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Glossary

Action Teams — Groups of up to five young people and one adult in the target region who
attended the Road Shows to learn about youth programming models, project management
and youth development.

Adapters — Action teams selected to adapt successful Innovator program models for their
region and awarded Seed Grant funds.

Adult Stakeholders — Adults who are invested in youth development, including parents,
teachers, former youth leaders, representatives of local government youth departments,
local educators, and members of the local business community.

Cognitive/cognition - Refers to both the knowledge possessed by youth and the young
person’s ability to think, reason, learn, and understand.

Expansion Grants — Grants awarded to /nnovators to cover the costs of mentoring and
hosting study tours for Adapters replicating their program model.

Extra-curricular activity — An activity not included into the main educational program plans
of a particular educational institution. It is based on a positive youth development
approach that allows youth to develop a positive attitude toward learning and a successful
approach to living.

Innovators — Representatives of effective youth-driven engagement programs from across
Russia who presented their program models at the Road Shows for potential replication by
Adapters in seven of the 10 regions.

Performance baseline — The value of a performance indicator before the implementation
of the Program activities that contribute to the achievement of the relevant result.

Performance indicator — A particular characteristic or dimension used to measure intended
changes defined by the Program Results Framework.

Performance target — Specific, planned level of result to be achieved within an explicit
timeframe.

Program objective — A statement that outlines the program’s significant, intended, and
measurable change in the condition of a customer (target group).

Program philosophy - The program’s approach to working with youth. The Program is
based on utilization of a positive youth development framework.

Regional Coordinating Organizations (RCOs) — Local NGOs recruited and selected to
coordinate YDCP program activities in their region, such as organizing a Road Show and
monitoring local Adapters.

Replication Grants — Grants awarded to Replicators to cover the costs of rolling out their
programs to new regions.

Replicators — Experienced NGOs with successful larger scale community-wide youth
programs who received Replication Grants to directly facilitate replication of their
programs in three regions with the support of the local community.
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Seed Grants — Grants awarded to Adapters to cover costs of replicating program models in
their regions.

Youth — For the purposes of YDCP are defined as children and adolescents who are 14-23
years old.

Positive Youth development (PYD) — An approach which aims to empower youth to
successfully transition to adulthood through broad support and specific strategies. Tenets
of PYD include the following: a focus on assets rather than deficits; approaching youth as a
resource rather than a problem; and focusing on holistically nurturing skills and
competencies rather than on solving specific problems. PYD empowers youth in all stages
of program assessment, planning and implementation, while responding to the needs of
this population.

Youth Empowerment Road Shows (Road Shows) — Networking and training events held in
seven of the 10 target regions intended to bring successful Innovator program models to
Action Teams and to provide motivation and training in youth development approaches to
young people and adult stakeholders.

Youth outcomes - The changes and gains made by youth as they grow and develop into
adulthood. These include the knowledge, skills, attributes, and behaviors that youth must
develop to be caring, healthy, and responsible adults.

SOCIAL IMPACT




Acronyms and Abbreviations

IREX — International Research and Exchange Board

Sl —Social Impact

YDCP - Youth Development Competencies Program

USAID - United States Agency for International Development
PYD — Positive Youth Development

EG — Experimental Group

CG — Comparison Group
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Executive Summary

1. Overview

The Youth Development Competencies Program (YDCP) _

works to empower Russian youth and develop their
competencies to succeed and contribute as professionals | ® Nearly 98% of program participants

and citizens by facilitating the replication and expansion reported involvement in a community
of programs in line with the best practices in positive
youth development (PYD). IREX designed this program in
response to a request from USAID, and has implemented

improvement process or other
community service, compared to

the program since 2008. In 2010, Social Impact was hired approximately 50% of the comparison
to conduct a program results assessment using an group

experimental/comparison group evaluation approach to

determine the impact of this initiative. e YDCP participants were two to four

times more likely than non-participants
to have had interactions with local or
regional government representatives

Through this evaluation methodology, YDCP was found
to significantly improve youth participants’ citizenship,
personal, social, and professional competencies; these
competencies have a direct correlation not only to a

decrease in destructive behaviors among youth, but also * Nearly 70% of program participants

to an increase in the positive contributions that youth responded that their involvement in the
can make to the development of their society.’ program helped them to obtain
Participation in the program led to notably increased professional skills

levels of engagement, empowerment, and tolerance
across all geographic regions and program models, | o Program participants demonstrated
including a nearly doubled rate of involvement in
community activities. Participant responses were
consistently more favorable than those of their
comparison group counterparts throughout all areas of

significant increases in reported ability
to interact positively with peers

program interventions. YDCP was particularly successful
in involving youth in non-traditional activities’ and in building vocational competencies. There is
a clear and attributable effect of the YDCP program, despite the limitations of this assessment.

A: History and Program Overview

IREX designed YDCP in response to a request from USAID, in an effort to consolidate disparate
investments made by USAID and other donors so that youth projects focused on competency
building could be replicated throughout Russia. The program aims to support young people in
developing the skills, attitudes, and abilities they need to become successful adults and active
citizens by engaging them in addressing community needs.

' “The Power of Assets,” Search Institute. http:/www.search-institute.org/research/assets/assetpower

2 Non-traditional activities are considered non-traditional in the Russian context, and are defined as

working with youth with disabilities, promoting tolerance, protecting children and youth’s rights, and other
‘ activities not related to athletics and arts and crafts.
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The nurturing of competencies for this generation will enable them to become productive and
thoughtful citizens and will build human capital within the country in a sustainable manner. The
development of creative, empowered, engaged, and problem-solving citizens will ensure a more
stable youth environment in the country, and will contribute to the more overarching
development goals in the region.

By facilitating the replication and expansion of programs in line with the best practices in
positive youth development, YDCP aims to empower youth and develop their personal,
professional, and social competencies.

To achieve the stated objectives, YDCP utilizes two key models of youth activity: the Youth-
Driven Model and the Community Schools Model. Together, they seek to engage and inform the
youth sector in Russia, expanding the reach of successful programs while empowering young
people through peer-to-peer knowledge sharing. As part of YDCP, these two models were
implemented by youth-oriented organizations in ten regions throughout Russia.

B: Underlying Theory — Why Support Youth Competency Development?

YDCP chose models for replication based on their alighment with positive youth development
practices. The criteria for selection of models included: success in competency-building for
youth, a focus on youth empowerment, commitment to mentoring adapters®, and proven
sustainability in attracting and retaining youth leaders — all of which are in line with best
practices in positive youth development (PYD).

PYD theory emerged in the 1990s in the United States and aims to empower youth to
successfully transition to adulthood through broad support and specific strategies. Tenets of
PYD include the following: a focus on assets rather than deficits; approaching youth as a
resource rather than a problem; and focusing on holistically nurturing skills and competencies
rather than on solving specific problems. PYD empowers youth in all stages of program
assessment, planning and implementation, while responding to the needs of this population.
There is an emphasis on positive outcomes, collaboration, and inclusiveness. Furthermore, PYD
looks to engage the whole community in supporting youth development.

PYD has been applied successfully around the world to build youth competencies. Extensive
research on PYD in the U.S. has demonstrated that young people with strong ‘competencies’ are
not only significantly less likely to engage in high risk behavior (including drug use, alcohol
abuse, and violence), but are also significantly more likely to remain on a path to make
constructive contributions to society (indicators include remaining in school, maintaining good
health, exhibiting tolerance for diversity, and on-going community leadership).* To ensure an
economically and socially strong society, the rising generation must be prepared to contribute in
a positive, meaningful way; PYD is the catalyst to create these attitudes and behaviors in the
young generation.

C: Types of Programs Replicated

? Adapters are youth organizations who choose to pilot and use YDCP model programs, with support from
YDCP.
‘ * The Search Institute. “The Power of Assets.” http://www.search-institute.org/research/assets/assetpower.
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In order to appeal to a broad spectrum of youth and reflect regional priorities, the project
models cover a wide variety of themes. Some facilitate direct communication between young
people and adult decision-makers. The Children and Youth Rights Council allows school
students to poll the opinions of their peers and bring the results to the attention of local and
regional government decision makers, while Focus of Attention features community “talk show”
events that facilitate frank discussions between youth and adults on topical issues.

YDCP also features models that promote ethnic tolerance, respect for diversity and the inclusion
of persons with disabilities in after-school activities for young people. During the course of the
Cameras for Kids project, children with and without disabilities work together on
photojournalism projects and discover how much they have in common. Other models provide
young people with practical vocational skills and career opportunities. The Real World Business
model provides young people with the opportunity to complete real tasks for local businesses,
while Career Networking Center has established much-needed ties between educational
institutions and potential employers.

