

cooperation (not including those young people who are NEET) 
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Using the 40% 40% strategy by 2018 we would expect that, of the 51,537 children and young 

people living in areas with deprivation (NI) and those living in consistent poverty (Republic 

of Ireland) 20,615 children and young people will have participated in cross-border or cross-

community cooperation. By 2023 this figure should be extended to 32,984 children and 

young people. 

The second recommended programme specific output indicator is, 

 Number of programme participants who are young people who are in need of 

education, employment or training (NEET) 

Using the same intervention logic as above, we would expect that of the 24,117 children and 

young people who are in need of employment, education, and training in all programme areas 

9,647 young people will have participated by 2018 and 15,435 by 2023. 

Two common output indicators are suggested which quantify the outputs of programming at 

the cross-border level.  

The overwhelming majority of those individuals we consulted within the children and youth 

sector in Northern Ireland were uncertain as to what cross-border initiatives were currently in 

operation or had been conducted in the past. Further, there was a degree of pessimism from 

those individuals with more extensive experience conducting cross-border initiatives 

regarding the competitive nature of the application process. There was a belief that 

programming with an emphasis on cross-border elements may be lost within the wider 

application pool. To ensure that adequate resources are provided to cross-border initiatives 

we suggest that at least 25% of all funded applications incorporate some element of cross-

border mobility or joint programming. 

The first recommended common output indicator is, 

 Number of participants in cross-border mobility initiatives 

If we assume that 25% of all approved funding applications incorporate some form of cross-

border mobility, those geared towards children and young people more generally and those 

emphasising working with young people who are NEET, than we can estimate that by 2018 

7,566 children and young people will have participated in cross-border mobility initiatives 

and by 2023 a total of 11,348 will be involved in cross-border mobility initiatives. 

The second recommended common output indicator is, 

 Number of participants in joint education and training schemes to support youth 

employment, educational opportunities and higher vocational education across 

borders 

Again, if we use the same logic that 25% of the all funding applications emphasising training, 

employability, educational and vocational skills (those geared towards young people who are 

NEET) incorporate some form of cross-border mobility than we can estimate that by 2018 
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2,412 young people will have participated in cross-border mobility initiatives and 3,618 by 

2023. 

 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

As stated previously, we would argue that in line with the overall objective for children and 

young people, monitoring and evaluation needs to be assessed at two levels - the impact of 

the Programme objective on the intended direct beneficiaries and the impact on social 

cohesion at a regional level.  

Monitoring and evaluating impact on direct beneficiaries  

To assess the impact of the programmes directed towards children and young people the 

following information and analysis will be required for output measures, assuming a 

baseline value of 0.  

1. Monitoring information for number of children and young people engaged in cross-

border or cross-community cooperation; the number of pupil and teacher participants 

at 2018 and 2023 

2. The number of children and young people participating who are NEET at 2018 and 

2023 

3. The number of participants involved in cross-border mobility initiatives at 2018 and 

2023. 

4. The number of participants involved in cross-border programmes aimed at joint 

education and training schemes to support youth employment, educational 

opportunities and higher vocational education at 2018 and 2023. 

For the measurement of results indicators the following information and analysis will be 

required:  

1. Measurement of soft skills before, during and after participation in the funded 

programme (longitudinal design). This information should be collected using survey 

methods, adapted to reflect the average age of project participants and carried out on 

an annual basis. 

2. Measurement of predisposition towards the other community before, during and after 

participation in the funded programme (longitudinal design). This information should 

be collected using survey methods, adapted to reflect the average age of project 

participants and carried out on an annual basis.  

In 1 and 2 above established statistical procedures to analyse distance travelled should be 

applied and compared pre and post-test. In addition to the quantitative information proposed, 

it is important that there is regular and ongoing qualitative data collection that can facilitate 

understanding of the range of factors that can inhibit and enhance programme/project 

delivery.  
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Assistance in the form of advisory and practical support should be made available to the 

programme participants, prior to the formulation of an application to the programme and 

during the programme delivery. Such support would aim to share best practice and assist 

programme participants in the development, operationalization and delivery of projects. 

