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Part 1: Description of project activities, products, and results 
Summary of the Activities

1. Project information :
	Title of the IP
	Developing Entrepreneurship via Creativity in Schools

	Subject area / 

ISCED code name
	Education, Teacher Training
	Teacher Training and Education Science

	Location of the IP
	Liepaja /Latvia

	Start date of the IP *
	19/09/2022
	End date of the IP*
	01/10/2022

	Total duration of the IP (number of days of subject-related work, min. 10 days)
	10
	Total duration of stay in the location of the IP
	14


* The duration of the IP, without including preparatory or evaluation activities. 

2. List of ACTIVE partners who have taken part in the IP

	Erasmus

Institutional ID Code 
	Full name of the institution 
	Number of teachings 

staff participating in the IP 
	Number of students participating in the IP

	Partner institutions from the country where the IP took place

	E10162416
	SAKARYA ÜNİVERSİTESİ
	2
	6

	Partner institutions from countries other than the country where the IP took place

	E10162418
	LIEPAJAS UNIVERSITATE
	3
	5

	E10208989
	UNIVERSIDAD DE GRANADA
	1
	7

	E10203713
	CSCS
	4
	-

	E10089808
	UNIVERSITATEA AGORA
	3
	5

	E10196993
	UNIVERSIDADE de COIMBRA
	2
	5

	 E10208691
	DE MONTFORD UNIVERSTY 
	2
	4

	E10209515
	UNIVERSITA DEGLI STUDI DI PADOVA 
	2
	5

	TOTAL
	
	19
	37


Grant Agreement Reference Number: 
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Summary of the Activities (continued)

3. Description of the preparatory activities undertaken BEFORE and AFTER the actual IP took place.

	Stage of the project 

(start-end dates)
	Activities undertaken 
	Lead partner, other partners involved in the activities undertaken

	Stage 1

(23/05/2022 – 29/05/2022)
	Deciding the topics and presentations of the Intensive Programme
	All Partners

	Stage 2
(06/06/2022 – 12/06/2022)
	Selection of students and teachers
	All Partners

	Stage 3
(15/08/2012 – 18/09/2022)
	Preparation of presentations and workshop activities by students and teachers
	All Partners

	Stage 4

(19/09/2022 – 25/09/2022)
	Implementation of the IP as ONLINE (First Week)
	All Partners

	Stage 5
(26/09/2022 – 01/10/2022)
	 Implementation of the IP as In-Person Participation (Second Week)
	All Partners

	Stage 6
(03/10/2022 – 30/11/2022)
	Preparation of reports of the presentations and activities
	All Partners


4. Description of the timetable of the actual IP (if a detailed timetable and/or programme was published, please also attach a copy to this report). Please note that the length of the working day should be minimum 6-8 hours. Please indicate the working hours in the table below.
On the IP program first week we arranged online education program and IP program participants attend this program via   https://beyondthelimitsipprogram.sakarya.edu.tr link. Also during the in-person participation program we recorded online education videos and we will share it via http://www.beyondthelimitsproject.sakarya.edu.tr/ip-programmes.html from the web page and some youtube accounts.
WEEK-1 – ONLINE EDUCATION
	Days
	Hours/ Activities undertaken

	September 19th, 2022

Monday
	18:00-18:45 

Welcome Words and general presentation of the project 

by the Project Coordinator Prof. Dr. Osman TITREK and an entrepreneurship example about school (School Museum) 

18:45-19:15 

Introduction of project partners’ teams (Only academics) 
(3-4 minutes each)

19:15-19:30 Break


19:30-21:00 

Presentation by Granada University

Topic: Spin-off a model for entrepreneurship. 
Lecturer: Prof. José Gijón Puerta



	September 20th, 2022

Tuesday
	18:00-19:00: 

Student presentations of themselves and their universities 
(20 min each) – Sakarya University, Liepaja University, Coimbra University (We are from University of Coimbra - Portugal!)
19:00-19:30 Break