Other YDCP models engage young people in the design and implementation of local community
development projects. The Community Schools program implemented in Tomsk, Murmansk,
and Kursk, for example, teaches its young participants to conduct needs assessments, and to
collaborate with their parents and teachers in improving local conditions.

D: Russian Context

Understanding the social, political, and cultural context is crucial to understand the YDCP design,
implementation, and findings. Russian youth have been particularly affected in the past two
decades, as the Soviet education system, vocational training structures, and informal youth
programs disintegrated and were not replaced by viable post-Soviet alternatives. Current youth
policy is not systemic, with emphasis on unconnected, large-scale, visible one-day events.
Furthermore, there is no significant historical background of teaching project management or
critical thinking, which contributes to the lack of programming addressing these areas. Females
have tended to dominate school and social work, while traditional gender structures remain and
women defer to male authority in many areas. Most youth programming is adult-driven,
emphasizing solving problems and mirroring existing structures rather than engaging and
empowering youth participants in innovative ways. Similarly, positive youth development
methodologies are not widely employed in the country.

As Russia has been beset by ethnic strife in many areas, tolerance of immigrants, religious
differences, and minority groups has become a particular priority. While this is more central in
specific geographic regions, the need for tolerance of diversity, beginning with youth
populations, has become increasingly important to ensure a stable future in the country.

2. Results

E. About the Program Results Assessment

In May of 2010, IREX hired Social Impact to aid in the design and implementation of a program
results assessment of the YDCP initiative. As YDCP aims to build competencies through the
development of social, personal, and professional skills, the two organizations recognized the

; o
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need to develop and administer a Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices (KAP) survey to
determine program impact and attribution.

The KAP survey was designed to assess the level of development of personal and professional
competencies and skills through proxy questions within the program’s target audience: youth
living within the selected geographic regions. Participants were asked to respond to a number of
open and closed-ended questions. For certain questions, this included rating the level to which
they agreed with a number of statements; and for others it entailed stating how the respondent
would act in a given hypothetical situation. The survey intended to identify the preliminary
impacts of the project, as well as to build understanding of the project’s progress in various
program components. Questions were formulated in a manner which best allowed data to feed
into indicators — including both ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ questions to determine thresholds of areas such
as tolerance.

The survey was administered to a group of 590 participants involved in implementing the
various YDCP models, as well as to 590 young people who were not involved in YDCP; in total,
there were 1180 respondents in the experimental and comparison groups. Because each group
was nearly identical in demographic composition, this methodology allowed Social Impact and
IREX to determine the extent to which participation in YDCP was able to achieve the intended
impacts, and to what extent changes were attributable to participation in the program.

The use of KAP surveys and similar assessment methodologies for youth programming is largely
unknown in Russia. In contrast with more traditional qualitative assessments that merely
capture participant satisfaction, a KAP survey attempts to quantitatively measure the success of
YDCP in achieving its stated objective — transmitting youth competencies to its program
participants — using control and experimental groups. It goes beyond measuring program
outputs (such as the number of people trained, and participant satisfaction) to determine
outcomes and impact (e.g. changes in behavior and knowledge). As a result, the analysis
addresses the notion of YDCP’s impact on its participants, as well as the attribution of observed
changes to YDCP. As an approach new to Russia for assessing youth programs, this evaluation
methodology could serve as a model for other program evaluations, and can also assist local
government and organizations in the evaluation of their own investments in youth
development.

Distribution of the questionnaire was implemented by Regional Coordinating Organizations
(RCOs) in the targeted regions of the evaluation. Participants were gathered to complete the
survey, with IREX Moscow office and RCO staff providing instruction and clarifications. The
guantitative aspect of the assessment was complemented by qualitative data in the form of
open-ended questions and seven focus group discussions. These focus groups were
implemented to clarify any questions emerging from survey results, and therefore the questions
were developed based on initial survey findings. This component utilized participatory
methodologies through the training of young program participants to organize and moderate
focus groups to build youth capacity in this area and facilitate further discussion. All quantitative
and qualitative data was triangulated, coded, and analyzed by Social Impact staff following its
collection.

It is important to note the limitations of the assessment, particularly the potential for self-
selection bias and the lack of substantive baseline data. Because the experimental group
members were comprised of those who had already taken initiative to become involved in
YDCP, it is likely that they would have started with higher levels of various competencies than

. 11
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their comparison group counterparts. The use of a comparison group and experimental group
served as an imperfect means to determine impact that could be attributed to participation in
the program. To address this limitation, non-program-related leadership was accounted for in
statistical calculations in order to best determine if the non-program-related leadership or
program participation was the cause for improved competencies.

F: Analysis of Major Impact

Participants in the YDCP program consistently demonstrated higher citizenship competencies®
compared to those who did not participate, and YDCP was able to build upon interests and
innovation to engage youth in non-traditional activities. The YDCP program appeared to have
the most significant impact on youth involvement in the community, through both community
service activities and engagement with local or regional government. Youth who participate
actively in their communities are not only less likely to engage in destructive behavior; they are

also more likely to build professional skills, and

are positioned for a future of constructive civic _
engagement. Experimental group 13

Nearly 98% of YDCP participants reported | Comparison group 284
involvement in a community improvement

process or other community service (far exceeding the 60% target), compared to approximately

50% of the comparison group. However, the response rate may reflect the nature of the
intervention, in that YDCP participants were required to participate in community service.

Participationin Community Activities

1.2.1 Teaching, tutoring, or mentoring children

1.2.2 Working with the elderly/veterans

1.2.3 Working to preserve local culture/history

1.2.4 Working with a medical/health charity

1.2.5 Working to provide safe recreational opportunities
1.2.6 Working to address disability issues

1.2.7 Working to improve tolerance

1.2.8 Working to improve the environment

1.2.9 Working to improve healthy lifestyles of children/youth
1.2.10 Working to address poverty issues

1.2.11 Working to advocate for the interests/rights of children/youth
1.2.12 Working to promote volunteering 303

1.2.13 Other

B Experimental Group B Comparison Group

> Citizenship competencies can be defined as leadership, engagement with government, community
activism, and a sense of personal agency (the belief on the part of an individual that he/she can make a

‘ difference in the community).
12
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Further, the experimental group demonstrated nearly twice the amount of involvement in
activities (including school clubs and sports teams) and nearly three times the amount of
involvement in community service activities. YDCP youth not only displayed higher levels of
general activity participation, but they exhibited an increased interest in community service and
involvement, typically in non-traditional youth activities, relative to youth who did not
participate in the program.

Furthermore, program participants experienced significantly higher levels of engagement with
local or regional government and a greater sense of their ability to work with adults to solve
community problems. YDCP participants were two to four times more likely to have had
interactions with local or regional representatives within the past year. Further, youth in the
program developed a stronger sense of their ability to work with adults and to contribute to the
resolution of community problems. The program was found to have a significant effect on this
perception even among older youth who naturally displayed greater confidence in their ability
to work with adults. In addition, YDCP participants consistently demonstrated higher levels of
both concern and knowledge about challenging issues, such as juvenile justice, poverty, alcohol
abuse, and quality of education. YDCP participants have a greater awareness of community
challenges and an increased sense of their ability to work with local adults and leaders to solve
these problems.

Experimental Group (high score)
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As stated earlier in this report, YDCP focuses on providing young people with the skills that they
will need to become successful adults. It is therefore of great interest to note that nearly 70% of
all experimental group participants responded that their involvement in the program helped
them obtain professional skills due to acquired contacts (networking) and more finite skills and
knowledge. There are particularly notable increases in public speaking and project management
competencies. YDCP participants’ ability to logically and clearly give explanations and responses
was also significantly higher than those respondents who did not participate in the program.

The Youth Development Competencies Program also aimed to facilitate the development of

personal and social competencies. These competencies refer to the ability of youth to develop
positive methods of interaction with others, and to develop behaviors and outcomes valued

; 5
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within one’s culture. YDCP participants consistently demonstrated significant increases in
positive peer interaction in nearly every category. Participants developed the ability and
motivation to respond accordingly to surrounding social systems, an understanding of how to
deal with emotions, and to develop friendships and relationships through communication,
cooperation, and negotiation. Focus group responses also indicated an increase in adaptability
and personal responsibility.

Social competencies include not only the ability to interact effectively with one’s immediate
peer group, but also with a larger group of more diverse individuals. Promoting tolerance in this
large and ethnically diverse country is indeed one of the main challenges facing Russian
educators. The YDCP program has been able to make some headway in this rather sensitive
area, as program participants consistently and significantly responded more positively to
guestions regarding diversity acceptance than comparison group counterparts. They also
displayed a comparatively higher level of cultural tolerance in their selection of friends and
acquaintances, associating with more representatives of different religious and ethnic groups.
In spite of these improvements, however, participants demonstrate a significant need for
further development in this area. Participant responses still echoed some of the intolerant
attitudes towards migrants and minority religious groups that can be observed in the general
population. Given the historical and widespread social background of this type of thinking, a
number of highly focused interventions would be required to significantly lower its effects.