Monitoring and Evaluating impact at regional level 

To measure the overall contribution of programming supporting children and young people at 

a regional level, we recommend that a series of questions are included in surveys proposed 

for the civil society level objective that can capture participation (direct and indirect) in 

programmes directed and children and young people and social attitudes towards the other 

community in both Northern Ireland and the border counties. As the surveys suggested for 

this level are undertaken on a regular basis it should be possible to collect data that can give 

some indication of impact as these programmes are rolled out, controlling for extraneous 

variables.  

 

Delivery Mechanism 

We recommend that the organisation or organisations tasked with the delivery of the children 

and young people objective can singularly or working together meet the following criteria: 

 Demonstrable expertise in the successful development, operationalisation and 

delivery of a large-scale intervention or programme targeted at children and young 

people 

 Expertise in the development and delivery of large scale policy evaluation (formative 

and summative) 

 Excellent quantitative and qualitative research skills 

 Excellent knowledge and understanding of theory relating to inter-group relations, 

and the relationship between disadvantage, poverty, conflict and social identity in 

divided societies 

 A comprehensive understanding of issues relating to NEETs and the factors that can 

enhance or inhibit access to opportunities for NEETs 

 Experience of advocacy work in the area of children and young people  

 

 

Section 3: CONCLUDING REMARKS 

In the course of our research for this consultation a number of issues emerged regarding the 

policy landscape for the delivery of PEACE IV, and in our concluding remarks we make 

some observations on overarching factors that we think can maximise the potential of the 

Programme to impact at the level of both intended beneficiaries and at regional level.   
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 Relating to the shared education objective, the PEACE IV programme will 

complement the DE initiative for shared education under the Delivering Social 

Change Framework. Although there is clarity regarding the target populations for 

each initiative, we recommend that there is collaboration and information sharing 

between the respective delivery organisations regarding the operationalization of the 

respective programmes, and in particular with respect to the monitoring and 

evaluation of each.  

 PEACE IV should be aware that a considerable number of category 1 schools will 

submit applications to work with schools in category 2 and above. DE will only fund 

pre-existing partnerships, hence PEACE IV funding criteria should be written in such 

a way that such applications can be supported, but only in respect of the category 1 

school costs. This underlines the importance of communication between funders and 

also the need for consistent monitoring and evaluation approaches and measurement.  

 As noted above, level 1 schools are likely to comprise those that are least predisposed 

to sharing and collaboration, and those that, because of geographical isolation, see 

limited opportunities for programme participation. Reflecting this, we recommend 

that the technical assistance is offered to such schools pre-application and during 

programme delivery. In respect of children and young people, there are a wide range 

of initiatives that target the same population (Department of Employment and 

Learning, OFMDFM, Department of Education (NI) and SEUPB) again, greater 

collaboration and information sharing between service deliverers and key 

stakeholders can help minimise the potential for duplicate programmes and funding. 

Additionally, a number of these providers will undertake needs analyses and large 

scale surveys to determine baselines, the sharing of this information can assist all 

parties. As in the case of shared education, the development of shared measurement 

indicators can help provide more comprehensive monitoring and evaluation data.  

 For both shared education and children and young people, there is a need for an expert 

panel to decide applications. There is now a considerable body of expertise in both 

sectors that could be accessed to provide guidance and participate in decision making 

processes. We recommend SEUPB engages with key stakeholders for both objectives 

to develop and deliver the application approval process.  
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APPENDIX A 

Collaboration Continuum 
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The shared education (collaboration) spectrum
2
 

Schools in 

isolation 

This end of the spectrum represents those schools who are in isolation of 

one another, where there is little to no collaboration with other schools. 

This may apply in a number of contexts particularly in rural settings but 

not exclusively, it may also apply in urban settings where schools chose 

not to work with other schools. It may also apply in contexts where 

schools are part of network schools such as an Area Learning 

Community but their actual levels of engagement with other schools in 

the learning community is minimal or non-existent. 

