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Part I: 

Methodology 
 

 

 

 

 

 

1 - Introduction 

 

Cultures change and keep being the same; they lie so deep in ourselves that sometimes we can fall 
into a conflict because of beliefs connected with our cultural values without even realizing it. 
People change as well, people grow, people develop and learn from each others. We could say 
that most of our life-long learning process connected to the social and cultural sphere is based on 
the interaction with others (may them be human or other kind of beings), and it grows wider if the 
“others” are different and bring diversity and new inputs to our lives.  

Despite the evidences of the value and potential of the implementation of a good diversity 
management in social contexts, many communities still live a state of alienation within the larger 
community (-ies) that surrounds them and the situation can get more conflictive everyday.  

The project Image.in starts from this global perspective and follows-up with local steps: this 
documents is meant to be a guideline and a conceptual framework for developing a film/video 
workshop for youngsters in five diferent cities, all part of the partnership.  

The methodological approach selected is based upon the mixed participation of refugees and non 
refugees within the local communities, with the use of non formal education, intercultural 
dialogue and audiovisual creation. The idea is to make use of the power of the image to give a 
concrete opportunity to have access to the local, cultural and social life, while combating the 
isolation of migrant communities and the discrimination within the local context.  

The methodology is based on the experience which has started in 2010 in the Municipality of 
Molenbeek, a town which counts a very high rate of migrants in its population where audiovisual 
creation workshops were provided to teenagers from various backgrounds, starting a very 
successfull process of intercultural understanding and empowerment. Image.in aims at 
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transforming this good practice, which proved to have a very good impact on the young 
community of Molenbeek, into a European model. 

It is important to mention that the Image.in included a context research on the cultural integration 
of the migrant and refugee community in the five pilot cities (namely Forest – Belgium, Liverpool – 
UK, Lorca – Spain, Prague – Czech Republic and Pisa – Italy) : its results served as an input to this 
work and we strongly recommend the readers to consult it, as it will give a deeper insight on 
theoretical and critical framework connected to our project which could help other actors and 
educators while shaping their own adaptation of this model.  

Another document that provided useful and sometimes necessary material for the development 
of the guidelines we are proposing is “METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSIS REPORT OF AUDIOVISUAL 
WORKSHOPS”, developed during the Europea project  EnFeM1, which ran from October 2017 until 
April 2018  and included a series of workshops across Europe, through which a large number of 
migrant and non migrant women “learned and worked together to produce their own 
photographs and videos”. This project also included partners of Image.in, such as Alfea 
Cinematografica (coordinator of the partnership) and Pluralis. While the target group of EnFeM 
was different, many of the conclusions and recommendations contained in such report helped 
shaping the idea of the content you are holding right now.  

These guidelines are developed according to the result of the mentiones context research, plus 
the needs epressed by the objectives of our project and the application itself.  

You will find a short teorethical part at the beginning which will help the teams understand which 
were the most useful (in our opinion) aspects of the interviews that we should take into account 
while designing the workshops. Afterwards, the guidelines become more practical and shows the 
timeline of the pilot project themselves, enriched by some suggestions on logistics and 
implementation. 

  

 
1 https://www.enfem.eu/ 
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2. Objectives 

  

The priority of the project is to establish transnational cultural and audiovisual series of workshops 
that can:  

• help refugees and migrants to socialize and express themselves without necessarily 
mastering the language of the host country;  

• be broad learning platforms that encourage respect and understanding of diversity, 
intercultural and civic competences, democratic values and citizenship;  

• offer European citizens the opportunity to discover and understand the values and cultures 
of refugees and to learn from them - in a process of rediscovering and enriching their 
culture 

 

Besides the priorities just mentioned above, we recall the importance of test and adapt a 
successful methodology and make it become a European model, while enriching and building the 
capacity of each of the actors involved in the process. 

The focus will be on the learners, on their needs and their own experiences. While the video and 
the image will be the communication channels and the narrative thread of the course, other 
means of cultural expression can be used to help the participants open up, bond and connect 
among themselves. The learning experience, expecially in non-formal education settings, is much 
more intense if people feel free to share and listen, that’s what we want to achieve.  
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3. Some thoughts on the concept of “cultural integration” 

 

In this paragraph we would like to address some of the issues raised by the interviewed 
youngsters during the research phase, as something to consider while designing and implementing 
the workshop. 

Somebody mentioned the fact that many times migrants have to change something of themselves 
in order to fit in the hosting society, while they actually shouldn’t. It appears as a sort of nostalgic 
and a bit rancorous attitude towards the fact that the adaptation to a new culture is a process 
which is often far from being easy and smooth. We think that, while it is of course an 
understandable feeling, such an attitude could be as unhelpful as a discriminative one when 
coming to creating intercultural relationships and new, complex cultures among generations.  

Intercultural understanding isn’t about remaining the same and never questioning one’s values 
and cultures: this is something that is needed to be worked on during our workshops as much as 
constructive feedback and nonviolent communication. While we praise every culture as a source 
of richness and we try to respect everybody’s feelings as much as we can, we understand that no 
culture is better that any other, and cultures themselves can change and develop out of our own 
beliefs and control. Perfection is not on the table: everybody is allowed to change or to remain the 
same. 

Another question that caught our attention was about what were the parameters to be respected 
in order to be considered a “culturally integrated person”. The person who raised this point 
mentioned the fact that sometimes people feel like they need to fulfill certain requirements in 
order to feel accepted by the society, but what if your identity and preferences do not fit with the 
mainstreamed side of the hosting culture just as much as the identity and the preferences of a 
part of the community you are living in? Not all the people who are considered locals in a city do 
like to participate in the local main festivities or to eat the traditional food, this does not mean 
that they do not feel well in the cities where they live.  

What we want to say with this is that we are not looking for assimilation of the migrants and 
refugees by letting locals teaching them the basics of their traditions and cultures, but to give 
everyone the tools for making their own way into the complex society we live in, as well as 
making people reflect on the concept of identity and its spectrum.  Identity is indeed something 
we should work on with our groups, as to know oneself is the basic of opening up to others in an 
honest way. 

As many youngsters mentioned, we believe that the teaching of the language of the country 
where the workshops will be based is a fundamental part of the good development of the project.  

All the interviewed people talked about the language classes and the professionals who 
supported their learning in a very positive way, recognizing the power given by the language of 
the community you want to live in.  

Being able to communicate feels crucial and help you out while trying to build networks and new 
relationships. In any case, it has to be remembered that images and videos (as art, in general) are 
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powerful languages too so, while teaching the local language, keep in mind that this is not the 
major objective of the project, although it helps reaching it. 

Finally, it is fundamental to observe the participants, their reactions and their stories very well 
since the very beginning, in order to manage and shape the program according to their needs and 
to the local context. The team of professionals can decide to give more or less space to the group 
building, or to film techniques, to the conflicts management, or to the personal analysis and the 
storytelling, or to the spaces of communion and sharing. In any case it is necessary to always 
keep the focus on the well being of the group and to create a safe environment from the early 
phases. 
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4. Target group 

 

Our workshop are supposed to welcome twenty participants aged 15 – 24 years old, to be 
involved during four months. The group is supposed to be composed by locals2  and refugees or 
migrants, equally.  

 

4.1 Recruiting (mid October 2018 – mid December 2018 + 1 info Day in 
these months) 
In this phase, visibility, communication and the word of mouth are key aspects. It is important to 
create diverse communication material, such as leaflets (in local and in the languages of the 
communities we want to speak to), posters, banners and “ready to use” short information to pass 
on whenever there is an opportunity.  

The diversity of language can be handy for communicating to different publics: easy, appealing 
and colorful for youngsters and more detailed for the professionals of the organization or 
institution that work with the collectives we are interested in informing of this opportunity.  

We understand that not everybody will work with the whole age range we considered as target, so 
according to the age group you want to work with, you should select the spaces where to spread 
the material and the graphic of it.  

