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PREFACE

This Synthesis Report presents and discusses the findings of the Competence Gap investigation
conducted in the fragile communities, selected for participation in the INERFACE project, in the
partner countries — Iceland, Bulgaria, Greece, Ireland and Italy, based on the National Reports
provided by partner organisations. The responses of project target groups, incl. fragile community
members and local administrations, intermediary organisations working within these
communities, etc. are analysed in the Report.

The investigation is based on both structured survey questionnaires and semi-structured
interviews, aimed at identifying existing “problems” and future opportunities, and at the same
time, map the need for “problem-solving” competences and training within the participating
communities. In addition, questionnaires are structured to identify the needs of communities as
a whole (public needs) as well as of individual community members (private needs) of
competences for solving the practical problems of communities and empowering communities
and community members to be active, or, in other words, build capacity for self-initiative within
fragile communities.

The Competence Gap Analysis carried out serves to investigate the competences that INTERFACE
target group representatives need in order to responsibly and autonomously use skills, which are

crucial for the betterment of local communities, such as “creativity and innovation”, “analytical
thinking and resourcefulness”, “leadership and resilience”.

The Synthesis Report follows the structure, proposed by the 101 ‘Competence Gap Analysis’
leader — Tora Consult, in order to allow for comparability of reported findings across partner
countries. The INTERFACE partner organisations would like to acknowledge the contribution of all
individuals and entities in the explored fragile communities, who kindly assisted in conducting the
Gap Analysis survey and interviews.

The INTERFAECE Consortium

September 2018
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The INTERFACE partnership acknowledges that in order to achieve a substantial and long-lasting
effect for “fragile” communities in partner countries through creating and piloting coaching
methods and tools, training materials and establishing community coaches’ network and Learning
platform, a comprehensive understanding of skill gaps of fragile community members should be
in place. Such an approach ensures that the project adequately addresses the training needs of
communities, whose members, despite the fact that their “environment” has been deteriorating
and has reached a situation characterised as “fragile”, still possess the potential to responsibly
and autonomously employ innovation, creativity, analytical thinking, resourcefulness, leadership
and resilience (hereinunder called ‘INTERFACE’ skills) for “reversing the trend” and work towards
the betterment of their communities.

Thus, revealing fragile community members’ competence gaps in the INTERFACE partner
countries and exploring their preferences on how the upcoming training of community coaches
could be organised and delivered most effectively were the main objectives of a Survey and In-
depth interviews undertaken by project partners. The Synthesis Report presents, discusses and
interprets the results of the Competence Gaps Survey and Semi-structured Interviews conducted
in the consortium countries.

A total of 18 communities in the 5 partner countries (incl. 5 in Iceland, 3 in Bulgaria, 3 in Greece,
3in Ireland and 4 in Italy) were selected for participation in the INTERFACE project. Distribution
of the standardised Survey Questionnaire and approaching potential interviewees was initiated
in early February 2018, addressing fragile community members (citizens, community leaders,
would-be entrepreneurs, representatives of business organisations, social enterprises, etc.) and
local authorities in INTERFACE partner countries. The purpose was to obtain information
regarding the need for “problem-solving” competences and training within the selected
communities.

The total survey respondents’ sample processed consists of 210 respondents (Iceland — 42,
Bulgaria — 52, Greece — 41, Ireland — 47, Italy — 28), distributed quite evenly among the selected
fragile communities in each partner country.

Regarding survey respondents’ personal characteristics, the analysis of the partner countries’
survey responses reveals that:

» Approximately 53% of the survey respondents were men, with highest male-to-female
ratio observed in Greece (68% / 32%), lowest in Ireland (26% / 74%).

?
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» The upper age groups: 40-49, 50-59 and 60+ years were predominant among the
respondents in most INTERFACE countries, while some of the other age groups were also
significantly represented (30-39 age range in Greece /34% of the total number/; 30-39
/46%/ and 20-29 age groups /29%/ in Italy).

» The majority of respondents possessed education below university level — either
“secondary” or “vocational education and training”, with the exception of Italy, where
61% of the respondents had university degree.

» Regarding affiliation, varying groups were most significantly represented in the survey
respondents’ sample in different countries: Iceland and Greece — business organisations;
Bulgaria — community members; Ireland and Italy — non-profit (incl. voluntary and civil
society) organisations.

» Most of the respondents have been living/working in the respective community for more
than 20 years (most in Bulgaria: 77%, least in Ireland: 58%), with the exception of Italy,
where the largest group of respondents (47%) included those, who have lived/worked in
the respective community for less than 5 years.

Among the various categories, mentioned in the Survey Questionnaire, ‘infrastructure facilities’,
‘business sector and jobs’ and ‘human resources’ were generally considered problematic in all
INTERFACE countries. Most survey participants indicated that they had already been involved in
one or more activities, addressing the problematic areas above. Predominantly, the initiative for
these activities, came from within the community, the main actors being ‘local administration’,
‘business organisations’, ‘voluntary/civil society organisations’, and in the case of Bulgaria and
Greece — the respondents themselves. Survey participants were generally satisfied with their
involvement in the activities above, claiming this was due to level of own competences and/or
competences of people they worked with. Survey participants in all countries, were
predominantly of the opinion, that the results of the initiatives, they have participated in, would
have been better if the level of their ‘own initiative’ and the ‘initiative of those they worked/lived
with’ were higher, and especially if the level of initiative ‘within the entire community’ were
higher.

The survey data obtained on the reported usage, considered importance and estimated adequacy
of the INTERFACE skills, were used to calculate the values of these skills” utilisation / significance
/ adequacy (SUSA) indicators. The SUSA Indicators were estimated as Weighted Averages of the
“rating” indications provided by survey participants (on a 1-to-5 scale), weighted by the relative
frequencies of such indications about each of the INTERFACE skills, found in the responses to the
respective questions in the Survey Questionnaire. The values of SUSA Indicators for the whole
survey sample indicate that ‘leadership’, ‘resourcefulness’ and ‘resilience’ are the skills most
frequently applied by respondents and those they worked/lived with. The same set of skills,
together with ‘creativity’ were considered by survey participants as most important for the

?
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community, while the importance of the remaining 2 skills was also considered as quite high. The
adequacy of all INTERFACE skills was indicated as insufficient and definitely below (in terms of
SUSA indicators’ values) their importance. This is indicative of existing skill gaps, which were most
pronounced for ‘innovation’, ‘analytical thinking” and ‘leadership’.

Regarding the expressed interest and preferred training delivery modes, respondents were
generally of the opinion that a training programme, packaging the above skills would benefit their
communities, whereas in all INTERFACE countries, ‘face-to-face training sessions’, ‘blended
learning’ (with the exception of Italy) and ‘experience sharing’ were most preferred by
respondents as ways of delivering such a training programme. The majority of respondents
indicated that they would be interested in taking part in a training programme of that sort, mostly
as trainees.

In addition to the survey, a total of 51 semi-structured interviews (incl. 10 in Iceland, 9 in Bulgaria,
10 in Greece, 12 in Ireland and 10 in Italy) with individuals in the selected fragile communities
were conducted. Generally, the interviews’ results confirmed most of the survey findings related
to ‘community problems’ and ‘perceived competence needs’. There were still some new insights,
that the interviews offered to the partnership, which are related to: various additional skills,
identified as important for the communities, such as communication and listening skills (Iceland);
the need to “inspire” potential beneficiaries to participate in upcoming INTERFACE training
through information dissemination (Greece); illegal and criminal activities taking place as some
of the problematic areas in the communities (Italy).
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UTDRATTUR MEGINATRIDA — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY IN ICELANDIC

Markmid adila INTERFACE verkefnisins er ad nd fram verulegum og langvarandi arangri i
“brothaettum” byggdarlégum patttokulandanna med pvi ad utbuda kennsluefni og nyta adferdir
markpjalfunar i tilraunapjalfun, jafnframt pvi ad koma & samstarfsneti nemenda. Adilar
verkefnisins gera sér grein fyrir ad til ad svo megi verda parf ad géda pekkingu og skilning a pvi
hvad pad er helst sem iblua pessara byggdarlaga skortir er pjalfun og feerni vardar. SU nalgun ad
greina porfina og hefja verkefnid a svokalladri gloppugreiningu tryggir ad verkefnid henti pérfum
viodkomandi samfélags. Samfélags par sem heimamenn hafa enn, pratt fyrir hnignun
byggdarlagsins og ad pad hafi fengid stimpilinn “brothaett”, moguleika a ad lada fram eiginleika
eins og nyskdpun, skdpunargafu, greinandi hugsun, Utsjonarsemi, leidtogahaefni og seiglu (pad
sem vid kollum “INTERFACE” haefnipaetti) til ad snda préuninni vid og vinna ad baettu samfélagi i
heimabyggd.

Meginmarkmid spurningakdnnunar og vidtala sem adstandendur INTERFACE verkefnisins
framkvaemdu var ad syna fram & hvar skortir & haefni i patttokulondunum og kanna hvada
bjalfunaradferdir henta best i hverju samfélagi i verkefninu og hvernig best ma skipuleggja og
framkvaema pd pjalfun. i skyrslunni er farid i gegnum nidurstédur kdnnunarinnar og vidtalanna.

Alls 18 byggdarlég i fimm patttékuldndum (p.e. fimm & [slandi, prju i Balgariu, prju i Grikklandi,
brjd & irlandi og fjogur & italiu) voru valin til patttoku i INTERFACE verkefninu. Stodlud
spurningakonnun var send Ut og vidtol skipulogd snemma i febridar 2018. Markhdpurinn var ibtar
byggdarlaganna (almenningur, leidtogar, mogulegir frumkvodlar, fulltrdar fyrirteekja,
samfélagsstofnana o.fl.) og sveitar- og baejarstjornir. Markmidid var ad afla upplysinga um porfina
fyrir haefni til ad leysa Ur brynum malum og fyrir pjalfun i peim efnum innan pessara voldu
byggdarlaga.

Heildarfjoldi svarenda vid kénnuninni var 210 (island 42, Bulgaria 52, Grikkland 41, irland 47, [talia
28) og dreifing svara var tiltlulega jofn innan valinna byggdarlaga i hverju patttékulandi.

Hvad sérkenni svarenda vardar, kom i ljés i greiningunni ad:

» Um pad bil 53% svarenda voru karlar, med mesta kynjahallann (fleiri karlar en konur) i
Grikklandi (68% / 32%), minnstan & irlandi (26% / 74%).

» Eldri aldurshopar: 40-49, 50-59 og 60+ ara voru mest aberandi medal svarenda i flestum
INTERFACE I6ndunum, en einnig attu sumir hinna aldurshdopanna stdoran hlut (34% af
heildarfjolda i aldurshépnum 30-39 ara i Grikklandi, en 46% i aldurshépnum 30-39 ara og
29% i aldurshépnum 20-29 ara & ltaliu).

{
‘o

BYGGBEASTOFNUN



INTERFACE — Fragile Communities’ Competence Gap Analysis in INTERFACE countries, Synthesis Report

> Meirihluti svarenda var ekki med haskélamenntun, en annad hvort framhaldsskdla eda
starfs- eda idnmenntun, med taliu sem undantekningu par sem 61% svarenda voru med
haskélagradu.

» Hvad tengsl og patttoku vardar, voru mismunandi hopar mest dberandi medal svarenda
og mismunandi milli landa: A islandi og i Grikklandi voru pad adilar i einkafyrirtaekjum; i
Bulgariu voru pad starfsmenn sveitarfélagsins, & irlandi og italiu voru pad fulltrdar fra
félagasamtokum an hagnadarmarkmida (m.a. sjalfbodalidar).

» Flestir svarenda hafa buid og starfad i vidkomandi samfélagi i meira en 20 ar (flestir i
Bulgariu eda 77%, feestir & irlandi, eda 58%), ad [taliu undanskilinni, par sem steerstur hluti
svarenda (47%) hafa buid og starfad i viokomandi samfélagi skemur en fimm ar.

i spurningakdénnuninni er komid inn 4 ymsa malaflokka en i 6llum INTERFACE I6ndunum voru
battirnir ,,innvidir”, ,atvinnugreinar og ,storf”, ,mannaudur”, almennt alitnir erfidir. Flestir
svarendur gafu til kynna ad peir hafi pegar tekid patt i ymsum verkefnum sem snerta pessa
Herfiou” malaflokka. Frumkvaedid kom adallega fra samfélaginu, staerstan patt par attu
stjérnendur sveitarfélagsins, atvinnulifid, sjalfbodalidasamtok. Auk pess svarendur sjalfir eins og
var tilfellid i Bulgariu og Grikklandi. Svarendur voru almennt sattir vid patttoku sina i slikum
verkefnum og héldu pvi fram ad pad hvildi & peirra eigin haefni eda haefni samstarfsfdlks peirra.
Meirihluti svarenda i 6llum I6ndunum voru peirrar skodunar ad arangur af verkefnum sem peir
toku patt i hefdi ordid meiri ef frumkvaedi peirra sjalfra og samstarfsfdlks peirra hefdi verid meira,
en po sérstaklega ef frumkvaedi alls samfélagsins veeri meira.

Upplysingar ur kdnnunum um notkun INTERFACE haefnipattanna, mikilvaegi peirra og hversu
miklu mali peir skipta, voru notadar til ad reikna gildi hvers og eins peirra @ maelistiku hagnytingar
/ mikilvaegis / naegjanleika (SUSA visar). SUSA visarnir voru metnir sem vegid medaltal af
»einkunn” (skali 1 —5) sem svarendur gafu, vegid med hlutfallslegri tidni vickomandi visa i svdorum
batttakenda i vibkomandi spurningum um hvern INTERFACE hafnipatt.

Utkoma SUSA maelikvardanna fyrir pydi i allri kdnnuninni gefur til kynna ad “leidtogahaefni”,
“Utsjonarsemi” og “seigla” séu peir haefileikar sem eru oftast nefndir af svarendum vardandi pa
sjalfa sem og vardandi pa sem vidkomandi byr/starfar med. Svarendur toldu somu haefnipaetti,
auk ,,skopunargafu”, vera mikilvaegasta fyrir samfélagio en pd voru hafnipeettirnir tveir sem ut af
standa taldir nokkud mikilvaegir (,,nyskopun” og ,greiningarhafni”).

Pad hversu vel INTERFACE haefnipaettir nytast (e. adequacy) fékk einkunnina 6fullnaegjandi, sem
var dberandi laegri einkunn en mikilvaegi peirra hlaut (m.v. SUSA gildi). betta bendir til skorts a
feerni og kom skyrast fram vardandi ,,nysképun”, ,greiningarheefni” og ,leidtogahafni”.

Hvad ahugasvid/aherslur og pjalfunaradferdir vardar voru svarendur almennt a peirri skodun ad
bjalfun sem hefdi i for med sér aukna faerni i INTERFACE-haefnipattunum yrdi til pess ad styrkja
samfélog peirra, en @ hinn bdginn voru svarendur i 6llum INTERFACE londunum hlynntastir
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kennsluadferdum eins og ,vinnustofum”, ,,bléndudum adferdum, p.e. med vinnustofum i bland
vid fjarndm” (ad italiu undanskilinni) og ,midlun reynslu” a pjalfunartimanum. Meirihluti svarenda
gaf til kynna ad peir hefdu ahuga a patttdku i pjalfun af pessu tagi, pa i flestum tilvikum sem nemar
en sidur sem markpjalfar (e. coaches).

