
 

There were around 400 survey requests sent out to JEFers who had participated in JEF 

statutory meetings in the years 2017-2020 (that includes two European Congresses, five 

Federal Committees, three EB-FC meetings). The survey was conducted during the COVID-19 

pandemic, and as such could not feature more recent physical statutory events. 

The choice of the sample pool of JEFers was guided by the fact that JEF statutory meetings, 

by their nature, provide the largest representation of the diversity of JEF along many 

dimensions (age, gender, geographic representation). 

There were 70 respondents to the survey , which translates into a 18-25% response ratio. 

Thus, the survey can be deemed fairly representative.  

The first part of the survey asked respondents some basic questions about themselves. 

 

 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1mcfPcdp9RjeFPny32RgVrIRr2JPFna3awRYfzKXZmJo/edit#responses


 

In terms of roles in JEF, it shouldn’t come as a surprise that most respondents held or had 

held national and EU-level positions within the JEF network, as these are the ones most likely 

to attend JEF statutory events. The most represented group was national-level 

representatives, followed by JEF Europe elected positions or Secretariat, JEFers holding no 

elected position, and JEFers holding an elected position at regional level. Just under 5% of 

respondents were not JEF members anymore. 

A larger proportion of respondents had participated in the most recent statutory meetings, 

namely the Spring 2020 and Fall 2020 online Federal Committees, and the European Congress 

in Paris in the Fall of 2019. EB-FC meetings represented a minority share of respondents, quite 

naturally given their more restricted audience. 

On the gender dimension,  JEFers identifying as men or women were rather equally 
represented, with a slight majority of male JEFers. No respondents identified themselves as 
identifying with “other” genders, although ca. 7% preferred not to disclose their gender 
identity. 



 

Finally, a clear majority of respondents did not consider themselves as new JEFers. For most 

levels of engagement and age groups, the latter was the determinant factor to whether JEFers 

considered themselves ‘new’ to the organisation. 

The second part of the survey asked a set of questions relating to members’ experiences in 

JEF relating to empowerment, diversity, inclusion and harassment. 

Asked about their sense of belonging, a large majority of respondents (ca. 65%) responded 

positively. Around 18% of respondents, however, do not feel a satisfactory sense of belonging 

within the network. 

 



 

When asked to qualify their response with an open answer, and focusing now on the answers 

qualifying the sense of not belonging, the most frequent answers related two major concerns:  

1. The perception of a close group of friends, a generally older “inner circle”, holding 

elected positions at European level and having been a “core group for a long time”.  

2. A sense of divergence between JEFers distinctively identifying as federalists, and those 

approaching JEF with a broader pro-European message. JEFers identifying as the latter 

tended to relate uneasiness within JEF for being perceived as not being cohesively 

federalist; on the other hand, JEFers identifying as federalists relate uneasiness and 

disconnect due to a larger focus on “soft issues”, such as inclusion and equality. 

Noteworthy, one answer also mentioned a tendency to self-censor for fear of being judged on 

issues relating to the Code of Conduct. 

There is generally wide awareness of JEF’s tools to promote empowerment and diversity or, 

conversely, to combat harassment. The Task Force Empowerment and Diversity and the Code 

of Conduct are widely known within the network, followed by the trainings on equality and 

diversity, statutory provisions, the feedback forms circulated after JEF events and the Gender 

Watch. With the exception of Europe@School: New Directions, JEF’s projects relating to 

equality and diversity are the least known within the network. 

When asked explicitly, in an open question, whether JEFers think these instruments are 

adequate and well communicated, a large majority of answers are positive, and respondents 

also noted the improvement on JEF’s part on communicating and using these tools. Some 

respondents noted, however, that further improvements to communication could be made, so 

that the information reaches the national and local levels of JEF. 



 

When asked whether they had experienced harassment, exclusion, bullying or other 

inappropriate behaviour, a large majority of respondents answered negatively, although there 

were responses indicating more than one instance of experiencing directly such behaviour.  

When asked if they had witnessed any such behaviour, the answers provided a less comforting 

picture. The sharpest increases are to be noted for JEFers either having witnessed “a lot” of 

inappropriate behaviour (six responses, against one reported direct experiences), or JEFers 

not being sure whether the behaviour they witnessed was to be deemed inappropriate 

(seventeen responses, against six direct experiences where the respondent could not identify 

whether the behaviour was inappropriate). 



 

In both cases, a large majority of these behaviours – whether experienced or witnessed – 

seemed to have taken place more than 12 months before the date of the survey, which would 

suggest an improvement in the most recent periods. This may be determined by either, or a 

combination, of two factors: the online format of statutory events during early lockdowns 

determined by the COVID-19 pandemic; the fact that JEF Europe has engaged more actively 

against inappropriate behaviour, putting in place structures and tools to prevent and educate 

on the issue. 

Among the few open answers provided, these related to a wide variety of behaviours2: 

• Sexism or sexist comments: 4 answers  

• National prejudice/discrimination: 3 answers 

• Bullying: 3 answers 

• Disrespect / dismissal of opinions: 2 answers 

• Ableist3 comments: 1 answer 

• Sexual harassment (physical): 1 answer 

• Moral harassment: 1 answer 

• Lack of understanding of cultural differences (personal spaces): 1 answer 

• Lack of inclusion of newcomers: 1 answer 

Finally, JEFers active at regional, national or European level were the more likely to have 

experienced directly inappropriate behaviour. This bias is determined by the chosen survey 

population: participants to JEF Europe’s statutory events tend to be from these three levels of 

engagement. 

 

 



 

It becomes a more mixed picture when respondents are asked whether they consider there 

to be a consensus within JEF about how to act with respect to inappropriate behaviour, with 

answers split almost perfectly three-ways. The proportion of positive answers is slightly 

majoritarian, but there is also a significant uncertainty on the part of respondents. 

What we notice from the data is, however, two elements: 

1. Most importantly, JEFers feel rather safe to bring up cases and issues about 

harassment, exclusion, bullying or other inappropriate behaviour;  

2. JEFers feel safer to report such behaviour, the more they feel there is consensus about 

how to respond to it. This indicates that the path of educating on and understanding 

what is inappropriate behaviour doesn’t just help prevention, but also reaction. 

 



 

When asked about JEF Europe’s response to inappropriate behaviour, a large majority of 

respondents (over 60%) is widely appreciative of the steps taken. Here again, nonetheless, 

around 20% of respondents consider the action taken to have been insufficient. 

 

A few open answers relate concern over episodes of (sexual) harassment and sexist or ableist 

behaviour and language.  

However, when asked to qualify the previous answers, most responses essentially point to:  

1. The need to better communicate and use available tools;  

2. The perception that there is a “cool kids’ club” within JEF, which is exclusive and not 

welcoming to other JEFers, in particular newcomers;  

3. The divergence between ‘federalist’ JEFers and ‘pro-European’ JEFers.  

Essentially all answers to the last question, regarding the general feedback to the survey itself, 

were overwhelmingly positive about having engaged in such exercise.  