Schools/universities, youth centers, skate parks, malls, leisure center and libraries can be good 
options, plus of course the organizations who work specifically with migrants or/and refugees in 
town or in the region. It is recommended to send digital materials and physical one. Use an easy 
registration form, but that allows you to understand the expectation of the applicant and the 
reason why they are applying (consider not to ask what is the gender of the applicant, or to leave 
a blank space so people can identify as they want). Ask suggestion from professionals who have 
been worked with those youngsters (especially if they are minors), many time it can help 

 
2 As for defining the term “local” and giving some food for thoughts, we want to insert here a quote from the 
document “METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSIS REPORT OF AUDIOVISUAL WORKSHOPS” mentioned above, result of the 
European Project EnFem:“Exclusionary practices and the so-called “Othering” of certain individuals can ultimately 
push them to remain fundamentally connected to their migrant heritage, regardless of administrative status or 
citizenship. For instance, one Belgian-born participant in the Molenbeek workshop maintained that as a child of 
Turkish parents she never felt accepted in her country of birth and to this day will not identify as Belgian, regardless of 
the administrative status she was granted at birth. These reflections are ultimately important, as they allow us to 
consider the group of participants we intend to serve through the workshop, the way we can and cannot categorize 
them through the project, and the way administrative status and self-identity do and do not intersect. To put it more 
bluntly: when defining the local population in a multicultural society, one can either resort to questionable, restrictive, 
and at times false categorizations based on race and ethnic background, or accept that “locals” may very well hold a 
variety of (migrant/racial/ethnic and other) identities. The dual terms defining the two groups of women to be 
involved with the project thus raise significant questions when one considers the multiplicity of components that drive 
one’s image and self-image in the context of categories of nationhood, citizenship and migration. In many, if not most 
parts of Europe, organizations increasingly serve constituents who do not carry one single, fixed identity that 
corresponds to that of a "migrant woman" or that of a “local woman.” Successful strategies for the project thus have 
to sustain some level of openness and flexibility with regards to identifying participants from either group and reflect 
on the meaning of either category”. 
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discovering background information that could help during the selection process. Remember that 
the meetings with the reception center are not optional, and there are very good reasons for 
paying attention to what the operators can contribute with. 

Take into consideration that a very effective way is always the word of mouth, though. It is 
important to start spreading the news that a professional video maker will give a training course 
for free for those who will be selected for this very unique opportunity. Try to identify 
“multipliers” among the youngsters you are in touch with and let them know that. Try to make 
sure to have many pre-inscription, the diversity will be ensured during the selection process.  

 

4.2 Selection  (December 2018) 
How much diversity is the team able to manage? This is the question that facilitators need to ask 
themselves while selecting participants. Within the age range and the local/migrants background 
criteria, there is a whole constellation of possibilities you can go for. 

If it is the first time that you approach such kind of project, you might want to consider sticking to 
the age range you normally work with, or to focus on a certain country of origin for what refers 
the part of the group composed by people who migrated. Within the team it should be honestly 
discussed the experience of each of the members and, based on that, go for either a more diverse 
group or a more homogenous one (you will be still sticking to our criteria if you select ten people 
coming from the same third country, or if you go for a group of teenagers because you normally 
work with this target group). 

There are many factors to be taken into account, both based on the profile of the participants and 
the organizers of the activity, sometimes it is not easy to analyze and understand a situation. A big 
motivation can give many points, but keep in mind that people with communicative challenges 
would not spend many words in the application; you might need an interview with the 
participants you preselect. 

The social sphere of the project needs to be relevant and understood by the participants from the 
beginning, so to not create false expectations: indeed it will be a video-making course, but it won’t 
be an academy, and other for of art or cultural expressions might be used. We promise fun, 
learning and new friendships, together with the possibility of using good quality material and a 
stage to build your own pieces of art on during four months…but you might not create a whole 
movie and go to a film festival, it depends on the flow. Honesty must be the basics of the 
exchange with the participants from the very beginning, it essential to create a familiar 
environment. 

 

4.3 Motivation 
Four months are long, especially in some phases of life. When you are not in school or working (as 
it happen to be the situation of many asylum seekers when they are expecting their application to 
be processed) you day schedule can change from one day to another, depending on the 
opportunities you are given. Apart from that, we experience a very high rate of drop outs in 
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regular activities which are free, not mandatory and longer than one month, especially when 
talking about people in the last year of high school or in university. Based on the fact that our 
group might change, it might be a good idea to start with a larger group.  

Also, it is good to keep small goals clear and share it with the group, in order to boost motivation 
and maintain the group dynamic. It is good to play side games (such us “the question”, where you 
ask people to think about an unconventional question, than you tell them to ask it to the 
maximum amount of people in the group over free time, reporting the best or the funniest 
answer, etc..). 
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5. Pilot projects (mid January 2019 – mid May 2019) 

 

In the Molenbeek example, the workshops are structured over 4 months (4 hours per week) and 
will be shared in: 

• 6 weeks - 4 hours / week: group building + learning the different techniques and key skills 
for shooting 

• 6 weeks 4 hours / week: shooting 
• 4 weeks 4 hours / week: editing and postproduction. 

 

This structure does not have to be implemented as such, as there is room for adaptation, but it 
has to be taken into account while designing the whole series of workshops. Two additional hours 
per week will be dedicated for refugees and migrants who will need language classes; therefore 
there is the need of a language coach within the team. 

 

5.1 Teams (preparation meetings during November – December 2019 + 
implementation January – May 2019 + evaluation according to the 
calendar we agree on) 
We understand the composition of each team can be discussed by organizations depending on the 
needs, the resources and the local context, so we present here a list of tasks and competences 
that should be covered instead of giving a strict number of people to be included.  

As a basic team, it should be composed  of at least one professional film-maker, a local 
coordinator with the required competence in intercultural dialogue and who will also be a creative 
facilitator and a coach in languages. 

This team will meet twice a week for two months to draw-up the calendar of courses, 
workshops, timetables, logistics, teaching material if required. 

As mentioned above, the team could also count on a different amount of people, as long as we 
fulfill certain requirements : 

- the technical part of filming, shooting and editing needs to be on a professional level, even if the 
final result doesn’t necessary have to be a short movie made by the participants 

- a person prepared for coaching and helping bridging the language barriers should be present 
during all the workshops, apart from the two additional hours per week 

- at least one member of the team should be trained for supporting and managing group 
dynamics, intercultural groups and mentorize the team for what concerns the design of the 
program 

- the trainers should be the same for all the duration of the workshop series and should be 
available for the preparation phase as well as the selection phase. 
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5.2 Practical needs and logistics preparation 
- One of the main difficulties will be  to get in  touch with young foreigners (asylum-seekers or 
refugees) especially those unaccompanied. In each pilot city (Pisa, Murcia, Prague, Forest, 
Liverpool) the teams will organize every month a meeting with organization which works with 
refugees and/or migrants (once a month – two hours) during a three-month period (October – 
December 2018) in order to gain trust and to explain the project together with the professional 
that they already know, while inviting them to take part in the workshops. During these meetings, 
activities and games to demonstrate the methodology to the youngsters can be used also.  

- Info days : One morning devoted to the presentation in each pilot city)  October - Nov 2018 

In order to invite the local population to take part in the workshops, every organization will 
organize a briefing session. These can be announced in the media, on the municipality website. 
Invitations to be sent to school headmasters in the municipality and to teachers. These days will 
be the opportunity to describe the workshop project  to a new audience. 

- Local promotion : Distribution of posters and leaflets in schools -  Oct - Nov 2018 

In order to invite young natives to get involved in an innovative activity of intercultural dialogue, 
the partners will distribute promotional material in schools in the municipality  (within the 5 pilot 
cities)  

-  Identify the physical location of the workshop (November – December 2018) 

- Selection of participants (December 2018) 

- Identify the timetable and schedule the programme (mid October – December 2018) 

Depending on the composition of the group and the local context, suggestion on this point may 
vary. In Spain we observed that youngsters between 14 and 20 participate more if it is required for 
them to come less days per week, so they can still manage their other tasks and responsibilities. 
The best option would be one, maximum two days per week, if in weekdays it would be better 
after six, in weekends not before 11,30. 

- Rental/Purchase of materials (January 2019 – May 2019) 

While each local instructor might provide additional feedback regarding the necessary materials 
for the workshop, we propose the following as a basic list of essential items: 

• 1 video camera with tripod 
• 1 photo camera with lenses 
• 1 camera pole mount  
• Computer with editing program (the state of the art is the Mac run Final Cut Pro but PS 

alternatives such as Adobe Premiere Pro might be acceptable) 
• Photo paper 
• Projector 
• Accessories: memory cards, hard drive(s) to store footage, USB memory stick, blank DVDs  
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5.3 Program design and adaptation 
The program will be largely based on the professionals’ work, but there are some basic guidelines 
to be taken into account, coming from Molenbeek’s experience. 

All the participants, starting with any language level, will learn to produce their own story, their 
own short film, the script, the shooting of sequences, the editing. The idea is that together, they 
will be involved in a joint project. All the basics will be treated and agreed upon through a 
collaborative method: locations spotting, writing, interviewing methods, approaches to 
atmosphere and actions, organization of shootings, sound recording and shots, directing, editing 
plans and computer-aided editing. 

In each pilot city, each team will be requested to follow one common theme for developing short 
films: the daily life of young refugees in the host community. 

Anyways, we would say to not establish the final product (or products) of the workshops too 
rigidly. This must arise from the needs that will be expressed in the course of the activity itself, the 
creation of an elaborate video must be a means to express itself and not an end to be achieved at 
any cost. 