Til vidbdtar vid spurningakdnnunina voru tekin 51 vidtol med halfstodludum spurningum (10 a
islandi, 9 i Bulgariu, 10 i Grikklandi, 12 & irlandi og 10 & Italiu) vid einstaklinga ur peim
byggdarlogum sem valin voru. Almennt ma segja ad nidurstodur vidtalanna stadfesti ad mestu
nidurstédur spurningakénnunarinnar hvad snertir Urlausnarefni samfélaganna og mogulega
haefniporf. Vidtolin gefa pd aukna innsyn vardandi: ymsa vidbodtarfaerni sem geeti verid mikilveeg
fyrir samfélagid og vardar til deemis samskipti og hlustun (island); pérfina 4 ad hvetja mégulega
patttakendur i ad taka patt i INTERFACE pjalfun med kynningu (Grikkland); éloglega og
glaepsamlega starfsemi sem skapar vanda i sumum byggdarlégunum (italia).

¢
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PE3IOME — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY IN BULGARIAN

MaptHbopute no npoekt INTERACE 3actbnBaT MHeHMeTo, 4e p[06poTo pasbupaHe Ha
HeCbOTBETCTBMATA B YMEHMATA HA YNeHOBETe Ha yA3BMMUTE O0OLWHOCTU B NAPTHbOPCKUTE CTPAHM
€ OT CblLeCTBEHa Ba*KHOCT 3@ MOCTUTAHETO HA 3HAYUM U AbBATOTPAEH ePeKT 3a Te3n 06LWHOCTH
nocpeacTBoM pa3paboTBaHETO M BaIMAMPAHETO Ha 06y4nMTeNHN METOAMN, CPeACTBA U MaTepuany,
KaKTO U ype3 Cb3aBaHETO Ha MpeXa OT MEHTOPWU B OOLWHOCTUTE M 0by4YMTenHa nnatpopma.
MopobeH noaxon rapaHTMpa, Ye MPOEKTbT ALEKBATHO aZpecupa HyxauTe oT obyyeHue Ha
n3bpaHnTe 3a yyactme B NpPoeKTa 0O6LWHOCTH, YUUTO YIEHOBE, HE3AaBMCMMO OT PaKTa, Ye TAXHaTa
cpega ce e BAOWWAA M € AOCTUTHANA A0 CbCTOAHME, KOeTO AaBa OCHOBaHWe TA Aa 6bae
XapaKTepu3MpaHa KaTo yA3BMMA, BCe OLWEe MMAT MOTeHUMana 3a OTTOBOPHO M aBTOHOMHO
M3NoN3BaHe Ha WMHOBALMUTE, TBOPYECTBOTO, QaAHANUTUYHOTO MUC/AEHE, HAXOAYMBOCTTA,
NMAEPCTBOTO U MbBKaBoCTTa (HapuyaHu no-gony INTERFACE ymeHus), ¢ KoeTo Aa ob6bpHaT
HeraTMBHWUTE TEHAEHLMM U Aa CbYMEAT A3 AOoNPUHecaT 3a nogobpAsBaHe Ha 06LWHOCTUTE, B KOUTO
XunBear.

C ornep Ha ropekasaHoOTO, pa3sKpUBaHETO Ha HECbOTBETCTBMATA B YMEHMUATA Ha YneHoBeTe Ha
yA3BMMUTE 0BLWHOCTN B NAapTHbOPCKMTE cTpaHu no npoekT INTERFACE n npoyyBaHeTo Ha TeXHUTe
NPeAnOYNTAHNA OTHOCHO TOBA, MO KAaKbB HAYMH NpeacTtoawoTo obyyeHMe Ha MeHTopu B
ob6LWHOCTUTE MOXKe Aa 6bae OpraHN3MpPaHo U U3NbJAHEHO HaW-ePEKTUBHO, 6AXa OCHOBHUTE LLen
Ha aHKETHO NpoyYBaHe N AbAOOYMHHN MHTEPBIOTA, OPraHM3MPaHW OT MAPTHLOPUTE MO NPOEKTA.
Taka, HactoAwmAT obobuwasaly, AOKNaL NPeAcTaBA M MoAjara Ha AUCKYCUMA U Tb/IKyBaHe
pe3yntaTuTe OT NPOBeAEeHOTO aHKeTHO NPoyYBaHe Ha HeAOCTMUIa Ha YMEeHUA U opraHu3npaHuTe
NONY-CTPYKTYPUPAHU MHTEPBIOTA B CTPAHUTE OT NPOEKTHMA KOHCOPLINMYM.

O6wo 18 06WHOCTM B NETTE NAPTHLOPCKM CTPaHWU (BKA. 5 B UcnaHgmsa, 3 B Bbarapusa, 3 B Mbpums,
3 B Upnanausa n 4 8 Utanns) 6axa n3bpanHu ga ydacteat B npoeKT INTERFACE. PasnpocTpaHeHueTo
Ha CTaHZAPTU3MPAHUA aHKETEH BBMPOCHMK M OCbHLLECTBABAHETO HA KOHTAKTU C MOTEHUUANHUTE
YYaCTHULM B MHTEPBIOTATa CTapTUpa B HayanoTto Ha mecel, ¢peBpyapu 2018 r. n Helle HacoyeHo
KbM UY/leHOBETEe Ha yA3BMMUTE o0b6wWHOCTM (rpakaaHu, nuaepu Ha ob6wHoCTTa, 6baelm
npegnpvemayun, npeactaBuTeNM Ha 6M3HEC OpraHM3auuu, COUMANHW NPeanpuAaTvA U 4p.) U
MEeCTHMUTE BANACTU B NAPTHbOPCKMTE AbpXKasBuM NO npoekTa. Llenta bewe pa ce cvbepe
MHPOPMALMA OTHOCHO HYKAUTE OT obyvyeHMA U KOMNETEeHLMN, CBbP3aHM C ,pa3pellaBaHe Ha
npobnemn” B ob6xsaHaTUTE 06LLHOCTH.

ObuwaTta M3BajKa Ha y4aCTHUUMTE B aHKETHOTO MpOyyBaHe ce cbCTou oT 210 pecnoHAEeHTU
(Mcnanams — 42, bbarapus — 52, Mpuma — 41, Upnavaunsa — 47, Utanua — 28), pasnpeaeneHu
paBHOMEpPHO cpe 06xBaHaTUTE YA3BUMM OBLLLHOCTM BbB BCAKA NApPTHbOPCKA AbpXKaBga.

T = ®

( Gamhairks Gontan Thishrks dren
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[Nlo OTHOWeHMe Ha NepCOHANIHUTE XapaKTePUCTUKMN Ha pecnoHAeHTUTe B aHKETHOTO NpoyyBaHe,
dHaIN3DBT Ha NONy4eHUTE OTrOBOPUTE B NAaPTHbOPCKNUTE CTPAHW NMOKa3Ba, ve:

» MMpubnusmtenHo 53% OT aHKETUPAHUTE Ca MbXKe, KaTo Hali-BUCOKO € CbOTHOLIEHMETO
Mb3Ke — eHu B Mbpuma (68% / 32%), a Han-HUCKo B MpnaHaus (26% / 74%).

» [opHuTe BbB3pactoBu rpynu: 40-49, 50-59 u 60+ roguMHuM npeobnagasat cpep
pecnoHaeHTuTe B noBeyeTo INTERFACE abprkaBu, KaTo HAKOU OT OCTaHANMUTE Bb3PaCTOBMU
rPynu ca CbLLo CEepMO3HO NpeacTaBeHu (Bb3pacToBus ananasoH 30-39 roguHu B Mbpums
/34% o1 0bwmAT 6poit aHKeTupaHu/; Bb3pactosuTe rpynu 30-39 1. /46%/ n 20-29 1. /29%/
B Utanua).

» [lpeobnagaBawata 4YacT OT pPecrnoHAEHTUTE npuTexaBaT MO-HUCKO OT BUCLIE
obpasoBaHMe — ,cpegHo ob6pasoBaHue” wuam ,npodecMoHanHo obpas3oBaHue u
obyyeHune”, c uskntoyeHne Ha WUTanua, kKbaeto 61% OT aHKeTUpaHUTE MMaT BUCLUA
obpasoBaTtesiHa CTeneH.

» [lo oTHOWeHMe Ha MecTopaboTaTta, Pas/IMYHM ca TPYynNUTe, KOWUTO Ca Hal-CEPUO3HO
npeacTtaBeHN B M3BAAKATA Ha aHKETUpPaAHUTE NMLa B OTAENHUTE AbprKasu: UcnaHgma m
Mpuma — 6UsHec opraHmMsaumn; bbarapua — MHOMBUAYANHM YNEeHOBE Ha OOLLHOCTTa;
MpnaHama u WTtanua — opraHvM3aumMm C HecTonaHCKa Uuen (BKkA. [06poBONYECKM
OpraHM3auumM U oOpraHn3aLLMmn Ha rpa*kaaHCcKoTo o6LLecTBo).

» [lo-ronamata 4acT OT PeCnoHAEHTUTE KNBeaT/paboTAT B CboTBETHATa O6LWHOCT NOBeYe OT
20 rogmHu (Hai-mHoro B Bbarapusa: 77%, Ha-manko B MpnaHgua: 58%), ¢ nsknoueHune
Ha MWTtanuma, Kbaeto Ham-ronama (47%) e rpynaTa Ha aHKeTUPaAHWUTE, KOWUTO
unBeAT/paboTAT B CbOTBETHATa O6LLHOCT NO-MaJIKo OT 5 roAnHM.

Cpes pas3nnyHUTE KaTeropuu, YMNOMEHATU B aHKETHMA BDBMAPOCHUK, ,MHOPACTPYKTYPHMU
CbopbKeHus“, , bu3Hec cekTop M paboTHM mecTa” 1 ,4YoBellKK pecypcn” ca naeHTUPpuUMpPaHu
KaTo npobnemHu BbB BCMUKKM INTERFACE abprkaBu. [oBeyeTo OT y4aCTHULMTE B aHKETHOTO
npoy4YyBaHe NOCOYBAT, Ye Beye ca y4acTBa/W B eAHa WMAW NoBeye AENHOCTU, HAaCOYEHU KbM
npobnemHntTe obnactn no-rope. MNpeobnagasawo, UHMUMATMBATA 33 Te3nM AEMHOCTM MABa OT
camaTta OOLWWHOCT, KaTo OCHOBHM WHUUMATOPM Ca ,MeCcTHaTa aAMWHUCTpauua“, ,6usHec
opraHusauuuTe”, ,006pOBONYECKUTE OpraHmMsauuu / opraHuM3auMmuTe Ha rPakAgaHCKOTO
obwectBo", a B cnyyan Ha bbarapua n Mpumns — cammnte pecnoHAeHTU. AHKeTUPaHUTE KaTo Usano
Ca yA4OBNEeTBOPEHWN OT y4aCTMETO CM B Te3n AeNHOCTM, KaTo 3acTblnBaT MHEHUETO, Ye TOBa ce
Ab/XKM HA HUBOTO Ha COBCTBEHUTE MMaA KOMMNETEHLUUN U/UAN Ha KOMMETeHUMMUTE Ha XopaTa oT
obwHOCTTa, C KouUTO ca pabotunun. Cpep yyaCTHUUMTE B aHKeTaTa BbB BCUYKM CTPaHM
npeobnagaBa MHEHMETO, Ye pe3ynTaTuTe oT AENHOCTUTE, B KOMTO ca y4acTBaau, buxa 6mnam no-
A0bpn, ako HMBOTO Ha TAXHATa ,,cO6CTBEHA MHULMATMBHOCT' U ,MHUUMATUBHOCTTA Ha Te3u, C
KOUTO paboTAaT/KuMBeAT” ca NO-BUCOKMU N 0COBEHO aKO PaBHULLETO Ha MHULMATMBHOCT ,,B LUANATa
06 HOCT” e No-BMCOKO.

pam Thishrais e
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JaHHUTE OT aHKETHOTO NpoyyBaHe, NOJy4YeHM MO OTHOLWEHME HA MpPUAAraHeTo, Ba*KHOCTTa U
agekBaTHocTTa Ha INTERFACE ymeHusTa, ca M3nona3BaHU 33 U3YUCAABAHE HAa CTOMHOCTUTE Ha
nokasaTenuTe 3a M3nos3BaHe / 3HAaYMMOCT / aAeKBaTHOCT Ha Te3n ymenus (skills’ usage /
significance / adequacy — SUSA nHankatopu). Team nHaAnKaTopUTE Ca U3YMCNEHU KATO CPeaHO-
npeTerneHn CTOMHOCTU Ha OTFOBOPUTE 3a ,,PENTUHIA" HA YMEHUATA, NOCOYEHM OT aHKETUPaHUTE
(no ckana ot 1 go 5), npeTerneHun cnpsamMmo OTHOCUTEIHaTa YeCcToTa Ha Te3n OTFOBOPM 3a BCAKO OT
INTERFACE ymeHuATa B CbOTBETHUTE BbNPOCK OT aHKeTHMA dopmynap. CTonmHocTute Ha SUSA
WHAMKATOPUTE 33 LANATa M3BagKa Ha aHKeTMPaHMUTE NOKa3BaT, Ye ,InaepcTBo”, ,HaxoaumBocT”
N ,,MbBKABOCT” ca YMeHUsTa, KOUTO Hal-4ecTo ce npunaraT OT PeCNnOHAEHTUTE U OHE3M, C KOUTO
Te pabotar/xkuseAat. CbWMAT HAabop OT ymMeHus, 3aefHO C ,KpeaTMBHOCTTA” ce cyuTaT oT
YYaCTHULMTE B aHKeTATa KaTo Hal-Ba*KHM 33 OOLLHOCTTA, JOKATO 3HAYMMOCTTA HA OCTaHaNUTe ABe
YMEHUSA CblO Ce Bb3MNpuMema KaTo CPaBHUTENHO BMCOKA. AZEKBATHOCTTA HA NpUTEXKABaHUTE
INTERFACE ymeHunA e oTyeTeHa KaTo HeA0CTaTbyHA 32 BCUUYKU YMEHMA U onpeaeneHo no-HUCKa
(n3mepeHa cbe cToMHOCTUTE Ha SUSA MHAMKATOpUTE) OT TAXHATA Ba*KHOCT. TOBa € NOKa3aTenHo
33 CblUecTBYBalLMTE HECHLOTBETCTBMA B YMEHMATA, KOUTO Ca HaAM-CEPMO3HU 33 YMEHMATA
,MHOBaUUM“, ,, aHaNNTUYHO MUCNeHe” n ,nnaepcTeo”.