19:30-21:00 

Presentation by Agora Oradea University

Topic: The entrepreneurial mindset. What does it take to be your own boss?  
Lecturer: Prof. Dr. Dan Petrica



	September 21st, 2022

Wednesday
	18:00-19:20 

Student presentations of themselves and their universities (20 min each) – De Montfort University, Granada University, Agora Oradea University, Padova University
19:20-19:30 Break

19:30-21:00 

Presentation by CSCS
Topic: Erasmus for young entrepreneurs:
unleash your potential. Lecturer: Emiliano degl'Innocenti Luca Guardincerri


	September 22nd, 2022

Thursday
	18:00-19:00 

Presentation by Padova University

Topic: Entrepreneurship and creativity in education through the lens of SDG. 
Lecturers: Prof. Michele Biasutti and Sara Frate

19:00-19:30 Break

19:30-21:00 

Presentation by Sakarya University

Topic: Women leadership and entrepreneurship. Lecturer: Dr. Gözde Sezen Gültekin


	September 23rd, 2022

Friday
	18:00-19:00 

Presentation by De Montfort University & Discussions
Topic: Effectual entrepreneurship revisited. 
Lecturers: Dr. Regina Frank, Prof. David Rae
19:00 -19:30 Break

19:30-20:50 

Presentation by Coimbra University

Topic: Social entrepreneurshıp: conceptualization, prospects and cases. 
Lecturers: Prof. Carlos Sousa Reis & Assoc.Prof. Teresa Pessôa 

20:50-21:20

Evaluation and Final Remarks




25 th September 2022, all partners come to the Liepaja University to participate at face-to-face education programme. 

          Week-2 – Face to Face (In-Person) Education Programme Program

Venue: Liepaja University
	Days
	Hours/ Activities undertaken

	September 25th, 2022

Sunday
	Arrival in Liepaja



	September 26th, 2022

Monday
	413.
9:00-10:00
Registration

10:00-11:00
Official Opening Ceremony of 

“Beyond the Limits” Project

11:00-12:00
Presentation by Liepaja University

Topic: Transformation of educational value for cultural and economic growth of social community. Lecturer: Assoc.prof., PhD Lasma Latsone
12:00-13:30
Lunch at “Pastnieka Māja”

227.
13:30-14:30
Presentation by Sakarya University

Topic: Social Entrepreneurship and Schools.


Lecturer: Assoc. prof. Ömer Faruk Vural

14:30-16:00
Workshop by Liepaja University
16:00-16:30
Coffee break

16:30-17:00
Reflection Liepaja University


	September 27th, 2022

Tuesday
	227.
10:00-11:00
Presentation by CSCS
Topic: Collaborative learning, art
sharing, and technological solutions in entrepreneurship. Lecturer: Emiliano degl'Innocenti
11:00-11:30
Coffee break
11:30-12:30
Workshop by Sakarya University
12:30-14:00
Lunch at “Pastnieka Māja”

14:00-15:00
Presentation by De Montfort University
Topic & activity: Entrepreneurial Collective 
Intelligence – what is it and how can we use it? 
Lecturers: Prof. David Rae, Dr. Regina Frank & group members
15:00-16:00
Presentation by Padova University
Topic: Developing creativity and entrepreneurship processes. Lecturers: Prof. Michele Biasutti and 
Frate Sara

16:00-16:30
Coffee break 

16:30-17:30
Workshop by Agora Oradea University 
19:00-22:00
Social Dinner



	September 28th, 2022

Wednesday
	09:00-11:00
Study visits

11:00-12:00
Reflexion on study visits (Liepaja University) 327.
12:00-13:30
Lunch at “Pastnieka Māja”

227.
13:30-14:30
Workshop by Padova University: Entrepreneurship creativity and innovation.
14:30-15:30
Workshop by Coimbra University: COD TANK: Developing Entrepreneurship