Through the workshops, we want young people to acquire new skills that will help them express 
themselves on the various themes that concern them, as well as to work on critical thinking, so to 
have a wider view towards society and to better understand the challenges of the globalized 
society. 

Language support: concurrenty with the 4 hours/week devoted to shooting, editing, post 
production techniques, young refugees will be supported by a coach in languages:  2 hours/week 
for 4 months to make their approach and relationship with the host society easier. During these 
two hours, young refugees, with the assistance  of a coach, will draw advantage of a precious 
assistance, learning the basics of the host language.  Through films, the coach will namely provide 
them with basics that will be useful to their social, cultural and professional integration. If they 
wish to do so, young natives will take part in language lessons to help young refugees in their 
learning of the host language. 

Finally, it is fundamental to share with the other partners, during the course of the project, all the 
information about how the adaptation of these guidelines is taking place in every local context, in 
order to compose a sort of "puzzle" of possible variants of the same virtuous (respected) scheme 
implement in every different realities. This will allow us not only to inspire and build capacity one 
for another, but also to increment the value of the model we are contributing to create. 
Responsibles from Alfea Cinematografica will visit each pilot project once, but the communication 
among team in every country must be fluid for the all duration of the workshop series. 
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Part II: 

EVALUATION OF THE 
WORKSHOPS 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Context and objectives 

 

This evaluation exercise is conducted within the project image.in, implemented with the 
framework of ERASMUS+ in 6 different European countries. Within the project partners test 
innovative methodological approaches to work with migrants and refugees with the aim to 
enhance the process of integration into society and support their personal development, in 
particular self-esteem, ability to work in team, ability to adapt and live in the different cultural 
context. Since the methodology is innovative, there is a need to have an external perspective on 
the approach, and identify which elements work best, and what are the factors which support the 
integration of refugees and migrants and which can be enhanced through non-formal education. 
The current evaluation report only looks at the local phase intervention of the ImageIn project, 
that is the workshops six different partners have run with mixed groups of participants in the 
period January-June 2019, including participants’ engagement in the process, direct work with 
them and impact. The local intervention phase has been implemented in the following six 
contexts: 

• Forest (Belgium) 
• Pisa (Italy) 
• Lorca (Spain) 
• Liverpool (The UK) 
• Prague (The Czech Republic) 
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The specific objectives of the evaluation are identified before the local interventions phase and 
determine the structure of the current report. They are explored below in their entirety, outlining 
specifics of a context or approach only when relevant for the findings. The objectives are: 

• To identify factors that influence the motivation and encourage refugees to participate in 
the offered programmes; 

• To identify the factors which support the integration and personal development of 
refugees and migrants; 

• To detect any impact of the local workshops on participants; 
• To detect any impact of the local workshops specifically on refugees and migrants;  
• To draw recommendations to encourage the better management of the cultural diversity 

and inclusion of refugees in social and cultural local activities.   
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Methodology of the evaluation 

 

The evaluation report draws upon input given by the local partners, operating in each of the six 
contexts and directly running the local interventions (workshops). These  

Evaluation forms and documentation review on outreach and selection of participants.  The 
process of outreach and selection of participants is often neglected in programme evaluation, but 
these processes could potentially have an important role in motivation building, and decisions 
about participation in the proposed activities. For this reason, we explore the inclusiveness and 
attractiveness of the promotion and selection processes based on documentation presented by 
project partners. This information varies from partner to partner, but normally includes some of 
the following elements: call for participants, information how the call was distributed, posters and 
other tools used by the organizations, review of social media where the information about the 
programmes were provided, as well as a short report on the recruitment of participants in the 
local interventions. 

Entry and exit questionnaires done with participants of the workshops. All participants were asked 
to fill two similar forms during their first workshop (or before starting), and after the last 
workshop. The aim of these questionnaires is to evaluate how participation in the activity 
influenced the change in competences of participants, based on self-assessment.  

Evaluation forms to asses short term results of each workshop. The idea of these questionnaires 
was to track progress within the long-term process of the local intervention, as well as to give 
feedback to partners on the quality/impact of separate workshops. However, in the process 
partners have started doubting the usefulness of these evaluation forms and the impact this 
exercise has on the participants. For that reasons, many partners have not provided full data and 
the results of this is only partly reflected below in the evaluation findings. 

In-depth interviews with refugee or migrant participants.  An overall of 8 interviews with 
refugee/migrant participants were conducted and analysed from 4 local contexts (Forest, Pisa, 
Lorca and Prague). The interviews were conducted after the end of the workshops, following 
guidelines and questions provided by the external evaluator. They are mainly used to assess the 
impact of the intervention on participants with migrant or refugee background, but their valuable 
input has also been used in other parts of the evaluation. 

Evaluation forms workshops facilitators.  An overall of 12 evaluation questionnaires were filled up 
by facilitators from all contexts – those who have worked directly with intervention participants, 
reflecting their observations and experiences. The questionnaires also reflect the facilitators’ 
observation on the learning of the participants.  
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Factors that influence the motivation of participants to engage  

 

The Image.in project has well invested in its local interventions, which include direct work with 
young people from the local community and migrant/refugee population to use audio-visual 
techniques to boost intercultural dialogue, support personal growth and enhance the integration 
of refugees and migrants in the local community. For this to give effective results however, active 
and voluntary engagement of young people must be insured. Such process of learning and 
development can only give results if young people join the activities on their own term and 
navigate through it driven by their own motivation. For that reason, the evaluation explores what 
are the factors and tools that build and sustain their motivation throughout the process. Bringing 
in data from evaluation questionnaires with participants and facilitators, interviews with refugee 
and migrant young people and the promotion report of the partners, in this past we will explore 
successful strategies in effective outreach, building initial motivation and sustaining motivation 
among participants throughout the long-term local intervention process of the project.  

Initial motivation: outreach 
The image.in project partners have used a mix of tools and approaches to make sure what they 
offer in terms of workshops and an overall intervention is well communicated and promoted, so as 
to create initial motivation among potential participants to join the series of workshops. Among 
the strategies employed, the following can be identified:  

• A mix of online and offline channels. None of the partners have solely invested in one way 
to outreach their intended public but have instead used an effective mix of online and 
offline tools and approaches. In regard to online, that includes the partners’ webpages and 
social media, but also goes beyond that with some partners effectively engaging the social 
networks of local stakeholders (e.g. groups and organizations of migrant diasporas and 
communities). The later is particularly important and seen by both partners and the 
evaluator as a positive solution. One partner for example – OPU in Prague – reached out to 
Facebook pages of Vietnamese and Ukrainian organizations and communities in the 
country. Offline, partners have used printed materials (posters, flyers), promotion gadgets 
(bags, pens), presentations in schools and partner organizations, as well as info days. CPAS 
from Forest reports: “The info day was a very interesting moment of meeting and 
presentation of the image.in project at the end of which the interested persons have filled 
out a document giving us their data for the pre-selection process.” 

• Enhancing local partnerships. Almost all project partners reached out and collaborated 
with local networks of other organizations and stakeholders, which could enhance the 
reach of the project’s promotion efforts. In some countries, this has been especially 
beneficial. In the case of Italy, local partner Alfea finds the meetings with local 
organizations among the strengths of the outreach strategy as it has allowed them to reach 
Italian and foreign girls and boys already interested in the theme of migration and involved 
in activities in the area. Similar benefits for enhancing local networks of organizations are 
observed in Belgium and the Czech Republic. Among the important local actors all partners 
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have targeted schools as a terrain for promotion. In some cases it was used for 
dissemination of printed materials, in others – presentation meetings were also organized.  

• Close work with reception centers. Considering the focus of the project on engaging 
migrant and especially refugee youth, many project partners built collaboration with 
reception/refugee centers and used this for outreach activities (in some cases, the 
collaboration with reception centers and organizations operating there went beyond the 
project promotion and was instrumentalized to sustain the local workshops throughout the 
pilot phase). This approach is particularly useful for outreach to unaccompanied minors, 
who are a target group which is otherwise difficult to reach.   

• Compelling promotion materials. With its focus on film production, the project relies 
heavily on the interest of young people on the visual. For this reason, systematic use of 
related imagery has been employed by some partners, which has been positively assessed. 
The partners in general focus on the theme of the pilot projects on filmmaking, rather than 
on its underlying objective for intercultural exchange and community cohesion. 
Considering the motivational drivers many participants express in relation to the creative 
process of the workshops (see below), this approach is appropriate. 
 

