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FOREWORD

The “Let’s Talk – Social Mediation for Refugee Communities in Europe” project was implemented 
by the International Organization for Migration (IOM), Regional Offi ce for the Baltic and Nordic 
States. The project partners were the Mediation Offi ce of Vantaa (assisted by the Mediation Offi ce of 
Helsinki) from Finland and the North-East Consortium for Asylum Support Services from the UK. 
The project aimed at promoting the idea of social mediation to mediate and solve problems between 
people representing different cultural backgrounds and to build capacities of refugee community 
organizations and to empower refugees themselves to enhance cross-cultural understanding and 
the settlement of crimes and disputes through social mediation. This external evaluation report 
consists of the evaluation results of the Let’s Talk project as well as recommendations based on 
them. The evaluation is based on the idea of process evaluation, and instead of merely presenting 
the results and evaluating whether the project did succeed or not, this report gives a picture of the 
process, which led to these achievements. This is also why the report is written in a narrative form, 
presenting project activities in chronological order.

The Let’s Talk project was initially developed in Finland, and its administration as well as the 
evaluators are Finnish. The evaluation design did not contain fi eld trips to the UK, and this may be 
one reason why the materials utilized, to some degree, emphasize the Finnish side of the project. 
However, the evaluation design is based on the idea of critical self-evaluation and thus the main 
responsibility to produce the materials for evaluation was assumed by the implementing partners. 
Paying attention to this, the authors of this report have tried to attain as unbiased description as 
possible. According to the division of labour between the authors, Mr Juhani Iivari has designed the 
initial evaluation plan as well as supervised the evaluation, while Mr Jari Salonen has gathered the 
materials, analysed them and written the report. The tasks and responsibilities of the authors are 
described in detail in Annex 1.

The evaluation has been a process in itself and particularly the extension period of the project has 
made it possible to gain comments to the report drafts from the members of the project’s Steering 
Committee. Thus, it has been possible to discuss and revise the draft versions of this report twice, 
which is somewhat rare in projects with tight schedules. This has also advanced the dissemination 
of the evaluation fi ndings as well as promoted the validity of this evaluation. 

The Let’s Talk project has been an exciting experiment for all those involved (the evaluators 
included) and we hope that the report will convey some of this enthusiasm to the reader.  

Helsinki, January 2004

Jari Salonen Juhani Iivari
M. Soc.Sci., Researcher Ph.D. (Soc.Sci), docent, M.D. 
University of Helsinki Research Manager
 National Research and 

Development Centre 
for Welfare and Health 
(STAKES), Finland
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SUMMARY

The “Let’s Talk – Social Mediation for Refugee Communities in Europe” project was implemented 
by the International Organization for Migration (IOM), Regional Offi ce for the Baltic and Nordic 
States. The project partners were the Mediation Offi ce of Vantaa (assisted by the Mediation Offi ce 
of Helsinki) from Finland and the North-East Consortium for Asylum Support Services (NECASS) 
from the UK. The project period was 15 December 2002 - 31 January 2004. The Let’s Talk project 
was mainly funded by the European Commission (European Refugee Fund). The project has aimed 
to facilitate the integration of refugees and to strengthen the environment for reduced racism, 
discrimination and social tension by developing social mediation practices for settling criminal 
cases and disputes in situations where the parties come from refugee communities or disputes 
occurring between refugees and the local communities. This has been aimed at by developing a 
training model for social mediation for refugee communities, by developing a training programme 
suitable for social mediation purposes and by providing information and training material on social 
mediation for refugees as well as by promoting contacts at the European level. 

Both countries involved in the project are very different regarding the number and level of 
integration of refugees as well as regarding mediation practices. Also the implementing partners 
are different since NECASS does not operate in the mediation fi eld and the Mediation Offi ce of 
Vantaa does not operate in refugee issues. The chosen means of implementing the activities of the 
project by the partners have also been somewhat different. However, both NECASS and Vantaa 
have arranged training programmes for mediation, national seminars and other activities aiming 
at promoting and distributing the idea of social mediation. Networking activities have formed a 
substantial part of the project activities in both project areas, and this has been further advanced 
in the European Seminar. The project has also produced a comprehensive website and written 
material about social mediation as brochures. The information gathered through this project was 
also condensed into a handbook, which will serve interested parties in Europe.  

Thus, the activities of the Let’s Talk project can be divided into three categories: education, 
information dissemination and networking activities. These activities have been evaluated by the 
authors of this report by means of process evaluation, which aims not only at weighing the actual 
results and assessed whether the goals were met but also at compiling information, knowledge 
and innovations that have come up during the process of project implementation. This evaluation 
gives a picture of what was done, why, what did it produce and what unexpected happened in the 
context of this project. The unexpected things during the process are particularly interesting, since 
they contain rich information which can be utilized to shape the process, which is the ultimate 
aim of this evaluation. The evaluation data consisted of the written material produced by the 
implementing partners and interviews with project staff and participants. 

From the data it can be concluded that

• Remarkably much was achieved in a very short time. The project has started 
activities that are unique, and there have been no ready-made models to learn 
from. Owing to its short timeline, the project is to be regarded as a start for 
something new rather than a completed enterprise. 

• The transnational aspect of the project has somewhat suffered from the lack of 
proper planning and background research in the planning phase, which was 
due to the limited timeframe. 

• The above-mentioned lack of proper planning was made visible especially 
in the fact that diffi culties in crossing over the original areas of expertise (as 
NECASS does not work in the mediation fi eld; the Mediation Offi ce of Vantaa 
does not work with refugee issues) were not taken into account. 



4

• The training programmes have succeeded relatively well in both project areas. 
Although the numerical objective set in the project plan was not met in all areas, 
these programmes form an excellent starting point for further development.

• Co-operation between the partners was successful, and this was a major 
resource in overcoming some of the problems caused by the short duration.

• The informative activities as well as networking activities are very hard to 
evaluate at this stage of the project. The actual results will become visible only 
later. 

It is our strong opinion that the Let’s Talk project has given a suffi cient impulse to develop social 
mediation in refugee issues. To ensure that this valuable work will continue we recommend that:

• The actual results from the mediation activities based on this project should 
be followed, preferably in the form of a follow-up study. This should gather 
experiences from the mediators involved in multicultural mediation as well as 
from the parties (“clients”) involved. 

• A new experimental project for social mediation should be developed. The 
project should last at least 2 years and involve 1 – 2 new countries/partners in 
addition to the existing project areas.

• Enough time should be devoted to careful planning and background research 
supporting it. The project should also involve evaluation properly phased with 
the project activities. 

The ideas related to the social mediation that were developed in the Let’s Talk project have proved 
very useful in promoting the integration of refugees, and they deserve wide attention and further 
development presumably in all member countries of the European Community. 
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1. INTRODUCTION

Mediation as an activity is as old as humankind. Confl icts between individuals, communities and 
nations have been attempted to solve by negotiations and peaceful means. Juhani Iivari (2003) 
has connected the evolution of mediation to the development of so-called unoffi cial justice and 
alternative legal systems. The beginning of this were the different community mediation aspirations 
by the ethnic minorities in the United States, which also formed an instrument for cultural and racial 
self-defence. When the market economy and the urbanization became widespread, individualism 
grew and it broke the foundation of this unoffi cial legal system. At the beginning of the 20th century, 
dissatisfaction with the legal system brought mediation up as a critique towards the legal system, 
and it aimed at relieving the judicial discrimination of the urban poor. However, these aspirations 
were limited to minor crimes only. In the 1960s United States, mediation and unoffi cial dispute 
settlement methods arose again as part of the political reformatory efforts aimed at empowering 
and emancipating communities. At that time mediation was no longer solely targeted at minority 
groups but it was also more generally applied to the majority of people. 

Truly, the beginning of victim-offender mediation can be localized to the United States in the 1970s 
(Iivari 2003), and in the 1990s it expanded considerably when the concept of so-called restorative 
justice became general. Restorative justice forms a “third way” alongside the rehabilitative and 
retributive paradigms, but also as a critique of those. In restorative justice, it is essential to redefi ne 
the concept of crime. Crime is not seen primarily as breaking the law but as a violation of private 
persons and concrete relationships. When this is the case, the hearing of the consequences of crime 
must be concrete and reparative with special emphasis on how the parties will cope in the future. 
(Iivari 2003).

Victim-offender mediation is emphasized here because it can be considered as a root of all 
modern mediation activities since the beginning of the 1970s. Other forms of mediation have 
developed after victim-offender mediation, building on the means and tools that have been 
developed within it. 

Generally, for mediation it is natural to focus on relationships and communication. These 
elements can be considered as common features of mediation irrespective of the area of 
application. Iivari (2003) lists seven more or less new areas of application, where mediation is 
gaining signifi cance:

1. Victim-offender mediation in criminal cases

2. Peer mediation, which is located mainly in the school environment

3. Family group conference, which has its roots in the “conferencing” approach 
that has been developed in New Zealand and Australia and which focuses on 
the crisis situations in family life

4. The mediation of family violence, which has been experimented, for instance, 
in Austria and Finland.

5. Social mediation, which is mostly advanced in France

6. Litigation settlement, which takes place especially in business

7. The resolution of workplace disagreements and problems of working 
communities, which is only at an experimental stage (but which also has been 
a common practice for ages under the label of consultation or supervision) 

Some of these approaches are widely recognized and utilized, while others are still evolving. This is, 
in short, the legacy where the “Let’s Talk – Social Mediation for Refugee Communities in Europe” 
project is founded on. The Let’s Talk project is about developing models for social mediation 
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relating to the refugee1 issues. It is a shared enterprise of actors from Finland (Mediation Offi ce of 
Vantaa and Mediation Offi ce of Helsinki) and the UK (North-East Consortium for Asylum Support 
Services; later referred as NECASS), funded by the European Commission (European Refugee 
Fund, later referred to as the ERF) and coordinated by the International Organization for Migration 
(later referred to as IOM). The project aims to facilitate the integration of refugees and to decrease 
crimes and disputes in which refugees are involved as well as to strengthen the environment for 
reduced racism, discrimination and social tension by developing social mediation practices for 
settling criminal cases and disputes in situations where the parties come from refugee communities 
or disputes occurring between refugees and the local communities. The overall aim is to assist in 
building capacities and empowering the refugee communities’ networks and the actors working 
with them. This has been attempted through training programmes, distribution of information as 
well as by concrete mediation activities. The results which can be seen thus far are presented at the 
end of this report. 

Every project needs to be evaluated. The fi nancing parties are naturally interested in the value of 
their input and what it has produced. The implementing parties need information about the success 
of their efforts, as well as accumulated information from the various parties involved and from the 
various phases of the project. Evaluation can also be utilized to inform the public at large. Thus, 
evaluation is needed not just to estimate whether the goals were met, but also to gather together 
the information, knowledge and innovations that have come up during the process of project 
implementation. This project has been an initiative, a very fi rst of its kind, and this evaluation 
approach does also justice to the innovative nature of this project. So, this evaluation gives a picture 
of what was done, why, what did it produce and what unexpected happened in the context of this 
project. The unexpected things during the process are particularly interesting, since they contain 
rich information which can be utilized to shape the process. 

The evaluation is organized around fi ve chapters. This introductory chapter gives a short 
presentation of the history and forms of mediation, especially in the countries involved in this 
project. It also presents the idea of social mediation with its background and possibilities in confl icts 
between ethnic minorities as well as at the service of integration. The second chapter contains the 
background and objectives of the Let’s Talk project. It gives a detailed picture of the project’s 
history, aims and participants. In the third chapter, the method of the evaluation is presented and 
the reader is introduced to the idea of process evaluation as well as to the way it has been utilized 
here. From the fourth chapter on, the report presents the actual results of the evaluation. This is 
done by presenting the data used and what was found from these data, regarding the project 
implementation and the social mediation models that were produced. The conclusions based 
on the evaluation are also presented in Chapter Four, while the fi fth chapter enumerates some 
recommendations for future enterprises. In all projects, the aim is not only to produce actual results, 
but also to learn something from experiences. “What can we learn from this?” is the fundamental 
question of this evaluation and also the narrative plot of this report. 

MODELS OF MEDIATION IN RESOLVING SOCIAL PROBLEMS CAUSED
BY CRIME AND SOCIAL CONFLICT

Generally it can be said that in Europe mediation is applied to all the branches mentioned above. 
However, there are differences between various countries regarding victim-offender mediation, 
especially when it comes to the organizing principles, funding and legal status. Usually mediation 
is organized partly or wholly under the protection of public funding. In some countries, there is a 
unifi ed mediation system, while some countries have many parallel systems, which are not always 
comprehensive. 

1 The 1951 Convention relating to the Status of Refugees, the main international instrument of refugee law, states 
that a refugee is a person who “owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, 
nationality, membership of a particular social group, or political opinion, is outside the country of his nationality, 
and is unable to or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection of that country…” 
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It has been observed that rapid developments took place in the regulation of mediation in the 
late 1990s. A recent comparison made by David Miers between 12 European countries (Austria, 
Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Holland, Norway, Poland, Slovenia 
and Spain) indicated that mediation legislation was adopted in the majority of the countries 
observed in 1998–2000. There were specifi c legislative provisions concerning the prosecutor in nine 
of these countries, while in three countries there were general provisions on the prosecutor’s role in 
the mediation process, which means that it is at the discretion of the prosecutor to decide whether 
mediation is initiated and taken into account. The regulation of penal mediation has advanced 
furthest in Norway, where a special Mediation Act (Lov Om Megling) has been adopted. It contains 
provisions for organizing mediation and on the content and relevance of mediation. (Iivari 2002). 

Neither of the Let’s Talk project countries have legislation on mediation, but in Finland the law 
is under preparation. There is also a great variation regarding the status of mediators: in some 
countries mediators are hired professionals (Austria, Belgium), while in other countries they are 
volunteers and in France partly both. (Iivari 2000b).

Mediation in the UK

In the UK, mediation started at the beginning of the 1980s, and it is best characterized by a diversity 
of practices. The lack of legislation may have slowed the advancement of mediation, but it has also 
left space for the development of different practices and alternatives. It is worth noting that the UK 
is very heterogeneous in terms of the legal system and the criminal justice system, with considerable 
variation in different parts of the country. While in many other countries victim-offender mediation 
is targeted at young offenders, mediation in the UK focuses on the adult population as well.  
Mediation is not limited to minor crimes, but the emphasis is on the possible gains of the process to 
the parties related. Mediation is offered by many different organizations: probation services, social 
services, police, prisons, youth justice centres, voluntary-sector child welfare organisations and 
community mediation services. The central organization, Mediation UK, plays an essential role. It 
is as an umbrella organisation, which had at the end of the 1990s about 500 members, of which 105 
were mediation services. (Liebmann & Masters 2000). 

Mediation UK was born out of an organization that was founded in 1984 under the name FIRM 
(Forum for Initiatives in Reparation and Mediation), based on North American and Australian 
models as a critique to the sluggishness and expensiveness of the British legal system.  By 1991, 
activities expanded to neighbourhoods and schools, and the organization was renamed Mediation 
UK. Since the beginning of the 1990s, the application of mediation has expanded rapidly, and 
Mediation UK has been in a central role in developing standards and qualifi cation requirements 
for mediation and mediators. At present (2003), some 600 members belong to Mediation UK, and 
almost 300 of those offer mediation services. (Mediation UK). Consequently, also the number of 
members providing mediation services has grown very rapidly. 

Mediation is based on collaborative problem-solving among the disputing parties and the object is 
to fi nd a “win-win” situation, which can be approved by everyone. The focus is on the future with 
emphasis on the rebuilding of relationships instead of blaming. Mediation is based on a belief that 
acknowledgement of feelings together with facts will lead to a point where the parties can let go of 
their anger and move on. (Mediation UK).

Among the activities of Mediation UK is neighbour mediation (e.g. noise, disturbance etc.), victim-
offender mediation, family group conferencing (targeted at young offenders, their families and 
extended network) and restorative conferencing, which is a more structured form of mediation. 
Restorative conferencing is applied in schools as mediation method regarding the whole school and 
which can include also peer mediation activities. Special educational needs mediation is located 
into the scholastic world as well. Another forms of mediation activities may include community 
planning mediation, mediation in the workplace and mediation (in divorce situations) concerning 
families as well as environmental mediation. (Mediation UK.) While statistical information on 
the whole country is missing, it is estimated that about 15% of the whole population is within 
the compass of mediation activities. In the year 1998, mediation services handled approximately 
7,800 cases, of which 5,300 were associated with young offenders. (See Liebmann & Masters 2000, 
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Iivari 2000b). In 2001, the total number of cases for mediation was 14,980. The reasons for these 
cases included noise (4,900), abusive or antisocial behaviour (3,220), property boundaries (1,820), 
children’s behaviour (1,680) and other (491) (Mediation UK Annual Report 2001-2002).  

Mainly all mediators in the UK belong to some mediation organization. Some mediation offi ces act 
as part of statutory organizations and receive funding from their budget, while others operate on a 
voluntary basis and their funding is based on their own fundraising and charity. Hired mediators 
are working mainly as coordinators or managers at the local mediation offi ces, and actual mediation 
can be very limited in their job description. Mediators are mostly volunteers, and they need to be 
confi dent that they have the following abilities: 

• A demonstrable commitment to equal opportunities 

• The ability to acknowledge, recognize and deal with their own preconceptions 
and prejudices 

• The ability to remain neutral and non-judgemental 

• The ability to handle strong and diffi cult emotions in others 

• The ability to offer and receive constructive feedback 

• A commitment to learning and developing their mediation practice 

• A commitment to regular supervision. 

Mediators should expect to be assessed as a ‘competent mediator’ by the Community Legal Service 
Quality Mark as part of a service’s commitment to quality. This will include recording one’s 
learning and development in an evidence fi le and undergoing internal and external assessment of 
one’s competence as a mediator. (Mediation UK).

The training programmes normally last over a period of weeks, and mediation services often offer 
training outside standard offi ce hours. The training is normally practice-based. There will be some 
theory, but the training usually focuses on practical exercises and role-play. There are several 
different types of training, including:

• Courses that have been developed by a local mediation service but have not 
been nationally accredited. 

• Courses developed by a local mediation service that have been accredited by 
Mediation UK. 