15:30-16:00
Coffee break 

Free time



	September 29th, 2022

Thursday
	227.
10:00-11:00
Presentation by Coimbra University

Topic: Entrepreneurship, creativity and the requirement of a ecojustice consciouness. 
Lecturer: Prof. Carlos Sousa Reis
11:00-11:30
Coffee break
11:30-12:30
Workshop by De Montfort University
Cultural presentation and workshop: Everyday and micro-entrepreneurship.
12:30-14:00
Lunch at “Pastnieka Māja”
14:00-15:00
Presentation by Agora Oradea University

Topic: How does the European Union support entrepreneurship? 
Lecturer: Assist. Dr. Felix-Angel Popescu
15:00-15:30
Coffee break

15:30-17:30
Excursion to Karosta (Liepaja military port)


	September 30th, 2022

Friday
	227.
10:00-11:00
Cultural presentation and workshop by 


Granada University
11:00-11:30
Coffee break
11:30-12:30
Presentation by Granada University


Topic: Entrepreneurship and creativity experiences for people with disabilities in schools. 
Lecturer: Dr. Pablo García Sempere
12:30-14:00
Lunch at “Pastnieka Māja”
14:00-15:00
Evaluation of Intensive Programme for Learners,


Certificate Ceremony and Farewell

15:00-15:30
Coffee break


	October 1st, 2022, Saturday
	Cultural Tour to Riga & Departure

	October 2nd, 2022, Sunday
	Departure


PARTNERSHIP    

Coordinator : Sakarya University / Prof.Dr. Osman TİTREK +905353697231 
Partners:    De Montfort University-England / Contact Person: Prof.Dr. David RAE

CSCS-ITALY / Contact Person: Dr. Giovanni CRISONA

Padova University-ITALY / Contact Person: Prof.Dr. Michele BIASUTTI

Liepaja University- LATVIA / Contact Person: Prof.Dr. Linda PAVITOLA 

Coimbra University-PORTUGAL / Contact Person: Prof.Dr. Carlos Sousa de REIS 

Granada University-SPAIN  /  Contact Person: Prof.Dr. Jose Gijon PUERTA 

 Agora Oradea University- ROMANIA / Contact Person:  Felix Angel POPESCU 

For more info, please visit www.beyondthelimitsproject.sakarya.edu.tr                                                       Email: beyondthelimitsproject@sakarya.edu.tr 

Grant Agreement Reference Number: 
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Overall Description of the IP

Activities (maximum 3 pages)

Please provide a comprehensive description, which gives a full account of the IP. Summarise under each heading (if applicable) the major divergence from the initial project plan and give the reasons for the changes. Provide an overview of the main difficulties encountered during the eligibility period, if any. 

The description should cover the following: 

1. Objectives, Organisational aspects, Outputs (maximum 2 pages)

Objectives

· Have the aims and objectives of the IP been achieved? If not, why? What means have been used to monitor their success or failure? 

- The aims and objectives of the IP have been completely achieved. The main objective of this IP was to combine two main themes “creativity in education” and “entrepreneurship” in one program and to create an understanding and educational materials about these themes. After the IP, all the participants including students and teachers have renewed their understanding of creativity and entrepreneurship. Continuous evaluation by students and teachers was made to monitor their success or failure. 
· How did the IP tie in with the existing teaching programmes of the participating institutions and explain what you consider to be innovative about the IP (in relation to each of the participating countries if the situation is different in each of them), namely in relation to defining or building a European dimension)?
- The existing teaching programmes of the participating institutions already have the topics of the IP in their existing programmes, and the activities of the IP have been made and presented according to all partners teaching programmes and curriculums. The innovative feature of this IP lies especially on the emphasis of both of the “creativity practices” and “entrepreneurship”. To achieve the entrepreneurship skills of all students, we surely need a working on “creativity”. Creativity in education is an ongoing process that helps students as complex communities to meet the dual challenge of enhancing their skills and open to change. So, our project is especially concentrating on how we can develop students’ creativity skills for their visions.  In addition, many comparisons and discussions were made through the different participating countries to see a more European vision and dimension on the topics of the IP, and we developed using educational technologies on the education process. 
Organisational aspects