G: Highlights, Recommendations, Closing

The approach and processes taken by YDCP are likely much of the cause for the consistently
higher results in achieving YDCP objectives by the experimental group than by their comparison
group counterparts, including higher levels of leadership, tolerance, and better logical
explanation of their answers. There is a clear and attributable effect of the YDCP program,
despite some potential self-selection bias, with significant development of the comparison
group’s measured competencies. A major success is in the area of youth engagement,
particularly in the ability of the initiative to involve youth in non-traditional activities. Similarly,
program interventions which offered participants practical professional and vocational skills
were regarded highly and thought to be extremely effective by the participants.

Enhanced emphasis on youth empowerment and problem-solving will be essential in ensuring
that the competencies obtained throughout YDCP are applied following program completion.
Similarly, should the program hope to influence youth at a stronger or deeper level with respect
to areas such as tolerance of diversity, the initiative must work to create personal bonds
between participants and those from other backgrounds. Of course, these aspects of the
program should be considered in light of the cultural context in which they take place. Finally,
since females performed at a significantly higher rate in this assessment, YDCP should look to
involve young males more in its activities, and potentially modify certain activities to facilitate
the development of boys’ competencies.

YDCP has produced a significant and attributable impact on youth participants and their
development of a number of personal, social, and professional competencies. As it aimed to
influence diverse competency areas in a cultural environment where such approaches were
innovative, this is a particularly notable achievement. Future initiatives should aim to take

; y
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advantage of these successes, and build upon the approaches utilized, while ensuring progress
in those areas identified that demonstrate further need.

H: About Social Impact and IREX

Social Impact

Social Impact is a global social enterprise dedicated to helping international agencies, civil
society and governments become more effective agents of positive social and economic change.
SI provides a full range of innovative management consulting, technical assistance and training
services to strengthen international development programs, organizations and policies. SI works
across sectors to reduce poverty; improve health, education and the lives of women and
children; promote peace and democratic governance; strengthen civil society; foster economic
growth; and protect the environment. Particular areas of expertise include monitoring and
evaluation, project and program management, gender mainstreaming, and organizational
capacity building. SI’s evaluation experiences are extensive, ranging from impact evaluations to
participatory and empowerment evaluations at the local, national, and global levels.

IREX

IREX is an international nonprofit organization providing thought leadership and innovative
programs to promote positive lasting change globally.

The organization enables local individuals and institutions to build key elements of a vibrant
society: quality education, independent media, and strong communities. To strengthen these
sectors, program activities also include conflict resolution, technology for development, gender,
and youth.

Founded in 1968, IREX has an annual portfolio of over $60 million and a staff of over 400
professionals worldwide. IREX employs field-tested methods and innovative uses of

technologies to develop practical and locally-driven solutions with our partners in more than
100 countries.
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SOCIAL IMPACT




Description of the YDCP Program and its
Approach

Generally speaking, youth development is defined as a process which prepares young
people to meet the challenges of adolescence and adulthood through a coordinated,
progressive series of activities and experiences which help them to become socially, morally,
emotionally, physically, and cognitively competent,® the ongoing process in which all young
people are engaged. Youth development programs support young people to meet their
basic personal and social needs and to build competencies necessary for successful
adolescent and adult life. Positive youth development (PYD) is an approach, a framework,
and a way to think about young people that focuses on their capacities, strengths, and
developmental needs as well as on their weaknesses and obstacles.

All young people have basic needs that are critical to survival and healthy development.
They include a sense of safety and structure; belonging and membership; self-worth and an
ability to contribute; and independence and control over one's life. At the same time, to
succeed as adults, all youth must acquire positive attitudes and appropriate behaviors and
skills in five areas: health; personal/social; knowledge, reasoning and creativity; vocation;
and citizenship’.

PYD has been applied successfully around the world to build youth competencies. Extensive
research on PYD in the U.S. has demonstrated that young people with strong ‘competencies’ are
not only significantly less likely to engage in high risk behavior (including drug use, alcohol
abuse, and violence), but are also significantly more likely to remain on a path to make
constructive contributions to society (indicators include remaining in school, maintaining good
health, and exhibiting tolerance for diversity and on-going community leadership.)® To ensure
an economically and socially strong society, the rising generation must be prepared to
contribute in positive, meaningful way; PYD is the catalyst to create these attitudes and
behaviors in the young generation.

The Youth Development Competencies Program (YDCP) implemented in Russia by IREX aims
to empower youth and develop their competencies by facilitating the replication and
expansion of programs in line with the best practices in positive youth development. A brief
description and basic principles of this approach are provided below.

Program Approach

Positive youth development adopted by YDCP is a set of strategies which help guide youth
on a successful transition to adulthood. It is an approach that provides youth with the
broadest possible support, enabling them to attain desirable long-term outcomes, including

® http://www.nydic.org/nydic/programming/definition.htm.

7 Making the Case: Community Foundations and Youth Development , Bonnie Politz, Senior Program Officer, Academy
for Educational Development, Center for Youth Development & Policy Research, Foundations for Change, 1996,
Second Edition

& The Search Institute. “The Power of Assets”. http://www.search-institute.org/research/assets/assetpower.
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economic self-sufficiency, development of skills and competencies, and community
relationships. Young people who develop desirable competencies are not only less likely to
engage in destructive behaviors on an individual or societal level, but are also much more
likely to participate constructively in the economic and civic spheres of their communities
and nations.

The positive youth development approach is designed to provide the maximum positive
impact on the life of participants. In the short term, using this approach can improve
program results, attracting and engaging youth. In the long term, the positive youth
development approach will help young people to make decisions that keep them away from
negative, risky behaviors, and on track for a healthy and successful adulthood.

Positive youth development occurs from an intentional process that promotes positive
outcomes for young people by providing opportunities, relationships and adult,
organizational, and community support to fully participate in their own development. PYD
must therefore take place in families, peer groups, schools, neighborhoods and
communities’.

Positive youth development can be described as a philosophy or approach promoting a set
of guidelines on how a community can support its young people so that they can grow up
competent and healthy and develop to their full potential.

* Emphasis on positive outcomes: The approach highlights positive, healthy outcomes (in
contrast to reducing negative outcomes such as youth substance abuse and violence).
Examples of desired youth development outcomes are competence (academic, social,
vocational skills), self-confidence, connectedness (healthy relationship to community,
friends and family), character (integrity, moral commitment), and caring and
compassion.

* Youth voice: It is essential to include youth as active participants in any youth
development initiative. They have to be equal partners in the process. Youth
involvement presents a great challenge to adults and charges them to rethink how they
have engaged in planning and program development and implementation.

* Strategies aim to involve all youth: Youth development strategies are generally aimed
at all youth. The assumption is that creating supportive and enriching environments for
all youth will lead to the desired positive outcomes as well as reduced negative
outcomes. However, experts in the field recognize the need to blend universal
approaches with approaches that are targeting youth facing extra challenges.

* Long-term involvement: Youth development assumes long-term commitment. Activities
and supportive relationships have to endure for a long period of time to be effective.
They have to accompany young people throughout their growing up years. While short-
term positive results may be seen and should be built on, both community-organizing
models mentioned below state that positive community-based, youth outcomes may

® National 4-H Leadership Trust, http://4-hyd.ext.wvu.edu/r/download/29991
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not be measurable for 15-20 years. Youth development strategies have to embrace and
ready themselves for long-term engagement.

*  Community involvement: Youth development stresses the importance of engaging the
larger social environment that influences how young people grow up and develop. This
includes family and friends, but also the community they live in. Community is more
than social service and youth organizations, schools; it involves business, faith and civic
groups, and private citizens who are not attached to any organization.

* Emphasis on collaboration: Youth development requires people from various agencies
and community groups to work together. Collaboration can express itself in different
forms e.g., young people and adults coming together to write a grant proposal to
achieve one common goal by sharing resources and expertise.™

All the above guidelines have been adopted and implemented under the Youth
Development Competencies Program (YDCP) administered by IREX and supported by USAID.

The YDCP has two main objectives:

Objective 1: Youth develop competencies to become active, engaged, successful adults
through replicating, tailoring, implementing, and participating in (a) Community School
programs and (b) Youth-Driven programs.

Objective 2: Replicated youth programs are institutionalized with community support from
government, business, media, and educators.