• Training from a local mediation service on the National Open College Network 
(NOCN) Programme in Community Mediation Skills. This programme was 
developed by Mediation UK and is accredited by both Mediation UK and the 
National Open College Network. 

Mediation UK also organizes seminars and other advanced training for mediators, and there are 
accredited further education programmes. Regular supervision is a prerequisite for acting as a 
mediator. 

Among the problems and challenges of mediation activities has been receiving referrals, which is a 
consequence of the absence of a legal status. A problem has also been “system resistance”, which is 
due to acting within a system that is predominantly retributive. New legislation (Crime & Disorder 
Act 1998 and Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 1999) has created opportunities for the 
expansion of restorative justice and mediation, and a few new projects have received appropriate 
funding. There is also a national strategy to promote good practice. For the future, the best option 
is perceived to be a strong commitment to restorative justice and victim-offender mediation by the 
government. (Liebmann & Masters 2000).
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Mediation in Finland

In Finland, mediation started in 1983 as an action research project organized by the City of Vantaa 
and funded by the City of Vantaa and the Academy of Finland. Operations expanded rapidly, and 
in the year 1996 mediation was practised in 175 cities, towns and other municipalities. At that time, 
Finland had altogether 450 municipalities, and it can be estimated that about 75% of the population 
had access to mediation. In the starting phase there was discussion about a community mediation 
approach, where communities would be responsible for the implementation of mediation, 
recruitment of mediators, realization of training and referring cases to mediation, while the role of 
the authorities should be as minimal as possible. However, this model was not supported and thus 
Finland followed the Anglo-American victim-offender mediation model where action is carried out 
in close co-operation with social welfare and justice authorities. (Iivari 2000a.) Also Finland has a 
central organization for mediation, Suomen Sovittelun Tuki ry., which was founded in 1990. 

In addition to victim-offender mediation, mediation in Finland is applied to marital crises and 
divorce situations, as offered by local social welfare authorities and the Evangelic-Lutheran church. 
In recent years family group conferencing has also gained wide attention and it is expanding 
rapidly as a child welfare method. Business mediation activities are about to commence in Finland, 
developed by the Finnish Bar Association. (Iivari 2000a). Also school mediation is experimented 
as a project at least in Helsinki (Rikoksentorjuntaneuvosto). The project has produced a model for 
training and implementing peer mediation in school. The model is developed by the Finnish Red 
Cross and it relies on the principles of solution-focused therapy. It has also produced an information 
package for teachers. (Vertaissovittelu – tietopaketti opettajille 2003).

There are no separate laws on mediation in Finland, but mediation and its value are acknowledged 
in legislation. Nor have standards or recommendations for mediation been developed, but the 
guiding principles of training include the high ethical standard of mediation, fairness, unbiased 
and equitable treatment of the parties as well as exactitude and legal protection of mediation 
activities. The training takes place in close co-operation with adult education centres. The municipal 
or organizational employees in charge of mediation arrange elementary courses for mediators in 
the locality. Having completed a 30-hour course, the participants can volunteer for mediation. In 
some municipalities, all volunteers are accepted to act as mediators, while elsewhere applicants are 
interviewed (and accepted or rejected based on that) as part of the selection process. After the basic 
training, mediators can take part in advanced training locally as well as in national seminars. Some 
communities also have organized supervision for mediators. (Iivari 2000a).

Mediation offi ces can independently decide on the emphasis on their activities, resulting in heavy 
local variation in the nature of the activities. In consequence, there is a great deal of variation in 
the mediation practices in various municipalities. Some offi ces clearly emphasize young offenders, 
while others include also adult offenders to mediation or family violence cases. The staffi ng of 
mediation offi ces vary from six employees (in the largest cities) to one employee in the smallest 
municipalities, whose job description can also include debt counselling, care for alcohol and drug 
abusers or youth work along with mediation. (Iivari 2000a). In addition, some municipalities 
procure mediation services from appropriate service providers (Iivari 2001). The meagreness of 
resources available for mediation is a problem affecting the quality and development of mediation 
activities in Finland. (Iivari 2000a). 

The total number of cases in all victim-offender mediation schemes were 3,626 referrals in 1997. In 
39% of the cases the initiative came from the police, 45% came from the district attorney, 5% from 
the social welfare authorities and 8% from the parties themselves. Of the cases, 44% were so-called 
complainant offences (i.e. minor offences, vandalism, disturbance of domestic peace, etc.) and 54% 
were non-complainant offences (i.e. family violence, robbery, fraud and property crimes). As little 
as 2% of the cases concerned disputes and quarrels. At present, family violence is the most rapidly 
increasing crime in mediation in large cities. (Iivari 2000a). For the sake of comparison, in the year 
1999 there were 4,500 referrals (Iivari 2000b). 

The expansion of mediation activities has been limited by the diminishing economic resources of 
municipalities as well as the lack of centralized resources for the advancement and development of 
mediation, which has led to decreasing mediation possibilities in some municipalities. Mediators 
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today are facing increasingly severe crimes (e.g. family violence), which would require more training.  
(Iivari 2000a).  In his report as Rapporteur nominated by the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health, 
Juhani Iivari states that it should be the responsibility of the government to secure the development 
and funding of mediation activities. Legislation concerning mediation is also needed. This would 
reduce inequality between various municipalities regarding mediation possibilities. (Iivari 2001). 
In 2001, the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health nominated a working party, which prepared a 
draft for a law on victim-offender mediation in 2002. (Rikos- ja riita-asioiden tarvetta…2002). It was 
also proposed that the general supervision, management and guidance of  mediation would be 
transferred to the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health and the coordination of implementation to 
the provincial governments, which purchase mediation services from municipalities or other public 
or private service providers. The costs of the implementation would be covered by the state.

Comparing the Finnish and UK mediation systems, it can be stated that in Finland mediation has 
received a stronger recognition in legislation, while in the UK different mediation models are 
more widely utilized. In Finland, the role of the central organization (Suomen Sovittelun Tuki 
ry,) has not been as pivotal as that of Mediation UK, but mediation activities in Finland cover a 
larger proportion of the population. The presented problems as well the attempted solutions seem 
to be very similar in both countries. This short presentation also highlights the above-mentioned 
differences: information that can be obtained from the UK gives a detailed picture of the structure 
of mediation, requirements etc. but statistical information is very scarce. In Finland, the situation is 
the opposite: statistics can be found, but standards and structures are missing. 

SOCIAL MEDIATION IN CONFLICTS BETWEEN ETHNIC MINORITIES
AND THE LOCAL POPULATION

The concept of social mediation

The concept of social mediation is substantially somewhat obscure and ambiguous. The motherland 
of social mediation is undoubtedly France, where different social mediators and social mediation 
practices are innumerable. The idea of social mediation was born as a response to the very concrete 
problems of everyday life, which are in part directly connected to an urban lifestyle especially in 
deprived areas, where tensions are exacerbated by unemployment and economic diffi culties. Many 
social mediation practices are related to the integration of populations of foreign origin. In France, 
social mediation is also increasingly utilized in relations between citizens and public services.  
(Bartolone 2000).

There is no common defi nition for the concept of social mediation. Arranged in 2000, the European 
Seminar on Social Mediation and New Ways of Confl ict Resolution defi ned in its declaration (based 
on the recommendations presented by experts) social mediation as follows:

“a process for creating and repairing social bonds, and leading to peaceful resolution 
of the confl icts in daily life in which an impartial and independent party seeks, by 
organizing exchanges between persons and institutions, to help them to improve a 
relationship or to resolve a confl ict opposing them.”

It should be noted that this defi nition is the very fi rst of its kind, and it is very tentative in nature. 
Here the emphasis is strongly parallel with integration. According to the defi nition, mediation can 
be either preventive or reparative. The recommendations are attaching great importance to the 
impartiality of the mediators, and social mediation is separated from similar activities especially by 
the impartiality and independence of the third party. 

The general principles of social mediation are, among other things, the defence of individual rights, 
the voluntariness of the parties in participation to mediation and confi dentiality. Social mediation 
is regarded as promoting a better quality of life, equal rights, individual self-fulfi lment, as it enables 
populations to live together more harmoniously. 
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The declaration states that social mediation guides the transformation of urban life around three 
main objectives: fostering communication to society, developing and creating social bonds with 
contributing to a better integration of certain populations and contributing to the control and 
prevention of confl icts and violence. Further social mediation is regarded as a specifi c activity, which 
should not be confused with other public activities, such as education, social work or personal and 
material security, but social mediation should be developed on a co-operative and complementary 
basis with these activities. (European determination in Favour of Action 2000).

It is quite obvious that social mediation has points of contact with many related activities. For 
example, social work has always had aims similar to social mediation and it also has a very similar 
value base. However, while social work has become bureaucratized, mediation still remains as a 
community action. There are also similarities between social mediation and education, especially 
with “the pedagogy of the oppressed” by Paolo Freire (1986) and “critical pedagogy” defi ned by 
Henry A. Giroux and Peter McLaren (1989), although the role of power relations is not as clearly 
outlined in social mediation and the educational element is only implicitly present. 

Social mediation in integration and confl icts

Social mediation as a tool for solving confl icts is closely related to the victim-offender mediation 
described above, but it also has a clear point in common with community mediation (see Waddington 
2000). An essential feature of social mediation is supposedly that confl icts can also be minor and 
ordinary things, not just crimes with statutory punishments or responsibility for the damage. 

In the European Seminar organized by this project, Mr Dag Hareide (2003), Chair of Nordic Forum 
for Mediation, presented a comparison between traditional and modern confl ict mediation, which 
deserves to be presented fully in this context:

Table 1. Traditional and modern confl ict mediation

Traditional Modern

Aims2 To restore order in community Win-win situation for persons   
  and groups

Participants Families, communities Individuals

Focus Future relationship Consensus on action plan

Framework Social values, including Legal
 honour and shame

Agents Traditional mediators Professional mediators

Essence of confl ict Negative Possible source of growth

Tools Stories, metaphors, images Rational facts

Audience Public Private, confi dential

Ontology Supernatural, religious Secular

Epistemology Wisdom Truth as fact

2  Line titles are added by the author of this report
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It is probably fair to say that the above Table also presents some differences between social 
mediation and victim-offender mediation, when social mediation equals with traditional mediation 
while victim-offender mediation corresponds more to the modern form of mediation. This is also 
visible in the philosophy of social mediation described by Professor Jacques Faget (2003). According 
to Professor Faget, the philosophy of social mediation consists of four aims:

1. To support the communication between all the members of society and to 
diffuse a culture of tolerance and comprehension

2. To develop and consolidate a better integration of the underprivileged or 
excluded populations

3. To diffuse in the population a culture of regulation of confl icts and prevention 
of violence

4. To encourage a greater proximity between institutions and the public.

It can hardly be said that social mediation is clearly an established method for integration and 
confl ict management (perhaps with France excluded). For example, the report from the UK 
National Integration Conference (which sought an evidence-based approach to integration) does 
not mention mediation at all (UK National Integration Conference 2002). However, there have been 
some previous projects which have tried to address these issues by social mediation-like means. 
For example, the Balkan Dialogue Project started at 1995 when participants from the countries 
of former Yugoslavia were recruited to attend a two-month course in Lillehammer, Norway.  
During this course, facilitators and lecturers tried to stimulate a cognitive analysis of the confl ict 
itself and the experience of “the other’s” position with the aim of equipping participants with the 
necessary skills for constructive peace work in their societies. These matters were to be utilized in 
the participants’ local communities, and the fi rst group that succeeded in applying these values 
locally was a group of former Lillehammer participants from Pristine, who in 1997 established the 
fi rst Nansen Dialogue Centre in their city. The Centre team, composed of local Serbs and Albanians, 
supplemented the course from Lillehammer by organizing 7 dialogue seminars in the region. The 
Nansen Dialogue Centres are the main form of operation, and today there are 9 local centres in all. 
Each centre addresses the needs of a particular region, trying to contribute to building a society 
according to democratic principles as the main tool for reconciliation at all levels. All centres focus 
on peace education through seminars, workshops and similar activities in the fi eld, in which 
facilitators and participants deal with confl ict management issues, including topics as diverse as 
human rights, democracy, cultural identity, freedom of speech, gender equality, etc. In order to 
create a safe place for open dialogue, wherein prejudice can be broken and rebuilding of confi dence 
initiated, seminars are mostly held on neutral ground for participants. Aims of these activities are to 
break down enemy images and to increase the understanding of each other’s position, which is very 
similar to the idea of social mediation in the Let’s Talk project. (Balkan Dialogue Project).

When it comes to integration, Bonafe-Schmitt (2000) argues that social or community mediation 
models form another logic of mediation. The experiments in the social mediation fi eld reveal 
the emergence of new modes of social regulation (or models of action) that rule the relations 
between individuals and between the state and civil society. According to Bonafe-Schmitt, social 
mediation is based on the idea that the neighbourhood needs to be recognized as a relevant place 
for confl ict institutionalization. The aim of mediation is not only to solve disputes, but to enhance 
communication and create socialization places. This is fostered by local settlement of mediation 
services, but also by encouraging communities to send some of their residents to be mediators. 
Apart from dispute resolution activities, social mediation also aims at re-establishing social 
relations (“the logic of interaction”) and fostering “communication activities” by a third party, for 
example public and community (NGO) interventions. Bonafe-Schmitt describes social mediation as 
a model of dispute resolution based on decentralization, deprofessionalization and delegalization. 
In other words, everything does not need to be done through the state. 
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It has to be noticed that integration is not a unifi ed concept, and we can look at it from at least three 
angles: 

• Integration to the receiving or majority community

• Integration between ethnic groups

• Integration inside one’s ethnic group

In recent research, this latter function has gained more attention since it is recognized that the fact 
that people with the same ethnic or cultural background do not necessarily mean the formation 
of a community when they are settling into the receiving community. People may have differing 
interests and goals associated with, for example, gender, social group and other things. Only the 
internally integrated immigrants can develop a group sense, which gives the possibility to fi ght 
for their position in the institutions of the dominant culture and thereby promote the structural 
integration of their ethnic community at community and individual levels. (Joronen 2003). This is a 
somewhat different view from that expressed before: for example, Triandis (1994) defi nes adjustment 
to another culture as a four-phase process, beginning with cultural adjustment (managing to cope 
with the new culture) and followed by identifi cation (changing one’s social identity) and cultural 
competence (developing more and more skills) and ending in role acculturation (adopting new 
culturally defi ned roles). So, real integration, unlike assimilation, works both ways.

It seems that applying mediation as a tool for integration means expanding communication and 
dialogue beyond the parties of the acute confl ict to a dialogue between cultures and communities, 
aiming at the growth of mutual understanding and tolerance. This is also aimed at in the prevention 
of confl icts before they arise. However, the actual mediation situation is achieved only after a confl ict 
has taken place, so the challenge of social mediation is to expand the perspective of mediation to the 
level of communities and cultures. That is the “social” dimension of social mediation.

Intercultural mediation can be defi ned as a process of negotiation. Compared with “monocultural” 
mediation, there are several pitfalls that need to be considered and avoided. This places increased 
demands on the mediator’s competencies, which in intercultural mediation should include 
knowledge of the participating cultures, ability to see from the other’s viewpoint  and capability 
to create a temporarily shared culture in the negotiation situation. (Liebe 1996). Umbreit & Coates 
(2000) express these demands as a set of rules: know thyself, get to know the participants and 
prepare them well. Typical patterns of communicating and expressing values can easily lead to 
failure, if mediators are not concerned with these issues. The likelihood of repair and restoration 
of relationships is increased by the extent to which the mediators are taking the time to know and 
understand the different communication styles and world views of the participating individuals. 

The social mediation model of the Let’s Talk project is based on “working in pairs,” in which 
both the Finnish/UK background and the refugee community background representatives meet 
in dialogue/constructive discussions. In the mediation situation, two voluntary mediators are 
present in assisting both parties involved. The aim is to increase mutual understanding, agreement 
and settlement of possible claims and/or compensation. The obtained results of mediation are 
monitored after the reaching of an agreement between the parties.

Since the aim is not only to settle compensation between the opposite parties of crime but also to 
support them to understand the confl ict and its consequences as well as to facilitate integration, 
other important aspects of the mediation process are its preventive and long-term sustainable 
effects. Ethnic confl icts can also be brought within the mediation process before any crime has 
been committed. This preventive form of social mediation would be a new tool for preventing 
community confl icts and promoting good relations. 
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2. BACKGROUND OF THE “LET’S TALK” PROJECT

BACKGROUND

The amount of refugees has increased rapidly in the European countries during past years and 
pressures are still growing. More and more often representatives of ethnic minorities are involved 
in confl icts. Because of this, new ways to mediate and solve problems between people representing 
different cultural backgrounds are needed. There is an acknowledged need for capacity building of 
refugee community organisations and the empowerment of refugees themselves to enhance cross-
cultural understanding and the settlement of crimes and disputes through social mediation. This 
will also prevent crimes, as well as reduce racism and discrimination. 

The project started from an initiative made by the City of Vantaa to the Finnish Ministry of Labour.  It 
was developed in three phases: at fi rst, Suomen Sovittelun tuki ry. (Finnish Mediation Association), 
The National Research and Development Centre for Welfare and Health (STAKES) and the 
Mediation Offi ces of Vantaa and Helsinki began to plan a social mediation project for the year 2001. 
A suitable organization to act as a partner (e.g. the Finnish Red Cross or equivalent) who could 
apply for funding, was sought but not found. In the second phase, the Ministry of Labour started to 
develop an anti-discriminatory project (JOIN) in the City of Vantaa, where the main target was the 
anti-discriminatory actions of the police. Social mediation was supposed to be a part of this project, 
but it was left out due to insuffi cient labour resources. The Mediation Offi ce of Vantaa took part in 
the preparation of this project. In the third phase, IOM, which is generally interested in developing 
projects that increase the well-being of migrants, contacted the Mediation Offi ce of Vantaa in March 
2002, since IOM had learned from the Ministry of Labour about the social mediation project plan. 
From now on, planning was carried out in co-operation with STAKES, the Ministry of Labour and 
the Mediation Offi ces of Helsinki and Vantaa and was based on the preliminary work done. 