 
 

• Face-to-face community outreach. One project partner – Rare (Liverpool) prioritized face-
to-face individualized outreach within the refugee community in the city. They recruited a 
volunteer from the refugee community who went out into the community directly to reach 
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out to young people to explain the project. According to the partner, personal approach 
although time consuming and expensive turned out to be the most effective, as it built 
trust: people seemed wary of free community projects and also helped people understand 
and commit to coming regularly. This is seen as a particularly interesting and effective 
approach, also taking into consideration the high engagement of refugee young people in 
the pilot project in Liverpool and their sustainable participation throughout the long-term 
local intervention.  

• Considering language diversity and inclusiveness in general. Project partners had to 
consider language diversity throughout the whole process of local pilot projects, including 
promotion. Many project partners prepared materials and information in different 
languages for a better outreach among migrant and refugee populations (the UK, the 
Czech Republic). Other partners (Belgium) specifically struck cooperation with 
organizations that can give access to boys and girls. Socio-economic factors were also 
promoted in the communication: for example, stressing that the involvement of the 
project is free of charge and that no prior experience and training is required for 
participation.   

Regardless of the complex and comprehensive outreach strategies of the different partners, they 
did not go without challenges. In some cases, they were related with the busy schedule in the 
reception centers, in others – with concern within the management teams of the centers, 
particularly in regard to targeting unaccompanied minors. In the case of the UK, the biggest 
challenge turned out to be the engagement of local youth, who expressed lack of trust in the 
initiative. This is an important learning moment for the partnership: in similar initiative, the 
communication needs of both local and migrant/refugee population need to be considered. One 
way to build trust with different communities is sustaining a service/project throughout time, 
which would also boost promotion and outreach: previous participants can act as agents in 
promotion, while their testimonies would support trust-building and give credibility to the 
initiative. In their interviews, some of the participants share similar ideas – according to them, the 
best promotion would be to showcase the work that has already been done. In saying that, they 
seem to imply making the pilot project sustainable in time with new groups going through the 
same process. Others share the promotion should focus more in schools.  

Nevertheless, regardless of challenges partners have met on the way, their outreach strategies 
appear well-thought, comprehensive and effective. They have finally let to constructing of diverse 
groups of participants to take part in the local pilot projects, which is the strongest indicator for 
the effectiveness of the outreach strategies of the partners.   

Initial motivation: first expectations 
Upon joining the pilot projects during the first workshops, participants were asked to fill out an 
entry evaluation questionnaire, which included self-assessment of specific competencies (see the 
chapters on impact), as well as a question on the motivation to join. A review of these answers 
draws a snapshot on some main drivers for participants to come on board. These are further 
confirmed by the interviews with refugee and migrant participants after the end of the project. 
The motivation drivers can be summarized in two main categories: topic (filmmaking) and process 
(group experience). These can be further broken down as follows: 
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TOPIC (Filmmaking) 

• Interest in the creative part. Many participants answer that they are in general interest in 
filmmaking and audio-visual work, but some are more specific and focus on the creative 
part of the process. Some mention previous interest in cinema and arts in general.  

• Interest in the technical part. Other focus on the technical skills they are excited to explore, 
in particular work with camera, shooting process and editing. This resonates with some of 
the outreach strategies of the partners which focus their communication message on the 
possibility to work with professional equipment.  

• Interest in acting. Although not so common, some participants mention their interest (or 
previous experience) in acting. For them, the possibility to work on a movie also includes 
the possibility to be casted in one, which differs from the previous two factors. On the 
opposite, one participant says they are motivated to be behind the camera, rather than in 
front. The different roles that filmmaking can give to different people stands out here. 

• Possibility for professional development. Although not common, some participants imply 
that in the workshop, they see the possibility for professional development or in general 
for the workshop being useful for them in the future. One interviewed participant from 
Spain who dreams to be a singer, thought their involvement in the project would give them 
the chance to go out of their comfort zone and get used to being recorded.  

PROCESS (group experience) 

• Make new friends. This is among the most common motivational factors identified by the 
participants and comes together with reasoning on topic (see above) or is spelled out as a 
single and/or leading factor. Meeting new people and expanding social circle in general is a 
main expectation for the participants, which is met by the group nature of the pilot 
projects. 

• Look for new experience. Participants are in general open to new experiences, which are 
sometimes broadly formulated (“something new”) or more specific (“do something in the 
weekends”). The project is a way to get out of their usual activities and environment. This 
is especially powerful illustrated by an interviewed participant from Italy who says: “I didn't 
want to stay closed in the center, I felt sad and lonely and I thought "why not try?”. The 
search for new experience borderlines with general curiosity – one participant from Spain 
shares that they see their participation in the pilot project as an opportunity to explore 
what is in general going on in the youth center managed by Spanish partner Cazalla 
Intercultural.  

• Intercultural experience. Although not so common, a couple of participants also refer to 
the possibilities for intercultural communication and experience the project offers. This is 
slightly more common among the local participants. One of them, who is already doing an 
internship in a refugee center, sees a possibility to improve in the field through their 
participation in the pilot project.  

A very few of the answers of the participants on their motivation do not fit in the categorization 
above. However, one such answer stands out: “my parents made me come”. A similar story is 
observed in an interview from Spain, where a participant share that they were encouraged to join 
by their mother, while they themselves didn’t want to come (out of fear and shame).  While partly 
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in breach with the principle of voluntary participation, this gives insight that family and social 
circles in general could be seen as drivers for motivation.  

There is no significant differentiation between the answers of local, migrant and refugee youth on 
their initial motivation to join. 

Continuous motivation: staying engaged  
The pilot projects of the Image.in initiative represents a long-term commitment, which takes up to 
half a year. This poses the question what are the factors that encourage and discourage 
participants to stay engage on the long run, which is a much bigger challenge than initially 
enrolling. This comes without questioning the professional performance on behalf of all partners, 
who have all carried out the pilot projects in full and delivered impressive results. Nevertheless, 
based on exist evaluation forms, the views of interviewed participants and the input from 
facilitators’ evaluation forms, encouraging and discouraging factors are identified below. 

Encouraging factors   

• Social interactions. Participants and facilitators are both reporting that the relationships 
created within the group is a main motivational factor that kept participants coming to 
workshops. Once the participants establish such relationships and participants start feeling 
comfortable, many of their fears that might be pulling them back, would disappear. From 
this perspective, the ice-breaking activities and the overall efforts of facilitators to build the 
group in the beginning of the project, is a well-thought decision (“After a while it was good, 
the games (…) helped a lot.”, one participants says). This can be further illustrated with the 
words of an interviewed participants from Spain: 

o What made me feel uncomfortable was my own fear, my distrust. It seemed 
strange to me that you had gathered so many people in one place and that each 
one tried to interact with the others. On the first day I didn't, but on the second 
day people changed seats, I tried to talk to the people around me, I didn't, I had a 
serious face and I was looking at the door waiting for you to come in. Mouna 
once greeted me and I didn't even know how to answer him. The support and 
energy that I felt made me feel safer, I had never felt a group make me feel so 
calm and safe.   

• Safe and inclusive atmosphere. Drawing from the last sentence of the quote above, and 
confirmed by others’ the atmosphere maintained within the workshops, is another 
motivational factor. This is especially true for participants from migrant and refugee 
background, which might have felt less safe in their everyday interaction. One interviewed 
participant shares they have previously had a bullying experience, which is why they 
appreciate the inclusive atmosphere of the workshops: “They accepted me as I was, I felt 
better about myself.” Another (local) participant shares: “My presence was considered 
important and valued”.  

• Learning process. “The new things I learned” and “getting new experience” are some of the 
answers participants gave in their exit evaluation form, answering the question what kept 
them motivated. The understanding that the participation in the pilot project gives you 
new competencies is not only a driver to enroll in the project, but also to sustain 
engagement. Facilitators add: “their great desire to learn”, the opportunity to “learn from 
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professionals” and the “high quality learning” were identified by them as encouraging 
factors (quotes from facilitators from different countries). 

• Creative process. Participants talk about their experience in creating a shared project 
together and how emerging in audio-visual work has made them sustain their participation 
in the project. From this perspective, the methodology of the image.in project shows 
another strength: with its focus on learning by doing and expects the delivery of a final 
product(s), it gives a framework and additional motivation boost for the participants. This 
is confirmed by observations of facilitators: independently they share that motivation was 
supported by the “cinematographic process” and by “being the authors of a professional 
video clip, being trapped in the media”. 

• Work with equipment. Participants talk with fascination about working with professional 
equipment and having the possibility to use it for their projects. “Camera” answers one 
participant when asked about what kept them motivating throughout the process. This is 
also shared by facilitators, some of which also recommend that the project should have 
invested more in equipment or could do so in the future. 

• Social impact. Some participants saw a larger picture and this helped them stay motivated. 
A couple of participants shared fighting racism was among the factors that kept them 
motivated, while another one said it was the idea to be part of something bigger than 
oneself. (All remarks in this regard come from participants with migrant or refugee 
background).  