Ad hoc  

collaboration 

Involves schools where there is limited contact or collaboration with 

another school. This type of engagement is ad hoc, with infrequent 

contact between schools. An example of such activity could be an annual 

joint sports day. 

Organic 

partnerships 

Organic arrangements may be more significant in terms of the extent of 

the collaboration, compared to ad hoc arrangements and crucially are 

motivated by a school’s desire to connect with another school for a 

myriad of reasons. However, collaborative arrangements are not as a 

consequence of enactment and are independent of any formal structures 

or the remit of external funders. This type of collaborative arrangement 

which is, in effect, a grass roots model may actually amount to a 

significant model of collaboration given that the schools may be 

motivated by common needs as opposed to enacting a model of 

collaboration imposed by external funder requirements. 

Irregular (and 

less sustained) 

shared activity 

Models such as these are characterised by collaboration between schools, 

which may be meaningful and impactful but which are limited in terms 

of sustainable practice and the frequency of contact between schools. 

Models such as these are often funded externally or centrally funded 

from DE e.g. EMU- type programmes or CRED projects. Models may 

range from shared pupil learning initiatives through to teacher initiatives 

or located at senior management level. Often activity between pupils may 

complement the curriculum or address specific curricular elements but 

are unlikely to be entire curricular subjects.       

Regular and 

sustained shared 

activity 

Models where the collaboration between schools is more regular – where 

contact between pupils and staff is more frequent and, crucially, where 

the collaborative activity occurs over a sustained period of time. In some 

cases this may mean over a period of years and contact/shared learning 

between pupils is regular, timetabled and embedded within the 

curriculum. Such models are likely to encourage schools to develop 

mature and effective partnerships. In such cases the relationship between 

schools is more likely to develop whereby collaboration between 

institutions is not limited to shared pupils’ activity but involves 

collaboration between teachers, leaders and in some cases Governors. 

Regular and sustained models of collaboration are most likely to be 

funded by external agencies or Government initiatives.    

Culture of 

Collegiality 

Schools that have been involved in sustained collaborative activities then 

develop strong institutional relationships. Schools will continue to be 

                                                           
2
 This framework has been developed by the QUB Shared Education Team: Dr Gavin Duffy, Alistair Stewart and 

Mark Baker. 
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involved in shared, regular and sustained learning between pupils but 

collaboration has become unbound in that the remit of the relationship 

between the schools is not restricted to shared learning between pupils. 

Instead, while shared learning opportunities increase, the extent of the 

relationships between teachers, managers and leaders is much more 

pronounced and, crucially, links between Governors develop. 

Collegiality is often characterised by collaboration where practice, 

including shared learning, becomes normalised in each school. Schools 

come to value the institutional relationships that have developed and 

explore where else they could collaborate. In much the same way as 

organic partnerships, schools recognise that collaboration allows them to 

address common needs. Collegial partners come to value partnership and 

seek ways to sustain partnership activities that need not rely on funds 

from external agencies.  Schools begin to generate shared knowledge and 

shared resources.  

Institutional 

Interdependence 

Schools that have reached this point in terms of their relationship have 

developed an organisational symbiosis in that collaboration has 

normalised, is based on common need, involves significant shared 

learning and where staff, leaders and governorship recognise the value of 

collaboration. At this level, partnerships will have developed a high 

degree of collaborative infra-structures, including: governance, 

curriculum and planning, teaching and learning, management and pupils. 
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APPENDIX B 

Feeling thermometer 

 

 

Example item, 

Using the thermometer above, in general, how cold or warm do you feel towards (insert 

social group here)?  
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APPENDIX C 

Journey to EmploymenT framework:   
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APPENDIX D 

Table 1: Overview of the programme investment strategy 

Priority axis Thematic 
objective 

Investment 
priorities 

Specific objectives 
corresponding to the 
investment priorities 

Result indicators 
corresponding to the specific 

objective 

ERDF support 
EUR 

Share of 
the total 
Union 

support to 
the 

operational 
programme 
(by Fund) 