Finding an international partner was somewhat diffi cult because the time for preparation was so 
short. However, Mr Niklas Reuter of IOM had met Mr Nadeem Ahmad of NECASS in a conference 
and later introduced the project plan which led to co-operation. In NECASS, it was estimated that 
the Let’s Talk project would fi t in with NECASS’s Regional Refugee Integration Strategy (RRIS) 
in providing an opportunity for refugees to enhance their individual skills through training and 
conveying what mediation can offer for the members of their respective communities. Project could 
also raise the profi le of mediation services and inform what they can offer to resolve especially in 
neighbourhood type of disputes and contribute to the preventive aspects of community safety work. 
It was also planned that the project could encourage mediation services in the North-East region 
to begin to address the needs of the “new communities”3 by raising their respective understanding 
and awareness.

So, IOM Helsinki took the lead in developing the project concept, plan, budget and partnerships. 
A grant application for 235,038 euros was prepared for European Commission on 31 May 2002. A 
grant of 207,059 euros was allocated to the project on 31 December 2002 (Project 2002/ERF/038), 
which represents 79.99% of the total project costs. Other fi nancing parties were the City of Vantaa 
Mediation Offi ce, the City of Helsinki Mediation Offi ce, the Finnish Ministry of Labour/Migration 
Division, the Finnish Ministry of Justice/Department of Criminal Policy and NECASS. 

Formally, the project started on 15 December 2002 and it was planned to end on 14 December 
2003 but it was seen benefi cial to request an extension of the project implementing period until 
31  January 2004. The fi rst meeting of the Steering Committee was held on 17 January 2003. The 
Steering Committee consists of the representatives of IOM (Mr Niklas Reuter [later replaced by 
Ms Tiina Palonen] and Ms Eevi Martikainen), representatives of the partners of the project (Mr 
Nadeem Ahmad, NECASS; Ms Terttu Mehtonen, City of Vantaa; Ms Hannele Lautiola, City of 
Vantaa (later replaced by Ms Sini Lehtinen); Ms Jaana Ylä-Hollo, City of Helsinki; and Ms Katriina 

3  In the UK, a term “new communities” is used to refer to the refugees and asylum seekers that have arrived recently. 
In contrast to this, the term “settled communities” refers to the people from various backgrounds (some of whom 
are refugees) that have already settled in the country.
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Teittinen, Ministry of Labour and Mr Juhani Iivari, STAKES and Mr Patrick Lefevre representing 
the European Commission.4 The role of the Steering Committee was to be an entity providing 
guidelines for implementation rather than making operational decisions.

OBJECTIVES

The general aims of the project were laid out in the project plan as follows: (i) to facilitate the 
integration of refugees; (ii) to decrease crimes and disputes in which refugees are involved; (iii) to 
strengthen the environment for reduced racism, discrimination and social tension by developing 
social mediation practices for settling criminal cases and disputes in situations where the parties 
come from refugee communities or disputes occurring between refugees and the local communities; 
and (iv) building capacities and empowering the refugee communities’ networks and the actors 
working with them. 

More precisely the immediate objectives of the project were defi ned as follows: 

• To disseminate information on mediation as an alternative in refugee communities 
and among offi cials, NGOs and volunteers working with them, thereby promoting 
the option of using social mediation as a method to facilitate integration  

• To establish a network covering all EU Member States through which the expertise, 
public information and training measures in the fi eld of social mediation becomes 
utilized throughout the EU  

• To establish networks and promote contacts between offi cials and NGOs 
specializing in social mediation and also those which represent or work with 
refugees 

• To provide training for persons with a refugee background to act as mediators by 
planning and implementing a pilot training programme on social mediation. This 
training would also include information related to societal rules/norms that have a 
bearing on the integration of refugees. These include social affairs (e.g. information 
on social benefi ts, housing, employment and education opportunities etc.), cultural 
understanding (confl ict resolution, cultural communication etc.) and criminal 
issues (e.g. information on the work of the police, the courts and the judicial system, 
basics of criminal law, the processes of social mediation etc.)

• To start mediation in such criminal cases and disputes where refugees are involved 
either as victims or offenders, by using mediators with refugee backgrounds 
trained by this project

• To provide training for those involved in refugee integration or community 
development to act as mediators through the pilot training programme

• To network with existing services and projects targeted at refugee communities to 
advance early warning for further prevention of social tension and intercultural 
confl ict situations

• To increase co-operation with the local police units to have criminal and civil cases, 
which can be solved by mediation and where refugees are involved, transferred 
from legal procedure to the mediation system   

• To provide training on intercultural communication, refugee issues, racism and 
discrimination for those already acting as mediators, by planning and implementing 
a pilot training programme 

4  The line-up also included Mr Aarne Kinnunen representing the Finnish Ministry of Justice and Ms Anne Hujala 
representing the Finnish Ministry of Social Affairs and Health. Neither of them participated at the fi rst meeting. In 
fact, the representative of the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health did not participate in any of the meetings. Also, 
Ms Wendy Nesbitt from NECASS joined the Steering Committee as a project assistant in mid-February. Ms Katriina 
Teittinen’s last name changed to Nousiainen during the time the project lasted. 
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The expected results of the project were:

• Brochures and leafl ets distributed, increasing knowledge and public awareness of 
social mediation in the Member States

• Establishment of a European network of at least 60 mediators and refugees through 
an international seminar, exchange programme and other partnership activities

• The wider public reached through visibility; dissemination activities and the 
website

• European actors in the fi eld of social mediation networked through the website

• 40 persons of refugee origin trained in forming a resource to act as social mediators, 
model for refugee-training created

• Increased capacity of 80 experienced mediators trained in intercultural 
communication skills, model for training mediators in refugee issues created 

• 100 persons representing civil servants, NGOs and volunteers trained in social 
mediation practices, model for further training created

• Capacity and readiness to start mediation (solve practical confl icts arising from 
different cultural backgrounds) in the refugee communities achieved

• Prevention of possible future confl icts through facilitation of integration of refugee 
communities  

• Publications, based on European seminar presentations, produced and 
disseminated 

The key aspects of the project were (i) to develop a model for social mediation for refugee 
communities, (ii) to develop a training programme suitable for social mediation purposes (both 
to the mediators with refugee backgrounds and Finnish/UK background) and (iii) to provide 
information and training material (website, brochure, handbook) on social mediation for refugees 
as well as (iv) to create a Europe-wide network for social mediation. It is noteworthy that the project 
has been organized differently in the partner countries and is actually approaching the objectives 
from different directions: in Finland, the responsible party specializes in mediation activities, while 
in the UK it represents expertise in refugee issues. This gives a further opportunity to examine the 
impact of different approaches on the progression of the project as well as on the results achieved.

GEOGRAPHICAL PROJECT AREAS

The participating countries are also very dissimilar regarding their immigration situation.  In 
the UK, there have “always” been foreigners and immigration although the same could be said 
of Finland, too, with attention paid to the people belonging to the Lappish, Romany or Swedish-
speaking minorities or people that have lived in the ceded areas that belong to the former Soviet 
Union. However, the numbers are not equal in size. 

In the UK, the number of asylum seekers (excluding dependants) increased by 18% in 2002 to 
84,130. When the relative size of domestic population is taken into account, the UK ranked 8th

amongst European countries in terms of asylum seekers per capita. (Heath et al. 2003). In the North-
East area, which is the target area of this project in the UK, the number of dispersed asylum seekers 
was 5,866 at the end of March 2003, which is the fi fth largest in the whole country. In the North-East 
area (together with North West and West Midlands), the number of dispersed nationalities was 
also greatest in the country. There were a total of 102 different nationalities, the top fi ve being Iraq, 
Iran, Afghanistan, Czech Republic and Zimbabwe. In the North-East area, the largest proportion of 
asylum seekers were located in the Newcastle area. (North-East Consortium for Asylum Support 
Seekers Annual Report 2002 - 2003).
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While the total population of the UK was 58,789,194 according Census 2001, the total population 
of the North-East area was 2,579,000 in mid-2000. Over one-third (36%) of the population live in 
districts ranked among the 10% most deprived in England. Over half (56%) of the population live 
in districts ranked within the 20% most deprived in the country. No other English region suffers 
from this scale and concentration of deprivation. The refugees, being relatively young and well 
educated, are expected to meet the skill shortages of local population and effectively put more 
into the economy than they take out. However, a need is also identifi ed to fi nd ways to integration 
other than by means of employment. (North-East Consortium for Asylum Support Seekers “The 
Consortium”).

In Finland, the general route to integration is through employment, due to the nature of society. 
This has also been the hardest part in settling in Finland, although immigrants5 have done a little 
better than refugees (see Valtonen 1999; Forsander 2003). Finland was a relatively closed society 
until the 1990s, when immigration really began. When compared with other member countries of 
the European Community, Finland has very few citizens of foreign origin.6  In 2001, 1.9% of the 
Finnish population were foreigners, while in Sweden the corresponding fi gure was almost 6% and 
in Germany 9%. The total population of Finland was 5,194,900 at the end of 2001. Also the number 
of refugees has been very low. After the year 1973, Finland has received over 22,000 persons as 
refugees. They are partly quota refugees,7 and partly asylum seekers that have received permits 
of residence. Most refugees have been received from Somalia, former Yugoslavia, Iran and Iraq. In 
the year 2002 there were 3,129 persons applying for asylum in Finland, when the corresponding 
fi gure in the year 2001 was smaller by almost a half, 1,651 persons. (Pakolaiset Suomessa).  In 1990, 
inhabitants of former Soviet Union, who were of Finnish stock, were permitted to immigrate to 
Finland. Today, people born in former Soviet Union are the largest foreign group living in Finland. 
(Ulkomaalaiset pääkaupunkiseudulla 2003).

Most of the people of foreign origin live in the Greater Helsinki Area. In Vantaa, foreigners 
constituted 4% of the total population at the beginning of 2003, whereas the corresponding fi gure 
in the whole country was 2%. In Helsinki, the proportion of foreign citizens was 5.1%, with the 
city’s entire population being 559,716. The population of Vantaa was 181,890 on 1 January 2003. 
At fi rst this project was aimed at eastern Vantaa, where the relative proportion of foreigners 
and immigrants is a bit higher than average (7-8% of the population) and where some widely-
publicized racially motivated confl icts involving Somali refugees and the local youth took place in 
1998. These confl icts led to the establishment of the Hakunila Multicultural Meeting Point as well 
as a Community Centre, which were intended to be the main co-operation partners of the Vantaa 
Mediation Offi ce. However, after the actual start of the project it expanded to involve the entire 
City of Vantaa (and the entire capital area). Also according to a recent research, the City of Vantaa 
is quite a homogenous area without severe geographical segregation, although the areas lacking 
resources which involve supportive actions by society have somewhat centralized in the Eastern 
Vantaa. (Kekkonen 2002). There are no fi gures on the number of different nationalities in Vantaa, 
but people from the former Soviet Union are the largest group there as well. 

PARTICIPANTS AND THEIR DUTIES

The main responsibility for the implementation of the project was assumed by NECASS and the 
Mediation Offi ce of Vantaa. In their project areas, they were to recruit the project coordinators, 
and answer for the organization of the (two) training programmes in both countries as well as for 
the planning, marketing and organization of the national seminars. They were also to start and 
continue social mediation activities with refugee communities and assist in the organization of the 
exchange programmes. The Mediation Offi ce of Vantaa was assisted by the Mediation Offi ce of 
Helsinki in these activities. The Finnish Ministry of Labour and the Finnish Ministry of Justice were 

5  The term immigrant applies to all people of foreign origin who stay in Finland for at least one year or longer. Also 
refugees and asylum seekers are considered immigrants.

6  ‘Foreigner’ here is a person who is not a Finnish citizen.
7  Few member states of the United Nations have established annual resettlement quotas for refugees who have been 

granted with a refugee status by United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). In Finland, the quota 
for 2003 was 750 persons.



18

to participate in the Steering Committee and also answer for the overall planning and networking 
with the participants and partners. 

IOM acted as a coordinating partner and an applicant organization, responsible for the overall 
project management and the fi nancial management of the project. This required the recruitment of 
a part-time project coordinator and part-time project assistant. IOM Helsinki also administered the 
evaluation and recruited an evaluator.8 It was also responsible for constructing the project website 
and managing it, as well as producing other information on the project (brochures, handbook and 
Info Sheet). IOM Helsinki also assisted the partners in the organization of the training programmes 
and the Finnish national seminar. It was also to plan, market and organize the European seminar 
and produce the seminar publication. Finally, IOM Helsinki was responsible for the reporting, 
including fi nancial reporting and the project report as well as this evaluation report. As can be 
seen, the main participants responsible for implementation of the project were the City of Vantaa/
Mediation Offi ce, NECASS and IOM. 

8  The authors of this report were hired as consultants to carry out the evaluation on 23 May 2003.
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3. PROCESS EVALUATION

PURPOSES

The objective of the evaluation of this project was set to (i) analyse both the effectiveness and the 
relevance of practical implementation of this project and (ii) the models the project has produced.  
The former objective focuses on assessing the project development and planning, selecting the 
trainers and trainees, networking between the offi cials and stakeholders as well as the starting 
up and implementation of the project. Here, the evaluation assesses whether the project was 
implemented the way it was planned and if it contributed to the desired changes and what kind 
of unexpected or undesired processes the action has started. The latter objective will consider 
assessing whether the social mediation training model used is relevant in view of the future wider 
implementation methods in the area of social mediation. 

It must be noted that the objectives described above are somewhat overwhelming given the 
relatively short duration of the project and therefore this evaluation report focuses on what has 
actually happened, i.e. on the evaluation of the training programmes and the materials produced as 
well as on the networking activities. 

TARGETS

The target groups include fi rstly the implementing partners: the Mediation Offi ce of Vantaa, 
NECASS and IOM. The aim here is to evaluate their project-related activities and co-operation 
in line with the overall evaluation and project objectives. The participants of the project training 
activities (both would-be and currently acting mediators representing both refugee and non-
refugee communities) are also included into this target group. 

The second target includes the methods used within the project to reach the set objectives. 
Especially the aspects of relevance, effectiveness and future usefulness of these methods will be 
under consideration. These methods include the project activities, such as the planning meetings, 
the training etc.

DATA

The evaluation data consist of the written material produced as self-evaluation by the implementing 
partners and interviews. The written material includes:

• The reports from the training sessions; national seminars; the European seminar; 
the exchange visits; the Steering Committee (SC) meeting reports and other possible 
meeting reports of meetings held in conjunction with the project. The implementing 
partners were required to make these reports available to the evaluator. 

• The project documentation, including the application, the project description, the 
budget and the partnership agreements.

• The information material produced within the project including the info-sheet, the 
brochures, the handbook and the web-site.

The interviews were supposed to include interviews with project staff, implementing partners and 
participants in the project activities.

A comprehensive review of the data and materials utilized in the evaluation will be presented later 
in Chapter 4. 
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METHOD: INTERNAL (SELF) EVALUATION AND SWOT ANALYSIS

The method of self-evaluation is, as stated, an adequate method to enhance empowerment and 
learning as a purpose of evaluation. The application of self-evaluation has gained signifi cance in 
the scholastic world and in the fi eld of pedagogy and it is related to the concept “refl ectivity” 
which has been widely debated during the past years. Behind the self-evaluation approach is the 
humanistic picture of mankind and it is leaning towards the tradition of self-guidance. From the 
standpoint of knowledge creation, self-evaluation can be related to the concept of so-called tacit 
knowledge, and the function of self-evaluation is to help to bring out and conceptualize that tacit 
knowledge. (Yliruka 2000.) Tacit or experiential knowledge is especially signifi cant in processual 
events, because during the action actors are developing much intuitive knowledge, which cannot 
be articulated and conceptualized in the whirlpool of action, but post-action refl ection is needed to 
analyse experiences and to learn from them. The idea of process evaluation and the methodology 
utilized here is further elaborated in Annex 2. 

SWOT is an acronym of the words Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats. It is a 
tool used for decades in developing organizations and activities, with the idea to examine the 
phenomena in question from these viewpoints. Closely related to the SWOT analysis is the so-called 
Balanced Scorecard model, which has become a very popular tool in present-day private and public 
sector developmental activities. 

Opportunities and threats can be considered as external factors, whereas strengths and weaknesses 
are internal factors. This means that opportunities and threats deal with the programme’s 
relations to the outside world, while strengths and weaknesses concern the internal conditions of 
a programme. Here is an example of relevant questions regarding each of these divisions (adapted 
from Manktelow 2003):

Strengths: 

• What are the advantages of the programme? 

• What has been done well? 

• What relevant resources does the programme have? 

• What do other people see as the strengths of the programme? 

Weaknesses: 

• What could be improved? 

• What is done badly? 

• What should be avoided? 

Opportunities:

• Where are the good opportunities facing the programme? 

• What are the interesting trends that one is aware of? 

Threats: 

• What obstacles does the programme face? 

• Are the required specifi cations for the products or services of the programme changing? 

• Is changing technology threatening the programme’s position? 

• Could any of the weaknesses seriously threaten the programme’s success? 
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Because SWOT analysis is a tool for strategic planning, it is very useful in a process evaluation 
framework since the evaluation aims at producing information for steering and implementing 
the project. A SWOT analysis can be a fast tool for exploring the possibilities for initiating new 
programmes, and it can also be used for decision-making within departments and committees 
or even by individuals. A SWOT analysis looks at future possibilities for an institution through 
a systematic approach of introspection into both positive and negative concerns. It is a relatively 
simple way of communicating ideas, policies, and concerns to others. It can help administrators 
to quickly expand their vision. Probably the strongest message from a SWOT analysis is that, 
whatever course of action is decided, decision-making should contain each of the following 
elements: building on Strengths, minimizing Weaknesses, seizing Weaknesses, seizing W Opportunities, and counteracting 
Threats. (Balamulikrishna & Dugger 1995.)Threats. (Balamulikrishna & Dugger 1995.)T

This evaluation study utilizes material based on the self-evaluation of the participants, which is 
analysed by the SWOT model. Analysis is made by a three-layered SWOT analysis (adapted by Mr 
Iivari), where the materials produced by different groups involved are examined one upon another 
to create a multi-dimensional picture of the project reality, as shown in Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1. A three-layered SWOT analysis model

SWOT analysis can be utilized at least in three ways: it can be used as ”spectacles” or framework by 
which the project is examined. It can also be utilized as an analytical tool to look into ready-made 
data or it can be a way to present the results of an analysis in an accumulated and illustrative form. 
This report utilizes SWOT analysis in all three dimensions. 