To achieve the stated objectives, IREX utilizes two key models of youth activity: the
Community School Model and the Youth-Driven Model. Together, the Community School
and Youth-Driven models seek to engage and inform the youth sector in Russia, expanding
the reach of successful programs while empowering young people through peer-to-peer
knowledge sharing. As part of YDCP, the two models are being implemented by youth-
oriented organizations in ten regions throughout Russia.

Community School Model

IREX implements the Community School model in three regions. NGOs from Voronezh,
Karelia and Krasnoyarsk with a proven track record with this approach launched the
program in Kursk, Murmansk and Tomsk. The major goal of these experienced NGOs is to
establish community schools in their target areas. In each participating school, teachers,
administrators and students are trained in project management, community needs
assessment, fundraising, and social marketing. After the training, the Community School
students implement small projects that both benefit their community and enable them to
develop the skills they need to become successful adults. As part of the model, Community
Schools are encouraged to partner with local government, business, and the media in order
to become a sustainable locus of positive community development.

1% positive Youth Development Resource Manual, Jutta Dotterweich, Cornell University, Family Life Development
Center.
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Youth-Driven Model

In seven regions (Stavropol, Karelia, Volgograd, Chelyabinsk, Tyumen, Irkutsk and Tambov)
IREX is utilizing a model whereby effective youth programming is replicated through a peer-
to-peer transfer of knowledge. Young people involved in the implementation of successful
youth initiatives (Innovators) were chosen to present their models to Action Teams of
interested youth and their adult sponsors at regional events (Road Shows) in the seven
target regions. To maintain a demand-driven approach, Action Teams chose which Innovator
model best suits their local environment and needs. Action Teams then applied for Seed
Grants to adapt the innovator model that best serves the needs of their region. Recipients of
Seed Grants (adapters) then worked with innovators to adapt and implement the model in
the adapter’s home region. After the adapters received the grants, IREX provided training in
project management, community needs assessment, and fundraising in order to support
program implementation and the sustainability of YDCP initiatives.'* A full description of the
YDCP program’s technical approach can be found in Annex E this report.

Purpose, Scope and Methodology of
the Evaluation

Purpose and Scope

The purpose of this program results assessment is to examine the effect of YDCP on the
youth beneficiaries in a comprehensive, systematic and objective manner. It intends to
measure and assess the extent to which participants in the YDCP program developed
competencies in specific areas identified by IREX. The evaluation identifies the extent to
which the Program achieved its planned results under Objective 1: Youth develop
competencies that allow them to become successful active engaged adults through
participation in youth-driven programs. The evaluation is based on concepts taken from the
Program Monitoring and Evaluation Plan for Objective 1. The overall Program Results
Framework is presented below:

" Youth Development Competencies Program (YDCP) #118-A-00-08, IREX Second Annual Report (October 24, 2008-

‘ October 23, 2009)
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Specifically the evaluation was focused on the determining YDCP progress in achieving nine
performance targets for the following performance indicators measuring Objective 1 of the
YDCP, namely:

% of young people who demonstrate an acceptance of ethnic, cultural, and other
diversity

% of young people who report the ability to interact/work with their peers

% of young people who report the ability to solve problems

% of young people reporting gaining practical professional skills as a result of the
program

% of young people who are knowledgeable about at least one advocacy issue

% of youth who report being in a position of leadership

% of young people who are involved in a community improvement process or other
community service

% of young people who report feeling that they can make a difference in their
community

% of young people who report having engaged with local or regional government

Methodology

A participatory approach was used for this results assessment. IREX Program staff played a
lead role in planning and implementing evaluation activities. Program specialists from the
IREX Moscow office, in close collaboration with program specialists in Washington, DC,
made decisions on the sequence and contents of various evaluation events with respect to
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the particular design of the questionnaire and the emphasis of the focus groups. M&E
Specialists had a supportive role in the evaluation process providing advice and fulfilling
specific tasks such as the delivery of training and the development of documents.

A programmatic strategy was adopted for the evaluation based on a primarily quantitative
methodology (survey). Qualitative methods (focus groups) were implemented to clarify any
guestions emerging from survey results. For the purposes of YDCP, the terms "young
people" or "youth" are defined as being comprised of those between 14 and 23 years old.

Survey

Data was primarily collected through a questionnaire (see Annex A) designed to assess the
level of development of personal and professional competencies and skills through proxy
guestions within the program’s target audience — young people ranging from 14 to 23 years
old living in all ten oblasts.

The survey intended to identify the preliminary impacts of the project, as well as to build
understanding of the project’s progress in various program components. It aimed to
determine whether or not certain outcomes are attributable to YDCP activities, and to
ascertain preliminary data regarding where the program is encountering both successes and
obstacles. Questions were formulated in a manner which best allowed data to feed into
indicators; and are therefore analyzed through that perspective. Furthermore, the survey
included both ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ questions, which provide a better basis to analyze thresholds
of participants’ tolerance, for example.

Distribution of the questionnaire in both cases was coordinated by Regional Coordinating
Organizations (RCOs) in the targeted regions of the evaluation. Survey respondents were
gathered to fill in the questionnaire. At the beginning of the sessions, IREX Moscow office
staff provided instructions and, in the course of filling in the questionnaire, clarifications.

In order to achieve higher validity of the survey results in April-May 2010, the questionnaire
was distributed among the following two groups of young people:

Experimental Group: Defined through participation in YDCP in 10 focus regions targeted by
the assessment.

Comparison Group: Selected participants who were not involved in YDCP in the same
regions.

The use of a comparison and experimental group is particularly valuable in determining the
extent to which participation in YDCP was able to achieve its targeted impacts. The
comparison group participants were selected in conjunction with IREX partners in each
region; some of the participants had attended the initial recruitment fair. The participants
were selected with particular attention placed on maintaining a similar geographic, age, and
gender composition as those in the experimental group.

The breakdown of experimental and comparison groups are presented in the table below:
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Experimental group Comparison group

Total
Questionnaires 590 590
Female/
Male Ratio Female 404 Male 186 Female 384 Male 206
e Study (School): 355 e Study (School): 358
¢ Study (College/University): 182 ¢ Study (College/University): 213
Occupation e Work - 14 e Work - 7
e Don’t Study/Work - 1 e Don'’t Study/Work —5
e Study and Work — 32 e Study and Work - 6
Year 2882 _ 132
Participant 5009 — 377 N/A
Joined YDCP 5010 — 10
Leadership Yes - 431 N/A
Role in YDCP No — 144
23.1 City - 234 18.1 City - 210
Home Location 23.2 Town - 230 18.2 Town - 243
23.3 Rural area — 126 18.3 Rural area - 135

As evidenced, the Experimental and Comparison groups are nearly identical in composition.
Slight differences will therefore not have critical influence on the results of the research.

Focus groups

In order to really understand the "why" behind the survey results, IREX staff made a decision
to introduce an element of qualitative study into the evaluation: specifically, via the
utilization of focus groups. The quantitative survey was supplemented with focus groups
targeting young people from the experimental group. Participants of the focus groups, held
in late June 2010, had responded previously to the questions of the survey.

A total of seven focus groups were held in Tambov, Karelia, Chelyabinsk and Murmansk.
Two focus groups in each region were held involving program participants who study at
school/college and in universities. One focus group was held involving young people who
study at secondary school.

Focus group questions were developed based on the initial survey findings. When an
interesting trend or response rate was noted, for example, this was delved into further via
the focus group. Participants were encouraged to explain why they responded a certain way
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to various questions; and to build off of one another’s experiences. The Focus Group Guide
is attached to this report in Annex C.

Training component

For the purpose of further enhancing the participatory character of the program results
assessment and include youth as active participants in any youth development initiative,
IREX made a decision to train regional specialists in organizing and moderating focus groups.
Another reason for this decision was based on the program philosophy aimed at creating
supportive and enriching practices for young people, which will lead to positive outcomes
for youth and their communities.

The training consisted of two main parts: a workshop followed by a practical exercise in the
form of web-based simulation of the focus groups moderated by each of workshop
participants in their respective regions.

The focus group workshop took place in the middle of May 2010. The training approach for
this workshop can be found in Annex D of this report. Training participants were two
specialists from each evaluation focus region, RCO representatives and some of the Program
staff members from the IREX Moscow office. During the training, participants had the
opportunity to learn about approaches to and techniques of focus groups organization,
moderation and reporting. After the workshop, participants received a home task to
develop guidelines for the web-based focus groups.

Web-based simulation of the focus groups took place at the beginning of June 2010. The
communication software used for this purpose was Skype. Each regional specialist
moderated a focus group in accordance with the previously developed focus group guide.
The Social Impact M&E Specialist and IREX Moscow Program staff provided feedback for
each region. Overall, six simulations of the focus groups were held. RCOs provided logistical
support which also served a practical exercise for them.