Mo oTHOLWEHWEe Ha U3pa3eHUa MHTEPEC U NPeANoYUTAHMUTE HaUMHM 33 NPOBEXKAAHE Ha 00YyYeHus,
pecnoHAeHTUTE KaTo LUANO0 cuyuTaT, Ye edHa bbaeulia obyumtenHa nporpama Bbpxy INTERFACE
YMEeHMATA, KaKTo Te ca aepuHMpaHm no-rope, 6u 6una ot Nnonsa 3a TexHUTe 06LHOCTHM, KaTo BbB
BcuYKM INTERFACE abpkaBu NPUCHCTBEHOTO 0byYyeHMe, CMeCeHOTO (MPUCHCTBEHO M OH/IAMH)
obyyeHne (c wu3KknoyeHne Ha WTanma) M obmeHa Ha oONUT ca Hal-NpeanovYUTaHn oT
pPecnoHAeHTUTe KaTo HauYMHM 3a NpoBeXgaHe Ha 0byyeHne no nogobHa nporpama. Mo-ronamara
YacT OT y4yaCTHMUMTE B aHKETHOTO MpoyyBaHe M3passBaT MHTepec Aa ydyacTBaT B obyunteneH
INTERFACE Kypc Bbpxy ropecnomeHaTuTe YyMeHus, NOBEYETO OT KOMTO KaTo 0bydyaemu.

B fonbaHEeHMEe KbM aHKeTHOTO npoyyBaHe, 6axa npoBeeHW o06wWoO 51 nony-CTPyKTypupaHu
nuTepstoTa (10 B Uchanauns, 9 B Bbarapms, 10 B Mpuma, 12 8 Upnauaua n 10 8 Utanua) c avua B
n3bpaHuTe yA3BMMKM obwHOCTM. KaTo uano, pesyntatmute OT MHTepBlOTaTa NOTBbPKAABAT No-
rONIAMaTa 4YacT OT pe3y/aTaTUTe OT aHKETHOTO NPOY4YBaHe, CBbP3aHu ¢ NnpobaemuTe Ha obLHOCTTa
M NoTpebHOCTUTE OT yMeHus. HesaBMCMMO OT TOBAa, WMHTEpBIOTATa reHepupaxa HoBa 3a
NapTHbOPCTBOTO WHbOPMaUMA, CBbp3aHa C: PasINYHU  AOMBAHUTENHM KOMMNETEHUMH,
onpefeneHun KaTo BaXKHM 33 0OLHOCTUTE, KaTO YMEHMA 32 KOMYHUKaUMA 1 caywade (MchaHaus);
HeobxogMMOCTTa OT ,OKypa)kaBaHe” Ha noTeHuuanHute 6eHedUUMEHTM 3a yyacTve B
npeacrtoawoTto INTERFACE obyyeHue uype3 pasnpocTpaHeHue Ha uHbopmauma (Mbpuma);
M3BbPLIBAHE HAa HE3aKOHHWU AEMHOCTWU, KaTo 4acT oT npobnemHuTe obnactu B OOLHOCTUTE
(NTanus).

pam Thishrais e
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MEPINHWH — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY IN GREEK

To etalpkd oxnua tou Mpoypappatog INTERFACE avayvwpilel OTL TPOKELUEVOU va ETITEUYOEL
OUCLOOTLKA KOl MOKPOXPOVIaL €Ttidpaon OTIG «sUOPAUOTEG» KOLWOTNTEG TWV CUMUETEXOUOWV
XWpwv, HECOW TNC Snuoupyiag kot kaBodnynong ekmaldeuTIKWV HEBOSwWV Kol epyaleiwy,
eKmMalSeUTIKOU UALKOU Kol Snuoupylag SIKTUOU yla TOUG EKMOLOEUOUEVOUC TWV KOLVOTATWV
KaOwg Kol MAAThOpUa EKUABNONG, TIPETIEL VA UTIAPXEL ULOL OAOKANPWUEVN KATAVONOHN OXETIKA LE
™V éNewdn KaVoTNTWV TwV UEAWV 0TI eUBPAUOTEG KOWVOTNTEG. Mia TETOLO TIPOCEYYLON
Sloodalilel OtL TO TPOYPOUHA OVTOTTOKPIVETOL EMOPKWE OTL( QAVAYKEG KATAPTIONG TWV
KOLVOTATWY, TWV OMOoiwV Ta MEAN, Ttapd To yeyovog OTL To “meptBAaAAov” toug embelvwveTal Kal
€XeL GTAOEL O€ pLO KOTAOTOON Xopaktnpopevn wg "evBpavotn”, e€akoAouBolv va StabEtouv
TO SUVOULKO Yyl UTEELOUVN KoL QUTOVOUN XPron TG Kawvotouiag, tTng SnHLoUPYLKOTNTAG, TNG
aVaAUTIKAG OKEYNG, TNG EUPNUATIKOTNTAG, TNG NYETIKAG LKAVOTNTOG KAl TNG EAACTIKOTNTAG (0TO
€€n¢g amokahoUpeveg 6e§LotnTeg INTERFACE) yia tnv "avtiotpodr tng tdong" kot tnv mpoondbela
BeAtiwong Twv KOWOTATWY TOUG.

‘ETOL, OL KUPLOL OTOXOL TNG EPEVVOG KOL TWV CUVEVTEVEEWY TTOU TIPAYLATOTIONCAVY OL €TAipOoL Tou
TIPOYPAUMATOG, armokAAuPav TNV EAAeLPN LKOVOTATWY TWV HEAWV TWV EVBPAUCTWY KOLVOTATWV
OTLG OUMMETEXOUOEG XWPEG Kal SlepelvNoAV TLG TIPOTLUACELG TOUG YLOL TOV QTTOTEAECUATIKOTEPO
TPOMO SlopyAvwong Kol UAOTIONGONG TNG EMEPXOUEVNG KATAPTIONG TWV EKTIALOEUOUEVWY OTIC
Kowotntes. H mapovoa EkBeon mapouctdlel Kol gppnveVel Ta amoteAéopata the Epeuvag
EMeWPNG  KKAVOTATWY KAl TwV NU-6opnuévwy  JuvevteUéewv mou  Sle€nxbnoav  otig
OUETEXOUOEG XWPEG.

EmiAéxOnkav cuvoAlka 18 KowvotnTeC amo T 5 CUMMETEXOUOEG XWPEC (5 otnv lohavdia, 3 otn
BouAyapia, 3 otnv EAAada, 3 otnv IpAavdia kat 4 otnv ItaAla) yio vo CUUHETACXOUV OTO
nipoypappo INTERFACE. H Stavopun tou tumonotnpévou Epwtnuatoloyiou yia thv Epguva Kal n
TMPOOEyylon Twv duvnTtikwyv epwtnBévtwy ekivnoe ot apxég PeBpouapiov tou 2018 Kat
arnmeuBbuvOnke o gvAAWTA PEAN TNCG KOWOTNTAC (TMOALTEG, NYETEC TNC Kowotntag, umoyngdiot
ETUXELPNUATIEG, EKTIPOCWIIOL ETIXELPNUATIKWY OPYAVWOEWY, KOWVWVIKEC ETILXELPNOELC KATL.) Kol
OTNV TOTTKI] AUTOSLOIKNGON TWV CUUUETEXOUCWV XWPWV Tou Tipoypappatoc INTERFACE.

To ouVOALKO Seiypa Twv epwTnOEVTWY oTNV £peuva, anoteAeital amno 210 epwtnBévtec (loAavdia
- 42, Bouhyopia - 52, EAN@ba - 41, Iphavdia - 47, Italia - 28), L0OPPOTA KATAVEUNUEVO UETOEY
TWV ETUAEYUEVWY EVOPAUCTWV KOWVOTNTWYV OE KABE CUUUETEXOUOA XWPA.

AvodOopLKA LE TO TIPOCWTILKA XOPOKTNPLOTIKA TwV EpWTNOEVTWY, N AVAAUGCH TWV ATIAVIHOEWY
TWV CUMPETEXOVTWY OTNV EPEUVA, ATIOKAAUTITEL OTL:

{
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» Mepinou 10 53% Twv epwtnBEVIWVY ATAV AvEpeC, He TNV LPNAOTEPN avaloyia appevwy
TpoG BnAéwv (68% / 32%) otnv EAAASa kal Tnv xapnAotepn (26% / 74%) otnv IpAavdia.

»  JTIGC IEPLOOOTEPEG CUMHETEXOUOEG XWPEG KUPLAPXOUOAV OL OVWTEPEG NALKLOKEG OUASEC:
40-49, 50-59 koL 60+ €TWV, EVW UTNPXE ONUAVIKNA gUdavion Kol GAAWV NAKLOKWV
opadwv (NAtkako evpog 30-39 otnv EAAGSa /34% tou cuvolou/30-39/ 46% / Ko NALKLOKO
€Upog 20-29 / 29% / otnv ItaAia).

» H mewoPnoia twv epwinBéviwv O1EBete ekmaidevuon KATW TOU TAVETLOTNULAKOU
erunédou - eite "SevutepoPfabua” eite "emayyeApatikn eknaidevon kat katdption"”, He
e€aipeon tnv Italia, 6mou 10 61% TWV EpWTNOEVTWY ElXE MAVETLOTNULAKO TTTUX(O.

» IXETKA ME TN OoLVOeon (dopéag ekmpoowrmnong), oL Olddopeg OMAdEG
QVTUTPOCWTIEVOVTAV ONUAVTIKA, oTo Oelypa twv epwinbéviwv otnv €peuva, O€
Sladopetikeg xwpes: lohavdia kat EAAGSa - emelpnoelg, BouAyopla - HEAN TNG
kowotntag, IpAavdia kot ItaAia - opyavwoelg pn KepSOOKOTIKOU XOpaKTHpa
(oupmephapBavopevwy Twv eBeAOVTIKWY GOPEWV Kal TwV POPEWV EKTTPOCWINONG TNG
Kowwviacg).

» H m\ewoPndia twv gpwtnbéviwv louv / epyalovtal otnv ovtiotolyn Kowotnta yla
TePLoooTepo amo 20 xpovia (n mAsoPndia cuvavtatol otn BoulAyapia: 77% kal ot
Alyotepol Bpiokovtal otnv IpAavdia: 58%), pe e€aipeon tnv ItaAia, 6mou n peyaAltepn
opada epwtnBéviwy (47%) mepllapPavel ekeivoug mou €xouv {noeL / epyactel otnv
avtiotolyn kowotnta yla Alydtepo amo 5 xpovia.

Metafl twv Sadopwv katnyoplwwv mou avadepovial oto EpwtnuatoAdyio Epeuvag, ol
«UTIOOOMECG», «ETIXELPNUATIKOC TOMEOC Kol O€0elg epyooiac» Kol «ovOpwrmvoL TOPOoL»
BewpnOnkav yevikd TPOBANUATIKEG O OAEC TIC CUUUETEXOUOEC XWPEC TOU TPOYPAUUATOC
INTERFACE. OL tepLOCOTEPOL CUMETEXOVTEC OTNV €peuva avEdepav OTL eixav ON CUUUETAOYEL
o€ pla N meploooTepes SpAOTNPLOTNTEG, AVILUETWTT{OVTAC TIG TPOAVAPEPOUEVEC TIPOBANUATLKEC
TIEPLOXEG.

H npwtoBoulia yia Tic SpaotnpLloTNTEC AUTEG, TIPOEPXETAL KUPLWE oo TV (dLa tnv Kowotnta, Ue
KUPLOUC TIAPAYOVTEC TNV «TOTILKI QLUTOSLOIKNON», TIC KETUXELPHOELSY, TOUC «EBeAOVTIKOUC POpPEiC
KOl TOUC POPELC EKTPOCWINONG TNG KOWwWVIOC» Kal otnv mepinmtwon tne¢ Boulyapiag kat tng
EAMGSag — toug idlouc toug epwtnBeévtec. OL CUMUETEXOVIEC OTNV E£PEUVO NTAV YEVIKA
LKOVOTIOLNEVOL LLE TN CUMUETOXI TOUC OTLC apamavw Spactnplotnteg, untootnpilovtag OtL auto
odeiletal oto eminedo Twv SIKWV TOUG LKAVOTATWY f / KAl TWV LKOVOTATWY TWV ATOUWV HE T
omola ouvepydotnkayv. Ol CUUUETEXOVIEG OTNV EPEUVO OE OAEG TIG XWPEG, UTIOOTAPLEAV KATA
KUPLO AOYO, OTLTA ATOTEAECATA TWV TPWTOPROUALWY OTLG OToleG oL pETEXAY, Ba ATV KAAUTEPQ
av To eMnedo TNG «SIKNG Toug MPWTOPBOUALAG» Kot TNG «TPpWTOBOUALAG 00wV epyactnkay /
€lnoav pali» ntav vdPnAotepo, kat e6Ikd av 1o eninedo mpwitofoudiog «oe 0AOKANpn TNV
Kowvotnta» Atav upnAotepo.
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Ta Oebopéva tnc £€peuvag mou TmpoékuPav amd tnv avadepopevn aflomoinon, TNV
ONUAVTLKOTNTA KAl TNV EKTILWUEVN €MApKeld Twv de€lotTwy Tou mpoypappatog INTERFACE,
XPNOLUOTIO)ONKAV YLOl TOV UTTOAOYLOMO TWV TLHWY TWV SEIKTWV OXETIKA UE TLC 1BLEC TIG Se€LOTNTEC
aflomoinon / onuavikotnta / emapkewo (AAZE). Ou Acikteg AAIE vumoloyiotnkoav wg
oTaOuLoUEVOL PECOL OpoL TwV evdeifewv "dlafaduiong” mou mapelxav oL CUUUETEXOVTEG OTNV
€peuva (oe kAlpaka 1-5), oL omoie¢ ATAV OTAOULOUEVOL OO TIG OXETIKEC OUXVOTNTEG TWV
evbelfewv autwv ya kabe pia amd tig 6eflotnteg tou mpoypappatog INTERFACE kot
anavindnkav oTLg avTioTolxeg EpWTNOELG Tou Epwtnuatoloyiou Epeuvag. O TIUEG TWV SELKTWY
AAZE ywo to ocuvoho tou Selypatog Tng €psuvag KatadelkvOouv OTL oL SeELOTNTEG KNYETIKNA
LKAVOTNTOY, KEUPNUOTIKOTNTO» KoL «gAaoTikotnta» eival ol &gflotnteg mou edpapudlovral
OUXVOTEPQ ATIO TOUG EPWTWEVOUG KaL A0 EKEVOUG LE TOUG omoloug epydlovtav/{ovoav padl.
To {610 olvolo deflotAtwy pall pe tn «SnuoupylkotTnTa» BewpnOnKav Ao TOUG CUUUETEXOVTEG
OTNV €PEUVA, WC OL TILO CGNMOVTIKEG YLa TNV KOWOTNTA, EVW N GNUOVTIKOTNTA TWV UTTOAOLTWY 2
Seflotntwy BewpnOnke emiong apketa vPnAn. H emdpkela OAwv Twv deflotTwy umodeixOnke
WC QVEMOPKAG Kal olyoupa katwtepn (6cov adopd TG THEC Twv OSewktwv AAZE) tng
ONUAVTLKOTNTAC TOUG. AUTO €lval EVOELIKTIKO TWV UPLOTAUEVWY EAAEIPEWV LKAVOTHTWY, UE TILO
eUPaVELG TNV «KALVOTOWIO», TNV «AVOAUTIKA OKEYN» KOL TV KNYETIKA LKAVOTNTOY.