It can be said that from this point on, the report is gradually moving from the past to the future, 
at fi rst describing what was done by whom etc. After that, we will take a critical look at the 
process and products of the project and fi nally we will move towards the future, by constructing 
recommendations for future enterprises. The critical conclusions of the evaluation report are aimed 
at fi nding out whether the social mediation models used in this project are worthwhile enough to 
expand them in both experimental countries and to recommend them for other European countries. 
The recommendations produced by the evaluation will be presented in Chapter 5. 

Participants of the project 
activities

Project staff and 
implementors

Steering Committee
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Opportunities Threats
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Opportunities

Weaknesses

Strengths

Opportunities Threats

Weaknesses

Threats



22

4. EVALUATION

After this factual presentation, we are ready to move on to the second part of this report, which 
focuses on the actual evaluation study and its results. At fi rst, the materials utilized in the 
evaluation are presented in detail. This is chiefl y a descriptive presentation, where comments are 
kept at a minimum. This section presents the aspects of the data forming the basis for the actual 
analysis, which is the subject of the rest of this chapter. The analysis is organized into to parts 
according to the evaluation questions described above. At the end of the chapter, conclusions based 
on this analysis are presented. It has also a section considering “the evaluation of evaluation”, 
which aims at clarifying how the evaluation process has followed the above-mentioned guidelines. 
Finally, in Chapter Five, the report is compressed into suggestions and recommendations for future 
activities. 

COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW OF THE DATA

The data used in this evaluation can be categorized into primary and secondary materials. Clarke 
(1999) also uses terms solicited and unsolicited documents, where the former category includes 
documents that an individual is asked to produce by the researcher and hence the researcher has 
some control over what information is included. With unsolicited documents, the researcher is 
unable to infl uence what kind of information is collected and has to do with what is available. In 
this research, the amount of solicited documents is quite small, so we have concluded to categorize 
the material otherwise. Table 2 shows the composition of the primary data in the form of a timeline 
of project activities: 

Table 2. A timeline of project activities9 and sources of primary data 

Time Activity Data
January 1st Steering Committee meeting Meeting report
March – 
April

“Meeting cultures in mediation” – 1st

Finnish training programme
Syllabus, feedback questionnaires, 
report

May Finnish national seminar Schedule, participant observation, 
seminar report, responses to the 
feedback questionnaire

Exchange visit from the UK to Finland Visit programme, reports from the 
participants of the exchange visit (5/5)

June Exchange visit from Finland to the UK Visit programme, reports from the 
participants of the exchange visit (5/5) 

2ndnd Steering Committee meeting Meeting report

July “Meeting cultures in mediation II” 
– Finnish summer camp

Syllabus, report

UK training programme Self-evaluation reports from the trainees 
(4/15), report by UNITE

September- 
October

Feedback seminar of the Finnish 
training programmes

Taped group interview, output of the 
trainees (“Checklist for mediation”)

9  There has also been an extension period of the project (15 December 2003 – 31 January 2004) which has allowed some 
extra activities. These include two training events that were arranged in Vantaa with altogether 21 participants. 
There has also been a training day for the mediators working in Southern Finland. Also the Finnish project report 
has been written in a form that allows it to be utilised as a national handbook as well since the project handbook 
will be written in English. However, these achievements are not included in this evaluation. 



23

“Basic training in mediation for 
refugees” – 2nd Finnish training 
programme

Syllabus, Taped group interview

NECASS’s regional event (as a 2ndnd

training event in the UK)
Syllabus, report

UK national seminar Syllabus, report

3rdrd steering committee meeting Meeting report

“Basics of multicultural mediation” – 
Finnish training event for authorities 
and equivalent working with refugees 
and immigrants

Syllabus

November European seminar Schedule, participant observation, 
responses to the feedback 
questionnaires

December 4thth Steering Committee meeting Report

The activities where the author of this report has been directly involved are marked above with 
bold print. The group interviews with trainees have considered the events before the programme 
(motivation, prior experiences of multicultural mediation etc.), during the programme (the 
structure, arrangements and contents of the training programme etc.) and after the programme 
(future visions, challenges and options etc.)  Besides these, the primary material used in the 
evaluation consists of:

• Interview with project staff (Ms Terttu Mehtonen and Ms Sini Lehtinen), Vantaa 
mediation offi ce 14 October 2003

• Interview with IOM staff (Ms Eevi Martikainen and Ms Tiina Palonen) 22 October 
2003

• Mr Nadeem Ahmad provided his answers to the interview questions via e-mail as 
a face-to-face interview was not possible (due to some unfortunate coincidences)

These interviews are not presented here in detail, but they are utilized in the data analysis and 
especially in the SWOT analysis. 

As its secondary material, the evaluation utilizes brochures and annual reports etc. from the 
project partners (NECASS, City of Vantaa Mediation Offi ce), e-mail correspondence and informal 
discussions with project implementers and Ms Rachel Lofthouse (UNITE10), diaries by Ms Sini 
Lehtinen and all other project documents. These materials are not presented here in detail, but they 
have been used as background information. Of course, the secondary material also comprise all the 
references mentioned on the reference list. 

The rest of this chapter presents the above-mentioned primary data in detail in chronological order. 
This also gives a detailed description of the project activities implemented.

10  UNITE Ltd. is an NGO providing mediation services and training, and it was subcontracted by NECASS to deliver 
the training programme in the North-East area. Ms Lofthouse was the main trainer in the programme.  
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The 1st Steering Committee meeting

The Steering Committee met for the fi rst time in Helsinki on 17 January 2003 at full strength. As 
a transnational project coordinator (IOM) and the chairman of this meeting at that time acted Mr 
Niklas Reuter. He was later (mid-March) replaced by Ms Tiina Palonen. Also, representing the City 
of Vantaa as a project coordinator was Ms Hannele Lautiola, who was later to be replaced by Ms 
Sini Lehtinen in March. 

As this was the fi rst meeting, much time was devoted to the presentation of the project background, 
project plan etc. and the participant institutions. During this presentation it was noted that mediation 
practices in Finland and the UK are somewhat different, since mediation in Finland focuses on 
victim-offender mediation while in the UK it is more varied, including, for instance, neighbourhood 
disputes. It was anticipated that this project will diversify the mediation activities of the Vantaa 
mediation offi ce. Another difference between the participants was made visible: while Vantaa itself 
provides mediation services, the activities of NECASS focus on the coordination of services instead 
of actually producing them. Also, NECASS works with asylum seekers and refugees, concentrating 
on the integration agenda rather than mediation. 

The Committee also treated questions of the project timetable, current situation, planned activities 
and information materials, budgetary issues, etc. It was suggested that the Finnish national seminar 
would be combined with a national seminar on mediation, which was already being planned and 
had a fi xed date, by involving representation from Refugee Community Organizations (RCO’s) and 
giving more emphasis to the subject of social mediation. Also the nature of the end-product of the 
project, the brochure, was discussed and it was decided that the brochure would be developed into 
a handbook. 

It was also decided that representatives of the Finnish Ministry of Justice and the Ministry of Social 
Affairs and Health participate in the Steering Committee. This was seen essential for developing 
contacts and networking, as well as disseminating information of the project activities to the 
governmental level. This was also seen as one role of the Ministry of Labour, which already had 
representation in the Committee. 

As it was stated that the Steering Committee should act as an entity providing guidelines for the 
implementation rather than making operational decisions, it seems that quite a lot of attention was 
given to specifi c details of the budgetary issues, project documents etc. However, as this was the 
very fi rst meeting taking place at the beginning or actual implementation, this was predictable. 

The 1st Finnish training programme

The fi rst Finnish training programme took place between 7 March and 12 April. Its duration was 
30 hours, and it was aimed at providing information about the legislation and the integration 
process of refugees, of the intercultural communication and specifi c features of some cultures and 
also developing the participants’ abilities to encounter parties representing different cultures in 
mediation situations. The programme was targeted at experienced Finnish mediators, and there 
were 30 participants in all. It was planned that participants would come from Vantaa and Helsinki, 
but eventually there were participants from all over Greater Helsinki (e.g. Espoo, Kerava, Järvenpää 
and Vihti). 

The presentation of the Finnish immigration and refugee system was very factual, almost school-
like, but of course necessary as background information. There was also a presentation by Mr 
Juhani Iivari on research into the illegality of immigrants, which was included in the programme 
since the trainees mainly deal with victim-offender mediation. However, this presentation was 
criticized by some participants because of the incompleteness of the research project and lack 
of actual results. A lot of time (12 hours) was devoted to intercultural communication, different 
cultures and factors infl uencing it, verbal and non-verbal communication and required skills for 
intercultural communication and learning. 
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Different cultures were presented from a mediation point of view, focusing especially to concrete 
mediation situations. The trainers were all recruited from the Helsinki Region Interpreting 
Centre,11 where they worked as interpreters and instructors. All the trainers had also some personal 
experience of mediation situations, which made it possible for them to build their presentations 
suitable for the needs of the audience. The cultures represented were Arabic, Kurd, Somali and 
Russian and there were also lessons on working with an interpreter and personal experience of 
being a refugee. These presentations were highly appreciated, although the schedule (two cultures 
were presented during a two-and-a-half-hour session) was considered much too tight, preventing 
more profound discussions. Extra credit was given to the lecturers for presenting also the adverse 
sides of their own cultures and for their willingness for open discussion. 

Generally speaking, the programme succeeded very well, especially given that the new project 
coordinator Ms Sini Lehtinen started work the same week that the programme commenced. It also 
received an overall grade of excellent/good from the participants. The schedule was considered too 
tight, and some parts could be left out or for self-education according to the participants, supported 
by material to be provided. Regarding the contents of the programme, more interactivity and 
rehearsal was desired. Also the selection of participants received some attention: some participants 
supposed that as a group they were too heterogeneous.  Of all 30 participants, 21 graduated from 
the programme as they were present over 75% of the time. Also 3 participants received a certifi cate 
of participation, since they were present for 50 – 75% of the time. So, 70% of the attendees took the 
course as planned and this can be considered quite good since the participants were volunteers, 
spending their free time to take part in this training.

The participants were asked to fi ll out a feedback questionnaire at the end of the programme, and 
almost all completed the form. However, this took place before the actual evaluation started in 
May. The questionnaire did not eventually provide much information for evaluation and there 
were some misunderstandings regarding what was required. For example, when the participants 
were asked to give a written notice on every lecturer (meaning the contents and usefulness of the 
presentation) they did that literally, grading the lecturer him/herself. 

Finnish national seminar

As mentioned before, the Finnish national seminar was combined with the already planned seminar, 
which was also the 20th anniversary seminar on mediation in Finland. It took place on 17 – 18 May 
at the Finnish Science Centre Heureka in Vantaa, and the seminar gathered together 134 mediators 
and 74 other professionals from all over Finland. However, there were only three participants with 
refugee/immigrant backgrounds, so the aspiration to extend the participant group to the Refugee 
Community Organizations, stated at the fi rst Steering Committee meeting, did not succeed. 

In the programme, social mediation and the Let’s Talk project were made very visible. Mr Nadeem 
Ahmad gave a short presentation on mediation in the UK and on the activities of NECASS. Ms 
Tiina Palonen presented the Let’s Talk project and Mr Juhani Iivari gave a lecture on the social 
viewpoint of mediation. The programme also included a mediator’s multicultural viewpoint by 
Ms Amran Mohammed Ahmed and a lecture on the challenges and possibilities of multicultural 
communication. The social mediation and multicultural aspects covered approximately 40% of 
the total conference time, while the other presentations (regarding psychological and theological 
viewpoints in mediation and the aspects of growth and responsibility) were, of course, useful for 
social and multicultural mediation. 

The participants were asked to return a feedback questionnaire, and based on that the participants 
were very satisfi ed with the seminar, giving a grade 9 (scale 4 -10) to the general effect of the seminar. 
However, only 39 of 205 participants fi lled in the questionnaire. Nevertheless, this amplifi es the 
impression that the author of this report got from participating in the seminar: the attendees seemed 
to be excited and eager to learn more about mediation and exchange experiences, which was further 

11  The Helsinki Region Interpreting Centre provides a wide range of interpretation and translation services and 
intercultural training for clients. It has a selection of 40 different Asian, African and European languages.  
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increased by the international aspect of the seminar, which was in part due to the visitors from the 
UK attending the seminar assisted by simultaneous translation. 

Exchange visit from the UK to Finland

The exchange visit took place on 16 – 21 May. Five participants from the UK attended, representing 
NECASS (coordinator and assistant), UNITE (trainer and mediator) and the North of England 
Refugee Service (a worker who participated in the training programme). The guests arrived on 
Friday night, and Saturday and Sunday were devoted to the Finnish national seminar. Monday 
was the “Vantaa day” when guests visited the Vantaa mediation offi ce, Vantaa police, Hakunila 
multicultural meeting point and the Russian Club in Hakunila, Vantaa. Tuesday was the “Helsinki 
day”, consisting of visits to IOM Helsinki, Ministry of Labour, International Culture Centre Caisa 
and the Helsinki Reception Centre. There was still one visit on Wednesday to the Refugee Advice 
Centre. This was the formal programme of the visit. 

Before departure, a feedback discussion was arranged, where the evaluators were also present. The 
attendees prepared a report on their visit. According to the report, the visitors were very satisfi ed 
with the arrangements. The two-day seminar brought up some differences between Finnish and 
UK mediation practices: the Finnish mediation focuses on victim-offender mediation, while in the 
UK it also has a preventive viewpoint as community mediation. Finnish mediation works in close 
co-operation with the police, and the mediators do not visit people’s homes. Generally, the National 
Seminar was found to be very interesting though somewhat intense. Interpretation was carried 
out by students, who did their demanding job very well. However, the overall arrangement of the 
National Seminar received some criticism: the programme was built on lectures and speeches, and 
therefore the role of the attendees remained passive. 

The impressions gained in the seminar were amplifi ed during the visits to the Vantaa mediation 
offi ce and the police and also during the visit to Hakunila, where it was noted that the staff of 
the multicultural meeting point were sceptical about the uses and benefi ts of mediation. When 
visiting the Ministry of Labour, the guests noted that in Finnish society the key factor contributing 
to a refugee’s integration is the ability to speak or learn the Finnish language. The Intercultural 
Culture Centre Caisa made a positive impression with its activities, whereas the Helsinki Reception 
Centre gave a negative impression with regard to the hard, even inhumane living conditions and 
restrictions placed on the occupants, especially as people may spend several years there. 

The attendees assessed the main benefi ts of the exchange visit to be a better understanding of 
mediation systems in both countries as well as networking with new friends. 

Exchange visit from Finland to the UK

A reciprocal exchange visit took place on 15 – 20 June. There were also fi ve attendees, representing 
IOM (transnational project coordinator), the Vantaa mediation offi ce (Head of Mediation Offi ce 
and project coordinator) and two volunteer mediators. The exchange party included also members 
of the Steering Committee, who participated at the second meeting arranged in Newcastle. The 
programme included visits to the Civic Centre, the police, UNITE, North of England Refugee 
Service and Angel Heights (a hostel for asylum seekers) as well as many presentations and informal 
programme. In the UK, the exchange visit was combined with The International Refugee Week 
activities, which provided additional experiences. 

Also the Finnish guests considered the arrangements and the contents of the visit excellent, although 
there would have been a need for interpretation since not all Finnish attendees knew English and 
therefore Ms Lehtinen and Ms Palonen had to spend much time and energy in translating. Generally, 
the participants received a wealth of information about the mediation practices in the UK as well 
as the treatment of asylum seekers on their arrival. In the UK, mediation is more structured than in 
Finland and guests obtained useful information and experiences for developing Finnish mediation 
practices, especially the supervision and accreditation practices. The asylum seekers’ placement to 
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normal housing was found humane and promoting integration. This also explained the reactions of 
the UK visitors when visiting the Helsinki Reception Centre: in the UK, such centres do not exist. 

Regarding the mediation practices, it was noticed that problems discussed were much alike in 
both countries: how to disseminate information about mediation to the population, how to recruit 
enough mediators and how to support their engagement, how to develop co-operation with 
various authorities and how to develop co-operative networks. The visitors could also meet some 
participants of the UK training programme. Another difference was noticed: in the UK, mediators 
are recruited from various organizations in the fi eld. Overall, the visitors assessed having gained 
lots of information and a wider perspective on refugee, asylum and multicultural issues and new 
insight into mediation activities. As a concrete result, the visitors received lots of useful material 
from UNITE, which was later translated into Finnish. 

2nd Steering Committee meeting

During this exchange visit, also the second Steering Committee meeting took place. The meeting, 
however, suffered from a low turnout, since Mr Iivari and Mr Lefevre were unable to attend, as were 
the representatives of the Finnish Ministry of Justice and Ministry of Social Affairs and Health.  

The agenda included a general presentation of the current project situation and a presentation of 
the interim report. As a budgetary issue it was noted that by April only 19% of the budget had been 
expended, which refl ects the fact that the majority of the activities took place during the project’s 
second half. This can also be seen in the timeline presented above (see Fig.3). The structure of the 
project is somewhat tail-heavy, which can be considered normal in projects lasting only a year. 

The training programmes were also discussed, including a presentation of the fi rst Finnish training 
programme and impressions from the recently launched UK training programme. In the UK 
training programme, the trainees were recruited by NECASS from various Refugee Community 
Organizations and other organizations mainly to ensure organizational support. This was seen 
to enhance dedication and also improve the trainees’ fi nancial opportunities to attend. The 
organizational approach also aimed at raising general awareness and affecting people’s attitudes. 
The UK training programme was delivered by a mediation agency (UNITE Ltd.) in the form of an 
accredited course. 

An additional Finnish training endeavour, a summer camp, was also presented. This was not part 
of the original project plan, but was considered necessary as a preparatory phase for the second 
training programme, focusing on persons with refugee backgrounds. The schedule of this second 
programme was also presented. Regarding the second training programme in the UK, a plan to 
arrange this as a seminar was presented. So, the second training programme took the form of 
an event. The Steering Committee saw that the project plan had fl exibility, which would make it 
possible to alter the training forms, as long as the overall results would be coherent with the ones 
specifi ed in the project document. 