The trained regional specialists then moderated real focus groups in their respective regions
in accordance with the Focus Group Guide developed based on the survey results. The Social
Impact M&E Specialist and IREX Moscow Program staff members travelled to each of the
focus group sites to provide consultations, support, and feedback as well as to collect data.
Such an approach was based also on the assumption that focus group participants would be
more open answering focus group questions if the discussion was facilitated by their peers
they know rather than by an adult external unknown person. As stated in the Focus Group
section, questions stemmed from preliminary survey findings and included questions aimed
at both process and impact indicators.

Analysis

As mentioned above, evaluation activities were focused on the assessment of the program
results achieved under Objective 1 as stated in the Program Monitoring and Evaluation Plan.
This determined the scope for data analysis. Data proceeding from the survey and focus
groups was analyzed in the light of Intermediate Results and their corresponding
Performance Indicators under Objective 1. In each case, whenever possible and appropriate,
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data was disaggregated by program participants’ gender; occupation/age — eg. study at
school (14-18 years old) or study in college/university (19-22 years old); region; home
location; and the particular youth-driven Innovator model in which they participated.
Information received during the focus group discussions was used for clarification and
support of the survey results.

Limitations

This assessment of program outcomes has a number of limitations which should be noted.
Data was collected via questionnaires and focus groups, but other sources of information
such as project files, program technical and policy papers, program reports, work plans,
project progress reports, etc. were not included in the scope of evaluation. Similarly,
interviews with Program and project staff members, governmental officials, Regional
Coordinating Organizations (RCOs), and other Program stakeholders were not considered as
sources for information for the purposes of this results assessment.

Perhaps the greatest methodological limitation is present in likely self-selection bias. That is,
the experimental group members were comprised of those who had already taken initiative
to become involved in the program activities. Participants in the Experimental Group were
likely active leaders prior to their participation in the program, and thus the results of the
Experimental Group survey may have started out at a slightly higher level. There was no
significant baseline data collected which could have aided our understanding of the extent
of this bias, nor could it be factored into equation calculations. As we were unable to
measure participants’ changes in responses over time, the use of a comparison and
experimental group served as an imperfect means to determine impact that could be
attributable to participation in the IREX program.

Evaluation Findings

Survey questions were developed and linked to established indicators in the YDCP
Performance Monitoring Plan. Each indicator was thus measured through the responses to
one or a number of questions in the survey. Eight additional questions which were of
interest to IREX, but not linked to specific indicators, were included as well. A table
describing these links between questions and indicators can be found in Annex B.

Intermediate Result 1.1: Youth develop personal and social
competencies

In order to be able to analyze this Intermediate Result correctly there is a need to better
understand what personal and social competencies are. In a general sense, competence
usually is defined as a pattern of effective adaptation to one's personal and social
environment to provide reasonable success related to major development tasks for a given
age and gender within specific domains of achievement.™ In other words, it is the ability to

12 perceived Personal and Social Competence: Development of Valid and Reliable Measures, Joyce V Fetro, Darson L.

‘ Rhodes, and David W. Hey
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perform a specific task, action or function successfully. In the context of YDCP, youth need
to develop personal and social competencies in order to become successful, active, engaged
adults through participation in youth-driven programs.

Personal competence consists of those attributes that young people exhibit in managing
themselves, through their actions. Personal competence lays the foundations for
interactions with others, both in an educational and social environment.* Within the YDCP
context, personal competencies include tolerance and acceptance of diversity.

Social competence of youth is how young people deal with relationships. The most
frequently quoted definition is that of Rubin and Rose-Krasnor (1992): Social competence is
“the ability to achieve personal goals in social interaction while simultaneously maintaining
positive relationships with others over time and across situations.” Within the YDCP context,
social competencies include the capacity of youth to interact with their peers in a positive
manner.

In order to measure the above Intermediate Result, YDCP has developed two indicators.

Indicator 1.1.1: % of young people who demonstrate an acceptance of ethnic, cultural, and
other diversity

A definition of diversity for the purposes of this indicator is the human or cultural qualities,
patterns of common attitudes and behaviors that are characteristic of a particular group of
peoples and are different from our own and outside the groups to which we belong, yet are
present in other individuals and groups.**

There are primary and secondary dimensions of diversity. Primary dimensions of diversity
are the following: age, ethnicity, gender, physical abilities/qualities, race and sexual
orientation. Secondary dimensions of diversity are those that can be changed, and include,
but are not limited to: educational background, geographic location, income, marital status,
military experience, parental status, religious beliefs, family status, political beliefs, work
experiences and life experiences. The survey included questions aimed to measure
tolerance with respect to immigrants, disabled persons, and people of different religions.

In order to ascertain the influence of YDCP activities on the target youth group, in the
distributed questionnaire respondents were asked to indicate their attitude (strongly agree,
agree, disagree, or strongly disagree) to suggested statements. To more efficiently analyze
the data received, the above- mentioned categories of answers were merged as following:

Strongly Agree, Agree —agreement

Partially Agree — neutral
Disagree, Strongly Disagree — disagreement

1 Background for Community-Level Work on Social Competency in Adolescence: Reviewing the Literature on

Contributing Factors, Elizabeth C. Hair, Justin Jager, and Sarah Garrett

" pierce, G. "The Centrality of Critical Thinking in Educating for Diversity." Paper presented at the 13th Annual
‘ International Conference on Critical Thinking and Education Reform, Sonoma, CA, 1993. (ED 361 362)
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Positive responses are those that demonstrate the values promoted by this program (i.e.
tolerance, diversity acceptance). Aside from questions 8.1, 8.4 and 8.8, agreement is the
positive response. The program target for this indicator was defined as 60% of participating
youth demonstrating an acceptance of diversity. The percentage of positive responses to
this question is shown in the diagram below:

N% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
8.1 Immigrants should adapt to the culture of their new

1 1 Il
country and not practice their own cultural traditions. [e———— 45%

8.2 It is important for me to be aware of/understand the

culture of migrants. —5 70 097

8.3 Evenif I’'min a hurry, | am prepared to wait for a
disabled person to get on the bus/get up the stairs

e eoror 0206

8.4 It is justified to forbid certain religions ————yor 50%

8.5. | like that there are people of other nationalities in

my class T 62%

8.6 It is important to construct special equipment in o
buildings for people with disabilities, even if it is 86 %% JD /0
expensive.

8.7 | am not against people of other
nationalities/religions living in my town/village

- (78%
8.8 When choosing friends, a person’s nationality is an ” I

important factor for me.

p ®Comparison Group

Figure 1: Acceptance of Ethnic, Cultural and Other Diversity (Positive Responses %)

For all 8 questions, Experimental Group respondents gave more positive responses than
those from the Comparison Group. Further analysis revealed these differences to be
statistically significant at a very high level (p<0,01). However, the Experimental Group failed
to exceed the 60% target threshold on questions 8.1 and 8.4, and only slightly exceeded the
target threshold for questions 8.5 and 8.7. Both groups demonstrated a high percentage of
positive responses on questions 8.3, 8.6, and 8.8. For these 3 questions, the differences
between the Experimental Group and Comparison Group were also small.

Examination of the component questions provides some guidance on these results. The
qguestions for which both groups provided a high percentage of positive responses seem to
be less difficult tests of tolerance and diversity acceptance. In other words, patience with
people with disabilities may be a more socially prevalent norm. Acceptance of people of
other nationalities or religions appears to be less common within society, and thus a harder
measure of tolerance. These differences in the questions offer a plausible explanation for
the trends depicted in these results.

In order to further explore the level of acceptance of cultural and ethnic diversity, the

guestionnaire also included questions about the respondents’ close friends and
acquaintances. Below are answers of respondents from the Experimental and Comparison
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Groups about the number of close friends that are from religious or ethnic groups different
than their own:

300 - 271

250 ~

200 - 168 168

150 A 103

39
100 - 64 e

39 4T 45
50 -

0 T T T T 1
None 1-2 3-5 more than 5 Don’t know

B Experimental group B Comparison group

Figure 2: Number of Close Friends from Religious or Ethnic Groups Different than the Respondent's Own

As shown on the diagram, fewer members of the Experimental Group have no friends from
religious or ethnic groups different than their own. Experimental Group members also have
higher numbers of friends from different religious or ethnic groups.