ERDF 

 
Social 
inclusion, 
combating 
poverty and 
any 
discrimination  

 
Social 
inclusion, 
combating 
poverty and 
any 
discrimination 

Contribute to 
the 
promotion of 
social and 
economic 
stability in the 
regions 
concerned, in 
particular 
through 
actions to 
promote 
cohesion 
between 
communities 

1. Shared Education  
The creation of a more cohesive 
society by increasing the level of 
collaboration between schools 
representing different sectors, and 
direct, sustained and curriculum-
based contact between pupils and 
teachers from all backgrounds 
across the Programme area. 

1. School partnerships will show 
progression on the 
collaboration continuum 
towards greater sharing and 
interdependence 

 
2. Pupils will show an increase 

in positive predispositions 
towards members of the 
other community 

 

  

2. Children and Young People 
The creation of a more cohesive 
society by equipping children and 
young people from areas with 
disadvantage (in particular those 
who are in need of education 
and/or training (NEET)) with the 
skills to access opportunities, 
delivered through education 
employment, training and 
initiatives that build respect for 
diversity. 

1. Participants will show an 
increase in at least two soft 
skills. 
 

2. Pupils will show an increase 
in positive predispositions 
towards members of the 
other community 

  

TA TA TA 1. Information and 
Communication 
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Priority axis Thematic 
objective 

Investment 
priorities 

Specific objectives 
corresponding to the 
investment priorities 

Result indicators 
corresponding to the specific 

objective 

ERDF support 
EUR 

Share of 
the total 
Union 

support to 
the 

operational 
programme 
(by Fund) 

 

2. Management, Monitoring 
and Evaluation 
 

   

3. Learning and Sharing the 

Lessons of the PEACE 

Programmes 
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APPENDIX E 

Table 3: Programme Specific Result indicators (by Specific Objective) (Article 8 (2) (b) (ii) Regulation EU No 1299/2013) 

ID Indicator (255 char) Measurement 

Unit 

Baseline 

Value 

Baseline 

Year 

Target Value (2023) Source of 

Data 

Frequency 

of 

reporting 

P1 
School partnerships will show 

progression on the collaboration 

continuum towards greater sharing and 

interdependence. 

Categorical 0 2014 School partnerships will 

show progression on the 

collaboration continuum so 

that they can be classified 

as having regular and 

sustained shared activity. 

Collaboration 

continuum 

Annually 

P1 
Participants will show an increase in 

positive predispositions towards 

members of the other community. 

Likert scaling
3
 0 2014 Participants will show a 

statistically significant 

increase in positive 

predispositions towards 

members of the other 

community of the 

magnitude of a small effect 

size (d = .20). 

Feeling 

thermometer 

Annually 

                                                           
3
 A Likert scale is a specific form of rating scale used extensively in the measurement of attitudes or opinions. Participants are asked to respond to a series of statements 

using a fixed choice response format measuring levels of agreement/disagreement.  
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P2 
Participants will show an increase in at 

least two soft social and/or 

employability skills. 

Percentage 0 2014 Participants will show a 

statistically significant 

increase in at least two soft 

skills from their baseline 

enrolment of the 

magnitude of a small to 

medium effect size (d = 

.20-.40). 

Measurement 

scales 

Annually 

P2 Participants will show an increase in 

positive predispositions towards 

members of the other community. 

Likert scaling 0 2014 Participants will show a 

statistically significant 

increase in positive 

predispositions towards 

members of the other 

community of the 

magnitude of a small effect 

size (d = .20). 

Feeling 

thermometer 

Annually 
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APPENDIX F 

Table 4: Common and programme specific output indicators (by investment priority) (Article 8 (2) (b) (iv) Regulation (EU) 1299/2013) 

 
 

ID 
Indicator 

Measurement 
Unit 

Target 
Value 
(2023) 

(100char) 

Source of Data 
(200char) 

Frequency of reporting (100 char) 

Common output indicators 

P3 Open space created or 

rehabilitated in urban areas. 