In addition, the Finnish national seminar and its results as well the reciprocal exchange visits 
were presented. The information material was dealt with, including the website, the brochure and 
structure and plans for the handbook which were discussed in detail. It was noticed that the timing 
of the brochure had been changed from the original plan, but this was not seen as a problem. The 
networking activities by both Finnish and UK partners were noted, as well as the arrangements of 
the European Seminar. 

By request of the evaluators, the agenda also included an evaluation section, where the attendees 
were asked to assess the project thus far by using the framework of a SWOT analysis (see Ch. 3.5). 
According to the UK partner, the strengths of the project were the partnerships created with UNITE, 
since NECASS is not a mediation agency. Networking with the existing mediation services did not 
go without problems, and NECASS has been perceived as a threat by mediation agencies, which 
have reacted very protectively towards their area of expertise. The support and credibility lent by 
the European Commission’s involvement was also considered a strength, especially regarding these 
networking activities. In Finland, the strengths were the various existing contacts of the Mediation 
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Offi ce which have made it easy to build partnerships with other authorities. The difference between 
the implementing agencies in Finland and the UK was considered a strength but also a weakness.

The perceived weaknesses of the project included the relatively short duration of the project, 
which allows no delays. In Vantaa, there were some troubles in networking with the immigration 
authorities and therefore the contacts with them have been scarce. In the North-East, some delays 
occurred in fi nding an appropriate expert agency. It was also seen as negative that the project 
budget did not allow the evaluator to participate in project activities in the UK. 

As a threat in the UK was stated the above-mentioned crossing over of original areas of expertise. 
The overall threat is the lack of continuation of the project activities, as well as the risk that the 
mediators trained by the project will not continue their work after the termination of the project. This 
has been addressed by NECASS by engaging the organizations to the training. The opportunities 
that were seen were the project itself and the different project partners with different approaches to 
the project activities. 

In short, the main threats and weaknesses were linked to the duration of the project. It can be 
estimated that this is a common problem in all projects. It is very peculiar that, despite the fact 
that both partners represent different areas of expertise, both encountered similar problems when 
trying to expand their activities. It seems that the mediation agencies in the North-East and the 
immigration organizations in Vantaa have reacted in a similar protective way towards their areas 
of expertise. 

When it comes to evaluation, it has to be borne in mind that neither the evaluation design nor the 
evaluation contract included any fi eld trips whatsoever. However, upon request the European 
Commission granted the possibility to use the unforeseen expenses for the evaluator’s trip to the 
UK, but at that point it was not possible. However, the evaluation strategy was based on the idea of 
self-evaluation and hence participation was not considered necessary. This issue will be discussed 
later in this report, and the “evaluation of evaluation” is included in the Recommendations section 
of this report.  

Finnish summer camp

As mentioned before, an additional training event was planned and implemented 30 June – 4 July 
in Finland. As there was no extra fi nancing for this event, the number of participants was restricted. 
The funding for this camp became possible since some funds were saved from the national seminar. 
Five attendees with refugee backgrounds were invited to participate, and fi ve Finnish participants 
from the previous training were included by allotment. The training event aimed at crystallizing 
the basic facilities of mediation in a form that could be used at the next training event and in the 
development of mediation. The training utilized experiential knowledge of the participants, and 
special attention was paid to interaction skills. Training was based on a specifi c method (MOD 
– Mångfald Och Dialog) of Swedish origin, and both trainers were accredited to use and teach this 
method. The method contains various rehearsals and dramatizations, regarding negotiation skills 
and verbal and non-verbal interaction, among other things, and also ways to investigate values and 
human rights.  

The expectations that the participants brought up were very varied, and it has to be noticed that the 
participants with refugee backgrounds did not have prior experience or knowledge of mediation. 
Most expectations concerned promoting mutual understanding between different cultures, 
the “right” ways of communication, mediation in general and learning from each other. The 
expectations were also met, especially with dramatized mediation situations, where participants 
represented different cultures. By way of drama, discussion opened up about cultural differences, 
which helped to concretize the issues that have to be considered in each culture in mediation 
situations. In addition to the principles and guidelines for intercultural mediation, the participants 
invented ways to disseminate the possibility of mediation to members of their own cultures.  
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UK training programme

As mentioned before, the UK training programme was delivered by an expert organization 
in the mediation fi eld, UNITE Ltd, on 4 June – 9 July.  A total of 15 participants (some with 
refugee backgrounds but all working with asylum seekers and refugees in the region) attended 
the training programme. Six participants came from The North of England Refugee Service, 4 
from the Northumbria Police, 2 from the Angel Group (a private-sector organization providing 
accommodation for asylum seekers) and 2 from Government-supported initiatives run in 
partnership with non-governmental organizations and one individual. The course was based on 
the structured “Advanced Mediation Skills” course (see Chapter 1), accredited by the Open College 
Network (OCN). The course aims at setting up confl ict management and communication skills and 
attitudes for persons who are new to mediation, in order to equip them to act as mediators for a 
local community mediation organization. The programme included three modules, “Interpersonal 
Communication within the Mediation Process”, “Initial Contact with Mediation Clients” and 
“Mediation Sessions between Parties”. These were also studied by group exercises and role plays. 
The training was delivered over seven days, with a total length of 45 hours. The achievements were 
assessed and evaluated according to UK standards. 

According to Rachel Lofthouse, all courses run by UNITE emphasize anti-discriminatory practice, 
and there is also specifi c learning criteria for working in an anti-discriminatory way. However, 
the courses are not usually multicultural and therefore few role-play scenarios were developed 
especially for this course. UNITE has not trained people with refugee backgrounds before, not as 
a group or as individual trainees. Thus, this training programme was truly a pilot initiative for 
UNITE as well. However, it seems that no-one in the UK has evaluated the novel aspects of this 
projects or the success it might have had, although this was clearly defi ned in the project plan as 
a self-evaluative task. According to Ms Lofthouse, the participants did not feel a need to change 
anything in the course syllabus. The course structure could not be altered, because it has to contain 
the prescribed elements to gain accreditation. The refugee background of the trainees was noticed by 
adapting the course material and especially the role-plays to suit better to the needs of the trainees. 
Ethnic aspects were also made visible in mutual interaction between the trainees. However, this 
could be further advanced by mixing trainees from ethnic and local backgrounds.  

Of the 15 participants, 14 were fi nally awarded three OCN credits in Advanced Mediation Skills. 
Four of them received an additional training day, while one participant was unable to complete 
the course. A graduation event was arranged on 9 February, where the trainees were presented 
with certifi cates. During the course, the participants were required to complete a portfolio as a 
self-evaluation instrument and a basis for their review. However, these were not delivered to use 
as a part of this evaluation. For the needs of this report, a list of questions was developed by the 
evaluators and sent to NECASS. The list was the same as the one used in Finland as a basis for 
evaluative group discussions, and the idea was to obtain comparable information. Despite the fact 
that the list of questions was specifi cally instructed to be used as a basis for discussion, not as a 
questionnaire, it was treated in the UK as such. The questions did not work that way because that 
was not the intention. However only four participants returned a form, so the information obtained 
was in any case very scarce. 

According to the trainees, the motivation to attend the training varied from plain curiosity to the 
constraint placed by the line manager. This is why the expectations remained rather unspecifi ed. 
However, communication skills and knowledge were mentioned and these expectations were fully 
met. The attendees also had practically no prior experience of mediation between cultures. The 
lecturers and leader of the programme received good grades, as did the contents of the programme, 
although it was also considered exhausting and tight due to the relatively short duration. Thus, the 
skills and knowledge provided by the programme were judged to be suffi cient, and the materials 
and methods used in the training were found interesting and appropriate. Participants were also 
pleased with the selection and composition of the trainee group. 
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Regarding the mediation process, trainees thought that the prerequisites for successful mediation 
were concentration, having the knowledge needed and also acting as a normal, positive person.  
Two mediators working in pairs would need prior experience from working together, good 
communication, preparation and planning as well as mutual understanding. Threats of failure 
mostly concerned lack of co-operation from the clients, when one or both parties are unwilling to 
negotiate. For these situations, the training programme prepared the trainees with role-play and 
enhancing the core practice skills. Situations that are not possible to mediate are those where one 
or both parties are not willing to negotiate and reach a solution. The role of the mediator is one of 
facilitator, especially promoting communication between the parties. 

To act as a mediator, the trainees considered that they would most of all need more practice and also 
supervision. The local authorities were expected to co-operate and publicize mediation: publicity 
was also expected from the local community as well as co-operation from the police, which could 
perhaps utilize mediation more widely. All the respondents were willing and able to volunteer for 
a Mediation Service. 

It must be borne in mind that these responses represent the opinions of four trainees only, although 
their responses were quite consistent. There was no actual criticism towards the programme, and it 
can be anticipated that those less satisfi ed did not answer at all. 

Feedback seminar of the Finnish training programme

The feedback seminar was arranged on 6 September to fi nish the output of the summer camp, 
“The Memo List for a Mediator for Cross-Cultural Mediation” and also to evaluate the project 
and training activities from the trainees’ point of view. This was arranged as a group discussion, 
conducted by the author of this report. The exact themes were the same ones that were intended 
to be used in the UK, namely the background (prior experiences and motives) of the trainees, the 
evaluation of the training programme, the attendees’ views on social mediation and plans for the 
future. About 15 trainees were present, and the discussion lasted approximately 90 minutes. The 
discussion was tape-recorded. 

The motives of the trainees to participate were mainly associated with curiosity, but many of them 
had also encountered cultural issues in mediation situations. Partly these encounters had occurred 
in everyday work contexts, and some had also experienced living abroad. As a whole, the trainees 
were highly satisfi ed with the training programme, and its structure was appreciated. As the main 
benefi t was mentioned that the programme helped to realize how dissimilar cultures are. Most 
of  the trainees enjoyed having interacted and opened discussion with members of other cultures. 
The training expanded consciousness, as they formulated it. The summer camp and also the visit 
to England had deepened these widening outlooks for those who were able to participate. Also, 
during the camp, awareness of one’s own prejudices had grown. Especially the role of religion in 
understanding other cultures gave much to think about during the training. 

The participants had much less expectations regarding mediation skills than knowledge, which 
is quite natural since all participants were very experienced mediators. The training supported 
awareness of one’s role in multicultural mediation situations. They also noticed that mediation 
is a part of many cultural traditions, and attention was paid to the differences in the mediation 
process in multicultural mediation. To sum up, the best things about the training programme were 
the meetings with representatives from different cultures and interaction with them. From the 
Finnish lecturers, especially the lessons on intercultural communication were highly appreciated. 
Individually, the project co-ordinator Ms Sini Lehtinen won acclaim since her contribution was seen 
as crucial to the programme’s success. 

The length of the course was considered suitable, even though a massive amount of material was 
covered in a relatively short time. The participants were volunteers, using their own free time, and 
there was a limit to how much time they could spend. The training met the stated knowledge needs 
quite well, and it also gave stimuli to spontaneous learning. If possible, the course should have 
included more presentations of various cultures, but the time available limited this. Of different 
cultures the course could have taken account of Romany culture, even though the Romany people 



31

are not immigrants in the literal sense of the word. Also the interest in the Crisis Centre for 
Foreigners12 and in the work done there was mentioned. One key possibility to extend the contents 
of the training would be the presentation of feedback from actual mediation situations involving 
different cultures. This could also be helpful for applying the lessons in practice. However, methods 
and structures for gaining this feedback are still undeveloped.

There was no doubt that the training programme was necessary and useful. It was also noticed that 
the number of intercultural mediation cases is growing all the time. The Mediation Offi ce of Vantaa 
has directed these cases to the attendees of this programme, so that they would have an opportunity 
to put what they have learned to the test. The attendees saw possibilities to extend the fi eld of 
mediation to schools and workplaces, where multicultural issues are also present. According to 
them, practically no situation exists where mediation cannot be applied or tried, but there are some 
cultures where historical confl icts may restrict the success of the mediation process (for example, 
the confl ict between Estonian and Russian nationalities was mentioned). Confl icts may also take 
place within cultures, as the attendees noticed. 

A challenge for the future was considered an effort to extend the preventive viewpoint. The idea of 
social mediation states that it aims at reaching groups and communities, preferably before crimes 
and confl icts take place. This would require also recruiting people from various cultures to act 
as mediators, who could disseminate information about mediation to their own communities. 
Working in pairs with a mediator with a foreign background was considered essential to further 
development. The most challenging aspect of multicultural mediation is, according to the trainees, 
how to remain neutral and impartial in mediation sessions. There are plans for extended training 
and the trainees especially hoped for adequate supervision, which could also help to preserve one’s 
neutrality in mediation situations. 

The Memo List is a four-page document (in Finnish and English), listing things to consider in cross-
cultural mediation. The themes include preparation, making contact and appointments, planning, 
preparative meetings, actual negotiations, debriefi ng and follow-up. The tone of the document is 
very concrete and practical, and since similar achievements do not exist in Finland, it is anticipated 
that it will have great importance for future training as well as mediation events. 

Finnish training event for authorities and equivalent working with refugees and 
immigrants

At fi rst, two training events were planned, one in Vantaa and another in Helsinki, both lasting for 
two afternoons. The training event in Vantaa was later combined with another event, so this only 
took place in Helsinki. The programme included a general presentation of mediation, presentation 
of the Let’s Talk project as well as experiences from the summer camp and a demonstration of 
multicultural mediation. There were 13 participants, mostly social workers but also a teacher 
interested in mediation. 

3rd Steering Committee meeting

The third Steering Committee meeting was held in Helsinki on 17 October. Mr Lefevre was unable 
to attend, and neither was the representative of the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health present. 
The agenda included a general presentation of the project situation, presentation of the evaluation 
and plans for the European seminar as well as discussion about training activities, information 
materials and networking activities. 

Attention was mostly drawn to the preparation for the European seminar. The current situation of 
various project activities was noticed, and a possible follow-up project was discussed. Both partners 
had expressed interest in a follow-up project and therefore it was agreed that the fourth Steering 
Committee meeting would be arranged to discuss the future project. 

12  The Crisis Centre for Foreigners is part of the activities of a Finnish NGO, the Finnish Association of Mental Health 
and it offers e.g. therapeutic and medical services for the victims of torture. 
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The 2nd Finnish training programme

The second Finnish training programme, targeted at refugees, took place on 19 September – 26 
October. The total number of trainees was 18 (22 appointed to the course), with 12 completing 
the course; 9 of them graduated and 2 were to graduate after participating in two supervisory 
events. One participant had to be rejected for non-attendance. The participants came from Somalia, 
the Congo, the former Soviet Union, Estonia, Colombia, India, Bulgaria and Bosnia. Four of the 
participants were Finns, and one of them represented the Romany minority while one was half 
Jamaican. Most participants already had Finnish citizenship. The duration was 30 hours, and the 
course included basic information about the aims and principles of mediation, required interaction 
skills, the operation of the police and the prosecutor and their relation to mediation. It also informed 
about making the agreement and about its contents. At the end of the course, the participants’ 
experiences from situations where mediation may have been useful were dealt with and different 
mediation situations were demonstrated. 

The last course meeting on 25 October included an evaluative discussion conducted by the author 
of this report, based on the themes mentioned above. The discussion only lasted for approximately 
65 minutes, due to the overly tight schedule. Also this discussion was tape-recorded.

The motives to attend this programme stemmed from curiosity towards the new issue, but some 
participants had also encountered various situations requiring mediation in their work. Some 
participants had also been involved in situations where mediation-type actions were taken, and 
they felt a need to expand their knowledge about mediation. The expectations were linked with 
getting new tools to use in situations confronted at work and elsewhere. The attendees wanted 
to export the idea of mediation to their communities, but some wanted also to take the idea of 
mediation to their countries of origin suffering from war. Some of them had also gained a position 
as an “adviser” in their communities. Other members of their communities came to ask for advice 
and help from them, and they had an opportunity and need to utilize mediation skills learned in 
the programme. 

Information about the programme was received from the project co-ordinator, friends, the 
Intercultural Culture Centre Caisa and from the Helsinki mediation offi ce. It is noteworthy that 
one of the trainees had published a book (Mao 2003) even before the project’s beginning, where he 
had gathered over 20 different actual cases of everyday clashes between refugees and the dominant 
culture where mediation had been used. The trainees expressed that they often knew how things in 
various problem situations were to be handled by means of the authorities, but they were keen to 
know how matters were solved by means of the communities in Finnish culture. They also noticed 
that mediation is a part of some cultures, but it was interesting to fi nd out how it was applied in 
Finland. 

Mediation was seen to be a method to bring peace to society: good things from small quarters can 
become widespread. There was a heavy emphasis on the preventive role of mediation. Cases that 
cannot be mediated were serious crimes (homicide was mentioned as an example), and also due 
to some internal features of certain cultures, mediation may be diffi cult (the Somali clan system 
as an example). Also family violence situations were seen potentially diffi cult to mediate, and 
related to this, a question was raised about the neutrality of the mediator, which was perceived as 
a tough requirement. It was considered essential to keep the goals of mediation in mind (to “stick 
to the point” and keep the agreement in mind), and the limitations of the mediator’s role were also 
discussed. The mediator cannot change other people’s lives. The mediator needs “human means”, 
as opposed to the means of the police or prosecutor. 

The training programme was well organized, and its short duration encompassed many-sided 
contents. The practical examples and demonstrations regarding the practice of mediation were 
found useful, and much new knowledge was gained. In a heterogeneous group, the participants 
learned to know each other and the cultures they represented: this also emphasized the need 
to know other cultures. The trainees experienced that their tolerance had grown in a friendly 
atmosphere that the training programme had. They also felt that their communities demonstrated 
needs as well as demands for social mediation. This is partly because immigrants feel that they do 
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not receive knowledge as much as, for example, refugees when they fi rst arrive; consequently, there 
is some ignorance about important matters among immigrants.