· The organisational approach and structure developed within the partnership to manage the project: describe the role(s) of individual partners (including any non-participation), organisation of the work and the way transnational cooperation has taken place. Comment upon the appropriateness and effectiveness of the organisational approach in achieving the aims of the project. Please also indicate any other organisations/contacts involved.
- All the partners of the project have been studied in a great consistency. The main tool for the organization was the project website at www.beyondthelimitsproject.sakarya.edu.tr and e-mails. Each partner institution’s coordinator has coordinated the activities and organizational work through the project preparation period. The coordinator of the IP at Liepaja University has coordinated and made the organization in Liepaja where the IP has been realized. The appropriateness and effectiveness of the organizational approach was excellent, and all aims of the project have been achieved although we were at Covid 19 times and restrictions. 
· Where there any changes in the partnership?
- No.
· How was the selection of students and teachers made? 
- The selection of teachers was made according to their studies and background by the partners. After announcing the project, teachers have been selected from the teachers who have showed interest to the IP. The selection of students has also made according to their interest in the topics of the IP and all partners announced to the project at their universities and disseminated to the university web pages. You can see these disseminations from http://www.beyondthelimitsproject.sakarya.edu.tr/partners-disseminations.html. Their study area, language proficiency and social skills were also considered, and students were decided by the group of teachers of each participating institution. The main criteria were having 2 dose Covid 19 test and covid 19 test vaccine card. 
· Did you include disadvantaged and or students and teachers with disabilities in the project?
- No, because of Covid 19 problems. 
· What was your approach for the transparent distribution of the amounts which the IP received for subsistence and travel costs? Have the participants received it fully or partially? Have you organised accommodation and/or meals centrally?
- Before the organization and realization of the IP, all partners had an on-line meeting on the Internet. All the coordinators of partner institutions have participated in this on-line meeting. The coordinators have decided on a joint budget for the subsistence and all the participants have agreed on it, because of the ease of organization by this way. According to this decision, the coordinator of the project has organized accommodation and meals centrally and the subsistence budget was used jointly. The teachers have also received their subsistence partially other than accommodation and meals from their universities. 
Outputs

· Describe the outputs of the project (the programme implemented, qualitative and quantitative description of teaching material produced specifically for the IP, report/theses from the students, web-based exercises, multimedia products, websites etc.) Specify the nature, volume, structure, content, and language used (where applicable).
- The main outputs of the products were presentations of teachers and students. In addition to the presentations made by teachers, students have planned and organized various workshops. There have been many products. Videos and photographs are also along the multimedia outputs of the IP. Project website has been established from the beginning of the project. All project activities shared via web page, facebook and twitter accounts of the beyond the limits project for dissemination. 
· How was academic recognition arranged for the students? Were ECTS credits awarded and if so, how many ECTS points were awarded to how many students from which institutions?
- 6 ECTS were awarded for the successful participation of the IP and all the partner institutions have recognized the credits. 5 students from Coimbra University, 5 students from Padova University, 7 students from Granada University, 4 students from De Montfort University, 5 students from Agora University, 5 students from Liepaja University and 6 students from Sakarya University were awarded the 6 ECTS credits. 
· Any additional benefits and/or spin-offs of the project? (e.g. a curriculum development project or thematic network, research collaboration, etc.?)
- The partners have agreed to make a Grundtvig and a Comenius project after the IP. 
2. Impact, Evaluation and Dissemination (maximum 1 page)

Impact

· What impact did the IP have on the people involved (students, teachers)?
- We especially tried and made our project participants to realize creativity in education. These supports may include flexible curriculum (for some students), adequately prepared teachers, and a welcoming school community culture that goes beyond tolerance to acceptance. Our project has achieved that all stakeholders of school community now realize that creativity education and also project activities develop social interaction among students. 
· What impact did the IP have on the institutions involved?
- We realized that our institutions have a great capacity to make European projects and we should make more partnerships to broaden this capacity. The IP has improved partner institutions’ organizational capacity and European dimension.