• Recognition of process. According to one facilitator, a motivational factor for young people 
to stay engaged is that “they will receive a certificate at the end that they will have for a 
lifetime and which they can use in their film ambitions even in their working lives.”. This 
resonates with the initial motivational drivers of some participants, however, it is not 
concretely spelled out by participants. As there is potential in this encouraging factors, it 
might be more clearly focused by project partners in similar activities in the future.  

Discouraging factors   

• Timing and schedule. A major concern for people not showing up regularly or dropping out 
would be conflict in schedule. In some cases, the workshops was organized in the day and 
time, which is the only free time of young people (at least those in reception centres). This 
is positive, but at the same time requires a big commitment on behalf of the youth, as it 
regularly occupies their only free time. One facilitator says: “it is possible that this is the 
day when they should go to the doctor or carry out administrative procedures”. Running 
workshops through Ramadan was also problematic and some partners cancelled them 
throughout this period altogether. It needs to be noted, that in general the participation in 
the local projects is in general a big commitment. This might be “off putting especially for 
the older young people, who have other commitments and friends outside of the project”, 
as one facilitator notes. For some of the interviewed participants timing was also a burden 
within a single workshop, which often lasted long, sometimes longer than initially planned.  

• Precarious situation. While in some cases participants don’t show up or drop out because 
of lack of interest, in other cases their participation is prevented due to their precarious 
situation. This particularly concerns youth from migrant and refugee background. In some 
cases, they start working, as in the case of one of the interviewed participants who kept 
attending workshops, but had to juggle it with work and whenever a conflict in timing 
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would emerge, work had to be prioritized. Others were skipping workshops because of job 
interviews or to do administrative errands. One interviewed participants in Spain shares 
that they missed very few of the workshops and it was due to the fact they had to help 
their mother at home (even if the mother was supportive and encouraging).  

• Group dynamics and group awareness.  Regardless of the high motivation registered with 
some of the most active participants, many groups have undergone changes within the 
long-term period of the local pilot project. The instability of the groups would influence 
motivation as well, some facilitators notice. Considering the importance participants put 
on friends and relationships, this is logical and changes within the groups are well expected 
to influence on motivation. In other cases, the awareness of the participants on group 
processes and dynamics were not fully sufficient, which had led to confusion and 
motivation drop. One facilitator formulates it like this: “Preference for excessive 
individualism over collective work. Preference for improving audio-visual skills over the 
social dimension of workshops”. 

• Administrative procedures. A couple of facilitators shared that the burden of 
administration on every workshop was off putting for some of the young people attending. 
This was especially true in the beginning when a number of administrative tasks had to be 
concluded (entry questionnaire, consent form, information form, etc.). The burden of filling 
up evaluation form in each workshop was finally rejected by many partners for the same 
reason. Considering the importance this might have on the motivation of participants, this 
is assessed as a good decision.  
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Impact of local workshops on participants 

 

In this chapter, we are going to focus on the immediate impact of the participants (in general) who 
were engaged in the local pilot projects. The local pilot projects, the main intervention of which 
were a series of workshops – part of a long-term learning and creative process – had the following 
underlying objectives: 

• help refugees and migrants to socialize and express themselves without necessarily 
mastering the language of the host country; 

• be broad learning platforms that encourage respect and understanding of diversity, 
intercultural and civic competences, democratic values and citizenship; 

• offer European citizens the opportunity to discover and understand the values and cultures 
of refugees and to learn from them - in a process of rediscovering and enriching their 
culture.  

The first objective will be discussed more in-depth in the next chapter, which is specifically looking 
at the impact on refugee and migrant participants. The other two objectives will be discussed 
below in relation to the findings on the impact of the workshops on the participants. 

It needs to be noted that the image.in project did not formulate specific objectives of their 
intervention in relation to filmmaking and filmmaking competencies. Filmmaking and related 
processes are thus seen as a tool – a mean to an end – rather than a goal on its own. Any technical 
and theoretical learning the participants have acquired in regard to filmmaking is just an added 
value. Many participants however pay a lot of attention to this part. When asked to point out 
what is their most prominent achievement or learning in the exit questionnaires, many point out 
to technical skills, related to filmmaking:  

• Making videos and photos 

• Being able to creatively influence an important project  

• Working with real camera gear, working with wide spectre of artists and stakeholders 

• The experience of filming a full clip  

• Learning about the sounds  

• Editing short videos  

• What angles to use when filming  

• how to act in front of a camera and discovering that acting is a lot of fun  

• learning how to write a script  

• I discovered that I like to act, but mostly I discovered so much more about cinema and 

what it implies  

• I discovered that I like the audio-visual field a lot and that I can develop my skills in it  
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That is to show that the project did have an important added value in boosting interest and giving 
the participants the possibility to acquire technical skills and better understanding in relation to 
filmmaking. As it can be observed in the last comment, for some it might have been the start of a 
long-term interest, potentially a career.  

Nevertheless, the image.in project is more concerned with the development of horizontal 
competencies and boosting respect for diversity and intercultural integration. This is also reflected 
in the other big group of learnings and achievements the participants have identified and shared 
in their exit evaluation forms: 

• Learnt to cope with diverging opinions  
• Working with the group and giving different opinions  
• Made new friends 
• How to get to know new people and make friends 
• Working with an international team 
• My Czech [language] is better no 
• How to fight stress, which was part of the preparation 
• Teamwork 
• Talking about my experience 

Among the personal development and social cohesion answers on the question, the one with 
making friends is particularly repetitive in all the countries. Maintaining sustainable in-group 
relationships seems to have been well facilitated through the local pilot projects. It is also one of 
the strongest indicators that the project has indeed contributed to better integration and 
intercultural dialogue. (There are no specifics observed between the answers of the local 
participants on one side and the migrant/refugee participants on the other in the countries where 
differentiating the answers is possible). 

Within the self-identified impact of the local workshops on the participants, some stand out as 
particularly sophisticated, which also speaks about the participants’ ability for critical self-
reflection – e.g. how to fight stress and talking about my experience. On the other hand, most of 
them relate to social interactions and handling diversity – culturally, as well as in terms of 
opinions. The ability of many participants to self-assess learning not (only) connected to 
filmmaking is an indicator that the partners have managed to imply the importance of process 
(rather than only results) and build an environment for different types of learning, including 
recognising one’s one learning. This is a strength of the project implementation on local level. 

A main way to measure direct impact of the intervention on the participants is through self-
assessment. To make this more tangible, we have tried to quantify it, by asking participants to 
assess themselves on 4 statements, related to the objectives of the local pilot projects. They had 
to do that at the start of the pilot projects, positioning themselves in each statement between 1 
and 10, 1 is “strongly disagree” and 10 is “strongly agree”. At the end of the intervention, 
participants were asked to do the same, positioning themselves on the same statements and 
through the same scale. This have allowed us to come up with the following results (calculated as 
average from the data from all 5 project countries): 
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Statement / Average Entry level Exit level Difference 

Statement 1: I feel integrated and being part 
of my local community 8.48 9.23 +0.75 

Statement 2: I feel comfortable working in a 
team 8.41 9.28 +0.87 

Statement 3: I am confident and satisfied 
with who I am.   8.53 9.12 +0.58 

Statement 4: I know how to how to live and 
adapt to different cultural contexts. 8.19 8.99 +0.79 

 

As visible from the table, there is progress in the average in all statements, which suggests a 
positive impact of the project on the participants. The increase is the highest on the second 
statement, which concerns team work and this is very much understandable – the whole process 
of learning and creative work in all countries has required participants to work together, exchange 
ideas, come to an agreement, allocate tasks and create a final product together. This has 
inevitably allowed all of them to practice (if not challenge) their abilities to work in a team.  

The smallest progress is seen on Statement 3, which tackles the issue of comfort with one’s 
identity. The complexity of this question and its very personal nature makes it difficult to discuss 
“in general”. It needs to be noted however that identity and sense of identity is often being 
challenged when one is a part of an intercultural dialogue and there is a period of questioning and 
confusions. From this perspective, the smaller increase under this statement could be a function 
of intense intercultural dialogue.  

Regardless of the positive results seen from this evaluation exercise on pre- and post- self-
evaluation, one important methodological limitation needs to be noted: the groups’ dynamics. As 
discussed above, groups changed in almost every case with people dropping out and joining in 
during the process. This means that the people who have filled up the entry and the exit 
questionnaires would very rarely be the same, which is also visible from the numbers of filled up 
questionnaires by country, i.e. the number differs on entry and exit. This means that the results 
presented above – while in general positive – should be critically perceived. 