While all attendees considered themselves not ready to start mediation, they were willing to take 
part in mediation situations as observers or by collaborating with experienced mediators. With 
more experience, also new questions will emerge. Supervision was seen as an essential support and 
also a form of extended training. More training on legislative and family violence related issues was 
desired. From the authorities, especially co-operation with the police was considered essential. A 
shared get-acquainted session together with participants of the previous training programme has 
already been planned. Also supervision for Finnish and immigrant mediators is being organized, 
taking place two times per semester and beginning on 3 December. 

NECASS’s regional event

As mentioned above, the second UK training programme was arranged as NECASS’s regional event 
on 11 September. The event was aimed at learning and sharing from the mixture of participants, 
identifying issues and areas to be explored at the National Seminar and discussing the continuity 
of activities after the project. 19 persons participated, representing local mediation services, asylum 
seeker’s services and the police. 

The event included brief presentations of NECASS, the Let’s Talk project and UNITE, and one 
trainee from the UK training programme gave presentation about his experiences. The questions 
after these presentations were aimed at the privilege given at the settling of criminal cases, why 
recruits were selected from organizations and also the approach taken by the Vantaa mediation 
offi ce.  The participants were divided into small groups to discuss four topics, “What can we offer?”, 
“What are the barriers?”, “What can be done post 2003?” and “Ideas for the national seminar”. The 
possible offerings were identifi ed as awareness-raising of mediation as well as promoting and 
understanding mediation, a database of mediators and referral service and diversity training within 
organisations. Barriers were considered to be the language, as mediation through interpreters may 
dilute what is being said, and also translated material and literacy is needed. Other barriers might 
be accessibility to the new emerging communities, advertising of services and also bureaucracy 
and troubles in effective communication within organizations. Funding can also be a barrier, which 
could be partially avoided by joining forces with other national mediation organisations. This 
could provide some possibilities of continuity after 2003, as well as engaging other possible target 
organizations. Also commitment and identifying the need for this kind of activity would help to 
continue after the end of the year. 

UK national seminar

The UK National Seminar was arranged between 21 and 22 October in Newcastle in partnership 
with Mediation UK. The programme consisted of a presentation of the Let’s Talk project as well 
as experiences from two of the trainees and a presentation by Mediation Services. The second day 
included presentations considering mediation and new communities (by Ms Rachel Lofthouse, 
UNITE), a national overview of refugees and asylum (by Mr Nadeem Ahmad on behalf of Ms 
Victoria Williams) and minorities and mediation (by Mr Tony Billinghurst, Mediation UK). This 
was followed by workshop activities and general discussion. For the workshops, delegates were 
split into two large groups to discuss opportunities for mediation. Key points/possible suggestions 
and solutions arising from the two large groups concerned, e.g. the lack of understanding with 
regard to cultural issues, the nature of social mediation as non-formal mediation, possible support 
from the Government Legislation as well as funding, including mediation skills in teacher training 
programmes and integrating mediation skills and processes to the curriculum of schools and 
higher education and especially collecting information from the new communities and their visions 
on mediation and confl ict resolution methods. Also the needs to gain publicity and to spread 
information about mediation were seen essential. 
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Thus, the nature of the event was both promotional and participatory, with awareness-raising 
lectures and practical group work. There were some 50 people attending, somewhat less than 
expected. Only few participants came outside the region, which diminished the “national” nature 
of the event. Moreover, none of the organizations that sent their representatives to the training 
participated in the seminar.  

European seminar

The European Seminar was arranged in Helsinki on 6 – 7 November. The participants were invited 
with an open invitation and there was room for 50 persons, whose expenses were covered by the 
project. The plenary speakers were Professor Jacques Faget from France, Mr Dad Hareide from 
Norway, Ms Merit Wager from Sweden and Mr Juhani Iivari from Finland to summarize the 
seminar outputs. Programme also included presentations of the project partners (Ms Sini Lehtinen 
from Finland and Mr Nadeem Ahmad from the UK, accompanied with a UK trainee Mr Vadood 
Aghajani). As Chairs of the seminar acted Ms Meri-Sisko Eskola from the Finnish Ministry of 
Labour and Mr Travis Larson from IOM. 

Most of the work was done at three workshops, which regarded the role of the criminal justice 
agencies as promoters of mediation (facilitated by Ms Anneli Mattson from the Helsinki Police), 
the role of language and culture in social mediation process (facilitated by Ms Irja Pietilä from the 
University of Tampere, Finland) and social mediation as a promoter for integration (facilitated by 
Mr Deogratias Ladislas Ndakengerwa from Ireland). The workgroups had 3 ¼ hours to discuss 
and work together, after which the results were presented to the whole audience. The aim of 
the workshops was to develop means and good practices for social mediation in relation to each 
topic, assisted by a short presentation given by the facilitator. Besides these more formal outputs, 
the seminaraimed to develop informal networks and interaction between the participants. The 
schedule included adequate breaks to discuss and this was further advanced by a reception hosted 
by the City of Helsinki. 

The participants (47 persons representing 13 countries) came from Finland, the UK, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Sweden, Norway, Austria, Portugal, France, Switzerland, Belgium, Estonia and Ireland, 
including researchers, mediators and various governmental and non-governmental organizations. 
The participants were asked to fi ll in a brief feedback questionnaire, which included questions on 
the practical arrangements of the seminar as well as the actual contents of the presentations and 
workshops and the relevance of the idea of social mediation. Altogether 19 forms were returned, 
giving an overall grade 4.4 (scale 1 – 5) to the seminar. The presentations received a slightly lower 
grade (4) than the other segments examined, whereas the best parts were regarded to be the seminar 
arrangements and the overall opinion (4.5). Presentations were regarded in part to fall outside the 
subject or as confusing, and the experiences gained by the British part of the project were seen as 
poor. Discussions at the workshops were seen as active and innovative, but the objectives were not 
clear for all. The usefulness of the seminar was seen highly satisfying. Regarding social mediation, 
the problem was seen to be the lack of a clear and commonly accepted defi nition. Seminar 
arrangements were regarded to be very good, although for some participants the venue was 
somewhat diffi cult to fi nd. The comments considering possible improvements mostly concerned 
guidance to the actual seminar place. Also an updated list of the participants with e-mail addresses 
was required. It was also hoped that the project could continue and expand the valuable work done 
so far. 

4th Steering Committee meeting 

An additional Steering Committee meeting took place in Newcastle on 10 – 11 December. This 
was mainly organized to discuss the possible future project, but the agenda included also the 
exploration of the current project situation as well as a lengthy discussion about the draft version 
of the evaluation report, accompanied with a retrospective discussion of the overall project 
activities. These comments were taken into account when fi nishing this report, so the comments 
are not presented here separately. It was also stated that, in order to have proper time to fi nish the 
planned handbook, a continuation of the project implementation period until 31 January 2004 was 
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requested from the European Commission. This made it possible to arrange some additional project 
activities by both partners, but due to the schedule these are not the subject of this evaluation. 
These include two additional afternoon training events in Vantaa for professionals working with 
refugees and immigrants and homework between the sessions. In the UK, more networking 
activities were planned during the extension period and, e.g. a meeting with NECASS, Mediation 
UK, The Immigration Unit of Home Offi ce and the police has been planned. Also the brochure that 
has been produced will be translated into other languages in Finland and the UK. The possible 
future project was discussed and all parties showed interest with some reservations, but no actual 
plans were made or actions taken. However, it was agreed that IOM will observe possible funding 
opportunities and that, once there will open a suitable budget line, the project will be developed in 
more detail. 

DATA ANALYSIS

After this review, we are ready to take a closer look at the data, keeping in mind the questions that 
the evaluation was set to disentangle. As presented before, the main duty of the evaluation is to 
determine the effectiveness and the relevance of the practical implementation of the project as well 
as the models the project produced. This, of course, is to be done from the standpoint of the set 
objectives presented in chapter 2. The short duration of the project and the resulting tight schedule 
of the evaluation do not allow us to assess these questions regarding the external reality of the 
project. It is not possible to examine, e.g. the actual benefi ts that people who have had a share in 
social mediation have experienced. 

Next, the two evaluation objectives will be considered in turn and after that the analysis is condensed 
into a SWOT analysis, which makes way to the recommendations that conclude this report. One 
critical remark is in order at this point: the data, as we have seen in the previous chapter, are much 
more comprehensive on the Finnish than the UK situation; hence the unavoidable emphasis on the 
Finnish achievements. We will return to this question at the end of this chapter. 

The practical implementation of the project

Looking retrospectively, the development and planning of the project was a long and burdensome 
process, which in the end was highly hastened by chance. The Vantaa Mediation Offi ce had 
 recognized a need to develop tools for achieving success in multicultural issues, IOM was 
introduced to the project and due to a chance, Mr Niklas Reuter had met Mr Nadeem Ahmad in 
a refugee conference and through this personal contact an international partner was found. This 
all happened at a suitable time, when the ERF published its call for proposals and this led to the 
involvement of the European Commission. However, it has to be said that, keeping in mind the 
experimental nature of this project, all the chances have had a positive impact on the success of 
this project. For example, it would be hard to fi nd countries more different than Finland and UK 
in terms of the central issues of this project. While this poses several diffi culties, it also gives us 
valuable information to be utilized in further activities.

The project planning has been very Finno-centric, and the international element was not adequately 
considered in the planning phase. With careful planning, some hindrances that the implementation 
in the North East has suffered from could perhaps have been avoided. There have also been some 
things that could not have been anticipated, namely the high turnover of project staff in all the 
partner organizations involved. As stated, the project coordinator at the Vantaa Mediation Offi ce, 
the transnational coordinator at IOM as well as the person in charge of the Helsinki Mediation Offi ce 
all have been replaced during the project. Fortunately, in all these places there were persons that 
have been involved since the beginning of the project, and also the new arrivals have had a strong 
experience of similar project activities, so there has been no real harm done by these replacements. 
The replacements have not been reported to cause any serious impacts on co-operation between the 
partners. 

Perhaps at least partly owing to the lack of an international viewpoint in planning, the project did 
start slowly in the UK, e.g. due to diffi culties to fi nd a suitable partner in the mediation fi eld, since 
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NECASS itself does not engage in mediation activities. The contract with UNITE was signed on 30
May, and it has to be said that if UNITE had not had an existing structured training programme, 
the time would have been too short to carry out the training programmes as planned. This could 
perhaps have been avoided, if the time for planning were longer and the specifi c organizational 
structure of the UK mediation had been recognized. 

It is also noteworthy that the obstacles faced in Finland and the UK were quite similar: in the UK, 
NECASS had troubles in penetrating the mediation fi eld and in Finland, the aspirations that the 
Mediation Offi ces showed towards immigration issues were met with suspicion and rejection. 
However, since this project was most of all about mediation, the hindrances have not been as crucial 
in Finland as in the UK. In Finland, this was apparent in the networking activities especially in the 
initial phase of the project, although this was somewhat overcome in the course of the project. 

This state of affairs is also refl ected in the means whereby the trainees were selected: since in 
Vantaa, the refugee organizations did not welcome the project warmly, the trainees were registered 
and selected as individuals. In the North-East, where NECASS already had close connections to 
the various organizations acting in the immigration and refugee fi eld, it was quite natural that 
the trainees were selected from these organizations. There is a further difference in mediation 
culture: whereas in Finland, mediation services almost entirely work on a voluntary basis, in 
the UK, mediation activities are much more organized and standardized. In the UK, the only 
possibility for an individual to act as a mediator is to register for a mediation service, but when 
the trainees are working in an organizational context (and with organizational support), it gives 
them an opportunity to utilize the mediation skills in the context of their everyday work. This was 
also emphasized by the Finnish (refugee) trainees, although we have to keep in mind that for an 
immigrant, participating in working life is the key factor for integration into Finnish society, so the 
participants were keen to see possible gains also regarding job opportunities. 

In the North-East, this organizational approach was also chosen to enhance the motivation and 
commitment of the trainees. If we solely look at attendance percentages, this has worked as desired, 
although it does not tell much about the quality of the learning. Also the fact that none of the 
organizations referring their staff to the training participated in the seminars makes the degree of 
their commitment questionable. The commitment of the trainees was recognized as a problem in 
Vantaa: the participants’ situations in life were varying and that may be one reason, but it has also 
to be noticed that in Finland, the degree of integration and especially the linguistic capabilities of 
the trainees must be given more emphasis than perhaps in the UK. These are also things that are 
very diffi cult to infl uence. 

Regarding the trainers, in both countries and at all training events the lecturers and trainers received 
praise, which they undoubtedly deserved. UNITE has a long experience in organizing mediation 
courses and it was able to tailor the programme for the needs of this particular audience. In Vantaa, 
it was possible to use persons who have been involved in actual mediation situations, which gave 
an opportunity to suit the contents of the presentations to the needs of the trainees. This can also be 
said of the National seminars in both countries as well the European Seminar. A key to this success 
is undoubtedly the utilization of existing competencies of other actors and the existing networks, 
and without this the tight schedule of the project could have once again made it impossible to reach 
the objectives. 

As mentioned above, the networking activities faced diffi culties in terms of crossing sectorial 
branches. However, NECASS has been able to utilize the existing networks in the refugee/asylum 
seekers fi eld, as well as Vantaa has utilized the existing mediation contacts. This is especially visible 
in the National seminars. There has also been some co-operation with other projects at least in 
Finland, especially with the JOIN project and the coordinator of the JOIN has also been involved in 
the Steering Committee. Co-operation with other members in the Steering Committee that have not 
been involved directly in the project activities has taken place more in between the meetings than 
at the actual meetings, but it was considered satisfying. The existing networks have also formed a 
suitable route to spread information about the project and its activities, and it has enhanced interest 
in the project. 
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It also has to be mentioned that when the project got underway, the obstacles in forming new 
networks and co-operation modes diminished, at least in Vantaa. This fact has become especially 
visible during the extension period of the project, when a planning meeting with immigrant 
coordinators in Vantaa as well as with the police and prosecutors was arranged. It is quite clear 
that the project has aroused a wide range of interest when there have been some actual results and 
experiences to share. As stated before, the short timeline of the project has weakened the possibilities 
to spread information, but at least at local levels the project and its activities have acquired contacts 
with various possible partners. The national seminars and the European Seminar have opened a 
possibility to spread information nationally and internationally and seek new contacts. The project 
has also gained some national visibility in the media in both countries, but it is self-evident that more 
communication and marketing are needed. This is better achieved when the project is over and the 
actual experiences can be gathered together. The upcoming handbook is undoubtedly an essential 
tool for informative purposes, as well the brochure that has been produced in both countries. The 
brochure was supposed to be ready much earlier, but it was considered necessary to postpone it 
since the UK part was delayed. However, this was perhaps for the better because the information 
provided in the brochure is much more comprehensive and accumulated in a later phase of the 
project. It is naturally much easier to market something when some actual results, experiences 
and possible benefi ts can be demonstrated and it is only then that new actors can be involved. The 
handbook could not be included in the evaluation, since it only had a draft structure. 

The co-operation within the project has been reported satisfying by all partners. The central actors, 
IOM, NECASS and Vantaa have shown mutual satisfaction with each other, although it has to be 
noticed that co-operation actually happens between persons, not organizations, and the importance 
of fi nding the right persons (who share the same expertise and enthusiasm) to operate individually 
and with each other has been demonstrated in this project as well. Especially the competencies 
and personal qualities of the project coordinators are crucial to success. International projects 
always face a possible threat that the geographical distance reduces the possibilities to share and 
communicate, telephones and e-mail notwithstanding, but in this project the partners have met 
each other often, given the project’s short duration. Of course, e.g. the Steering Committee meetings 
could have included more time for mutual discussion and brainstorming. The uncomplicated and 
informal nature of interaction is another determining factor for fruitful co-operation. 

The international aspect and especially the involvement of the European Commission have given the 
project more signifi cance and credibility and hence also increased visibility. All the parties involved 
have shown a great deal of satisfaction with the international aspect, which is demonstrated also 
by the fact that all partners would be more interested in continuing the project in an international 
context than as a national endeavour. The exchange visits were also found very satisfying regarding 
the practical arrangements, informative contents and networking activities. The visits increased 
mutual understanding of mediation systems as well as of refugee situation in both countries. 

Also the resources of the project were found suffi cient, although there were a few points where 
further resources could have been needed. These are mainly connected to language issues: the 
exchange visit from Finland to the UK would have required interpretation services (that the 
exchange visit from the UK to Finland had) so that the non-English speaking participants from 
Finland could have participated without straining the project coordinators. In Finland, all the 
material has also been produced in English, and this was not properly recognized in the project 
plan. In the previous plans, one employee was directed to perform some work in the local context in 
Vantaa, but this was lost when the actual budget was compiled as the objectives were not adjusted 
accordingly. 

If we take a closer look at the set objectives of the project from the standpoint of the data accumulated, 
it can be said that generally all the areas that were supposed to be included were considered. In light 
of the expected results, it can be stated that the brochure has been constructed and distribution has 
started in both project countries. The brochure is about social mediation and it has been produced 
in two versions, regarding the situation and the needs in both project countries and both languages. 
A European network has been established in the sense that participants of the European Seminar 
could form this kind of network, but it is still an open question how this network is maintained and 
by whom. Undoubtedly the wider public has also been reached, but to what extent, is impossible to 
assess. This kind of a research design cannot include public visibility measures, but as mentioned 
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above, a few newspaper articles do exist and the website has been fully functional for quite a long 
time. It would have been a free and simple tool to add a counter to the project website, which would 
have given some information about the number of visitors to the pages. The contents of the website 
may be considered very adequate and suffi cient. There was also a supposed role for the website 
in networking the European actors in the social mediation fi eld, but this remains to be seen in the 
future. 

It is noteworthy that the activities of the project will continue at least locally after the timeline of 
the project has expired. This will happen in the form of further networking activities, which are 
being planned by all implementing partners. Also dissemination of information will go on, e.g. in 
Vantaa the Mediation Offi ce will arrange information events in various languages for refugees and 
disseminate translated brochures. 