· How and to what extent has the IP improved academic teaching/learning in the subject/s concerned?
- This IP had many presentations, cultural activities, and workshops. Students have participated in the workshops actively and made various presentations. So, teachers and students have actively participated and learned the topics by living in the workshops. All workshops were practice centered to develop decision making skills of the students. 
· Other?

Evaluation and Dissemination

· What tools and criteria have been used to monitor and evaluate the appropriateness and effectiveness of your work (process and results)? Who did the evaluation? What were the results?
- For monitoring the process and results, we have used internal discussion meeting. As internal evaluation, the coordinators and teachers of the group have made meetings continuously in the project period and they were generally once in two days. Also, the coordinators of the partner institutions have frequently discussed with the students about the appropriateness of the activities. The students have also filled in the evaluation forms at the end of the project. The results are near excellent and the whole group of teachers and students have shown great satisfaction about the organization and the academic program.
· Were the outputs of the IP disseminated to a wider audience and if so, how? Were links established with other projects and/or networks within LLP or beyond? Have plans been made to extend the project partnership beyond the period of support from ERASMUS?
- The outputs of the IP have been disseminated by different means. Local newspapers, project web-site, facebook and twitter accounts of the project and the university’s web-sites are used to disseminate the project outputs. More links were established with other projects. The project partners have also decided to extend the partnership with other projects. 
3. Contribution to the preferences for IP as published in the General Call for proposals 2011 (maximum 1 page)
· To what extent did the IP present a strong multidisciplinary approach, fostering the interaction of students from different academic disciplines?

- With Beyond the Limits Sakarya University IP program, we have brought together many students and teachers from various academic disciplines. The main topic of the IP is creativity in education, and it is a multidisciplinary theme for different stakeholders of education and universities. In addition, entrepreneurship in education is the other theme for the IP and school development is an ongoing process that helps schools as complex communities to meet the dual challenge of enhancing quality and managing change. So, our project especially concentrated on how we can plan students’ skill development making sure that all students and stakeholders of school community are included. All examples were related to schools, and we tried to teach students “how they can transfer these skills to the school and school development process. 
· To what extent did your IP focus on subject areas which are currently under-represented in Erasmus student mobility at overall European level? (over-represented areas: business studies, social sciences, law, arts, humanities, languages)
- We have especially focused on creativity in education and related subjects to develop students’ 21 Century skills and also presentations supported to develop entrepreneurship skills of students. By this way, the IP has focused on the topics which are under-represented. These themes are not preferred too much for the Erasmus student mobility. 
· To what extent did your IP train students' entrepreneurial competencies in any subject area?

- First, students have been trained to study in an international context. Their language proficiency has improved. In addition, the IP had numerous workshops and presentations by students, and they have prepared their workshops and presentations themselves. Teachers have only helped and leaded them. By this way, their team-work capacity, decision making skills, problem solving skills, visions and initiative competencies have developed. 

Other information

· Please add any additional comment you may wish to make to the National Agency (such as recommendations for future measures, administrative procedures, key issues, etc).

- Students’ travel and subsistence ceilings are extremely low. We have difficulties to fix the budget for the participants of the IP. Some advice may be shared with the European Commission.

EVALUATION FORM ANALYSIS REPORT

Firstly, under the category of “Identification of LTT and Motivation”, participants were asked “Which were the factors that motivated you to participate to this LTT Program (IP)?”. The answers were evaluated according to the 5-point Likert Scale. According to this, number 1 represented “not at all”, 2 represented “a little”, 3 represented “neutral”, 4 represented “much”, and number 5 represented “very much”. The subcategories for this question were academic, cultural, practice of foreign language, friends living abroad, career plans, European experience, and technologic development. According to the data, 22 of the 36 participants motivated by the academic reasons (Table 1) which is equivalent to 61,1 percent while 25 of the 36 participants which is equivalent to 69,4 % of all participants were motivated by cultural reasons (Table 2), 25 of 36 participants which is equivalent to 69,4% of all participants were motivated by practice of foreign language (Table 3), 13 of 36 participants which is equivalent to 36,1% of all participants were motivated by friends living abroad (Table 4), 19 of 36 participants which is equivalent to 52,8% of all participants were motivated by career plans (Table 5), 27 of 36 participants which is equivalent to the 75% of all participants were motivated by European experience (Table 6), and 12 of 36 participants which is equivalent to 33,3% of all participants were motivated by technologic development (Table 7) the most.  