Below are answers of respondents from the Experimental and Comparison Groups about
the number of acquaintances that are from religious or ethnic groups other than that of the
respondent:

250 - 227

133
150 ~
102 109

100 - 63 66 /5 70

A

\

0 T T T T 1
None 1-5 6-10 more than 10 Don’t know

B Experimental group  ® Comparison group

Figure 3: Number of Acquaintances from Religious or Ethnic Groups Different than the Respondent's Own

The Experimental Group participant responses demonstrated a higher level of cultural
tolerance than their Comparison Group counterparts, as measured by these questions. YDCP
participants were more likely to have a large number of friends and acquaintances from
different religious and ethnic groups than the Comparison Group participants.
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Analysis

Survey findings revealed very mixed success with respect to YDCP achievement of Indicator
1.1.1. That is, while more than 60% of program participants responded positively to more
than 60% of the questions, the harder measures of tolerance and acceptance revealed less
positive results. Further analysis allows informative disaggregation of these results and a
more nuanced understanding of levels of tolerance and acceptance among survey

respondents.
Categorical Differences in Levels of Tolerance
All Responde pe enta D
Gender Age Gender Age
EG (Female/ (old/ Leader | (Female/ (old/ Leader
Male) Young) Male) Young)
8.1 0.49*** 0.15* 0.26*
8.2 0.44%**| 0, 22%** 0.25**
8.3 0.36***| 0.27*** 0.12* 0.27** 0.21** 0.26**
8.4 0.42%** 0.43%** 0.32** 0.5%**
8.5 0.46*** 0.2** 0.37*** 0.22** 0.42*** 0.3*
8.6 0.27***| 0.14*** 0.18**
8.7 0.51%** 0.36*** 0.46%**
8.8 0.40%** 0.31**
*%% nc0.01  **p<0.05 *p<0.1

The table above depicts the results of the means comparison tests for each component of
question 8. The table includes results for the entire pool of respondents, as well as the
experimental group only. The results indicate the difference in means between the two groups
identified in the column and the corresponding level of significance. Differences without
commonly accepted levels of statistical significance were not included. As an example of
appropriate interpretation, on question 8.1, the average response of females was 0.15 points
higher than the average male response, and the difference was moderately statistically
significant. Again, note that a higher response is classified as a more positive response, and
indicative of greater levels of tolerance and diversity acceptance. Major trends identified in
these results are discussed further below.

The combined results of both the Experimental and Comparison Groups for question 8
indicate certain characteristics associated with positive responses:

e A comparison of means reveals that female respondents answered more positively on
five of the eight component questions (8.1, 8.2, 8.3, 8.5, 8.7).

® |dentification of oneself as a leader also significantly increased the average response for
all questions except 8.2 and 8.7.

* In a comparison of means, older participants (age 18 or above) responded more
positively on questions 8.3, 8.4, 8.5, and 8.7. It is interesting to note that the most
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statistically significant differences in response occurred for questions 8.4, 8.5, and 8.7,
which were classified as the harder measures of tolerance and acceptance.

These same trends were not always consistent within the Experimental Group only:

® Females gave more positive responses on questions 8.2 and 8.3.

® |dentification of oneself as a leader increased the average response on questions 8.3
and 8.5.

e Age was the only variable that demonstrated similar results among the Experimental
Group as compared to the overall group results. Again, on the more difficult tolerance
guestions (8.4, 8.5, 8.7), older participants responded more positively than younger
participants.

These results are encouraging. Gender and leadership had a much smaller effect within the
Experimental Group, suggesting that participation in the YDCP program helps to minimize
the differences in tolerance levels normally present in the youth population due to gender
and leadership qualities. While age does continue to have a significant impact, particularly
on the harder measures of tolerance, these results are not necessarily surprising given the
general effects of greater life experience.

An additional finding specific to the Experimental Group is the effect of the community
schools model in comparison to the youth-driven model. Excluding questions 8.2 and 8.8,
the youth-driven model participants provided more positive responses than community
school participants. These results were also found using a means comparison test and were
statistically significant at the p<0.01 level. It is important to note that community school
participants are younger and less likely to consider themselves as leaders in comparison to
youth-driven model participants. Both of these are factors that could partially drive these
results. The effects of a particular tolerance-focused project (Rainbow Bridge) on its
participants in reference to this indicator were difficult to determine due to its very small
number of members.

The size discrepancy across projects introduced challenges to identifying any trends across
projects, and the results for the overall groups discussed above are the most reliable. In
statistical analysis that was performed for each project, the general trends noted above were
confirmed. Occasionally, male respondents gave a more positive response than females, which
differed from the overall trend. For the following projects, males responded more positively on
the question components indicated: Bce reHuanbHoe - npocto! question 8.4; 3onoToe
nokoneHue question 8.5; CtyaeH4yeckoe npaBoBoe 6topo questions 8.1, 8.4, 8.7.

As demonstrated in the charts above, YDCP participants also displayed greater tolerance and
acceptance of diversity in their selection of friends and acquaintances. Among both groups
there were still a significant percentage of respondents with no close friends or
acquaintances from other religious or ethnic groups. For close friends from other religious or
ethnic groups, 32% of the EG had none compared to 47% of the CG. For acquaintances of
varying religious or ethnic groups, 17% of the EG had none compared to 27% of the CG. Only
32% of Experimental Group participants had 3 or more close friends from religious or ethnic
groups different than their own. However, CG respondents were two times more likely to
choose friends with a large emphasis on their ethnic background.
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As Russia has been beset by ethnic strife in many areas, tolerance of immigrants, religious
differences, and minority groups has become a particular priority. While focus group
participants stated the development of tolerance and understanding for ethnic, cultural, and
other diversity as a key personal quality that was “developed as a result of participation in the
YDCP,” it would seem there is more work to be done in this area. Experimental Group
participants undoubtedly responded much more positively to measures of acceptance and
tolerance than did those in the Comparison Group, but did not achieve the 60% target threshold
on all responses.

Indicator 1.1.2: % of young people who report the ability to interact/work with their peers

The opportunity to interact with peers at their same ability level is critical for the social,
emotional, intellectual, and academic growth and development of young people. In letting
young people work together, YDCP enabled peers to serve as a new source of explanations,
hints, and answers to unresolved questions and misunderstandings. Additionally, the ability
to interact with others introduces a social component into the youth-driven activity that
serves as a motivation for youth engagement and retention in the project. However, just
because young people in these development environments can engage in productive
dialogue with their peers doesn’t necessarily mean that they will. A variety of approaches
have been pursued during the YDCP to create productive collaborations in this age group,
including: encouraging specific types of engagement and interaction, determining
appropriate opportunities during the course of a project to prompt young people with
suggestions of a particular question to raise or topic to discuss, and defining specific roles or
responsibilities for each project participant.

The program target for this indicator was defined as 60% of participating youth effectively
interacting with their peers. This interaction will be based on interpersonal skills, including
communication, cooperation, empathizing and negotiation.

In order to determine the influence of YDCP activities on the target youth group
respondents were asked to indicate their attitude (strongly agree, agree, disagree, or
strongly disagree) to suggested statements. For convenience of the analysis of data received
the mentioned categories of answers were merged as following:

Strongly Agree, Agree —agreement;

Partially Agree — neutral;
Disagree, Strongly Disagree — disagreement

For user convenience, charts below represent data separated specifically for experimental
and comparison groups. The overall picture of the ratings provided by the experimental
group is presented on the following diagram:
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The overall picture of the ratings provided by the comparison group is presented on the
following diagram:
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The EG reports a much higher capacity to work and interact with peers than their
Comparison counterparts. A much higher ‘neutral’ response rate was reported by the
Control Group participants, which may be due to a variety of factors. The element with the
greatest difference in responses was “I can learn a lot from my peers”, with nearly 1/6 of CG
respondents disagreeing, and 100 more participants responding positively in the
Experimental Group.

In order to have a clearer picture of the ability of young people to interact/work with their
peers and differences between experimental group and comparison group, data have been
presented in one chart below:

0 200 400 600
7.1 My peers respect my opinion | 443 75%
] 37 63%
7.2 | have friends who | can rely on in difficult situations : 526 89%
] 497 84%
7.3 1 can accomplish more by myself, because other people ——— 234 60%
can get in the way of getting things done . 177 30%
7.4 | get frustrated when | don’t get my way in a group _q 235 60%
N 19 37%
i 52%
7.5 | can accomplish more working with other people than EE— 312 41%
by myself 1 240
1 61%
7.6 can learn a lot from my peers | 353 45%
] 263
. . . epf: . . | 61%
7.7 Working in a group is more difficult than doing things EEEEE— 32 .
by myself . 308 52%

M Experimental Group B Comparison Group

Analysis

Answers in the Experimental Group for the statements 7.1; 7.2; 7.6 and 7.7 are above the
program target for this indicator, although the second two only do so by 1%. Answers for
the 7.5 statement is below the indicator target at 52%, and nearly exactly 60% of
respondents answered ‘correctly’ to questions 7.3 and 7.4 . Overall based on the data
presented the conclusion could be made that the program achieved its targeted result.