Square metres NA NA NA 

P4 Number of participants in cross 

border mobility initiatives – 

Children and Young People 

Persons 11,348 Annual monitoring survey to be 

administered to all funded 

programmes. 

Annually 

P4 Number of participants in joint 

education and training schemes 

to support youth employment, 

educational opportunities and 

higher and vocational education 

across borders – Shared 

Education 

Persons 525 Annual monitoring survey to be 

administered to all funded 

programmes. 

Annually 

P4 Number of participants in joint Persons 3,618 Annual monitoring survey to be Annually 
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education and training schemes 

to support youth employment, 

educational opportunities and 

higher and vocational education 

across borders – Children and 

Young People 

administered to all funded 

programmes. 

Programme specific output indicators 

P1 Number of schools involved in 

shared education 

Schools 346 Annual monitoring survey to be 

administered to all funded 

programmes. 

Annually 

P1 Number of trained teachers with 

the capacity to facilitate shared 

education 

Persons 743 Annual monitoring survey to be 

administered to all funded 

programmes. 

Annually 

P1 Number of participants in shared 

education classrooms 

Persons 18,600 Annual monitoring survey to be 

administered to all funded 

programmes. 

Annually 

P2 Number of young people 

engaged in cross-border or 

cross-community cooperation 

Persons 32,984 Annual monitoring survey to be 

administered to all funded 

Annually 
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(not including those young 

people who are NEET) 

programmes. 

P2 
Number of programme 

participants who are young 

people in need of education, 

employment or training (NEET) 

Persons 15,435 Annual monitoring survey to be 

administered to all funded 

programmes. 

Annually 
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APPENDIX G 

Table 5: The performance framework of the priority axis (Article 8 (2) (b) (v) Regulation (EU) No 1299/2013) 

Priority Axis Indicator 
or Type 

ID 

Implementation step, financial, 
output or result indicator 

Measurement 
unit, where 
appropriate 

Milestone 
for 2018 

Final 
target 
(2023) 

Source of data 

 
Explanation of 

the relevance of 
indicator, where 

appropriate 
 

Social 

Inclusion, 

combating 

poverty and 

any 

discrimination 

 
P1 

Number of schools involved in 
shared education 
 

 
Schools 

104 
 

346 
 

Annual monitoring 
survey to be 
administered to all 
funded 
programmes. 

 
 

 
P1 

Number of trained teachers with the 
capacity to facilitate shared 
education 
 

Persons 
 

208 
 

744 
 

Annual monitoring 

survey to be 

administered to all 

funded 

programmes. 

 
 

 
P1 

Number of participants in shared 
education classrooms 

Persons 
 

5,200 18,600 Annual monitoring 

survey to be 

administered to all 

funded 

programmes. 

 
 

 
P1 

Number of participants in joint 
education and training schemes to 
support youth employment, 
educational opportunities and 
higher vocational education across 
borders (Common) 

Persons 250 525 Annual monitoring 

survey to be 

administered to all 

funded 

programmes. 

 

 
P2 

Number of young people engaged 
in cross-border or cross-community 
cooperation (not including those 
young people who are NEET) 

Persons 20,615 32,984 Annual monitoring 

survey to be 

administered to all 
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funded 

programmes. 

 
P2 

Number of programme participants 
who are young people in need of 
education, employment or training 
(NEET) 

Persons 9,647 15,435 Annual monitoring 

survey to be 

administered to all 

funded 

programmes. 

 

  
P2 

Number of participants in cross-
border mobility initiatives (Common) 

Persons 7,566 11,348 Annual monitoring 

survey to be 

administered to all 

funded 

programmes. 

 

  
P2 

Number of participants in joint 
education and training schemes to 
support youth employment, 
educational opportunities and 
higher vocational education across 
borders (Common) 

Persons 2,412 3,618 Annual monitoring 

survey to be 

administered to all 

funded 

programmes. 

 

 

 

 