Nevertheless, in one country the group that filled up entry and exit questionnaire was fully 
identical – that is the UK. It is worth then looking specifically at the results in this country, as they 
give us a much clear picture on the impact the workshops had on relatively constant group of 
people, who at least started and finished the process together: 
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 The UK 

Statement / Average Entry level Exit level Difference 

Statement 1: I feel integrated and being part 
of my local community 8.21 8.80 0.59 

Statement 2: I feel comfortable working in a 
team 7.02 8.74 1.72 

Statement 3: I am confident and satisfied 
with who I am.   6.83 8.70 1.86 

Statement 4: I know how to how to live and 
adapt to different cultural contexts. 6.54 7.71 1.17 

 

As visible from the table, within one the same group of respondents, the increase under each 
statement is bigger. Even more, the self-assessment on statement 3 – on being comfortable with 
one’s own identity – is actually the one with the most significant progress. Feeling integrated in 
the local community has less progress, but this could be somehow explained with a specific 
situation in the UK: as project partner Rare reports, they found it difficult to engage local 
community members and a big majority of the group was actually composed of refugees.  

In any case, based on self-assessment, it can be safely concluded that the pilot projects had 
positive impact on the participants who engaged in them and especially on those who followed 
the process from the beginning to the end.  

This conclusion is further supported by the observations of the facilitators who worked directly 
with the participants and ran workshops in all countries. Asked how they see the progress within 
the group of participants in the facilitators’ evaluation questionnaires, also rating from 1 to 10, 
they gave the following average answers: 

 

Statement  Average 

Statement 1: The participants show progress in their integration 
with the local community. 8.58 

Statement 2 The participants seem more comfortable working in a 
team 9.08 

Statement 3: The participants seem more confident and 
comfortable with their identity 8.58 

Statement 4: The participants have improved their ability to live and 
adapt to different cultural contexts. 8.50 
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None of the facilitators used a number lower than 7 to describe the progress of participants in the 
different areas of personal development and growth, as illustrated by the 4 statements, which 
undoubtfully shows they see clear progress in the competencies of the participants, engaged in 
the pilot project.  

We need to mention what caused this impact. The essence of the local pilot projects is a series of 
workshops, which each partner organizes in their own community for a period of five to six 
months. The workshops vary in their specifics, but always include a learning process and a creative 
process, where participants are empowered to work on their own product – a short movie. The 
workshops would as a rule happen on regular bases, last a couple of hours and would be between 
12 and 16 altogether. In Spain, a couple of longer residential events were organized, where 
participants had the chance to spend much more time together in- and out- of working sessions. It 
needs to be noted that while the description of the workshops revolves around filmmaking and 
technical skills (e.g. learning to do a script, learning to use a recorder, work with sound, etc.), it 
also engaged a number of transversal, soft competencies, related to the main objectives of the 
project: for example, forming a culture of good treatment and empathy among participants 
(Spain), self-reflection (the Czech republic), group cohesion (the UK), etc. 

In their evaluation forms, facilitators of workshops reflect on what elements of the pilot projects 
were the most impactful for participants, i.e. has contributed the most to their learning and 
socialization. The following categories of answers are identified:  

Group work 

…I think that was the practice and when they decide the scenarios in group. Making them more 
interact and giving them the opportunity to meet the other's and know more about them.  

…It was the final realization of the filming of the video clip, a pure practice in which all the 
participants worked collectively, helped each other, worked, concentrated, paid attention and were 
motivated to make the video as good as possible. 

Creative work 

…The writing and the shooting of the story.  

…Shooting and post-production have been workshops with a great impact on participants because 
they have had to unite creativity and learning of the course to be able to produce a product (Short 
Film) forward working all coordinated and team. 

Technical work 

…no one was stressed out, no one was afraid to work with the camera, to help with the lights, the 
sound, the props.  

… One was certainly when we did the video editing workshop, there was a good participation. 

Community validation 

… and the final public projection in the Cinematek.  

…the presentation because of the impact of seeing their work finished and being able to show it to 
the rest of the world. 
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…the theatrical performance on Romeo and Juliet that gave participants the opportunity to 
collaborate with numerous professionals and meet the public. 

Informal time (Spain) 

…From my point of view, the cohabitations that took place had a greater impact as it allowed the 
group to get to know each other better and strengthen ties, which helped to create a real sense of 
teamwork. 

Looking at these answers, а conclusion can be drawn that the methodology of the image.in local 
pilot project is very well suited to bring the maximum impact on its participants, considering the 
project goals. The design of the workshops and the theme filmmaking require the participants to 
work together (which includes getting to know each other, self-evaluation, compromising, 
reaching a shared decision), create together, practice together and showcase their product to the 
community and the wider world. All of these elements are well intertwined in the methodology of 
the intervention.  
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Impact of local workshops on refugees and migrants and supporting 
factors for integration 

 

While in the previous chapter, we have explored the impact on the engaged participants in the 
pilot projects as whole, in this one we will specifically focus on the impact on participants with 
refugee or migrant background. From the previous chapter and based on evidence, we have 
already concluded on the positive impact the project has had on all of its participants, including 
refugees and migrants. However, being a specific target group of the project, they require a 
specific analysis, which will mainly be done on the bases of interviews, conducted within the 
project, as well as on the reports by partners on specific measures they have undertaken to insure 
beneficial and impactful participation for refugees and migrants in the pilot processes. In this 
analysis we will try to explore in what areas the project has supported building competencies for 
this group from one side; and what might be the factors that enhance process of integration and 
socialization for refugees and migrants on the other. 

Improved competencies and impact 
An analysis of the interviews of refugee and migrant participants in the pilot projects give reach 
material and a clear picture for the different ways the project has generated change within them. 
This is especially interesting in the cases where the interviewed person answers “no” to the 
question if they changed their mind about something or if they have altered their behavior, but in 
other parts of the interviews give examples which prove that they actually have. The following 
impact can be identified throughout the stories of the migrant and refugee participants in the pilot 
projects: 

Improving social skills 

A number of the participants report in their interviews that they have as a whole improved their 
social skills. All of them, with no exception, share they have felt comfortable in the group with 
other participants. For some, excitement can be felt in their answer, e.g. “Very beautiful! The 
group was the most important thing for me!”.  However, some share that they felt shy, scared or 
uncomfortable in the beginning, which they later managed to overcome: “At the beginning I was 
afraid to talk, get involved, it was hard for me. Actually, I was listening more than talking all the 
time. But as for the people around me, I felt good with them, especially later.” This has translated 
in an overall fight against shyness in social interactions: There are two [important things]: using 
the camera and being with others, getting out of my shyness. Later in the interview, the same 
participant shares I go out more, I am less afraid of meeting others. Similar situation is expressed 
by another participant who summarizes it perfectly: It’s like I believe in myself and now I can 
connect better to others. 

Making friends 

Making friends goes a step further than just talking with people and having time. It is a more 
intimate relationship and speaks much more about connecting to others, trusting them. Being able 
to make and sustain friends from other culture is an indicator for effective navigation in 
intercultural environment. Many of the participants positively confirm they have indeed made 
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friends within the project, although some are less certain in their answer about it (as compared to 
feeling comfortable in the group). One participant answers the question if they made friends with 
“Yes, I think so”. Others are much more convincing. “Definitely!”, one says, while other proves 
their answer with a story: “***** invited me to his place in order to record a song, it was really 
nice from him. He lives with a big family and we actually couldn’t record, but he offered me his 
house and his support, outside of the project and without you guys pushing for this to happen.” 
Others also report that they spend time with people they have met through the workshops 
outside the framework of the project, or after its end. 

Exploring other cultures 

In different answers, participants refer to how they have explored new cultures. In some cases, 
this refers to the local culture: e.g. “Here [there] were Czechs and I could learn to understand new 
words, new things.” or “We talked a lot about Italians, we laughed so much about the strange 
things”. In some cases however, migrants comment on how they have explored the culture of 
other migrants or refugees: I had a neutral view of refugees before, but I don't grow up in my own 
country and I know what it's like to live elsewhere (…) It is not easy for them, so I have for them 
understanding. On the other hand, I think that it comes from a different environment, other habits, 
culture and sometimes other moral values. It takes time to explain or let them experience it. It was 
obvious that they perceived things a little differently. But it was also obvious that they were fine, 
that they were happy to be there with us. Another migrant, coming originally from South America, 
explains that they have overcome their stereotypes about Muslims: Before I was a little afraid of 
people who speak Arabic, now I'm not. And they make good meals! As everywhere, you have good 
and bad people, but I never actually met a bad person among people who are speaking Arabic. The 
project has thus significantly contributed to the ability of its participants to detect and deconstruct 
their own cultural stereotypes, which is a necessary condition for effective intercultural dialogue.  