It was also supposed that there would be 40 persons of refugee origin trained to act as social 
mediators, but this objective was not fully achieved. The actual fi gure is 23 or 25, depending on the 
way of counting (14 in the North-East, 9 in Vantaa + 2 after two supervisory sessions). The other 
numerical objectives also fell short: instead of the planned 80 experienced mediators trained in 
multicultural issues, the number was actually 24 in Finland, while no further information on the 
UK is available. If the UK events can be considered training, the fi gure would be larger but there 
is a good reason to doubt that a one-day event can be called a training programme. 100 persons 
representing civil servants, NGOs and volunteers were supposed to be trained in social mediation 
practices, but in Finland only 13 persons were present at the arranged event. During the extension 
period of the project, two further events were arranged, reaching 21 persons more. Again, it is a 
matter of defi ning training: if we include all the events in Finland and the UK where information 
about social mediation practices was provided, the number would well exceed the projected 100 
persons, but it is questionable whether this was training in the sense meant here. 

It is perhaps not reasonable to set highly specifi c numerical objectives for this kind of pilot project, 
where much of the obstacles and diffi culties are not present or may not be anticipated in the 
planning phase. All the novel project activities must have been constructed from the beginning, 
and the diffi culties in starting the project have caused slowness and tail-heaviness in project 
implementation, which makes it impossible to meet these demands. Every undertaking got off to 
a good start, albeit slowly, and here the short duration of the project is especially apparent. When 
looking at the list of project activities presented above, it has to be said that within the framework of 
this project, a stunning amount of activities has been carried out and, while the numerical objectives 
were not fully met, there have also been extra activities that were not originally planned. 

So, staring at the objectives only would not do justice to the entire project. This is good to keep in 
mind, when we move on to examine the other evaluation question, the relevance of the models 
produced. 

The relevance of the social mediation models produced

As mentioned before, assessment of the models that the project has produced must be done within 
the project framework only, because the research design does not allow to obtain information 
from actual mediation cases. The real test of these models is, of course, done in practice. Thus, we 
concentrate here on the training models that this project has developed, and the actual mediation 
practices are only implicitly present. 

As we have seen, in Vantaa two actual training programmes were carried out directly for 
mediation purposes, whereas the North East had one proper training programme. It has also been 
demonstrated that in both project areas, the selection of the trainees and the way of organizing 
the programmes have been very dissimilar. However, the practical arrangements of the training 
programmes have been rated as good by the trainees in both countries, and therefore it can be 
estimated that the programmes have responded to the needs of the participants.  

In Vantaa, it seemed at fi rst exceptional that the training programmes were arranged separately, 
while the objective was to develop practices for working in pairs. So, why train people of Finnish 
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and foreign origin separately? In the course of the project, the need for this kind of an arrangement 
became obvious: it was quite essential to give basic information for both groups in homogenous 
compositions, because there was so much information to cover. Also, participants from different 
cultures could to some extent mix on the summer camp. Working in a group where all the 
participants were refugees also gave a further opportunity to learn from each other and of each 
other’s cultures: this was emphasized in the North-East training programme as well. 

Thus, the Vantaa training model seems quite adequate within the framework of Finnish culture. 
The existing mediators gained more understanding in multicultural issues and intercultural 
communication, while new mediators were recruited from the refugee population and given basic 
information and skills in mediation. Of course, the numbers are still low, but in the context of 
Vantaa quite suffi cient, especially when we keep in mind that this is actually an opening towards 
a new direction. More cases are justifi ably expected in the future. It has to be underlined that these 
two training programmes give an opportunity to start working in pairs in multicultural mediation 
issues in Vantaa and Helsinki, since part of the trainees were from Helsinki. Gathered together, the 
experiences from these will make it possible to adjust the framework developed here for further 
training programmes as well as for advanced training in social and multicultural mediation in 
Vantaa, but also elsewhere in Finland. 

It is evident that the basic training is not as yet suffi cient for one to act as a mediator, at least for 
the trainees of foreign origin but also for the mediators of Finnish origin, especially regarding 
multicultural issues. Mediation is essentially a line of profession which is adequately learned by 
doing the actual work. Therefore extended training for these trainees as well as future training 
programmes should focus on learning from practice, which can be substantially supported by 
adequate supervision in heterogeneous groups, where actual cases are considered. This need has 
been recognized and arrangements for supervision are being made. 

For further training purposes, the project has produced some valuable tools that can be easily 
utilized in Vantaa and elsewhere in Finland. The course structure is the main instrument to build 
on, but also the output of the training, i.e. the checklist for multicultural mediation, is a highly 
relevant and useful hands-on guide to the things that need to be considered. The continuation of the 
project made it possible to translate the Finnish project brochure into the Swedish, English, French, 
Arabic, Russian and Somali languages. It is also planned that these texts will be made available to 
the police and the prosecutors in an electronic form. 

According to realist (or realistic) evaluation principles (see Kazi 2003; Pawson & Tilley 1997), a 
programme evaluation needs to determine how the programme is working for whom and in which 
circumstances. The key objective is to fi nd out the theory of the programme, which can be expressed 
as the following formula

M(echanism) + C(ontext) = O(utcome)

While this research design cannot meet these demands, we are still able to get a hint of a possible 
underlying theory of this programme. Based on what was stated above, it can be estimated that this 
training programme works best for people who are quite far integrated in Finnish society, i.e. they 
have a good knowledge of the Finnish language and they have got settled in Finland so that their 
life situation is quite stable, to the extent possible. It is also essential that they are integrated into 
their own ethnic communities. Regarding the context, it seems that the line of action chosen here is 
adequate. To train people in a mixed-culture group assisted with active mediators of Finnish origin 
in basic mediation skills utilizing their cultural differences and the mutual sharing of experiences 
by getting down to practicalities would be recommendable. Enough time should be reserved for 
interaction, also informally, which will promote mutual understanding and trust as well as for 
getting to know each other and the cultures in question because it is a necessary prerequisite for 
working in pairs. This, in turn, would produce as an outcome a group of people who are willing 
and able to act as mediators in intercultural disputes and hence contribute to the overall aims of 
this project. 

There is a duality of structure in the chosen means of the Let’s Talk project, where the actions can 
be divided into informative and educative operations, which both contribute to the networking 
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objectives at different levels. It seems that in the North-East, the informative objective has received 
more emphasis than the educative one, which is of course somewhat natural, given the obstacles 
faced. Regarding the educative element, one has to ask where does the uniqueness of the North-
East programme lie? Due to the highly structured and standardized nature of the UK mediation 
system there has been no possibility to alter the existing training programmes substantially, but the 
materials used in the training were somewhat adjusted to the needs of this group. Also, according 
to Ms Lofthouse, none of the trainees did report any desired changes for the training programme. 
The most novel part was however that the training group consisted entirely of trainees who had 
a refugee background, since no persons with refugee backgrounds have been trained by UNITE 
before. It is also noteworthy that the trainees seemed to see an opportunity to utilize mediation skills 
in the context of everyday work, not just within the mediation system. This was also demonstrated 
by the refugee trainee group in Finland. 

Simplifying we can state that the training in Finland has produced culturally more sensitive 
mediators of Finnish origin and mediators of foreign origin working within the Finnish (Victim-
Offender) mediation system and in the UK, people with refugee backgrounds equipped with 
mediation skills to work within communities. In both countries, the project has contributed to the 
expansion of the existing mediation systems as follows: 

Figure 2. The extension of existing mediation structures

Thus, in Finland the project has extended the practices in the mediation fi eld (in the form of 
social mediation), while in the UK it has extended the agents in the mediation fi eld (in the form of 
people with refugee backgrounds). This is, of course, a highly abstract and simplifi ed picture and 
undoubtedly at least some of the UK trainees could act as mediators within the existing mediation 
structures and some of the Finnish immigrant trainees could act as “unoffi cial” mediators (i.e. 
working also outside the existing mediation services) in their own communities. 

However, this abstraction fi ts well the idea of social mediation, especially when opening the 
possibility for a less structured and informal mediation practices. As we have noted, mediation is 
part of a cultural capital in many cultures, so this will further enhance the idea of empowerment 
and capacity building in the communities, which was the overall aim of the Let’s Talk project. There 
will be some areas where the offi cial status of mediation has to be present, e.g. criminal issues and 
within cultures where the Government has had a strongly regulatory role, but informal mediation 
would be highly useful in disputes which have no consequences related to criminal justice and from 
the preventive viewpoint. This social aspect of social mediation should be further developed and 
the part that is left most open is the concept and the content of social mediation as such. 

UKFinland

Practices Agents
Existing 

mediation 
system
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The SWOT analysis

As promised at the beginning of this report, the results will be presented in the form of a SWOT 
analysis. The analysis looks at the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats from three 
angles (the Steering Committee, the implementers and the participants of the project). This also 
serves as a method to present the above-mentioned facts and viewpoints in a condensed form.

Table 3. A SWOT analysis

Strengths Weaknesses

The Steering
Committee

-Support and credibility provided by the -Support and credibility provided by the 
European Commission 
-Existing networks in mediation-related 
fi elds (Finland) and in refugee issues 
(UK)
-Difference between implementing 
agencies

- Short duration of the project- Short duration of the project
-Networking with the immigration 
authorities (Finland)
-Finding the appropriate expert 
agency (UK)
-Evaluator not participating in the 
UK

Project staff Project staff 
and
implementers

- Existing need for these activities in both - Existing need for these activities in both 
countries
-Overall success of the training 
programmes
-Right persons found in the right places
-Utilization of existing networks
-International involvement (European 
Commission, IOM, partners)
-Co-operation with members of the 
Steering Committee
-Different areas of expertise brought 
together 
-Commitment and enthusiasm of all the 
people involved

-The short duration of the project-The short duration of the project
-Partly inadequate resources 
-Slow start of the project
-Partly low commitment by the 
participants to the training activities
-Shortcomings in the overall 
planning of the project
-Lack of commitment by the 
organizations which provided 
trainees for the UK training 
programme
-Mediation Services have not been 
responsive to the project activities in 
the North-East Region
- Lack of involvement of the refugee 
organizations in Finland

Participants -Good contents of the programmes -Good contents of the programmes 
regarding both information and skills
-Right timing of the training programme
-Representatives of different cultures 
involved, possibility to learn from each 
other

-Lack of knowledge about the actual -Lack of knowledge about the actual 
impact mediation has had in the 
mediated cases
-Heterogeneity of the trainee group
-Short duration of the project and 
hence tight schedules in the training 
programmes

Opportunities Threats

The Steering
Committee

-The project itself and the possibilities it -The project itself and the possibilities it 
will open
-Difference between implementing 
agencies

- Crossing over original areas of - Crossing over original areas of 
expertise (UK)
- Lack of continuation in the project 
activities
- Trainees will not continue 
mediation after the project has 
expired
-Lack of participation to the Steering 
Committee regarding  members that 
are not actually implementing the 
project activities
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Project staff Project staff 
and
implementers

-The basis, materials and structure -The basis, materials and structure 
created for future training activities 
-Networking in the future will be easier, 
when actual results are visible (especially 
with police and house managers)
-Increased interest towards the 
project from various authorities and 
organisations
-Suitable mediation cases coming in 
constantly, so the work will go on
-Possibility to utilize mediation as a 
preventive tool in communities
-Continuation of the project from 2005
-Project has given a promise of the things 
that can be achieved via mediation 

-What happens after the project -What happens after the project 
expires?
-The international aspect and co-
operation vanishes after the project 
ends
-Will the trainees continue to be 
involved in the action after 2003?
-Impossibility to continue action as 
a part of regular activities due to a 
lack of funding and resources
-The distribution and reception of 
results and materials produced
-Continued uncommunicativeness 
of the Mediation Services in the UK

Participants -The number of intercultural mediation -The number of intercultural mediation 
cases is growing, which gives possibility 
to utilize the information and skills 
learned
-Extension of mediation practices 
towards a more preventive form
-Further training in the form of 
supervision
-Possibility to use skills learned in 
everyday contexts, not only in “offi cial” 
mediation situations
-A chance to promote peace in society by 
mediation activities

-Recruitment of mediators -Recruitment of mediators 
representing different cultures
-Dissemination of information about 
the possibilities of mediation
-Ability to remain neutral and 
impartial in mediation sessions

Based on this analysis, the main strengths of the project are related to the international aspect, 
persons that were involved, different areas of expertise and the relative success of the training 
programmes. It is noteworthy that the difference between the implementing agencies, mentioned 
both as an opportunity and a threat, turned out to be a strength in the fi nal analysis. This is also part 
of the nature of the SWOT analysis: threats are seldom merely risks but they contain an opportunity, 
too. The main weaknesses are clearly related to the short duration of the project and the tight 
schedule, although shortcomings of planning (which could have contributed to a faster start of the 
project) were also mentioned. The lack of knowledge about the actual impact that mediation has 
had in the mediated cases needs also to be mentioned. To gain this kind of knowledge and feedback 
information would be essential in the future, not only for evaluation purposes but also for the 
advancement and adjustment of the activities that the project has started. 

When it comes to the evaluation, the fact that the evaluator did not participate in the UK was a 
weakness, although this has more to do with the reception of the idea of self-evaluation particularly 
in the UK. As stated, the research design did not include fi eld trips but the idea of critical self-
evaluation was promoted. Why this did not succeed in the UK – the reasons can only be guessed. For 
example, the evaluation considering the training programme could easily be arranged by NECASS 
in the form of a group discussion, as desired. This is yet another thing that could have been given 
more consideration in the planning phase of the project, but it was hardly possible to foresee.  

The opportunities regarded heavily the future activities in considering training and networking. 
The project has already been subject to an increasing interest, and all marketing aspirations would 
be easier in the future as the groundwork has been done. Also the future of multicultural mediation 
seems to be secured, since there is a recognized need for this kind of activity and the demand is ever-
increasing. The rising possibility that mediation would expand from the victim-offender model to 
the more preventive and community-based model is the central challenge and option regarding the 
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future of social mediation, and it also gives opportunity to reach the societal objectives of the Let’s 
Talk project. 

The perceived threats are also quite analogous. The greatest concern for the future is related to the 
continuation of the project activities after the project has expired. The dissemination of information 
as well as a possible continuation of the project would provide some answers to that question, but it 
is noteworthy that the trainees were not as worried about this as were the Steering Committee or the 
project staff. This hopefully means that the participants have more trust in at least their own further 
involvement. A serious concern is related to the international connections that have been made thus 
far: how would it be possible to make sure that the European network will start and continue to 
operate as planned and, e.g. the European Seminar could have continuity?

Looking at the picture at different levels, it seems that the Steering Committee level emphasized 
more the international aspects, while the staff level put weight on the persons involved, their 
relations and co-operation. Regarding the perceived weaknesses, both emphasize the short duration 
of the project and the circumstances this has caused. At the participant level, both strengths and 
weaknesses are related to the inner aspects of the training programme. Most of the threats at all 
levels are related to the future of the project activities, although the participants were somewhat 
less worried about that. When looking at the opportunities presented, it can be stated that the 
participants showed more confi dence in the future than the other parties did. It is interesting 
to note that while the participants saw strengths and weaknesses generally relating to the inner 
issues of the training, they also saw opportunities and threats in terms of the practical usefulness of 
mediation. While this is somewhat predictable, one can also draw the conclusion that the relevance 
of the line of action chosen in the Let’s Talk project was found highly useful by the participants. 

As a general conclusion, it can be postulated that the Let’s Talk project has succeeded extremely 
well, given the short duration and national obstacles. Although all of the (I would like to say all-
embracing) objectives have not been met, the project has laid a solid foundation for future activities. 
It is also evident that the means utilized by the project are working towards the desired goals. 
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5. RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations, which are obviously targeted at developing and improving the process and 
which are based on the facts and observations presented above, are divided into three parts. The 
fi rst part concerns the developmental activities in the future, the second is about future projects and 
the third is related to research activities. These, of course, are closely interconnected. 

Further developmental activities

There are some points that need to be considered when the further training programmes are 
planned and implemented. First, there is the question of organization and the administrative 
structure of the future training programmes. This project has made it possible to utilize the efforts 
and the capabilities of the project coordinator in arranging and implementing the programme. 
However, this additional resource will not be available after the project has expired and therefore 
it has to be considered how the continuation of these activities will be ensured. It is doubtful that it 
can be included in the regular activities of the implementing partners. 

Another question is related to the substance of the training programmes. While this structure 
has proved to be quite useful, there are still points that can be advanced in the basic training in 
multicultural and social mediation issues. This problem is even more visible in advanced training, 
which will be required.  

The third point here is related to the possible co-operation partners at local as well as national and 
international levels. As mentioned above, locally the future partners that need to be introduced to 
the idea of social mediation are especially the police and housing managers. Also the question about 
the division of labour in Greater Helsinki, i.e. between Helsinki, Vantaa and other municipalities, 
needs to be determined.  Nationally, quite natural partners would be the Ministry of Justice, The 
Ministry of the Interior and the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health. Partly these organisations 
have been involved in the project activities, but how to make sure that they will take part after the 
project has expired? Internationally, the main consideration is the continuation of the activities 
(especially networking and exchange of ideas and information) started within this project. 
Regarding international co-operation, a critical point of view is also recommended. International 
co-operation should not be an end in itself, and it has to be critically examined by all the parties 
involved. 

Future projects

It is quite obvious that the best way to ensure that the activities of this project continue both 
nationally and internationally – and that the brilliant idea of social mediation in the service 
of objectives, as stated by this project, is further advanced – is to construct a new project, or 
continuation and expansion of this project as, e.g. “Let’s Talk II”.  This should last at least two 
years, and involve 3 – 4 countries. Obviously it would be desirable that the partners of this project 
could be involved, provided however that the problems encountered in the North-East regarding, 
e.g. the unique mediation system, will be solved within the concretization of the project plan. It has 
to be clearly established what the division of labour between the mediation experts and experts in 
refugee issues will be and how these sides will be involved in the project and co-operation. One 
possibility is to develop social mediation activities in a context other than mediation organizations, 
ethnic communities and informal levels, as presented before (see Fig. 2). So, the new project should 
involve one or two new countries from, for example, amongst the participants of the European 
Seminar. 

The substance of the project could be constructed either by trying to develop a common model 
of social mediation practices or by utilizing the mutual differences between each country and 
developing a locally adjusted social mediation model. For example, in Finland this would mean 
selecting an approach between victim-offender mediation and a more preventive form of mediation. 
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This project has shown that not everything can be done within one project and although these two 
approaches are not mutually exclusive, a project needs certain priorities and a clear starting point 
for planning and implementation.  The same choice needs to be made if and when the experiences 
gained in this project were to be utilized in other European countries, either independently or as a 
part of some larger project as sketched here. 