As was mentioned above, YDCP participants demonstrate higher scores in the
agree/disagree categories, which proves the positive impact of IREX activity. The
Experimental Group participant responses demonstrated a higher level of
interacting/working with their peers as measured by these questions. Again, participation in

; 5
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the experimental group was shown to be very statistically significant (p<0.00) for all
qguestions except for that of 7.4; while self-identification as a leader was statistically
significant for questions 7.1, 7.3, 7.6, and 7.7. Interestingly, the only disaggregated
characteristic found to very significant for question 7.4 was gender, with males responding
that they get frustrated more than their female counterparts.

Based on this information, it can be stated that YDCP met its target for Indicator 1.1.2.
Again, the harder questions revealed less success than might have been hoped. Because the
qguestions such as that of 7.5 get at the difference between teamwork and leadership, this
type of question is more difficult for respondents to automatically pick the ‘correct’ answer,
and tends to serve as a nuanced measure. While the trends of responses remain consistent
throughout between the CG and EG, participation in YDCP was statistically significant in
increasing the scores.

During the YDCP participant focus groups, respondents answering the question of what they
gained during the program with respect to professional skills (an issue which will be
discussed later in this report) pointed out the strengthening of such abilities as working in
teams and communicating with other people. Several participants also mentioned that they
had learned how to develop their own potential. Also, when answering the question about
the development of personal qualities as a result of participation in the YDCP, young people
mentioned the ability to communicate successfully with other people, including adults, as
well as self-esteem, a greater sense of responsibility, optimism, leadership, activism and
modesty. Each of these areas contributes to an enhanced ability of youth to interact and
work with their peers, as measured in Objective 1.1.

Based on the information presented above, the conclusion could be made that young
people participating in YDCP developed the ability and motivation to respond accordingly to
surrounding social systems; an understanding of how to deal with emotions; and the
capacity to work well with others, while developing friendships and relationships through
communication, cooperation, and negotiating.

Participants of the program demonstrated higher ability to adapt and be flexible and assume
personal responsibility for one's actions as well as evaluating situations. Overall, based on
the survey and opinions received through the focus groups, YDCP had mixed results in
achieving demonstrated personal and social competencies through acceptance of ethnic,
cultural, and other diversity as well as the ability to interact/work with their peers. The
program was more successful in enhancing peer interaction than it was with increasing
tolerance and acceptance of ethnic, cultural, and other diversity. That stated, participation
in the program proved to be a significant factor in enhancing both the personal and social
competencies of youth.

Intermediate Result 1.2: Youth develop cognitive and creative
competencies

To succeed as adults, youth must acquire adequate attitudes, behaviors, and skills in
cognitive development. This means that young people as result of participation in the
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program expand knowledge, develop critical thinking and reasoning skills, and experience
competence through academic achievement. On the basis of the expanded knowledge,
program participants will demonstrate an ability for creative expression (originality). YDCP
measures the development of cognitive and creative competencies through its indicator
1.2.1:

Indicator 1.2.1 % of young people who report the ability to solve problems

The ability to solve problems is an important skill for resiliency. Problem solving, in any area,
involves being presented with a situation that requires a resolution. Being a problem-solver
requires the ability to come up with a means to resolve the situation fully. Taking the above
into account, one could deduct that problem-solving skills include the ability to recognize
and define problems, invent and implement solutions, and track and evaluate results.
Creative thinking not only requires the ability to understand problem-solving techniques,
but also possess logical and sequential thinking, making the leap to innovation.

The program target for this indicator was defined as 60% of participating youth able to
evaluate the problem, make decisions, and plan for and implement a solution. Respondents
had to react to a suggested situation on a destroyed sport facility, providing their plan of
action to solve the problem. The data received was the following:

In the experimental group, only 5% (33 respondents) did not answer the question. In the
comparison group the percentage was higher— almost 13% (76 respondents) who did not
answer the question.

All answers were divided into two big groups — answers describing clearly proactive
approaches and answers with passive approaches to problem solving. The criteria for both
approaches are described below:

Proactive approach

® Positive problem-solving attributes:

o personal initiative

clear idea of what they can do
active role in solving the problem
leadership
self confidence (dealing with “authorities”)
creativity

O O O O O

Passive approach

® Negative problem-solving attributes:

o lack of initiative/not sure what to do

wait for someone else
try to find another venue
complain to family/friends/authorities (without any follow-on solution)
fatalism/can’t do anything
passivity/don’t care

O O O O O
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The diagram below illustrates the differences in problem solving approaches among the
Experimental and Comparison Groups. Within the Experimental Group, 34% demonstrated a
passive approach compared to 67% within the Comparison Group. As 65% of YDCP
participants responded with a positive approach, they seem largely able to invent and
implement solutions. The EG demonstrated much higher levels of activism and readiness to
implement acquired knowledge and skills for problem solving. The YDCP achieved its
program target for the above performance indicator.

346
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200

M Experimental Group
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100 -
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The survey also asked respondents to provide their reaction to a challenging situation, in
order to provide another indication of their problem-solving ability. Respondents were
asked to respond to the following situation: “Young people in some communities encounter
many problems, such as lack of safe facilities where they can get together, play sports, hold
dances, and spend time with their friends. If you were in such a community, how you would
react to this problem?” The respondents were given six options, as outlined in the table
below. These responses were categorized into four levels of perception of ability to make a
difference in one’s community, also displayed in the chart below.

Response to the following question: Young people in some

Perception of own communities encounter many problems, such as lack of safe
ability to make a facilities where they can get together, play sports, hold dances,
difference in one’s and spend time with their friends. If you were in such a
community community, which of the following statements best describes
how you would react to this problem?
Low 13.2 | would complain to my friends and parents that there was

no place to go after school.

13.6 1 would do nothing, as | don’t feel like I’'m in a position to do
something about this.

Moderately low 13.1 If one of my friends would take the lead, | would be willing to
go with him/her to talk to the authorities.
Moderately high 13.3 | would try to organize my friends to come up with a request

that we would present to the authorities.

13.4 The first thing | would do would be to get together with my
friends and try to find out why we don’t have a good youth
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center.

High 13.5 Although it would take a lot of time and energy, | would
work with other young people to organize a campaign to
cooperate with authorities to raise funds to establish a suitable
youth center.

High perception of own ability to make a
differencein one's community

Moderately high perception of own ability
to make a difference in one's community

239

Moderately low perception of own ability
to make a difference in one's community

Low perception of own ability to make a
differencein one's community

0 50 100 150 200 250 300

M Experimental Group B Comparison Group

The chart above displays the distribution of responses regarding ability to make a difference
in the community. In the experimental group 5% (33 respondents) did not answer the
guestion, compared to almost 13% non-respondents in the comparison group.

YDCP participants had far more responses indicating a high or moderately high perception of
their own ability to make a difference, with 68% of respondents in the top two categories.
Comparison group respondents registered only 34% in the top two categories, leaving the
vast majority of CG respondents in the bottom two categories. These differences were
found to be statistically significant.

Analysis

Statistical tests reveal that YDCP participation did significantly increase perception of one’s
ability to make a difference in the community. In the overall group, responses also varied
among regions, as shown in the chart below that displays the percentage of respondents in
each category by region. Irkutsk and Tomsk both have a higher percentage of respondents
with a high or moderately high perception of their ability to make a difference in the
community. Tyumen has the highest number of respondents in the combined low and
moderately low categories. This could be due to a number of factors, including the cultural
context in the regions as well as potential problems that may have arisen in these areas
when youth have involved themselves.
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Figure 4: Perception of Ability to Make a Difference in the Community: Percentage of Respondents by Region

Among all respondents, gender was not found to be a significant factor. Age was found to
have very little statistical significance in the determination of these responses, with older
participants having a slightly higher perception of their ability to influence community
change. These results find some explanation in the focus group results. Focus group
participants reported that they had little or no experience of solving or participating in the
solution of a social problem. Only participants of higher age, who were already studying in
institutes or universities, reported their participation in the solution of such social problems
as: cleaning a river, raising awareness against bad habits (smoking), conducting an anti-
drugs campaign, cleaning public spaces, helping elderly people, organizing legal services, etc.
Even in such cases, respondents pointed out that in most cases the initiative was suggested
and organized by a project leader or an adult.

The survey findings and analysis suggest that as a result of participating in the YDCP, young
people have developed cognitive and creative competencies, including problem solving.
Over 60% of YDCP participants were able to use a logical reasoning process to break down
and work through a situation or problem to arrive at a solution in the first question. YDCP
participants also demonstrated an increased perception of their ability to make a difference
in their community. A comprehensive analysis indicates that while YDCP participants have
developed these competencies, they face challenges in taking action and doing so without
the prompting of others, particularly adults. The YDCP Intermediate Result has been
achieved, but further actions should be taken to stimulate the initiative and proactive
behavior of young people.