Reflections on own culture 

As a continuation on the progress participants have made on their intercultural competencies, 
some of them also talk about understanding better their own culture. This is a classical concept in 
intercultural theory – exploring other cultures properly would always come with reflecting (and 
sometime questioning) your own, as things you take for granted appear they can actually be 
different. So, answering the question on whether they have discovered something new for 
another culture, one participant actually talks about what they have realized about their own: We, 
as Vietnamese, are specific, especially our parents. We have other cultural customs (…) Vietnamese 
are closed, yet they are a large community in the Czech Republic. Other cultures are less, yet more 
open. That's what I realized. As a continuation of reflection, another participant is making 
statements about universal concepts found within different cultures, including their own: I found 
that people have a sense of humor everywhere. Humor is essential. I enjoyed joking and Czechs 
know humor. 

Changing minds and/or behavior 

As a rule, most of the participants make the claim they have not drastically changed their minds or 
behavior as a result of their participation in the local pilot projects. Nevertheless, there are 
numerous examples within their interviews that they actually have. Some of them were already 
mentioned above – e.g. going out more, communicating more with people, hanging out with new 
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friends. One started listening to more local music, after they liked a local musician whose music 
was used for a production of a movie as part of the filmmaking process. Another one simply says “I 
am less afraid”. As to changing mindsets, the examples given above on intercultural understanding 
and awareness are illustrative enough for the change this experience have generated into the 
thinking of the participants. One participant shares about making big new steps: The other week I 
participated in an intercultural dinner in another project, with young people I didn't know, and I 
felt much less afraid. I even ate food that I wouldn't have liked… 

Improving language competencies  

A couple of participants share they have improved their language competencies as a direct result 
of the project: I feel calmer when I want to try speaking in Italian, before it was impossible or as 
another participants was already quoted on learning new words in Czech. In other cases, the 
project has generated a general commitment towards learning languages. This is very clear in the 
case of one participant who says: I would need to learn more other languages, even if it is a 
minimum, a "Hello, how are you?", but in other languages. For others, the experience has created 
curiosity towards other languages, for example Arabic. All in all, the interviews contain enough 
evidence for the conclusion that it has had a big impact on the participants language-wise.  

Getting engaged on the long term 

Although this is not the rule, some participants show clear indications that the project has made 
them think about long-term engagement in similar activity and possibly engaging in youth work: 
Now I was a volunteer in the summer school and there were international volunteers, I was much 
more aware of their frustrations and I could help them. I became a local volunteer! Now I wait to 
turn 18 and go somewhere as a volunteer (presumably referring to a mobility volunteering 
abroad). A participant from another country sees the possibility to stay engaged through the 
filmmaking competencies they have acquired: I would like to influence society through the videos, I 
want to make them think more. Other participants are in general willing to recommend similar 
experiences to other or – themselves – stay involved in more filmmaking processes. As a whole, 
the process could have potential long-term impact on enhancing active citizenship. 

Supporting factors 

Safe and accepting environment  

The review of the interviews of migrant and refugee participants, as well as their answers on the 
exit evaluation questions are decisively leading to the conclusion that the group dynamics is 
crucially important both for their participation in the local workshops and for their beneficial 
learning process. This is no surprise: integration and socialization processes is not an individual, 
but a group process and for it to work a person needs to feel safe and valued. A couple of 
respondents are comparing their experience in the workshops with experiences they have outside 
– either with schools or with society in general. One participant even says: Out of this space, yes, 
everyone is so racist. You know that ***** tried to find a place to live close to her university and 
the landlady wouldn’t let her because of her origins?. This clear boundary that the participant 
draws – between “in” this space and “out” of this space, speaks a lot about the importance of the 
environment. If refugee and migrant youth are facing covert racism or bulling in their everyday 
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environment, it would be unfair to expect their “integration” in society. That is why, it is crucial 
that any intervention aimed at socialization and personal growth of refugee and migrant youth 
creates a safe and accepting space for positive group dynamics. The latter does not mean that the 
group dynamics might be unstable or at times challenging – as reported by participants, there 
were moments when they felt disappointed, found it difficult to work in a team or to implement 
tasks and deliver products. But they do so in a generally safe environment, where their identity 
and value is not denounced or questioned. As evident from the empirical data collected, the 
image.in partners have been successful in this task. To do so, they have planned ice-breaking and 
group building activities, included topics and exercise on exploring identity, self-expression, 
activities for building empathy, introducing a culture of good treatment and respect. 

Creating sustainable relationships across communities  

Communicating with people and making friends have bene one of the highlights of the impact of 
the project on participants and was already discussed above. Creating sustainable relationships 
across communities is an important factor that both boosts motivation to be part of the project 
(friends keep friends on board) and for a long-term project of socializing in the local community. A 
number of participants have mentioned how important they found interactions with others 
outside of the project workshops. Of course, these relationships cannot be strictly facilitated by 
partners or facilitators. However, such relationships are likely to emerge in an accepting 
environment and can be further encouraged with tasks, activities and even challenges. The 
Spanish practice of organizing longer, residential events, might be a key that could additionally 
boost relationships building, as it contains in its design participants spending time together off-
workshops. These, along with other tools of non-formal education mentioned above, can decrease 
social distances and enhance meaningful communication. 

Language support 

Taking into consideration language barriers is crucial for any project that strives to engage migrant 
and refugee communities. This does not mean that interpretation is always needed, although 
some partners did include an interpreter in their team, who attended workshops to support 
participants (the UK). Other forms of support could be employed – for example in Spain, a 
language tutor was appointed, and additional language classes were offered to participants (aside 
from the workshops). In addition, many participants supported each other. As many partners 
mention, filmmaking is actually a suitable concept language-wise, as it is very visual. Regardless of 
the support system in terms of language, what remains important is also the message to the 
participants, as one partner formulates it “I’m not less valuable for not speaking properly the local 
language, we just need to find a common ground where we can both understand and express 
ourselves”. Nevertheless, some participants share that they felt they could not fully participate in 
the process because of language barriers and some felt bad for others, who they considered a bit 
isolated due to language: For me it was very cool, but sometimes I was worried for Aziz, that could 
feel a bit lonely when we wouldn’t translate. However, this is also an indication that there is a 
shared responsibility in the group about everyone being included. This issue needs to be seriously 
considered and different types of support should be available. In some cases, this could be rather 
encouragement not to give up, since being part of the process – as we have seen – actually helps 
you improve language competencies.  
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Family support  

The project evaluation did not specifically envision tools or questions to look at family support for 
young migrants and refugees in their engagement in the pilot projects. However, this came up 
naturally throughout some of the questionnaires and interviews of participants. It goes without 
saying – and especially when it comes to underage participants – that parents or caring family 
members should consent to the engagement of their children in the project. In some cases 
however, parents played an important role in supporting the initial motivation of the youth to get 
involved, as we have pointed out. Their approval of the activities and the overall process of 
socialization of young migrants and refugees could be vital to the process. One participant shares 
that “the last day my mother started crying when she saw me singing on stage, it was very strong.” 
It indicates how family approval can further foster motivation, engagement and growth.  

Supportive teams and role models 

Several participants, within their interviews, mention team members by names with positive 
connotation. In an intervention like this, building a relationship of trust and respect between team 
members/coordinators/facilitators and participants is crucial and can influence motivation and 
overall learning. One participant says: [I] get to know many nice people, and to meet such 
motivated and committed adults, this means that you can grow and still believe in making nice 
things with the others. (…) **** helped me loosing my fears, he was telling me to not give up and 
try again, and again. Then I did. In addition, diversity could be considered within the team as well. 
This was done in the UK where a member of the refugee community was engaged to recruit 
participants in the project in direct community outreach and a refugee community member was 
also engaged as an interpreter for language support during workshops. The Spanish partner also 
reports of having a diverse team. Diversity within the teams could then boost initial motivation 
and overall engagement. 

Creating positive intercultural experiences  

Related to the safe and inclusive environment, this factor also comes out in some interviews and 
evaluation forms, where participants refer to laughing together and having fun. Participants recall 
a number of funny stories in the process of learning and working together. These moments can 
look insignificant, but they actually create positive intercultural experiences. This is especially 
important for young refugees and migrants who have faced racism, exclusion or bullying, which 
could have shaped their understanding about navigating in another culture. Fostering positive 
intercultural experiences could then change their attitudes towards socializing with others, 
creating relationships and self-improving in a culturally diverse context. Illustrative quote: When 
people make jokes and I don't understand Italian, then they explain it to me and we laugh 
together.  