Avadoplka pe to evOLadEPOV Kol TIC MPOTLHWHEVEC LeBOSoUC UAOTIOINONG TNG KATAPTLONG, OL
epwtnBévteg Bewpnoav OTL €va eKMALSEUTIKO Tipoypappa 1ou Ba cupmepAappave TG
npoavadepopeves Se€LOTNTEC, Ba WPEAOUOE TIC KOLVOTNTEC TOUG, EVW OE OAEG TIC CUMUIETEXOUOEG
XWPEG, Ol KTIPOCWTTILKEC EKTTALOEUTIKEG CUVAVTAOELGY, N «UELKTH HAONoN (MPOoWTIO HE MPOCWTTO
Kot NAektpovikr) (ne e€aipeon tnv Italia) kot n «Blwpatikr avtoAAayr) EUTELPLWVY TIPOTUUAONKE
TIEPLOCOTEPO QMO TOUG EPWTIWUEVOUC WG TPOMOC TOPOXNG €VOC TETOLOU TIPOYPAULOTOG
katdptiong. H mietoPnoia twv epwtnBéviwv SnAwoe otL Ba evladepOTaV VO CULUETACXEL OE
£VaL TETOLO TIPOYPOUUA KATAPTLONG, KUPLWE WC EKTIALSEVUOUEVOL.

EkTog amo tnv €peuva, dte€nxBnoav cuvoAlka 51 nui-Sopnpéveg cuvevtelEelg (10 otnv lohavdia,
9 otn BouAyapia, 10 otnv EAAGSa, 12 otnv IpAavdia kot 10 otnv Italia) pe ATopa amo TIg
ETUAEYUEVEG EUOPAUOTEG KOLVOTNTEG. MEVIKA, TA AMOTEAECUATA TWV OUVEVTELEEWV eTPBeBaiwoav
TAL TIEPLOCOTEPQ EUPNUATO TNG EPEUVAG OXETIKA HE TA «TPOPBAAUATA TNG KOWOTNTAG» KOL TLG
«QVTIANAUPAVOLEVEG QVAYKEG LKOVOTATWYY. KAmoleq veéeg O€eg TOU TPOEKUYPAV aATO TIG
ouvevteLEelg adopolv emumAéov SeELOTNTEG TOU OVAYVWPLOTNKAV WG OCNUAVIIKEG Yla TLG
Kowotnteg, Onwg O6eflotnteg emkowwviag kat akpoaong (loAavdia), tv avaykn va
«EUMVEUOOUV» TILBAVOUG SLKOLOUXOUG WOTE VAL CUUUETAOXOUV OTNV ETUKELLEVN ekmaideuon Tou
npoypdppato¢ INTERFACE péow tng Swadoong mAnpodopwwv (EAAGSa), tnv pelwon twv
TIAPAVOUWY KOL EYKANUATIKWY EVEPYELWV TIOU TIPAYUOTOTMOLOUVTOL OF HEPLKEG OO TIG
T(POBANUATIKEG TIEPLOXEG OTLG KOWOTNTES (ITaAia).

{
‘o

15



INTERFACE — Fragile Communities’ Competence Gap Analysis in INTERFACE countries, Synthesis Report

SINTESI — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY IN ITALIAN

Il partenariato del progetto INTERFACE riconosce che per ottenere un effetto sostanziale e
duraturo per le comunita “fragili” nei paesi partner attraverso la creazione e la sperimentazione
di metodi e strumenti di coaching, materiali formativi e la creazione di una rete di coach
comunitari e di una piattaforma di apprendimento, bisogna avere una comprensione completa
dei limiti delle competenze dei membri delle comunita fragili. Tale approccio assicura che il
progetto risponda adeguatamente ai bisogni formativi delle comunita, i cui membri, nonostante
il fatto che il loro “ambiente” si sia deteriorato e abbia raggiunto una situazione caratterizzata
come “fragile”, possiedono ancora il potenziale per usare in modo responsabile e autonomo
I'innovazione, la creativita, il pensiero analitico, I'intraprendenza, la leadership e la resilienza (qui
di seguito chiamate le competenze “INTERFACE”) per “invertire la tendenza” e lavorare per il
miglioramento delle loro comunita.

Quindi, rivelare le lacune di competenze dei membri delle comunita fragili nei paesi partner di
INTERFACE ed esplorare le loro preferenze su come la prevista formazione dei coach comunitari
potrebbe essere organizzata ed erogata nel modo piu efficace sono stati i principali obiettivi di un
sondaggio e di interviste approfondite condotte dai partner del progetto. Il presente rapporto
presenta, discute e interpreta i risultati del sondaggio sui divari di competenze, e delle interviste
semi-strutturate condotte nei paesi del consorzio.

Un totale di 18 comunita nei 5 paesi partner (di cui 5 in Islanda, 3 in Bulgaria, 3 in Grecia, 3 in
Irlanda e 4 in Italia) sono state selezionate per la partecipazione al progetto INTERFACE. La
distribuzione del questionario standardizzato e dei potenziali intervistati & stata avviata all'inizio
di febbraio 2018, rivolgendosi ai membri fragili della comunita (cittadini, leader della comunita,
aspiranti imprenditori, rappresentanti di imprese, imprese sociali, ecc.) e alle autorita locali dei
paesi partner di INTERFACE. L'obiettivo era quello di ottenere informazioni sul bisogno di
competenze e di formazione per la “soluzione dei problemi” all'interno delle comunita
selezionate.

Il campione totale degli intervistati € composto da 210 intervistati (Islanda - 42, Bulgaria - 52,
Grecia - 41, Irlanda - 47, Italia - 28), distribuiti in modo abbastanza uniforme tra le comunita fragili
selezionate in ciascun paese partner.

Per quanto riguarda le caratteristiche personali degli intervistati, I'analisi delle risposte dei paesi
partner rivela che:

» Circa il 53% degli intervistati erano uomini, con il piu alto rapporto tra maschi e femmine
osservato in Grecia (68% / 32%), il pili basso in Irlanda (26% / 74%).
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» | gruppi di eta superiore: 40-49, 50-59 e 60+ anni erano predominanti tra gli intervistati
nella maggior parte dei paesi INTERFACE, mentre anche alcuni degli altri gruppi di eta
erano significativamente rappresentati (30-39 gruppi di eta in Grecia /34% del numero
totale/; 30-39 /46%/ e 20-29 gruppi di eta /29%/ in Italia).

» La maggior parte degli intervistati possiede un livello di istruzione inferiore al livello
universitario — “secondario” o “istruzione e formazione professionale”, con |'eccezione
dell'ltalia, dove il 61% degli intervistati & laureato.

» Per quanto riguarda |'appartenenza, i gruppi pil rappresentati nel campione degli
intervistati nei vari paesi sono: Islanda e Grecia - imprese; Bulgaria - membri della
comunita; Irlanda e Italia - organizzazioni senza scopo di lucro (comprese le organizzazioni
di volontariato e della societa civile).

» La maggior parte degli intervistati vive e lavora nella rispettiva comunita da piu di 20 anni
(la maggior parte degli intervistati in Bulgaria: 77%, meno in Irlanda: 58%), con I'eccezione
dell'ltalia, dove il gruppo pit numeroso (47%) comprende coloro che hanno vissuto e
lavorato nella rispettiva comunita per meno di 5 anni.

Tra le varie categorie, menzionate nel questionario del sondaggio, “infrastrutture”, “settore
imprenditoriale e occupazione” e “risorse umane” sono state generalmente considerate
problematiche in tutti i paesi di INTERFACE. La maggior parte dei partecipanti al sondaggio ha
indicato di essere gia stata coinvolta in una o piu attivita, affrontando le aree problematiche di
cui sopra. In generale, l'iniziativa per queste attivita proveniva dalla comunita, i cui attori principali
erano “amministrazione locale”, “imprese”, “organizzazioni di volontariato/societa civile" e, nel
caso della Bulgaria e della Grecia, gli stessi intervistati. | partecipanti all'indagine sono stati
generalmente soddisfatti del loro coinvolgimento nelle attivita di cui sopra, sostenendo che cio &
dovuto al livello di competenze proprie e/o delle persone con cui hanno lavorato. | partecipanti
all'indagine in tutti i paesi erano prevalentemente dell'opinione che i risultati delle iniziative a cui
hanno partecipato sarebbero stati migliori se il livello di “iniziativa propria” e di “iniziativa di
coloro con cui hanno lavorato/vissuto” fosse stato piu elevato, e soprattutto se il livello di
iniziativa “all'interno dell'intera comunita” fosse stato piu elevato.

| dati emersi dal sondaggio in merito all'utilizzo, all'importanza e all'adeguatezza stimata delle
competenze INTERFACE sono stati utilizzati per calcolare i valori degli indicatori di utilizzo /
significativita / adeguatezza (SUSA) di tali competenze. Gli indicatori SUSA sono stati stimati come
medie ponderate delle indicazioni di “voto” fornite dai partecipanti al sondaggio (su una scala da
1 a 5), ponderate dalle relative frequenze di tali indicazioni su ciascuna delle competenze
INTERFACE, trovate nelle risposte alle rispettive domande del questionario del sondaggio. | valori
degli indicatori SUSA per l'intero campione di indagine indicano che “leadership”,
“intraprendenza” e “resilienza” sono le competenze piu frequentemente applicate dagli
intervistati e da coloro con cui hanno lavorato/vissuto. Le stesse competenze, insieme a
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“creativita” sono state considerate dai partecipanti al sondaggio come le piu importanti per la
comunita, mentre l'importanza delle restanti due competenze & stata considerata piuttosto
elevata. L'adeguatezza di tutte le competenze di INTERFACE ¢ stata indicata come insufficiente e
decisamente inferiore (in termini di valori degli indicatori SUSA) alla loro importanza. Questo e
indicativo delle lacune di competenze esistenti, che sono state piu evidenti per “innovazione”,
“pensiero analitico” e “leadership”.

Per quanto riguarda l'interesse espresso e le modalita di erogazione della formazione preferite,
gli intervistati sono generalmente dell'opinione che un programma di formazione, mettendo
insieme le suddette competenze, andrebbe a vantaggio delle loro comunita, mentre in tutti i paesi
di INTERFACE, “sessioni di formazione faccia a faccia”, “apprendimento misto” (ad eccezione
dell'ltalia) e “condivisione di esperienze” sono stati preferiti dagli intervistati come modalita di
erogazione di un tale programma di formazione. La maggior parte degli intervistati ha indicato
che sarebbero interessati a partecipare a un programma di formazione di questo tipo, soprattutto
come partecipanti.

Oltre all'indagine, sono state condotte 51 interviste semi-strutturate (di cui 10 in Islanda, 9 in
Bulgaria, 10 in Grecia, 12 in Irlanda e 10 in Italia) con individui delle comunita fragili selezionate.
In generale, i risultati delle interviste hanno confermato la maggior parte dei risultati dell'indagine
relativi ai “problemi comunitari” e ai “bisogni di competenze percepiti”. Ci sono state alcune
nuove intuizioni che le interviste hanno fornito al partenariato, relative a: varie abilita aggiuntive
identificate come importanti per le comunita, come le capacita di comunicazione e di ascolto
(Islanda); la necessita di “ispirare” i potenziali beneficiari a partecipare alla prossima formazione
INTERFACE attraverso la diffusione di informazioni (Grecia); attivita illegali e criminali come
alcune delle aree problematiche nelle comunita (ltalia).
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INTRODUCTION

A total of 18 communities in the 5 partner countries (incl. 5 in Iceland, 3 in Bulgaria, 3 in Greece,
3 in Ireland and 4 in Italy) were selected for participation in the INTERFACE project. The
INTERFACE Competence Gaps Survey was conducted among 210 respondents (Iceland — 42,
Bulgaria — 52, Greece — 41, Ireland — 47, Italy — 28) to explore the need for “problem-solving”
competences and training within their communities. The respondents were distributed quite
evenly among the selected fragile communities in each partner country. Circulation of the
standardised Survey Questionnaire was initiated in early February 2018, addressing fragile
community members (citizens, community leaders, would-be entrepreneurs, representatives of
business organisations, social enterprises, etc.) and local authorities in INTERFACE partner
countries.

In-depth semi-structure interviews were conducted with a total of 51 (fifty-one) community
members (incl. 10 in Iceland, 9 in Bulgaria, 10 in Greece, 12 in Ireland and 10 in Italy), who were
previously contacted to explore their willingness to participate in the process. The interview
guestionnaire was well-accepted by the interviewees, who quite openly expressed their opinions
on the questions asked. In general, the interviews’ results confirmed most of the survey findings
related to ‘community problems’ and ‘perceived competence needs’, whereas overall, they
expressed genuine interest in the project and its goals and declared their willingness to
participate in the upcoming stages of project implementation.

The Fragile Communities’ Competence Gap Analysis Synthesis Report’s structure is based on the
two-fold approach, adopted by the INTERFACE partnership for exploring the competence gaps in
the fragile communities, selected for participation in project activities. Thus, the report contains
three Chapters, the first two of which present the results of the conducted Competence Gaps
Survey and In-depth Interviews. Each Chapter contains three Sections, reflecting the respective
sections in the Survey and In-depth Interviews questionnaires and presenting / discussing /
interpreting the main findings therefrom. Each Section starts with a short half-page overview of
key findings (in a box), formulated as bullet points. The presentation of findings in Chapter 1 is
supported by tables / diagrams / charts with references to sources (survey data), found in Annex
A to the Synthesis Report. The presentation of findings in Chapter 2 is mostly narrative, based on
the In-depth Interviews’ responses. Finally, Chapter 3 presents and discusses the implications,
which the INTERFACE gap analysis survey indicators (found in Annex B), calculated for each of the
explored skills, namely ‘innovation’, ‘creativity’, ‘analytical thinking’, ‘resourcefulness’,
‘leadership’ and ‘resilience’ (hereinunder called ‘INTERFACE’ skills) have for the community
coaches’ curriculum to be developed in the subsequent project stages.

?
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CHAPTER 1. FRAGILE COMMUNITIES’ COMPETENCE GAPS SURVEY IN THE
INTERFACE PARTNER COUNTRIES — MAIN FINDINGS

1.1. SURVEY PARTICIPANTS’ PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Key findings of Section 1.1:

» A total of 18 communities in the 5 INTERFACE partner countries (incl. 5 in Iceland, 3 in
Bulgaria, 3 in Greece, 3 in Ireland and 4 in Italy) were selected for participation in project
activities.

» The total survey respondents’ sample processed consists of 210 respondents (Iceland —
42, Bulgaria — 52, Greece — 41, Ireland — 47, Italy — 28), distributed quite evenly among
the selected fragile communities in each partner country.

» Approximately 53% of the survey respondents were men, with highest male-to-female
ratio observed in Greece (68% / 32%), lowest in Ireland (26% / 74%).

» The upper age groups: 40-49, 50-59 and 60+ years were predominant among the
respondents in most INTERFACE countries, while some of the other age groups were
also significantly represented (30-39 age range in Greece /34% of the total number/;
30-39 /46%/ and 20-29 age groups /29%/ in Italy).

» The majority of respondents possessed education below university level — either
“secondary” or “vocational education and training”, with the exception of Italy, where
61% of the respondents had university degree.

» Regarding affiliation, varying groups were most significantly represented in the survey
respondents’ sample in different countries: Iceland and Greece — business
organisations; Bulgaria — community members; Ireland and Italy — non-profit (incl.
voluntary and civil society) organisations.