Table 1: Academic
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	neutral
	1
	2,8
	2,8
	2,8

	 
	much
	13
	36,1
	36,1
	38,9

	 
	very much
	22
	61,1
	61,1
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Table 2: Cultural
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	neutral
	2
	5,6
	5,6
	5,6

	 
	much
	9
	25,0
	25,0
	30,6

	 
	very much
	25
	69,4
	69,4
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Table 3: Practice of foreign language 

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	not at all
	2
	5,6
	5,6
	5,6

	 
	a little
	2
	5,6
	5,6
	11,1

	 
	neutral
	1
	2,8
	2,8
	13,9

	 
	much
	6
	16,7
	16,7
	30,6

	 
	very much
	25
	69,4
	69,4
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Table 4: Friends living abroad
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	not at all
	6
	16,7
	16,7
	16,7

	 
	a little
	5
	13,9
	13,9
	30,6

	 
	neutral
	4
	11,1
	11,1
	41,7

	 
	much
	8
	22,2
	22,2
	63,9

	 
	very much
	13
	36,1
	36,1
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Table 5: Career plans
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	a little
	1
	2,8
	2,8
	2,8

	 
	neutral
	7
	19,4
	19,4
	22,2

	 
	much
	9
	25,0
	25,0
	47,2

	 
	very much
	19
	52,8
	52,8
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 6: European experience
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	a little
	1
	2,8
	2,8
	2,8

	 
	neutral
	3
	8,3
	8,3
	11,1

	 
	much
	5
	13,9
	13,9
	25,0

	 
	very much
	27
	75,0
	75,0
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Table 7: Technologic development
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	not at all
	2
	5,6
	5,6
	5,6

	 
	a little
	7
	19,4
	19,4
	25,0

	 
	neutral
	6
	16,7
	16,7
	41,7

	 
	much
	9
	25,0
	25,0
	66,7

	 
	very much
	12
	33,3
	33,3
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Secondly, under the information and support category, the question was “Did you receive adequate support from your home institution before and from the host institution during the LTT?”. The answers were evaluated according to the 5-point Likert Scale. According to this, number 1 represented “poor/negative”, 2 represented “nice”, 3 represented “neutral”, 4 represented “good”, and number 5 represented “excellent”. 30 of the 36 participants which is equivalent to 83,3% of all the participants stated that the support from the home institution was “excellent” (Table 8) while 28 of 36 participants which is equivalent to 77,8% of the participants stated that the support from the host institution was “excellent” (Table 9). 

Table 8: Home institution
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	neutral
	2
	5,6
	5,6
	5,6

	 
	good
	4
	11,1
	11,1
	16,7

	 
	excellent
	30
	83,3
	83,3
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Table 9: Host institution
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	neutral
	1
	2,8
	2,8
	2,8

	 
	good
	7
	19,4
	19,4
	22,2

	 
	excellent
	28
	77,8
	77,8
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Thirdly, under the personal experience and evaluation of the LTT Program category, the first question was “What is your judgement of academic/ learning outcomes of the LTT?”. 21 of the 36 participants which is equivalent to 58,3% of all participants stated that it was “excellent” (Table 10). 

Table 10: Judgement of academic/learning outcomes 

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	neutral
	3
	8,3
	8,3
	8,3

	 
	good
	12
	33,3
	33,3
	41,7

	 
	excellent
	21
	58,3
	58,3
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


The second question was “What is your judgement of personal outcomes of the LTT?”. 24 of the 36 participants which is equivalent to the 66,7% of all participants stated that it was excellent while 9 of them stated it was “good” (Table 11). 