Feeling valuable and validated  

Many participants refer to their satisfaction with the possibility to share what they have done with 
a wider audience. This validates their final product on behalf of a wider local community and gives 
importance to their achievements (both in terms of products and process). Such validation – and 
the understanding that the possibility for it exists when you are engaged in the pilot project – 
creates positive feelings and awareness of one’s own value. One participant shares that one the of 
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the most important moments for them was the public presentation of their movie, “because I felt 
at home and I understood that the public was interested in our story.”. From this perspective, the 
process within image.in which includes public presentation of the films developed by the 
participants, is also a chance for them to tell their stories, it gives them a voice and it matters that 
there is someone to listen. This is one more indicator that the image.in methodology is well suited 
for the socialization and integration and migrant and refugee children, as it both prepares them to 
tell their story in the form of scripts, movies and performances and gives them the chance to share 
it with more people through public screenings and presentation events. 

Empowerment and creating ownership 

This factor is not explicitly formulated by participants but can be found implied in many of their 
answers. It is also a conscious objective of the project partners, who build their workshops in a 
way that they transfer agency to the participants. They become the engine of the projects, taking 
decisions on how their product will look like and how it will be implemented. This process of 
empowerment comes with a price: at times, participants feel lost or confused, since the process at 
some point start depending a lot on them. For example, one participant shares: I think it was 
during about the fourth workshop, sometime in February - we were divided into groups and tasked 
with shooting something. We did not do much, we could not agree how and what to shoot. (…) I 
would appreciate it if someone helped us. Maybe even the coordinators. That made me 
uncomfortable. There is a thin line between supporting participants and empowering them: being 
over-supportive might strip them from their agency, which would then have influence on many of 
the other factors and positive impacts discussed above. Within the process, ownership over the 
process should be slowly transferred to the group, which the partners seem to have been 
successful at – it is the reason why participants feel responsible for the product delivery and the 
group process (for example, being concerned if everyone is included, as illustrated in one of the 
examples on language). A real satisfaction at the end of the workshops will only be possible if 
participants felt that they are the ones who created the product and helped maintaining the 
process. Project partners understand that, as one reports: The young people have ownership of 
the project and vote on activities and decide on the progression of the project. This helps them to 
feel integrated, respected and their opinions valued. 
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Recommendations to encourage the better management of the cultural 
diversity and inclusion of refugees in social and cultural local activities.   

 

Conclusions 
Based on all the findings and analysis above, it can be concluded that the local projects within the 
image.in initiatives have been successfully delivered, engaging a wide range of young people and 
bringing concentrated impact on them. The project has clearly achieved and effective engagement 
of stakeholders and communities for the implementation. It has also clearly emphasized on 
developing soft competencies over technical (filmmaking) competencies, seeing filmmaking as a 
methodology for intercultural interaction and social cohesion, rather than as a goal on its own. 
Room for improvement is observed in terms of keeping the group relatively stable throughout the 
intervention and insuring effective learning support. Nevertheless, the partners were successful at 
building inclusive environment, where group and individual learning could flourish and which have 
allowed for participants to develop a number of skills, among which most strongly competencies 
for social interaction, relationships building and intercultural competencies. Impact in the 
socialization of youth migrants and refugees beyond the project is evident. 

Recommendations  
Based on the finding of this evaluation exercise, the following recommendations can be extracted 
for future initiatives which include social and cultural activities for inclusion of refugees and 
migrant young people: 

Effective ways for promotion and building initial motivation to join – the image.in project has been 
particularly successful in using a mix of communication and outreach tools to really pass the 
information to migrant and refugee youth; engaging local stakeholders (reception centres, Red 
Cross structures, schools, organizations of migrant communities) is crucial, as well as identifying 
community members that would pass the message in their own communities. 

Interventions which require an intensive group process – interventions aimed at socialization and 
social cohesions can only work in groups and must include a strong interaction element between 
participants. 

Long-term engagement – the nearly half-year local pilot projects of the image.in initiatives are its 
greatest challenge (in keeping the group on board), but also its greatest benefit; building 
relationships and making friends, empowerment and intercultural explorations are all 
competencies that cannot be developed overnight, but require a long-term facilitated process. 

Managing sustainable groups – for proper impact (and impact evaluation) the group of 
participants in a similar initiative should be as stable as possible with the aim of keeping everyone 
on board and being engaged through the whole process. While the image.in project has identified 
good engagement strategies, it still reports unstable and changing groups. More incentives should 
be sought to keep people on board. 
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Enhancing agency rather than overwhelming support = intervention projects should be more 
supportive in the initial phase (when participants struggle with fear, shyness and confusion), but 
should slowly move towards transferring ownership of the process to the participants. There 
should be an analysis in which situations support from team and facilitators is really needed and if 
it would strip agency from the group. The image.in project seem successful in following this 
principle.  

Individualized types of language support based on varying needs – as evident from the image.in 
partners’ experiences there is more than one way to give language support to participants that 
need it. Engaging interpreters is not an universal solution as it is not always possible (a lot of 
languages might be spoken in the group) and limits the possibility of participants to actually 
improve their language competencies. In other cases, however, interpretation might be needed to 
avoid completely leaving someone out. Enough resources should be secured to make sure the 
team can analyse individual needs and be able to provide relevant language support, which 
ensures participation, but also gives possibility for learning.  

Creative work – effective social and cultural activities with migrant and refugee youth would 
include joint work on creating a product. The image.in methodology of using filmmaking is 
particularly strong example as it combines a number of positive and enhancing elements: group 
work, long-term process, the possibility to tell stories/give voice, different roles for different 
personalities and types of learners, the possibility to showcase and share the product. The shared 
creative process provides a good frame for interaction, exchanging views and opinions, practicing 
democracy.  

Residential activities including leisure time together – considering the expected impact on 
socializing and building relationships across communities, the process should not be limited only in 
the “working room”. Informal time spent together gives positive intercultural experiences and 
new ways for exploring other cultures. Within the image.in project Cazalla Intercultural in Spain 
has organized a couple of residential events, which the participants and facilitators refer to as very 
impactful.  

Work with families – the image.in findings show that families can be influential in both forming 
motivation to engage in the process and in giving validation at its end. More targeted activities for 
family awareness, support and engagement can be beneficial for the overall participation of 
migrant and refugee youth in social and cultural activities.  

Engage the community – the image.in project has the added value of delivering products (films) 
that can be shared with the local community. Such products can be used as a powerful tool to also 
change the environment beyond the safe space of the local workshops, increase awareness and 
seek community acceptance and validation of the work and identities of the participants.  

Sustainability of intervention – pilot projects can be tricky, as they invest in community and 
stakeholder engagement, building trust and creating an inclusive process, but their timeframe is at 
this point limited. Evident from the feedback of participants, they is interest in keeping up with the 
process, as well as shared commitment to recommend the process to others. Sustaining the 
process on the long-term should always be considered, so that no empty expectations are being 
created within the community, which could harm the trust which has been built.   
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Annex: Quantified data breakdown by country on impact of participants 

 

 

Belgium 

Statement / Average Entry level Exit level Difference 

Statement 1: I feel integrated and being part 
of my local community 6.31 9.00 2.69 

Statement 2: I feel comfortable working in a 
team 7.01 9.17 2.16 

Statement 3: I am confident and satisfied 
with who I am.   7.51 9.44 1.93 

Statement 4: I know how to how to live and 
adapt to different cultural contexts. 7.63 8.90 1.28 

 

 

 

 

The Czech Republic 

Statement / Average Entry level Exit level Difference 

Statement 1: I feel integrated and being part 
of my local community 9.25 9.28 0.03 

Statement 2: I feel comfortable working in a 
team 9.33 9.17 -0.17 

Statement 3: I am confident and satisfied 
with who I am.   9.33 8.98 -0.36 

Statement 4: I know how to how to live and 
adapt to different cultural contexts. 9.08 9.44 0.36 
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Italy 

Statement / Average Entry level Exit level Difference 

Statement 1: I feel integrated and being part 
of my local community 9.61 9.67 0.06 

Statement 2: I feel comfortable working in a 
team 9.56 9.50 -0.06 

Statement 3: I am confident and satisfied 
with who I am.   9.72 9.67 -0.06 

Statement 4: I know how to how to live and 
adapt to different cultural contexts. 9.42 9.58 0.17 

 

 

The UK 

Statement / Average Entry level Exit level Difference 

Statement 1: I feel integrated and being part 
of my local community 8.21 8.80 0.59 

Statement 2: I feel comfortable working in a 
team 7.02 8.74 1.72 

Statement 3: I am confident and satisfied 
with who I am.   6.83 8.70 1.86 

Statement 4: I know how to how to live and 
adapt to different cultural contexts. 6.54 7.71 1.17 

 

 

Spain 

Statement / Average Entry level Exit level Difference 

Statement 1: I feel integrated and being part 
of my local community 9 9.4 0.4 

Statement 2: I feel comfortable working in a 
team 9.11 9.8 0.69 

Statement 3: I am confident and satisfied 
with who I am.   9.26 8.8 -0.46 

Statement 4: I know how to how to live and 
adapt to different cultural contexts. 8.3 9.3 1 
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