» Most of the respondents have been living/working in the respective community for
more than 20 years (most in Bulgaria: 77%, least in Ireland: 58%), with the exception of
Italy, where the largest group of respondents (47%) included those, who have

lived/worked in the respective community for less than 5 years.

A total of 18 communities in the 5 partner countries (incl. 5 in Iceland, 3 in Bulgaria, 3 in Greece,
3inIreland and 4 in Italy) were selected for participation in the INTERFACE project. Circulation of
the standardised Survey Questionnaire and approaching potential interviewees was initiated in
early February 2018, addressing fragile community members (citizens, community leaders,
would-be entrepreneurs, representatives of business organisations, social enterprises, etc.) and
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local authorities in INTERFACE partner countries. The purpose was to obtain information
regarding the need for “problem-solving” competences and training within the selected
communities.

The total survey respondents’ sample processed consists of 210 respondents (Iceland — 42,
Bulgaria — 52, Greece — 41, Ireland — 47, Italy — 28), distributed quite evenly among the selected
fragile communities in each partner country. Regarding survey respondents’ personal
characteristics, the analysis of the partner countries’ survey responses reveals a number of
findings, presented below.

With respect to gender, approximately 53% of the total population of survey respondents were
men (see Figure 1 below). In Iceland, male respondents were 64% and female 36%, in Bulgaria
men slightly prevailing with 52% over women, who were 48% of the respondents. In Greece,
respondents were mostly male (slightly above 68%), while on the other extreme was Ireland,
where a large majority of respondents, 74%, were female. In Italy 61% of the responses were

from male community members.

Figure 1. INTERFACE survey participants by gender
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Source: Annex A, Table A.1

Regarding age, the upper age groups: 40-49, 50-59 and 60+ years were predominant among the
respondents in most INTERFACE countries, while some of the other age groups were also
significantly represented in Greece and Italy (20-29 and 30-39 age ranges). Thus, in Iceland,
around 60% of responses came from individuals of 50 years of age or older, similarly to Bulgaria,
where the largest group constituted those between 50 and 59 years (33%), reflecting the ageing
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structure of the population in the surveyed fragile communities. In Greece, the largest group of
respondents was that of 30-39 years of age (34%), followed by the age range 50-59 (27%). In
Ireland, approximately 50% of the respondents were aged between 40-59 years, with the other
half made up of survey participants aged 20-39 years and 60+ years, while in /taly most
respondents were to be found in the age range between 30-39 years, and the next biggest group
was between 20 and 29 years, but there were also some responses from people above that age
range.

Figure 2. Survey participants by age
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Source: Annex A, Table A.2

In terms of educational background, the majority of respondents possessed education below
university level — either “secondary” or “vocational education and training”, with the exception
of Italy, where the predominant part of the respondents had university degree. In Iceland, the
majority of participants (66%) had finished secondary, upper secondary or vocational education
and training. In Bulgaria, the average educational level of survey participants was relatively low,
dominated by secondary education with nearly 52% of the respondents, followed by vocational
education and training (33%) and higher education (15%). In Greece, 68% of the respondents were
below University level, while in Ireland, 43% of respondents were educated to either University
or Post-Graduate level. In /taly, 90% of respondents have reached the educational level of
secondary school or University diploma, of these 61% have finished university studies.

Figure 3. Education level of survey participants
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Regarding affiliation, varying groups were most significantly represented in the survey

respondents’ sample in different countries. In Iceland and Greece — business organisations, in
Bulgaria — community members, while in Ireland and Italy — non-profit (incl. voluntary and civil
society) organisations were the most common affiliation of survey participants (see Table 1

below).
Table 1. Affiliation of survey participants
Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL

1. Local administration 19% 13% 7% 7% 0% 10%
2. Business organisation 45% 31% 56% 9% 19% 32%
3. Business support organisation 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0%
4. Regional development organisation 0% 4% 0% 0% 10% 2%
5. Training organisation 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0%
6. Social enterprise 0% 4% 0% 5% 6% 3%
7. Voluntary organisation 2% 2% 2% 50% 19% 15%
8. Civil society organisation 7% 0% 2% 0% 32% 7%
9. Individual community member 26% 46% 32% 27% 10% 30%

Source: Annex A, Table A.4

With respect to background, the most significant group of respondents in all INTERFACE partner
countries, with the exception of Italy, was that of ‘citizens of the community’ (ranging from 81%
in Iceland to 51% in Greece), which is indicative of a strong feeling of community belonging among
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survey participants. This can be explained by the fact that most of the respondents in 4 of the 5
INTERFACE partner countries have been living/working in their community for more than 20 years
(most in Bulgaria: 77%, least in Ireland: 58%), while in Italy, the largest group of respondents
(47%) included those, who have lived/worked in the respective community for less than 5 years
(see Figure 4 below).

Figure 4. Background and years within the community
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Source: Annex A, Tables A.5, A.6

1.2. COMMUNITY PROBLEMS AND PERCEIVED COMPETENCE NEEDS
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Key findings of Section 1.2:

» ‘Infrastructure facilities’, ‘business sector and jobs’ and ‘human resources’ were
generally considered problematic in all INTERFACE countries.

» Most survey participants indicated that they had already been involved in one or more
activities, addressing the problematic areas above.

» The activities addressed mostly the areas, earlier identified as problematic in the
surveyed fragile communities.

» Predominantly, the initiative for these activities, came from within the community, the
main actors being ‘local administration’, ‘business organisations’, ‘voluntary/civil
society organisations’, and in the case of Bulgaria and Greece — the respondents
themselves.

» Survey participants were generally satisfied with their involvement in the activities
above, claiming this was due to level of own competences and/or competences of
people they worked with.

» Respondents in all countries were predominantly of the opinion, that the results of the
initiatives, they have participated in, would have been better if the level of their ‘own
initiative’ and the ‘initiative of those they worked/lived with’ were higher, and
especially if the level of initiative ‘within the entire community’ were higher.

» A substantial share of survey participants were neither aware nor previously involved
in any training initiative in their community, addressing the skills ‘innovation’,

‘creativity’, ‘analytical thinking’, ‘resourcefulness’, ‘leadership’ or ‘resilience’.

Among the various categories, mentioned in the Survey Questionnaire, ‘infrastructure facilities’,
‘business sector and jobs’ and ‘human resources’ were generally considered as problematic areas
in all INTERFACE countries (see Figure 5 below).

It is interesting to note, that the total number of responses for the entire sample on this survey
guestion was 743, meaning that each survey participant identified on average 3.5 problematic
areas in his/her community. Other areas, except the ones mentioned above, considered as
problematic in the different partner countries were, as follows: Iceland — natural resources and
access to financial support for public and private projects; Bulgaria — regional and local
development policy and access to financial support for public and private projects; Greece —
regional and local development policy and access to financial support for public and private
projects, external factors; Ireland — access to financial support for public and private projects;
Italy — regional and local development policy.
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Figure 5. Perceived problematic areas in the surveyed fragile communities
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Source: Annex A, Table A.7

Most survey participants indicated that they had already been involved in one or more activities,
addressing the problematic areas above. In Iceland, Bulgaria and Greece, the majority of survey
participants were involved in activities addressing their own situation within the community
(private needs), while in Ireland and Italy, the trend was the opposite — the predominant part of
respondents had been previously involved in activities primarily addressing needs of a specific
community group/entire community (public needs).

In Iceland, most of the respondents had already been previously involved in activities meant to
address a community problem. Most of survey participants that had been involved in any activity,
had been involved in more than one. Least of the respondents had taken part in the identification
of funding opportunities.

In the case of Bulgaria, most respondents had taken part in the implementation of projects of
various sorts (targeted at both public and private needs), application for grant funding (aimed at
satisfying private needs) and putting entrepreneurial ideas to projects (again addressing private
needs).

For Greece, the majority of survey respondents indicated that, in one way or another, they had
been already involved in some activities primarily addressing their own situation, but much less
the needs of the entire community (or those of a specific community group). The former were
associated with various stages of setting up a small firm (from formation of entrepreneurial ideas,
applying for funding, to project implementation and management).
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In Ireland, only one-quarter of respondents had previously been involved in activities primarily
addressing their own situation within the community, the majority of these having been involved
in the setting up of social enterprises, micro or small firms. The predominant part (80%) of the
respondents had previously been involved in activities primarily addressing needs of a specific
community group/entire community, applications for grant funding being the activity-type which
respondents had been involved in the most.

In Italy, more than 70% of the surveyed persons had been previously involved in various types of
activities in the community (setting up social enterprises, micro or small firms, identification of
funding opportunities, application for grant funding, etc.) that addressed “public needs”, while
only 29% of respondents had participated in activities primarily addressing their own situation (all
indicated “setting up of social enterprises, micro or small firms”).

Figure 6. Involvement in activities within the community,
addressing private and public needs
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Source: Annex A, Tables A.8, A.9

The above activities addressed mostly the areas, earlier identified as problematic in the surveyed
fragile communities. Thus, in Iceland, the activities were mostly aimed at addressing the business
sector, jobs and labour productivity. Overall, activities address fields that are more manageable
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by members of the community and can somewhat be addressed by hands-on community
members (jobs, infrastructure, human resources) than other fields that are usually managed
centrally (development policy, external factors).

Asked to identify the problematic areas, addressed by activities they have been involved in, survey
respondents in Bulgaria indicated business sector and jobs, human resources and access to
financial support for projects. This comes to show that the identified problematic areas, related
to fragile community development, are actually being addressed by various actions, but the
important question is whether these initiatives are sufficient and bring the desired results.

In Greece, the “problem areas” addressed by such activities were, as expected, also consistent
with the problems identified earlier, i.e. most of the activities had to do either with access to
sources of funding or were activities associated with jobs and labour productivity in the
communities’ business sector.

In Ireland, the areas covered by the activities in decreasing order of being addressed, according
to level of responses, were access to financial support for public and private projects, human
resources and regional and local development policy.

Finally, in Italy, the areas addressed by the activities, in which the respondents were involved,
were (in decreasing order) human resources, business sectors, jobs and labour productivity, and
infrastructure facilities.

Predominantly, the initiative for the above activities, came from within the community, the main
actors being ‘local administration’, ‘business organisations’, ‘voluntary / civil society
organisations’, and in the case of Bulgaria and Greece — the respondents themselves.

The main actors, both from within the community and from outside, who initiated the above-
mentioned activities in Iceland vary but no training organisation nor social enterprises were
involved. Within internal actors it was mostly local administration, civil society organisations and
the citizen oneself that initiated the activity and within external actors it was mostly the citizen
oneself, regional development organisations and national government that initiated the activity.

In Bulgaria, the majority of survey participants identified that these activities were undertaken
by internal actors (mostly business organisations and respondents themselves and to a lesser
extent local administration), while the identified external actors were business organisations
followed by regional development organisations.

In the case of Greece, the main actors that initiated the above activities were mainly “internal
ones” (from “within the community”) and among them the majority were the interested survey
participants themselves, with the local administration in the second place and some business
organisation in the third. The role of “external actors” was much more limited (such actors were
mentioned with less than half frequency compared to “internal” ones), with only regional
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development organisations or the regional/national government being mentioned most
frequently.

In Ireland, an overwhelming majority, 85%, of respondents said that the main actor from within
(internal) the community that initiated activities was a voluntary organisation. The respondent
him/herself was the next actor deemed mostly responsible for initiating activities. Local
administration and social enterprise were each identified by circa 30% of respondents as being
responsible. A voluntary organisation was again the main actor from outside the community
(external) that initiated activities, though not as large a majority as internally. The respondent
him/herself; regional/local government; and regional development organisation was the next
external actors seen as mostly responsible for initiating activities.

In all of the activities in /taly, internal actors were involved according to respondents, and more
than 70% of these activities were initiated by a voluntary organisation or a civil society
organisation, whereas the majority of respondents were themselves actively engaged in initiating
the actions. Other internal actors, but with significantly less importance, were: local
administration; business organisation; social enterprise; regional development organisation.
External actors involved in initiating the above-mentioned activities were: voluntary and civil
society organisation (most answers received); social enterprise; regional development
organisation.

Survey participants were generally satisfied with their involvement in the activities above.
Regarding the variations in the degree of satisfaction in the different INTERFACE countries, a
substantial part of respondents in Iceland were neutral about their satisfaction with the results
achieved, while in the remaining partner countries the ‘very satisfied’ response was quite
common. In Ireland and Italy, no respondent reported that he/she was either dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied with the results achieved through their involvement in activities in their communities.

Overall, survey respondents claimed that the major factors affecting the degree of satisfaction
with their involvement in activities addressing problematic areas in their communities were
related to the level of own competences and/or competences of people they worked with. In
Iceland, the latter response prevailed over the former, while ‘support on part of local
administration’ was also among the key satisfaction underlying factors. Similar was the situation
in Bulgaria, Ireland and Italy, where however the ‘level of my own competences’ prevailed.

Survey participants in all countries, were predominantly of the opinion, that the results of the
initiatives, they have participated in, would have been better if the level of their ‘own initiative’
and the ‘initiative of those they worked/lived with’ were higher, and especially if the level of
initiative ‘within the entire community’ were higher. Figure 7 below shows, that in Greece and
Bulgaria, survey participants were absolutely unanimous that the initiative at individual and
community level alike was a key factor for the success of activities, addressing community
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problems. In the other three partner countries, the level of community initiative was seen as more
important, whereas there was also some scepticism (most pronounced in Iceland), whether self-
initiative could play a decisive role in solving community problems.

Figure 7. Importance of self-initiative for solving community problems
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Regarding respondents’ awareness and previous participation in training initiatives on the
INTERFACE skills, the results on the reported utilisation, considered importance and estimated
adequacy of which are presented in Chapter 3 below, the predominant type of response for the
entire INTERFACE survey sample was ‘none’. In other words, a substantial share of survey
participants were neither aware nor previously involved in any training initiative in their
community, addressing the skills innovation, creativity, analytical thinking, resourcefulness,
leadership or resilience. In Iceland, most of the respondents hadn’t been aware of any training
initiatives implemented within the community nor had they participated in such initiatives. In
Bulgaria and in Greece, although similar, the situation was much more extreme in terms of the
prevalence of negative responses. In Ireland (regarding awareness) and /taly (regarding both
awareness and participation), those who indicated a negative (‘none’) response were not biggest
group (see Figure 8 below).
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Figure 8. Awareness and participation in training initiatives,
addressing INTERFACE skills

AWARENESS
140
120
100
80
60
40
: | ul
T | . o A okt e« I
Iceland Bulgaria Greece Ireland Italy TOTAL
| 1. Innovation m 2. Creativity m 3, Analytical thinking = 4. Resourcefulness
M 5. Leadership M 6. Resilience W 7. None
PARTICIPATION
140
120
100
80
60
40
20 I I
0 mlm wl B B R I-I III . | I I II
Iceland Bulgaria Greece Ireland Italy TOTAL
M 1. Innovation W 2. Creativity m 3. Analytical thinking ™ 4. Resourcefulness
W 5, Leadership W 6. Resilience W 7. None
Source: Annex A, Tables A.12, A.13
consronn cesic T consur w8 e

31



INTERFACE — Fragile Communities’ Competence Gap Analysis in INTERFACE countries, Synthesis Report

1.3. CAPACITY-BUILDING FOR SELF-INITIATIVE WITHIN FRAGILE COMMUNITIES — EXPRESSED INTEREST AND
PREFERRED TYPES OF TRAINING DELIVERY MODES

Key findings of Section 1.3:

» Respondents were generally of the opinion that a training programme, packaging the
above skills would benefit their communities.