Table 11: Judgement of personal outcomes
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	neutral
	3
	8,3
	8,3
	8,3

	 
	good
	9
	25,0
	25,0
	33,3

	 
	excellent
	24
	66,7
	66,7
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


The third question was “Did you encounter any serious problems during the LTT?”. 23 of 36 participants which is equivalent to 63,9% of all the participants stated that they did not encounter any serious problems (Table 12). 
Table 12: Encountering any serious problems
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	not at all
	23
	63,9
	63,9
	63,9

	 
	a little
	5
	13,9
	13,9
	77,8

	 
	neutral
	1
	2,8
	2,8
	80,6

	 
	much
	2
	5,6
	5,6
	86,1

	 
	very much
	5
	13,9
	13,9
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	


For the fourth question which is “How satisfied were you with the academic activities and the pedagogical aspects of the LTT in terms of the following aspects?”, the subcategories were the number of hours taught, the equipment used, the capabilities and expertise of the professors, the overall quality of teaching, the expected learning outcomes, and the activities besides the general course. For the first subcategory, 22 of the 36 participants were “very much” satisfied with the number of hours taught (Table 13). For the second category, 27 of 36 participants were “very much” satisfied with the equipment used (Table 14). For the third subcategory, 22 of the 36 participants were “very much” satisfied with the capabilities and the expertise of the professors (Table 15). For the fourth subcategory, 24 of the 36 participants were “very much” satisfied with the overall quality of teaching (Table 16). For the fifth category, 23 of the 36 participants were “very much” satisfied with the expected learning outcomes (Table 17). For the sixth subcategory, 24 of the 36 participants were “very much” satisfied with the activities besides the general course (Table 18).

Table 13: The numbers of hours taught

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	not at all
	2
	5,6
	5,6
	5,6

	 
	a little
	1
	2,8
	2,8
	8,3

	 
	neutral
	2
	5,6
	5,6
	13,9

	 
	much
	9
	25,0
	25,0
	38,9

	 
	very much
	22
	61,1
	61,1
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Table 14: The equipment used
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	a little
	1
	2,8
	2,8
	2,8

	 
	neutral
	2
	5,6
	5,6
	8,3

	 
	much
	6
	16,7
	16,7
	25,0

	 
	very much
	27
	75,0
	75,0
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Table 15: The capabilities and expetise of the professors

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	much
	14
	38,9
	38,9
	38,9

	 
	very much
	22
	61,1
	61,1
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Table 16: The overall quality of teaching
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	neutral
	2
	5,6
	5,6
	5,6

	 
	much
	10
	27,8
	27,8
	33,3

	 
	very much
	24
	66,7
	66,7
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Table 17: The expected learning outcomes


	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	neutral
	3
	8,3
	8,3
	8,3

	 
	much
	10
	27,8
	27,8
	36,1

	 
	very much
	23
	63,9
	63,9
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


Table 18: The activities besides the general course
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	a little
	1
	2,8
	2,8
	2,8

	 
	neutral
	2
	5,6
	5,6
	8,3

	 
	much
	9
	25,0
	25,0
	33,3

	 
	very much
	24
	66,7
	66,7
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


The fifth question was “Do you think participating in the LTT will help you in your further studies/career?” According to the data, 26 of the 36 participants thought that LTT will help them in their further studies (Table 19).

Table 19: Further studies/career
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	a little
	1
	2,8
	2,8
	2,8

	 
	neutral
	3
	8,3
	8,3
	11,1

	 
	much
	6
	16,7
	16,7
	27,8

	 
	very much
	26
	72,2
	72,2
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


According to the last question which is “What is your overall evaluation of the LTT Program (IP)?” 27 of the 36 participants stated that it was “excellent” while 7 of them stated that it was “good” (Table 20). 

Table 20: Overall evaluation of the Lieapaja LLT Program 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	neutral
	2
	5,6
	5,6
	5,6

	 
	good
	7
	19,4
	19,4
	25,0

	 
	excellent
	27
	75,0
	75,0
	100,0

	 
	Total
	36
	100,0
	100,0
	 


17