Another critical factor that needs to be mentioned is language. The working language of the Let’s 
Talk project has been English, which has caused some extra efforts in Finland. There was a need 
for interpretation during the exchange visit, and also materials have been translated into Finnish. 
Further, the handbook produced by the project is solely in English and does not serve the Finnish 
audience. The role of language needs to be considered in the future project regarding the substance 
of the planned activities, but also when the resources of the project are distributed. 

It is recommendable that there should be enough time and critical consideration in the planning 
phase of the project. The partners should be selected carefully and following a comprehensive 
review of the situation in each country. The partners, the international coordinating organization 
and perhaps a few other essential stakeholders should form a Planning Committee, which could 
continue as the Steering Committee once the project has started. It would be desirable that IOM 
could carry on as an international coordinating organization. Given the time that is required for 
careful planning, the new project could actually start in 2005 and the year 2004 could be reserved 
for planning and construction of the project. Also the theoretical advancement of the idea of social 
mediation should be taken into account. It would be advisable to familiarize with the existing social 
mediation practices in France, perhaps even in the form of a study visit in the planning phase or 
at least by consulting French experts in the social mediation fi eld. How this all will be fi nanced is 
another question, especially as there is a risk that the funding for the actual project may be rejected. 
It would also be advisable that the Planning Committee should involve research (and perhaps even 
a researcher), and that part is the last item of our recommendations. 

Research and evaluation

This project has demonstrated that there are quite a few things that could be advanced in the 
evaluation and that there are some information needs that could be fulfi lled with adequate 
research. As shown, not all evaluation methods utilized here are perhaps adequate (especially the 
self-evaluation part), so it would be advisable to design the evaluation by the principles of realistic 
evaluation, where “[the] aim is to identify how a programme’s interventions interact with the 
existing circumstances to produce the outcomes and how the patterns of interrelationships may be 
transformed or changed over time” (Kazi 2003, 24). It is also evident that not all material collection 
methods utilized here are adequate: it is extremely hard to obtain relevant information by using 
questionnaires, especially during mass events. On the other hand, group interviews produced a 
wealth of information and these could be recommended also in the future. This means at least four 
things: the evaluation has to be designed so that it allows the evaluator to spend enough time in all 
participating countries gathering information, conducting interviews etc; the evaluator needs to be 
a permanent part of the Planning and Steering Committee; the evaluation has to be designed so that 
the temporary results can be utilized in the steering of the process and the evaluation and the actual 
project must be phased so that the evaluation starts and ends about six months after the actual 
project, so that there will be material to evaluate from the beginning, but there will also be enough 
time to make the analysis and draw the conclusions after the project has expired. 

In the planning phase, and even if another project were not to be planned, it would be advisable that 
perhaps in the middle of 2004 there would be a research enterprise to fi nd out how social mediation 
has started and advanced. This should also include some case studies considering actual mediated 
cases, and focus on the impact that mediation activities have had in the lives of the participants, also 
in the long term. 

The third and fi nal benefi t of expanding the research efforts here would be the theoretical 
advancement of the social mediation concept, as stated at the beginning of this report. The concept 
of social mediation is still ambiguous and obscure, and for further project activities it would mean 
a considerable relief, if the substance of social mediation were clarifi ed. 
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Annex 1

TERMS OF REFERENCE

The International Organization for Migration
Regional Offi ce for the Nordic and Baltic States

“Let´s Talk – Social Mediation for Refugee Communities in Europe” 

Terms of Reference 

Duty Station:   Helsinki
Name of Incumbent:  Mr Juhani Iivari
Position Title:   Supervising  Evaluator
Type of Appointment:  Consultancy contract 
Location:   Helsinki, Finland

The International Organization for Migration, Regional Offi ce for the Baltic and Nordic States 
is currently implementing a European Refugee Fund (ERF) funded project “Let´s Talk – Social 
Mediation for Refugee Communities in Europe”. In this context, two  evaluators are recruited to 
carry out the evaluation, a supervising evaluator and an evaluator (based on stipulations in the 
agreed project document). Both evaluators have specifi c duties assigned to them, but Mr Juhani 
Iivari will act as the supervising  evaluator providing guidance for the  evaluator, Mr Jari Salonen.   

Under the supervision of the Project Coordinator at the Regional Offi ce for the Baltic and Nordic 
States in Helsinki the supervising  evaluator  will be responsible for the below mentioned part of the 
evaluation to be carried out in the framework of the project. 

1. Specifi c duties and responsibilities will include:1. Specifi c duties and responsibilities will include:

Objectives and contents of the evaluation:Objectives and contents of the evaluation:

• Overall objectiveOverall objective: Provide the theoretical background for the evaluation report 
and supervise the evaluator in his practical implementation of the evaluation. 

• The supervising evaluator will provide background information for the 
introduction of the evaluation report, which will be produced by the evaluator. 
This will consist of an overview of the existing mediation models as well as social 
mediation practices in ethnic confl icts.

• The supervising evaluator will supervise the evaluator in presenting the project’s 
idea, aims, and project participants as well as in analysing the areas that are 
experimental for this project.

• The supervising evaluator will also assist the evaluator in the introduction of 
the concept of process evaluation by identifying the idea, purposes, targets and 
information as well as the method. In connection to the process evaluation, internal 
evaluation as well as SWOT analysis will be introduced.

• The supervising evaluator will also supervise the practical implementation of the 
evaluation carried out by the evaluator.

• The supervising evaluator will assist the evaluator to make conclusions and 
recommendations that are based on the project. 

Target group/object of the evaluationTarget group/object of the evaluation

• To reach the above-mentioned objectives, the supervising evaluator will supervise 
the evaluator to target the methods used within the project to reach the set 
objectives. Especially aspects of relevance, effectiveness and future usefulness of 
these methods will be under consideration. 
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Material to be provided by the supervising evaluatorMaterial to be provided by the supervising evaluator

• The supervising evaluator will provide material to the evaluator for the theoretical 
background of the evaluation report, which consists of points 1, 2 and 3 of the 
annexed draft report structure (see annex 1). In addition to that, the supervising 
evaluator will under points 5 and 6 assist the evaluator to produce a SWOT analysisSWOT analysis
analysing/summarizing the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of 
the “Let’s Talk” project. The critical conclusions will aim at resolving whether 
the social mediation models (used within this project) are worthwhile enough 
to broaden them in both experimental countries and recommend them for other 
European countries. 

•  The evaluator will produce the evaluation report prepared on the basis of the 
annexed draft report structure.

• The length of the report excluding annexes and literature will be 50-60 A4-sized 
pages, and the report will be produced in the English language. The evaluator will 
be responsible for providing IOM Helsinki with a language-edited report and the 
evaluator will cover the expenses for language editing.  

Other tasks

• If requested by the project coordination at IOM Helsinki, provision of guidance 
and advice for the implementing partners in relation to evaluation tasks in the 
framework of this project.

• If requested by the project coordination at IOM Helsinki, providing guidance and 
advice to the overall project coordination at IOM Helsinki in relation to aspects of 
evaluation in the framework of this project.

2. Supervisor2. Supervisor

The project Coordinator at the International Organization for Migration, Regional Offi ce for the 
Baltic and Nordic States will act as supervisor for the evaluation.

3. Timeframe

The evaluator should present the fi rst draft, which should be as comprehensive as possible, by 15 
August 2003 for comments by IOM Helsinki.  The second draft of the report should be presented by 
31 October 2003. The fi nal and fully edited report should be ready on 30 November 2003. 

The International Organization for Migration
Regional Offi ce for the Nordic and Baltic States

“Let´s Talk – Social Mediation for Refugee Communities in Europe” 

Terms of Reference 

Duty Station:   Helsinki
Name of Incumbent:  Mr Jari Salonen
Position Title:   Evaluator
Type of Appointment:  Consultancy contract 
Location:   Helsinki, Finland

The International Organization for Migration, Regional Offi ce for the Baltic and Nordic States 
is currently implementing a European Refugee Fund (ERF) funded project “Let´s Talk – Social 
mediation for refugee communities in Europe”. In this context, two evaluators, a supervising 
evaluator and an evaluator are recruited to carry out the evaluation (based on stipulations in the 
agreed project document). Both evaluators will have specifi c duties assigned to them, but Mr Juhani 
Iivari will act as a supervising evaluator providing guidance for the evaluator, Mr Jari Salonen.  



48

Under the supervision of the Project Coordinator at the Regional Offi ce for the Baltic and Nordic 
States in Helsinki Mr Salonen will be responsible for the below-mentioned part of the evaluation to 
be carried out in the framework of the project. 

1. Specifi c duties and responsibilities will include:1. Specifi c duties and responsibilities will include:

Objectives and contents of the evaluation:Objectives and contents of the evaluation:

• Overall objective: Overall objective: Carry out the evaluation and provide an evaluation report. 
The evaluation aims to analyse both the effectiveness and relevance of practical practical 
implementationimplementation of the project. The evaluation also aims at evaluating the models
the project has produced.

• The evaluator will present the introduction for the evaluation report, which will 
consist of an overview of the existing mediation models as well as social mediation 
practises in ethnic confl icts. The supervising evaluator will provide the evaluator 
with background material for this.

• The evaluator will present he project’s idea, aims, project participants as well as 
analyse the areas that are experimental for this project.

• The evaluator will also introduce the concept of process evaluation by identifying 
the idea, purposes, targets and information as well as the method. In connection 
to the process evaluation, internal evaluation as well as SWOT analysis will be 
introduced.

• The practical implementation of the evaluationpractical implementation of the evaluation focuses on assessing: the project 
development/planning; the selection of trainers and trainees; the networking 
between offi cials/stakeholders as well as the starting up and implementation of the 
project. This part of the evaluation will assess whether the project is implemented 
the way it was planned or if it contributed to the desired changes, and what 
possible unexpected or non-desired processes the action has started.

• The evaluation of the social mediation model will assess whether the social 
mediation-training model used is relevant in view of the potential future wider 
implementation methods in the area of social mediation. 

Target group/object of the evaluationTarget group/object of the evaluation

• To reach the above-mentioned objectives, the evaluator will fi rstlyfi rstly target the 
implementing partnersimplementing partners (The City of Vantaa/Finland; The City of Helsinki/
Finland; IOM Helsinki and the North East Consortium of Asylum Support Services 
(NECASS) in he UK) so as to evaluate their project-related activities in line with 
the overall evaluation and project objectives. Also the participants of the project participants of the project 
training activitiestraining activities (both would-be and currently acting mediators representing both 
refugee and non-refugee communities) will be targeted.

• SecondlySecondly the evaluator will target the methods used within the project to reach the 
set objectives. Especially aspects of relevance, effectiveness and future usefulness 
of these methods will be under consideration. These methods include the project 
activities, such as the planning meetings, the training etc.

Data sources to be used by the evaluatorData sources to be used by the evaluator

The evaluator will make use of the written material produced as self-evaluation by the implementing 
partners and interviews.

The written material will include:

• The reportsreports from the training sessions; national seminars; the European workshop; 
the exchange visits; the Steering Committee (SC) meeting reports and any other 
possible meeting reports of meetings held in conjunction with the project. The 
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implementing partners will make these reports available to the evaluator. The 
training, seminar and exchange visit reports will include short “evaluation 
sections” in which the views of participants at these events will be surveyed. These 
sections will be based on semi-structured questionnaires prepared by the project-
coordination at IOM Helsinki (if needed some assistance/advice for this will be 
sought from the evaluator).

• The project documentationproject documentation including the application, the project description, the 
budget and the partnership agreements.

• The information material produced within the project including the info-sheet, the 
leafl ets, the “European social mediation handbook” and the web site.

The interviews consisting of individual and groups interviews will include:
Interviews with project staff, implementing partners and participants to the project activities.

Material to be produced by the evaluatorMaterial to be produced by the evaluator

• The evaluation report will be prepared on the basis of the annexed draft report 
structure and the evaluator will be responsible for the production of the evaluation 
report.  For points 1, 2 and 3 the evaluator will be provided with background 
material by the supervising evaluator. The supervising evaluator will also provide 
guidance and assistance for points 4, 5 and 6, if requested by the evaluator.

• The evaluator will produce a SWOT analysisSWOT analysis analysing/summarizing the strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities and threats of the “Let’s Talk” project. The critical 
conclusions will aim at resolving whether the social mediation models (used 
within this project) are worthwhile enough to broaden them in both experimental 
countries and recommend them for other European countries.

• The length of the report excluding annexes and literature will be 50-60 A4-sized 
pages, and the report will be produced in the English language. The evaluator will 
be responsible for providing IOM Helsinki with a language-edited report and the 
evaluator will cover the expenses for language editing.  

• The evaluator will assist the implementing partners in developing necessary self-
evaluation tools to be used within the project. These tools include a list of potential list of potential 
questionsquestions to be used by the project staff if they choose to interview participants in 
the different activities of the project as well as semi-structured questionnairessemi-structured questionnaires to 
be used by the implementing partners when preparing the reports of the different 
project activities. The questionnaires should enable the implementing partners to 
evaluate the implementation of the training and its relevance from several aspects. 

Other tasks

• If requested by the project coordination at IOM Helsinki, provision of guidance 
and advice for the implementing partners in relation to evaluation tasks in the 
framework of this project.

• If requested by the project coordination at IOM Helsinki, providing guidance and 
advice to the overall project coordination at IOM Helsinki in relation to aspects of 
evaluation in the framework of this project.

2. Supervisor2. Supervisor

The Project Coordinator at the International Organization for Migration, Regional Offi ce for the 
Baltic and Nordic States will act as supervisor for the evaluation.

3. Timeframe

The evaluator should present the fi rst draft, which should be as comprehensive as possible, by 15 
August 2003 for comments by IOM Helsinki. The second draft of the report should be presented by 
31 October 2003. The fi nal and fully edited report should be ready on 30 November 2003. 
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Annex 2

THE IDEA AND METHODOLOGY OF PROCESS EVALUATION

According to the Random House Webster’s Dictionary (electronic version), to evaluate means 

1. To determine or set the value or amount of, appraise

2. To judge or determine the signifi cance, worth, or quality of

3. Math. To ascertain the numerical value of (a function, relation, etc.).

It is, of course, mainly the second meaning that we are considering here. There has been an enormous 
expansion of evaluation research in various fi elds, especially the social sciences. In the public sector, 
the rise of evaluation research can be connected with the new form of public governance (from 
guidance based on norms and resources towards guidance based on productivity and information), 
the growing needs to demonstrate the effi ciency of interventions in scarce budget situations, more 
critical and educated citizens and tax-payers and decentralization of administration (see Albaek 
1997). We can easily continue this list: the internationalization of administration, demands from 
the European Community, the “post-modern” way to organize services in projects, the growth of 
expertise power etc. However, besides accountability, evaluation can also be utilized as a new form 
of knowledge production, supporting various learning and development activities. 

The approaches of evaluation research can be classifi ed in many ways. A classifi cation made 
by Eleanor Chelimsky concerning evaluation for accountability, evaluation for knowledge 
and evaluation for development has proved to be useful. Accountability is about defi ning the 
“goodness” of a project based on the achieved results or control of validity. Usually evaluation 
research is expected to produce new knowledge. Process evaluation can be considered similar to 
developmental evaluation, which is aimed at enhancement of the activity. In continuous process 
evaluation, research above all acts as feedback and steering of the project. (Seppänen-Järvelä 
2003.)

The starting point of process evaluation is to examine the activity, by which the aims of the project 
are practised. Its function is especially to bring out the line of action used in the implementation of 
the project, in other words to open the “black box” of the project activity. The aim is to bring out 
the nature of the process: what kinds of turning points there have been and when and how the 
problem situations have been solved and what kinds of innovations have been made. If evaluative 
approaches are classifi ed in another way, it can be said that process evaluation is about formative 
evaluation, which is targeted at the realization of the developing activities and how the enterprise is 
carried out and how it might be improved. A partial opposite of formative evaluation is summative 
evaluation, which is targeted towards the outcomes and effectiveness of the activity. (Seppänen-
Järvelä 2003.)

The approach of formative evaluation is the evaluation of processes, and the main audience 
are the executors of the project. The function of the evaluation is to clarify the objectives and 
gather information from the processes and implementation of the project, from the problems 
and progression. Formative evaluation research does mainly apply qualitative methodology. 
(Seppänen-Järvelä 2003.) Qualitative inquiry is highly appropriate for the studying process because 
the depicting process requires detailed descriptions of how people engage with each other and 
the experience of the process typically varies for different people, so their experiences need to be 
captured in their own words. A process is also fl uid and dynamic, so it cannot be fairly summarized 
on a single rating scale at one point of time and the participants’ perceptions are generally a key 
process consideration. (Patton 2002.) Process evaluation is well suited for the evaluation of new and 
innovative projects, since the progression of these kinds of activities is always of processual nature. 
The implementation of projects has always unforeseen features that other kinds of evaluative 
research cannot grasp. 
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Essential in the process evaluation is the enhancement of learning and it is strongly based on 
the self-evaluation of the participants. David Fetterman (1996) has developed an “empowerment 
evaluation” model, where the actors themselves are responsible for taking an attitude towards the 
evaluation questions and hence are steering the progression of the project. According to Fetterman, 
empowerment evaluation is the use of evaluation concepts, techniques and fi ndings to foster 
improvement and self-determination”. In empowerment evaluation, the outside evaluator is acting 
as a coach or additional facilitator depending on internal programme capabilities. 

Owen & Rogers (1999) have classifi ed the approach described here as interactive evaluation. Its 
orientation is the improvement of a programme already being delivered, and major focus is on 
programme delivery, but fi ndings can also infl uence changes in the programme plan and thus 
affect the outcomes. It is basically guided by three tenets: it should be participatory, as systematic 
as possible and at the same time use simple methodologies. The evaluator is a “critical friend”, who 
acts in close co-operation with the participants to achieve the common goals but at the same time 
looks at the process critically, trying to remain objective and rigorous. The interactive evaluation 
approach has a perspective that evaluation can be an end in itself, as a means of empowering 
providers and participants. However, in external evaluation, this can hardly be the case, since the 
providers are naturally interested in the results their efforts have produced.  
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