» In all INTERFACE countries, ‘face-to-face training sessions’, ‘blended learning’ (with the
exception of Italy) and ‘experience sharing’ were most preferred by respondents as
ways of delivering such a training programme.

» The majority of respondents indicated that they would be interested in taking part in

the upcoming INTERFACE training course, mostly as trainees.

The vast majority of survey participants were of the opinion that a training programme, packaging
the INTERFACE skills would benefit their communities (see Figure 9 below). Thus, in Iceland, a
clear majority, 97%, of respondents believed that if all the above-mentioned skills were packaged
into one training programme it would benefit the community. In Bulgaria and Greece alike this
percentage was 100, while in Ireland and Italy, those who were not convinced in the benefits of
a training course on innovation, creativity, analytical thinking, resourcefulness, leadership and
resilience, were respectively only 7% and 11% of the survey sample.

Figure 9. Perceived benefits of a prospective INTERFACE training programme
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In all INTERFACE countries, ‘face-to-face training sessions’, ‘blended learning’ (with the exception
of Italy) and ‘experience sharing’ were most preferred by respondents as ways of delivering a
prospective training programme on the INTERFACE skills. There were some preferences’
variations among partner countries however, as in Bulgaria, distant / online learning was also
among the top choices of survey participants, while in /taly blended learning was not regarded as
an attractive training delivery option.

The majority of the total sample of respondents indicated that they would be interested in taking
part in the upcoming INTERFACE training course, mostly as trainees. Here again, some differences
could be observed in the responses coming from different partner countries, as in Iceland and
Greece, although a training programme on the INTERFACE skills was earlier considered as
beneficial for the entire community, less than half of the respondents indicated that they would
be interested to take part in such a programme. In the other three partner countries, that share
was above 50%, with the highest percentage in potential participants in the upcoming INTERFACE
training course observed in Bulgaria — 86%.
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CHAPTER 2. FRAGILE COMMUNITIES’ COMPETENCE GAPS IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS IN
THE INTERFACE PARTNER COUNTRIES — MAIN FINDINGS

2.1. INTERVIEWEES’ PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Key findings of Section 2.1:

» The INTERFACE partnership conducted a total of 51 semi-structured interviews (incl. 10
in Iceland, 9 in Bulgaria, 10 in Greece, 12 in Ireland and 10 in [taly) with individuals in
the selected fragile communities.

» In all partner countries, there was at least one representative interviewed from each
fragile community, selected to participate in project activities.

» Regarding gender, a relatively balanced male-to-female ratio was achieved in Iceland
and Bulgaria, while in Greece and Ireland men and women respectively prevailed.

» In terms of age, there were considerable variations among INTERFACE countries: all
interviewees were in the age span 30-59 years in Iceland, most of the interviewees were
between 40 and 59 years of age in Bulgaria and Ireland, two age groups (30-39 and 60+)
prevailed in Greece.

» The education level of interviewees in all partner countries was rather high, especially
in Iceland, Greece and Ireland where most of them had university degree.

» On average, the most common group of interviewees across the different countries,
was that of “citizen of the community”, with the exception of Ireland, where the largest
grouping under interviewee affiliation was “working in a non-profit organisation
operating within the community”.

» The number of years spent in the communities was largest in Bulgaria and in Ireland,
where almost all interviewees had lived/worked in their communities for more than 20
years.

» Overall, interviewees in the INTERFACE partner countries identified various roles, that
they performed in the community for quite some time, which had (in Ireland and Italy)

or had not (in Iceland and Bulgaria) changed much in recent years.

The INTERFACE partnership conducted a total of 51 semi-structured interviews (incl. 10 in Iceland,
9 in Bulgaria, 10 in Greece, 12 in Ireland and 10 in [taly) with individuals in the selected fragile
communities. In all partner countries, there was at least one representative interviewed from
each fragile community, selected to participate in project activities.
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In Iceland, a total of 6 female and 4 males were interviewed. Age distribution varied among 3 age
groups between 30 and 59 years, while no interviewee was younger than 30 years old or older
than 60 years old, 5 interviewees (or 50%) belonged to 40-49 age group. All interviewees had
finished either bachelor’s or master’s university degree. Interviewees’ affiliation was distributed
rather evenly (20% for each of the local administration, non-profit organisations and business
categories) with the exception of the largest group (40%), composed of individual community
members. Representatives of non-profit organisations, had either just moved to the community,
had not yet moved or were not living within the fragile community they worked for; only one had
lived there for 6-10 years. Interviewees representing themselves as community members had
lived or worked in the community for 6-10 years, 11-15 or 20+ years. Those that had lived or
worked in the community the longest (for over 20 years) were the 2 representatives from local
business.

Regarding the personal characteristics of interviewees from fragile communities in Bulgaria, quite
a balanced male-to-female ratio was achieved with 56% men and 44% women. As with the Gap
Analysis Survey, the predominant part of the interviewees was in the age span 40-59 years (67%).
The prevailing educational degree among participants in the interviews was either general or
vocational secondary education (67%), whereas the rest of the interviewees had university (22%)
or postgraduate (11%) degree. The participants in the interviews self-identified themselves as
citizens of the community (67%) or representatives of business organisations operating within the
community (33%). All of them had been living / working within the community for more than 20
years.

Most of the participants in the INTERFACE interviews in Greece, were male (8, vs 2 female). In
terms of age, the highest number was either 30-39 years old, or in the “above 60” age group. It is
noted here that this sample’s age structure was similar to that observed for the much larger
survey sample. Most of the persons interviewed were of rather high educational level, with more
than half being University Graduates (mostly in Business Administration and Engineering). Most
interviewees indicated that their main affiliation with the community was that of being its
“citizen”. Of those who choose to also refer to other types of affiliation, this was mostly through
Local Authorities. Two interviews were conducted with local business owners. Almost all of the
interviewees were citizens of the specific community, either recent ones (lived/worked in the
community for less than 5 years) or much older (more than 20 years).

Of the twelve persons interviewed in Ireland, nine were female and two were male. Age
distribution was predominantly (75%) in the 40-49 and 50-59 age groups. There was person
interviewed from each of the other three age groups. All of interviewees, except one, had
completed education levels above secondary school level. The vast majority (91%) had university
or post graduate level qualifications. The largest grouping (66%) under interviewee affiliation was
“working in a non-profit organisation operating within the community”. The next largest grouping
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was individual community citizens. One interviewee worked “in a business organisation operating
within the community”. Nine of the twelve interviewees had lived or worked in their community
for greater than 20 years. One interviewee had been in their community for less than 5 years.

Interviewees in Italy were of different age, starting from the age range of 20-29 years up to the
range of 40-49 years and over 60 years. All interviewees had at least Secondary School education
and experience working in the community: as member/director/founder of a civil
society/volunteer organisation, or as professionals working in a business organisation inside the
community, or as a school teacher.

Overall, interviewees in the INTERFACE partner countries identified various roles, that they
performed in the community for quite some time, which had (in Ireland and Italy) or had not (in
Iceland and Bulgaria) changed much in recent years. In performing these roles, respondents
cooperated with various actors from within and outside community — both community members
and organisations, such as personal friends/acquaintances, municipal administration,
voluntary/community and public service organisations, business partnering organisations,
local/regional development centres, etc. Regarding the most important part of their background,
interviewees made reference mostly to their work/community experience, incl. to the skills
acquired throughout their career (such as, for example, communication skills) and on rarer
occasions — to their vocational/higher education.
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2.2. COMMUNITY PROBLEMS AND PERCEIVED COMPETENCE NEEDS

Key findings of Section 2.2:

» Generally, the interviews’ results confirmed most of the Gap Analysis Survey findings
related to ‘community problems’ and ‘perceived competence needs’.

» There were still some new insights, that the interviews offered to the partnership,
related to various additional competences, identified as important for the communities,
besides the INTERFACE skills, and some community-specific problematic areas.

» The ways the community problems are being tackled varied across the different partner
countries and were mostly related to battling population ageing by attracting young
people to the fragile communities, initiating and implementing EU-funded projects,
establishment of local assemblies to address community problems through discussion
and cooperation, etc.

» Numerous successful initiatives addressing community problems were identified by
interviewees in fragile communities, among the main reasons for their success being
strong leadership and effective management, initiation of new activities, good
involvement/ participation by community members, etc.

» Overall, all INTERFACE skills were considered to have made a difference with regards to
the success of the initiatives, which had failed in the past.

» The general opinion of interview respondents in fragile communities surveyed, was that
boosting all INTERFACE skills would empower community members and local
administration to be pro-active and hence contribute to the frequency and success of
positive community initiatives.

» Regarding the adequacy of these skills, the responses varied from ‘very adequate’ or
‘very strong’ (in Iceland and Ireland), to ‘very low’/‘insufficient’ (in Bulgaria and Greece).

Generally, the responses received by INTERFACE partners to the interviews conducted in the
fragile communities confirmed most of the survey findings related to ‘community problems’ and
‘perceived competence needs’. Still, interviewees identified some additional problematic areas,
apart from those, mentioned in the Gap Analysis Survey Questionnaire, namely: need for the
development of specific sectors, e.g. tourism, agriculture and food processing industry (/celand),
outward migration as a factor for population ageing and lack of qualified staff (Bulgaria), neglect
of important historical sites (Greece), rural isolation and lack of suitable childcare facilities
(Ireland), criminality, community fractures and lack of community engagement (/taly).

The ways the above and other community problems are being tackled varied across the different
partner countries, incl. undertaking initiatives to attract young people and families to the fragile
communities (Iceland), implementation of EU-funded projects by business organisations and local
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administration, related to road system and schools’ renovation (Bulgaria), advancement of
various initiatives within the communities, e.g. play areas, sporting facilities (I/reland),
establishment of a local assembly, where citizens meet regularly, problems are being brought on
the table and solutions are searched (/taly).

Numerous successful initiatives addressing community problems were identified by interviewees
in INTERFACE fragile communities, related to business undertakings in different economic sectors,
key for community development, local festivals and cultural events, youth centres, LEADER
Community Programme, initiatives on drug consumption/drug dealing, sports activities, etc. As
reasons for the success of those activities were identified strong leadership and effective
management, using innovation and creativity for initiation of new activities, good involvement/
participation by community members, access to financial resources, publicity of initiatives, social
dialogue, etc.

Interviewees also identified a number of unsuccessful initiatives, directed at solving the
community problems, identified earlier, the main underlying factors being funding, lack of
professional support or involvement on part of the community, heavy bureaucracy, etc. All
INTERFACE skills were considered to have the potential to make a difference with regards to the
success of the initiatives, which had failed in the past, and hence as missing in the communities,
with some variations in the different partner countries. Thus, the key skills to support the
successful implementation of community initiatives were, as follows: ‘resilience’,
‘resourcefulness’ and ‘leadership’ in Iceland, ‘innovation’, ‘creativity’, ‘analytical thinking’ and
‘leadership’ in Greece, ‘leadership’, ‘innovation’ and ‘analytical thinking’ in Italy. There were also
some new insights, that the interviews offered to the partnership, which are related to various
additional skills, identified as important for the communities, such as communication and
listening skills (Iceland).

The general opinion of interview respondents in fragile communities surveyed, was that boosting
all INTERFACE skills would empower community members and local administration to be pro-
active and hence contribute to the frequency and success of positive community initiatives.
Nevertheless, it was also considered that improvement in skills alone is no good without the
initiative\drive to use them. Regarding the adequacy of these skills, the responses varied from
‘very adequate’ or ‘very strong’ (in Iceland and Ireland), through adequate, but for only some of
the skills, such as ‘resilience’ and ‘creativity’ (in /taly), to ‘very low’ or ‘insufficient’ (in Bulgaria
and Greece).
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2.3. CAPACITY-BUILDING FOR SELF-INITIATIVE WITHIN FRAGILE COMMUNITIES — EXPRESSED INTEREST AND
PREFERRED TYPES OF TRAINING DELIVERY MODES

Key findings of Section 2.3:

» Most interviewees in INTERFACE partner countries estimated the potential benefits of
a training programme, “packaging” the INTERVACE skills for their communities, as
rather high.

» Face-to-face learning was clearly the preferred option for delivering the INTERFACE
training programme, combined with either distant learning (/celand) or experience
sharing (Bulgaria, Greece and Italy).

» The predominant part of the interviewees in all partner countries expressed their
interest in participating in the upcoming INTERFACE training course, mostly as

community coaches (in Iceland and Ireland) or as trainees (in Bulgaria and Italy).

Asked about the potential benefits of a training programme, “packaging” the skills ‘innovation’,
‘creativity’, ‘analytical thinking’, ‘resourcefulness’, ‘leadership’ and ‘resilience’ (‘INTERFACE’ skills)
for the community, most interviewees estimated this as rather high. People coming together,
young people being involved in community initiatives and engagement in community
development were all mentioned as justifications of that opinion. In Greece however, the benefits
of such a training were argued to be conditional on the initiators being able to “inspire” potential
beneficiaries, through information dissemination and, as a result, motivate them to participate
and claim the expected benefits.

In Iceland, all interviewees agreed that a workshop arrangement would be most suitable for the
INTERFACE training programme delivery, perhaps mixed with distant learning. Half of the group
mentioned the importance of learning by doing, allowing the training to focus on practical
assignments. Similarly, in Ireland, all interviewees agreed that face-to-face learning was the most
suitable way to deliver the training programme. Reasons given were it would allow group
guestions/facilitated sessions and that communities have a wide age profile and not all citizens
are IT proficient to use for example distant or blended learning. In Bulgaria and Italy, face-to-face
learning and experience sharing were most preferred, while in Greece, analysis of good practices
complemented the preferred options for delivering the training programme.

The predominant part of the interviewees in all partner countries expressed their interest in
participating in the upcoming INTERFACE training course. In Iceland and Ireland most of them
ware willing to participate as community coaches, while in Bulgaria and Italy — most interviewees
preferred to be involved in the training programme as trainees.
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CHAPTER 3. INTERFACE GAP ANALYSIS SURVEY INDICATORS — IMPLICATIONS FOR
THE COMMUNITY COACHES’ CURRICULUM

Key findings of Chapter 3:

» The survey data obtained on the reported usage, considered importance and estimated
adequacy of the INTERFACE skills were used to calculate the values of these skills’
utilisation / significance / adequacy (SUSA) indicators.

» The SUSA Indicators were estimated as Weighted Averages of the “rating” indications
provided by survey participants (on a 1-to-5 scale), weighted by the relative frequencies
of such indications about each of the INTERFACE skills, found in the responses to the
respective questions in the Survey Questionnaire.

» The values of SUSA Indicators for the whole survey sample indicate that ‘leadership’,
‘resourcefulness’ and ‘resilience’ are the skills most frequently applied by respondents
and those they worked/lived with.

» The same set of skills, together with ‘creativity’ were considered by survey participants
as most important for the community, while the importance of the remaining 2 skills
was also considered as quite high.

» The adequacy of all INTERFACE skills was indicated as insufficient and definitely below
(in terms of SUSA indicators’ values) their importance, which is indicative of existing skill
gaps, wWhich were most pronounced for ‘innovation’, ‘analytical thinking’ and

‘leadership’.

The survey data obtained on the reported usage, considered importance and estimated adequacy
of the INTERFACE skills, were used to calculate the values of these skills” utilisation / significance
/ adequacy (SUSA) indicators, provided in Annex B to the Synthesis Report. The SUSA Indicators
were estimated as Weighted Averages of the “rating” indications provided by survey participants
(on a 1-to-5 scale), weighted by the relative frequencies of such indications about each of the
INTERFACE skills, found in the responses to Questions 11.9, 11.10 & 11.11 of the Gap Analysis Survey
questionnaire (see Annex C). SUSA indicators may take values between 1 and 5 and are calculated
separately for each of the INTERFACE skills in each of the aspects above: skills’ utilisation
(Question 11.9), skills’ significance/importance (Question 11.10), skills” adequacy (Question I1.11).

The values of SUSA Indicators for the whole survey sample indicate that ‘leadership’,
‘resourcefulness’ and ‘resilience’ are the skills most frequently applied by respondents and those
they worked/lived with. The same set of skills, together with ‘creativity’ were considered by
survey participants as most important for the community, while the importance of the remaining
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2 skills was also considered as quite high. The adequacy of all INTERFACE skills was indicated as
insufficient and definitely below (in terms of SUSA indicators’ values) their importance. This is
indicative of existing skill gaps, which were most pronounced for ‘innovation’, ‘analytical thinking’
and ‘leadership’ (see Figure 10 below).

Figure 10. SUSA Indicators and INTERFACE Skill Gaps
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When asked how often they applied the INTERFACE skills in their everyday life, all respondents in
Iceland scored 3 or higher weighted average, which means all skills are applied occasionally or
more often. Asked about the importance of the skills, all respondents scored a weighted average
higher than 4, indicating that skills were all considered important or very important. When asked
how adequate each skill was considered at community level for solving practical problems within
the community and empowering community members to be pro-active, all survey participants
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scored a weighted average higher than 4, which means that all INTERFACE skills were considered
adequate or highly adequate. It is worth noting, that in terms of skills’ adequacy, respondents in
Iceland estimated, objectively or not, their own level of skills as markedly more adequate than
the survey participants in the remaining INTERFACE countries did.

Requested to indicate how often they applied the INTERFACE skills, respondents in Bulgaria
identified ‘resilience’ and ‘innovation’ as the skills that they use respectively most and least
frequently. Below the average level of utilisation were ‘creativity’ and ‘analytical thinking’, while
‘leadership’ and ‘resourcefulness’ were identified as relatively more frequently used at individual
level. Regarding the considered importance and estimated adequacy of possessed skills, survey
respondents identified as relatively more important ‘resilience’, ‘resourcefulness’” and
‘leadership’ and as relatively less important ‘creativity’, ‘innovation’ and ‘analytical thinking’. It
should be noted, however, that all of the above skills’ importance received an average rating of
at least 4 (“important”) on a 1-to-5 scale. Unlike importance, the adequacy of the possessed skills,
was estimated to be quite lower, averaging a rating of 3 (“neutral”) on a 1-to-5 scale. Here
‘resilience’ and ‘resourcefulness’ were estimated of a relatively high possessed adequacy,
whereas the adequacy of ‘leadership’, ‘innovation’, ‘creativity’ and ‘analytical thinking’ was
estimated to be relatively low. Survey results also show that for all skills, survey responses have
led to the identification of skill gaps, which are wider for ‘resourcefulness’, ‘creativity’ and
‘leadership’, compared to the other 3 skills.

In Greece, the most often applied skills were (in descending order): ‘creativity’, ‘leadership’,
‘analytical thinking’, ‘resourcefulness’ and ‘resilience’. In terms of importance/significance, the
ranking emerging from survey participants’ responses was: ‘creativity’, ‘resourcefulness’,
‘leadership’, ‘analytical thinking’, ‘innovation’ and ‘resilience’. Finally, regarding skills adequacy,
skills were ranked as follows: ‘leadership’, ‘creativity’, ‘analytical thinking’, ‘resilience’,
‘resourcefulness’ and ‘innovation’. In addition, survey results indicate that: all skills” importance,
as indicated by their indicators’ values, are considered to be, at least, close to “important” and,
for the two ranking in 1stand 2" position (‘creativity’ and ‘resourcefulness’ respectively), as “very
important”; skills considered are used, at best, “occasionally” only; and, most important,
adequacy of all skills, without exceptions, is perceived as “inadequate” (indicators for all of them
below 2).

In Ireland, survey results show clearly that the considered INTERFACE skills are used
“occasionally” or, at best, “often” and that there is scope for greater use and application of these
skills. In terms of importance, a clear majority of survey participants considered all skills to be
“important” or “very important” at community level for solving the practical problems within
their community and empowering community members to be pro-active. The combination of the
“inadequate” and “neutral” responses to the survey question, regarding the view of respondents
as to how adequately developed they consider the INTERFACE skills to be at community level for
solving practical problems within their community and empowering community members to be
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pro-active, illustrate that there exists the possibility to develop further these skills amongst
communities.

In Italy, survey participants reported, that they and those they work with apply on the average
“often” the considered skills, ‘creativity’ being the most frequently used among them, followed
by ‘analytical thinking’ and ‘innovation’. Regarding their importance, all INTERFACE skills were
considered by the majority of respondents to be “very important” or at least “important”, the top
ranked skill here being again “creativity”, this time followed by ‘resourcefulness’, ‘innovation’ and
‘leadership’. In terms of how adequately developed respondents consider the single skills to be
at community level for solving practical problems within their community and empowering
community members to be pro-active, all skills scored below “neutral”, with the exception of
‘creativity’, for which the value of the ranking indicator was between “neutral” and “adequate”.

The survey results presented and discussed above, lead to the conclusion that self-initiative and
the skills, which are considered by the INTERFACE partnership to be supportive thereof, are
generally considered by community members as important for the wellbeing of their
communities, but insufficiently developed within them. Thus, the results of the Survey and the
Interviews conducted in the INTERFACE partner countries will be used to guide the partnership in
designing a curriculum, training methodology and an e-Learning Platform for community coaches,
as well as to review and adapt existing training content and modules to the competence needs of
fragile communities, covered by INTERFACE project activities.
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CONCLUSION

The INTERFACE Competence Gaps Survey and In-depth Interviews, conducted in the 18 fragile
communities in the partner countries, chosen to participate in project activities, were undertaken
in order to obtain information from fragile community members (citizens, community leaders,
would-be entrepreneurs, representatives of business organisations, social enterprises, etc.) and
local authorities, regarding the need for “problem-solving” competences and training within the
participating communities. The Survey and Interviews involved a total of 261 participants (210 in
the survey and 51 in the interviews), who constituted a representative sample for the investigated
fragile communities.

Of the considered six INTERFACE skills, ‘leadership’, ‘resourcefulness’ and ‘resilience’ are the skills
most frequently applied by respondents and those they worked/lived with. The same set of skills,
together with ‘creativity’ were considered by survey participants as most important for the
community, while the importance of the remaining 2 skills was also considered as quite high. The
adequacy of all INTERFACE skills was indicated as insufficient and definitely below (in terms of
skills” utilisation / significance / adequacy (SUSA) indicators’ values) their importance. This is
indicative of existing skill gaps, which were most pronounced for ‘innovation’, ‘analytical thinking’
and ‘leadership’.

Overall, the results obtained lead to the conclusion, that self-initiative and the skills supporting it
are generally considered by community members as important for the wellbeing of their
communities, but insufficiently developed within them. Thus, the results of the Survey and the
Interviews from the INTERFACE partner countries will be used to guide the partnership in
designing a curriculum, training methodology and an e-Learning Platform for community coaches,
as well as to review and adapt existing training content and modules to the competence needs of
fragile communities, covered by INTERFACE project activities.
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ANNEXES

ANNEX A. SELECTED INTERFACE GAP ANALYSIS SURVEY RESULTS

Table A.1. Gender

Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
1. Male 27 27 28 12 17 111
2. Female 15 25 13 35 11 99
Non-respondents 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total number of valid answers 42 52 41 47 28 210

Table A.2. Age

Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
1.20-29 4 5 2 8 8 27
2.30-39 4 11 14 7 13 49
3. 40-49 7 13 9 13 3 45
4.50-59 13 17 11 11 3 55
5. 60+ 14 6 5 8 1 34
Non-respondents 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total number of valid answers 42 52 41 47 28 210

Table A.3. Education

Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
1. Secondary School 11 27 16 14 8 76
2. Vocational Education and Training 17 17 12 13 1 60
3. University Level 7 8 11 16 17 59
4. Post-Graduate 7 0 2 4 2 15
Non-respondents 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total number of valid answers 42 52 41 47 28 210

Table A.4. Affiliation

| Iceland ‘Bulgaria| Greece | Ireland ‘ Italy | TOTAL |
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1. Local administration 8 7 3 3 0 21
2. Business organisation 19 16 23 4 6 68
3. Business support organisation 0 0 0 1 0 1
4. Regional development organisation 0 2 0 0 3 5
5. Training organisation 0 0 0 0 1 1
6. Social enterprise 0 2 0 2 2 6
7. Voluntary organisation 1 1 1 22 6 31
8. Civil society organisation 3 0 1 0 10 14
9. Individual community member 11 24 13 12 3 63
Non-respondents 0 0 0 3 0 3
Total number of valid answers 42 52 41 44 31 210
Table A.5. Background within the community
Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
1. 1 am a citizen of the community 34 34 26 30 0 124
2. | work in the community’s local
administration 3 7 3 3 3 19
3. I work in a business organisation,
operating within the community 4 10 21 5 8 48
4. 1 work in a non-for profit organisation,
operating within the community 1 1 1 12 17 32
Non-respondents 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total number of valid answers 42 52 51 50 28 223
Table A.6. Years of living / working in the respective community
Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
1.<5 4 2 3 4 13 26
2.6-10 6 2 2 6 6 22
3.11-15 3 1 4 5 2 15
4.16-20 3 7 3 5 3 21
5. 20+ 26 40 28 27 4 125
Non-respondents 0 0 1 0 0 1
Total number of valid answers 42 52 40 47 28 209
Table A.7. Problematic areas in the communities
Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
‘ 1. Natural resources — air, water, soil, etc. 26 0 7 5 0 38
7 ~
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2. Infrastructure facilities — roads,

electricity, etc. 36 42 27 32 22 159
3. Human resources — age structure, level of
skills, etc. 27 46 20 21 26 140
4. Access to financial support for public and
private projects 28 43 13 23 9 116
5. Business sector, jobs and labour
productivity 32 52 23 25 25 157
6. Regional and local development policy 14 29 16 6 12 77
7. External factors — economic crises,
geopolitical situation, etc. 5 3 18 15 3 44
8. Other 3 0 1 8 0 12
Non-respondents 0 0 1 0 0 1
Total number of valid answers 171 215 125 135 97 743
Table A.8. Involvement in activities within the community, addressing private needs

Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
1. Setting up social enterprises, micro or
small firms 20 7 8 6 9 50
2. Putting social/business entrepreneurial
ideas to projects 25 13 9 2 2 51
3. Identification of funding opportunities 8 11 5 3 0 27
4. Application for grant funding 29 19 8 3 0 59
5. Project implementation 28 31 5 5 0 69
6. Project management 12 5 2 2 0 21
7. Establishment of public-private
partnerships 10 0 1 0 0 11
8. Other 0 0 4 0 0 4
Non-respondents 7 0 13 35 19 74
Total number of valid answers 132 86 42 21 11 292
Table A.9. Involvement in activities within the community, addressing public needs

Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
1. Setting up social enterprises, micro or
small firms 11 3 0 6 5 25
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2. Putting social/business entrepreneurial

ideas to projects 15 10 4 11 4 44
3. Identification of funding opportunities 5 4 6 20 4 39
4. Application for grant funding 14 8 3 25 7 57
5. Project implementation 16 25 5 17 17 80
6. Project management 4 3 3 15 13 38
7. Establishment of public-private

partnerships 6 8 0 5 20
8. Other 0 0 4 10 1 15
Non-respondents 7 0 27 9 6 49
Total number of valid answers 71 61 25 109 52 318

Table A.10. Opinion on whether the achieved results would be better if the self-initiative of
respondents and those they worked/lived with in the community were higher

Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
Yes 22 52 41 34 21 170
No 10 0 0 8 7 25
Non-respondents 10 0 0 5 0 15
Total number of valid answers 32 52 41 42 28 195

Table A.11. Opinion on whether the achieved results would be better if the self-initiative in the
entire community were higher

Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
Yes 31 52 41 44 27 195
No 2 0 0 1 1 4
Non-respondents 9 0 0 2 0 11
Total number of valid answers 33 52 41 45 28 199

Table A.12. Awareness of training initiatives on the INTERFACE skills, implemented within the

community
Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
| 1. Innovation 8 1 0 5 9 23
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2. Creativity 6 1 9 8 16 40
3. Analytical thinking 6 0 0 0 12 18
4. Resourcefulness 8 0 1 11 3 23
5. Leadership 3 0 3 23 4 33
6. Resilience 10 0 1 11 0 22
7. None 14 50 28 16 9 117
Non-respondents 12 0 3 0 0 15
Total number of valid answers 55 52 42 74 53 276

Table A.13. Participation in training initiatives on the INTERFACE skills, implemented within

the community

Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
1. Innovation 4 1 1 3 9 18
2. Creativity 6 1 10 6 17 40
3. Analytical thinking 3 0 1 3 10 17
4. Resourcefulness 7 0 2 11 4 24
5. Leadership 7 0 3 15 0 25
6. Resilience 7 0 0 4 2 13
7. None 15 50 26 24 9 124
Non-respondents 12 0 3 0 0 15
Total number of valid answers 49 52 43 66 51 261

Table A.14. Perceived benefits of a prospective training programme on the INTERFACE skills

Iceland | Bulgaria | Greece | Ireland Italy TOTAL
Yes 32 52 41 42 25 192
No 1 0 0 3 3 7
Non-respondents 0 0 2 11
Total number of valid answers 33 52 41 45 28 199
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ANNEX B. INTERFACE GAP ANALYSIS SURVEY INDICATORS

Skills’ utilisation / significance / adequacy (SUSA) indicators
as per the INTERFACE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Table B.1. INTERFACE skills’ Utilisation indicators’ values

INTERFACE skills’ Utilisation indicators’ value

Type of skill

Iceland Bulgaria Greece Ireland Italy Total
1. Innovation 3.10 2.63 2.37 3.26 3.96 2.98
2. Creativity 3.74 2.92 3.51 3.47 4.43 3.51
3. Analytical thinking 3.47 3.00 3.13 3.21 4.14 3.31
4. Resourcefulness 4.33 3.83 2.82 3.80 3.75 3.70
5. Leadership 3.87 3.44 3.43 3.94 3.79 3.67
6. Resilience 4.30 4.29 2.75 3.87 3.75 3.81
Skills’ average 3.80 3.35 3.00 3.59 3.97 3.50

Note: The values in Table B.1. are calculated based on the responses provided to Question I1.9.
of the Fragile Communities’ Competence Gap Analysis survey questionnaire (see Annex C).

Table B.2. INTERFACE skills’ Significance indicators’ values

INTERFACE skills’ Significance indicators’ value

Type of skill

Iceland Bulgaria Greece Ireland Italy Total
1. Innovation 4.26 4.06 3.75 4.30 4.46 4.14
2. Creativity 433 4.13 4.20 4.40 4.61 431
3. Analytical thinking 4.15 3.94 3.98 4.19 4.39 4.11
4. Resourcefulness 4.61 4.46 4.05 4.49 4.50 4.42
5. Leadership 4.33 4.19 3.95 4.74 4.46 4.33
6. Resilience 4.64 4.71 3.58 4.57 4.11 4.36
Skills’ average 4.39 4.25 3.92 4.45 4.42 4.28

Note: The values in Table B.2. are calculated based on the responses provided to Question II.10.
of the Fragile Communities’ Competence Gap Analysis survey questionnaire (see Annex C).

?

-
BYGGEASTOFNUN /5/ G cesic ‘ bl M- () 50
AITRAIA ' HASKOUNN A BIFROST




INTERFACE — Fragile Communities’ Competence Gap Analysis in INTERFACE countries, Synthesis Report

Table B.3. INTERFACE skills’ Adequacy indicators’ values

INTERFACE skills’ Adequacy indicators’ value

Type of skill

Iceland Bulgaria Greece Ireland Italy Total
1. Innovation 4.33 2.94 2.05 3.20 221 2.95
2. Creativity 4.48 2.87 241 3.43 3.50 3.26
3. Analytical thinking 4.36 2.81 2.33 3.11 2.32 2.97
4. Resourcefulness 4.68 3.19 2.25 3.75 2.82 333
5. Leadership 4.48 3.00 2.64 3.61 2.14 3.20
6. Resilience 4.67 3.62 2.33 3.53 2.89 341
Skills’ average 4.50 3.07 2.34 3.44 2.65 3.19

Note: The values in Table B.3. are calculated based on the responses provided to Question I11.11.
of the Fragile Communities’ Competence Gap Analysis survey questionnaire (see Annex C).

Table B.4. Usage, importance and adequacy of INTERFACE skills for the participating

communities
SUSA indicators’ values i
Type of skill Usage Importance Adequacy SI;ICI'I-G ;f ]
A B C D E
1. Innovation 2.98 4.14 2.95 1.19
2. Creativity 3.51 4.31 3.26 1.05
3. Analytical thinking 3.31 4.11 2.97 1.14
4. Resourcefulness 3.70 4.42 3.33 1.09
5. Leadership 3.67 4.33 3.20 1.13
6. Resilience 3.81 4.36 3.41 0.95
Skills’ average 3.50 4.28 3.19 1.09

Note: Table B.4. presents a comparative rating on a 1-to-5 scale for the total sample of
respondents, based on the SUSA indicators’ values contained in the previous three tables.
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ANNEX C. INTERFACE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

FRAGILE COMMUNITIES’ COMPETENCE GAP ANALYSIS

INTERFACE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

This Survey is being undertaken in order to obtain information from fragile community members
(citizens, community leaders, would-be entrepreneurs, representatives of business organisations,
social enterprises, etc.) and local authorities in INTERFACE partner countries, regarding the need
for “problem-solving” competences and training within the participating communities. The
results of the Survey will be used to guide the INTERFACE partnership in designing a curriculum
and training methodology for community coaches, as well as to review and adapt existing training
content and modules to the competence needs of fragile communities, covered by INTERFACE
project activities. The Survey respondents’ identity will remain strictly CONFIDENTIAL.

Please, mark with an ‘X’ your responses to the closed-ended questions below and return the
completed questionnaire to: tora.consult@gmail.com

SECTION |. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION

I.1. Country of origin, community — please, indicate:

Country:

Community (settlement/quarter):

.2. Gender:

1. Male 2. Female
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1.3. Age — select one of the ranges below:

1. 20-29 2.30-39 3.40-49 4.50-59

1.4. Education — select highest level of educational attainment:

1. Secondary School 2. Vocational Education and Training

3. University Level 4. Post-Graduate

I.5. Affiliation — select one of the following categories:

1. Local administration

2. Business organisation

3. Business support organisation

D

. Regional development organisation

(2]

. Training organisation

6. Social enterprise

~N

. Voluntary organisation

S
8. Civil society organisation

9. Individual community member

1.6. Of what type is your background within the community?

1. 1 am a citizen of the community

2. I work in the community’s local administration

3. lwork in a business organisation, operating within the community

4. 1 work in a non-for profit organisation, operating within the community

1.7. For how many years have you been living / working in this community?

1.<5 2.6-10 3.11-15 4.16-20

¢
.
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SECTION |Il. COMMUNITY PROBLEMS AND PERCEIVED COMPETENCE NEEDS

11.1. Which of the categories below do you consider most problematic for your ENTIRE
community? (select all that apply)

1. Natural resources — air, water, soil, etc.

2. Infrastructure facilities — roads, electricity, etc.

w

. Human resources — age structure, level of skills, etc.

D

. Access to financial support for public and private projects

|U'I

. Business sector, jobs and labour productivity

(o)}

. Regional and local development policy

7. External factors — economic crises, geopolitical situation, etc.

8. Other (please, specify):

11.2. In what types of activities (of those listed below) have you been previously involved and
were these activities primarily addressing YOUR OWN situation within the community
(private needs) OR that of a specific community GROUP / the ENTIRE community (public
needs)? (select all that apply)

Private | Public
needs | needs

1. Setting up social enterprises, micro or small firms

2. Putting social/business entrepreneurial ideas to projects

3. ldentification of funding opportunities

4. Application for grant funding

(2]

. Project implementation

(o)}

. Project management

7. Establishment of public-private partnerships

8. Other (please, specify):
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11.3. What problematic area(s) did these activities address? (select all that apply)

1. Natural resources — air, water, soil, etc.

2. Infrastructure facilities — roads, electricity, etc.

|UU

. Human resources — age structure, level of skills, etc.

. Access to financial support for public and private projects

|

|U'I

. Business sector, jobs and labour productivity

|CD

. Regional and local development policy

7. External factors — economic crises, geopolitical situation, etc.

8. Other (please, specify):

11.4. Which were the main actors from within the Community (“Internal actors’) and/or from
outside (“External actors”) that initiated the above activities?” (for each category, select all
that apply)

1. Internal actors 2. External actors

=
N

.1. Local administration .1. Regional/National Government

N

. Business organisation .2. Business organisation

N

. Business support organisation .3. Business support organisation

N
.b

. Regional development organisation . Regional development organisation

N

.5. Training organisation

. Training organisation
.So

N
CD

cial enterprise . Social enterprise

luntary organisation luntary organisation

R R R
o |IN|je||vn]|[d]||w]||~
N | N
OO\I

.Vo . Vo
. Civil society organisation . Civil society organisation
.Yo . Yo

urself

LO

urself 2.

=
LD

11.5. Are you satisfied with the results achieved through YOUR involvement in these activities?

1. Very dissatisfied

2. Dissatisfied

3. Neutral
. P i ‘s
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4. Satisfied

5. Very satisfied

1.6. For the cases that you feel, at least moderately satisfied, which were the factors,
underlying your satisfaction with results achieved? (select all that apply)

1. Level of my own competences

2. Level of competences of people from the community that | worked with

3. Support on part of local administration

>

. Social initiatives’ support infrastructure at local level

(2]

siness support infrastructure at local level

. Bu
6. Other (please, specify):

11.7. Do you believe that the results achieved by these and similar activities would have been
better if the level of YOUR OWN self-initiative and the self-initiative of THOSE YOU
WORK/LIVE WITH in the community were higher?

1. Yes 2. No

11.8. Do you believe that the results achieved by these and similar activities would be better if
the level of self-initiative in the ENTIRE community were higher?

1. Yes 2. No

11.9. How often do YOU and THOSE YOU WORK/LIVE WITH in the community apply the
following skills in their work/everyday life? (1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Occasionally, 4 = Often,
5 = Continuously)

1. Innovation

2. Creativity

3. Analytical thinking

4. Resourcefulness

¢
.
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5. Leadership

6. Resilience

11.10. For EACH of the skills listed below, indicate how IMPORTANT you consider it to be at

community level for solving the practical problems within your community and empowering
community members to be pro-active: (1 = Not at all important; 2 = Not important; 3 =

Neutral; 4 = Important; 5 = Very important)

1. Innovation

2. Creativity

3. Analytical thinking

4. Resourcefulness

(2]

. Leadership

6. Resilience

11.11. For EACH of the above skills and independently of its estimated importance, indicate how
ADEQUATE (adequately developed) you consider it to be at community level for solving
practical problems within your community and empowering community members to be pro-

active: (1 = Highly inadequate; 2 = Inadequate; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Adequate; 5 = Highly adequate)

1

2

3

i |

5

1. Innovation

2. Creativity

3. Analytical thinking

4. Resourcefulness

(2]

. Leadership

6. Resilience
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11.12. Identify in the list below one or more skills, specifically addressed by some TRAINING
INITIATIVE that you are aware of, which has been implemented within your community:
(select all that apply)

1. Innovation

2. Creativity

3. Analytical thinking

>

. Resourcefulness

|U'I

. Leadership

6. Resilience

R
. None

~N

11.13. Identify in the list below one or more skills, specifically addressed by some TRAINING
INITIATIVE that you have participated in, which has been implemented within your
community: (select all that apply)

1. Innovation

2. Creativity

3. Analytical thinking

>

. Resourcefulness

(2]

. Leadership

esilience

SECTION lll. CAPACITY-BUILDING FOR SELF-INITIATIVE WITHIN FRAGILE COMMUNITIES — EXPRESSED

INTEREST AND PREFERRED TYPES OF TRAINING DELIVERY MODES

I11.1. If the skills above were “packaged” into one training programme, do you consider this
would benefit your ENTIRE community?

1. Yes 2. No
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111.2. Which do you consider to be the best way of delivering such a type of training
programme? (1 = Not preferred, 2 = Low preference, 3 = Moderate preference, 4 = High
preference, 5 = Very high preference)

1. Self-learning

2. Face-to-face training sessions

3. Distant / online learning

4. Blended (face-to-face and online) learning

5. Experience-sharing

111.3. Would you be interested in taking part in such a training programme and, if YES, what
role would you like to undertake — coach or trainee? (please, enter your contact data below
only in case you are interested in participating in the training programme)

E-mail Phone

1. Yes: coach

2. Yes: trainee

w

. No

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire!

Your contribution is highly appreciated!

Disclaimer: This project has been co-funded with support from the European Commission. This communication reflects the views of the
author only, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein.
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ANNEX D. INTERFACE SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

FRAGILE COMMUNITIES’ COMPETENCE GAP ANALYSIS

INTERFACE SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW

The semi-structured interviews are being conducted in order to obtain information from fragile
community members (citizens, community leaders, would-be entrepreneurs, representatives of
business organisations, social enterprises, etc.) and local authorities in INTERFACE partner
countries, regarding the need for “problem-solving” competences and training within the
participating communities. The results of the Interviews will be used to guide the INTERFACE
partnership in designing a curriculum and training methodology for community coaches, as well
as to review and adapt existing training content and modules to the competence needs of fragile
communities, covered by INTERFACE project activities. The interviewees’ identity will not be
disclosed to any third parties.

SECTION |. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION

I.1. Country of origin, community — please, indicate:

Country:

Community (settlement/quarter):

1.2. Gender:

1. Male 2. Female

1.3. Age — select one of the ranges below:

1. 20-29 2.30-39 3. 40-49 4. 50-59 5. 60+
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1.4. Education — select highest level of educational attainment:

1. Secondary School 2. Vocational Education and Training

3. University Level 4. Post-Graduate

I.5. Please indicate in which capacity are you giving this interview?

1. 1 am a citizen of the community

2. I work in the community’s local administration

3. I work in a business organisation, operating within the community

4. 1 work in a non-for profit organisation, operating within the community

1.6. For how many years have you been living / working in this community?

|I—\

.<5 2.6-10 3.11-15 4.16-20 5. 20+

1.7. Can you please briefly describe your and/or your organisation’s role for the development
of your community?

1.8. When was this role established and how?
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1.9. How has it changed, if at all, in the past three years? Why?

1.10. With whom do you cooperate in performing this role? Do you cooperate with individuals
and/or organisations? Do they come from within or outside the community?

1.11. What part of your educational or professional background, do you feel is most important
for you in your current role within the community?

SECTION Il. COMMUNITY PROBLEMS AND PERCEIVED COMPETENCE NEEDS

1.1. Please describe the areas, which you consider most problematic for the development of
your community. Think about individual, organisational and community level.
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11.2. How are these problems being tackled at community level and what is the effect for the
citizens, organisations and the entire community?

11.3. Do you know of a community initiative which was beneficial/successful for certain
individuals/organisations and/or the entire community? Who undertook this initiative (single
citizen, group of citizens, organization, local administration)?

11.4. What in your opinion were the main reasons for that?
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11.5. Do you know of a community initiative which seemed to be promising, but failed to
achieve its goals? Who undertook this initiative (single citizen, group of citizens, organisation,
local administration)?

11.6. What in your opinion were the main reasons for that?

1.7. In how far do you think the following skills would have made a difference in achieving the
goals of this promising community initiative? Please, explain your answer.

a) innovation & creativity
b) analytical thinking & resourcefulness

c) leadership & resilience
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11.8. At which level do you consider self-initiative to be in most need of support in your
community? Why? Think about individual, organisational and community level.

11.9. Can you give an example, when one or more of the skills mentioned in Q Il.7 above were
actually used for the improvement of the situation in your community at individual and/or
organisational and/or community level? Think about which of the skills were used, who used
these skills, and how they were used.

11.10. Do you consider such positive examples would be more frequent in your community
following an initiative, directed towards empowering community members and local
administration to be more active, through boosting the level of these skills at different levels
within the community? Please, explain your answer.
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11.11. How would you describe the adequacy of these skills within your community? Think
about individual, organisational and community level.

11.12. Have you yourself led or been involved in a community initiative, aimed at developing
your community or groups within your community? Can you describe the initiative, its
objectives, results, as well as other people involved?

SECTION lll. CAPACITY-BUILDING FOR SELF-INITIATIVE WITHIN FRAGILE COMMUNITIES — EXPRESSED

INTEREST AND PREFERRED TYPES OF TRAINING DELIVERY MODES

111.1. If the skills mentioned in Q 1.7 above were “packaged” into one training programme, do
you consider this would benefit your community? Please, explain your answer.
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111.2. Which do you consider to be the best way for delivering such a type of training

programme (e.g. face-to-face learning, online learning, experience-sharing, etc.)? Please,
explain your answer.

111.3. Would you be interested in taking part in such a training programme and, if YES, what
role would you like to undertake — coach or trainee?

Thank you for taking the time to participate in this interview!

Your contribution is highly appreciated!

Disclaimer: This project has been co-funded with support from the European Commission. This communication reflects the views of the
author only, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein.
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