Intermediate Result 1.3: Youth develop vocational
competencies

; .
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Vocational Competence for the purpose of YDCP is understood as effective adaptation to
one's professional and social environment to provide reasonable success related to major
development tasks. The development of vocational competencies helps young people to
better understand life options and the steps to take in making choices. The development of
such competencies ensures adequate preparation of youth for future life and an
understanding of the value and purpose of future professional and social activities. For YDCP
purposes, the achievement of Intermediate Result 1.3 was measured via the following
indicator:

Indicator 1.3.1: % of young people reporting gaining practical professional skills as a result
of the program

For better understanding of the above indicator, a skill is defined as the learned capacity to
carry out pre-determined results often with the minimum outlay of time, energy, or both.
Skills, or the “personal tools” used to achieve effective results, include time management,
goal setting, public speaking, teamwork, practical professional experience in their field of
study, communication, conflict management, negotiation, etc.

The program target for this indicator was defined as 60% of participating youth reporting
increased professional skills as a result of the program. Respondents were asked on a scale
of 1-5 (1-low; 5-high) to rate their confidence with professional skills both before
participation in YDCP and at the time of the survey. For convenience of data analysis, the
overall scoring under each professional skill was divided in two main categories, which are
low (including 1, 2, 3) and high (including 4, 5).

The chart below shows the change in those within the experimental group who rated their
skills in each category as high before and now. The percentage of experimental group
members who rated their abilities in each area at the top of the scale significantly increased.
Also interesting is the consistency between the “before” ratings of the experimental group
and the “now” ratings of the comparison group. These results demonstrate a decreased self-
selection bias for these questions, as members of both groups initially scored themselves at
similar levels. Further, while the complete impact of YDCP in these areas is difficult to prove
and subject to many conditions (e.g. experimental group participants may now better
acknowledge their lack of understanding with respect to these areas previously), the data
certainly demonstrates YDCP’s capacity to influence the development of vocational
competencies.
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Young people in the experimental group consistently report gaining practical professional

skills as a result of the program. In the questionnaire,

participants were further asked to

provide information on other practical professional skills they felt they developed as a result
of the program, if any. More than 80% (475 participants) reported that they gained other
professional skills. Only 19% (115 participants) said that they did not develop other skills

than those targeted within the program activities.

Mainly these “other professional skills” fit within the above-mentioned categories. It worth
mentioning that frequently repeated skills that were not mentioned explicitly among

categories suggested in the questionnaire included:

Communication skills
Fundraising

Feeling of responsibility
Tolerance
Self-confidence
Openness

Knowledge of law

The survey also asked YDCP participants how helpful the program was for work in a future
professional setting. The distribution of answers is shown below:
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Experimental Group (YDCP helpful for my future)

m5.1Yes
m5.2no

5.3 Difficult to answer

Nearly 74% of YDCP participants believed the program to be a useful resource for future
professional activities, although 25% of the respondents had difficulty answering the
qguestion. When discussed in the focus group setting, it was determined that this was largely
due to the fact that 60% of those in the group were in secondary school and had not made a
decision about their future career. Many participants cited newly acquired contacts with
other people and newly developed skills and knowledge as key results of their experience
which will play a role in their professional future. Only two respondents provided answers
regarding their ‘no’ response, stating that they have “no intention of working with
community/social organizations.”

Analysis

Members of both the experimental and comparison groups reported initially high skill levels
in some areas. For teamwork and networking skills, the number of respondents in the
comparison group that are confident with these skills actually exceeded the numbers in the
experimental group. CG respondents reported nearly 70% who were confident with
teamwork and networking skills, in comparison to only 54% and 60% of EG respondents
before the program. For the experimental group, these numbers rose to 90% for both
teamwork and networking skills.

Certain categories also demonstrate particularly high increases in skill levels before and
after the YDCP program, such as public speaking and project management, indicating that
the program is having particular success in those components. These results are especially
clear in comparison to the CG responses. Many CG respondents scored their project
management, public speaking, and ability to meet deadlines skills as low. As these are skills
that received high scores in the experimental group, the data points to a positive impact of
YDCP activities. Furthermore, upwards of 70% of all experimental group participants
responded that the program has helped them learn professional skills, both due to the
acquired contacts (networking) as well as due to the more finite skills and knowledge.

; 0
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Figure 5: The Percentage of Respondents Reporting High Confidence Levels

A self-examination of confidence levels for a variety of professional skills imply that YDCP
has had a significant impact in increasing confidence in and understanding of all skill sets
mentioned, especially those which were included in the YDCP training curriculum and
project implementation. As shown clearly in the diagram above, YDCP can be confident in
stating that it has reached Objective 1.3, far surpassing the targeted threshold.

Intermediate Result 1.4: Youth develop citizenship
competencies (skill-building, activism and service, policy and
leadership)

To succeed as adults, youth as a result of YDCP acquire attitudes, behaviors, and skills in
understanding national, community, and racial, ethnic, or cultural group history and values.
All this is comprised in the category of citizenship competencies. By participating in youth-
driven models, it is hoped that young people will develop a desire to be ethical and to be
involved in efforts that contribute to the broader good.

In a broader sense, citizenship competence, one of the goals of positive youth development,
refers to the quality of a person’s participation in civic and public life. Competent citizens
make thoughtful decisions. They communicate effectively with others. Competent citizens
promote and protect their interests as members of society in responsible ways. As members
of society, young people as well as adults are involved, directly or indirectly, in citizenship
problems and tasks which they need to solve or fulfill.

For YDCP purposes, Intermediate Result 1.4 is measured through 5 indicators.
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Indicator 1.4.1: % of young people who are knowledgeable about at least one advocacy
issue

In practice, advocacy involves many complex activities such as:

e Raising awareness of issues and concerns to produce change.

e Organization of information into arguments to convince a specific group to take
action on a specific goal.

e Generation and utilization of reliable information to help leaders, policy-makers and
decision-makers to adopt responsible and relevant policies and programs.

e Purposive efforts to change specific policies or practices on behalf of, or with, a
specific group.

Basic elements of advocacy activities could be the following:

® A problematic or oppressive situation that must be changed.
A clear analysis of, and position on, the situation.
A proposal in the form of legislation/policy or project.
Actors such as the advocate, the target and the allies.
The strategies and tactics.
The process.

The program target for this indicator was defined as 60% of participating youth who
promote a particular issue or argue in defense of the rights of a particular group. To obtain
data for this indicator, a matrix of issues was presented and participants were asked to
reflect on their concern and knowledge of these issues.

In order to identify how knowledgeable participants of the survey were about at least one
advocacy issue, the questionnaire asked participants to indicate how concerned and
informed they were about the listed issues.

All answers in each group and under each category (concern & knowledge) were divided
into two levels: high and low. Low level of concern or knowledge includes 1 and 2.High level
of concern or knowledge includes 3 and 4.

The charts below present some of the data received for experimental and comparison
groups by category in accordance with the layout of the issues in the questionnaire. Other
areas measured included those of social issues (including environment, poverty, corruption,
tolerance, trafficking), and youth issues (such as child welfare, youth employment, rights of
children and youth, availability of recreational opportunities, and juvenile crime).
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EG Concern EG Concern CG Concern CG Concern
High Low High Low
Crime and 451 135 378 199
Violence

Local Armed 372 180 279 264
Conflict

Education 361 168 235 289
Reform

Quality of 479 97 382 184
Education

Drug Abuse 447 142 361 216
Alcohol Abuse 452 133 376 197
HIV/AIDS 433 154 358 211

EG Knowledge EG Knowledge CG Knowledge CG Knowledge
S R S

Crime and 401 177 322 245

Violence

Local Armed 299 250 221 317

Conflict

Education Reform e[k} 217 235 324

Quality of 440 129 311 241

Education

Drug Abuse 406 168 332 228

Alcohol Abuse 426 144 351 213

HIV/AIDS 386 188 285 272

Respondents of the survey also mentioned other issues of concern for survey participants. In
particular, 167 members of the experimental group indicated such issues as advocacy,
human rights, smoking, sports, support for young families, relationships between teachers
and pupils, terrorism, and youth policy as important.

In the comparison group, 54 members indicated issues such as terrorism, education of blind
people, deaf people and kids with Down Syndrome, smoking, sports, suicide among young
people, youth policy, and kidnapping.

In both groups, issues of high concern included:
® Juvenile Justice

Availability of Recreational Opportunities

Rights of Children and Youth

Youth Employment

Child Welfare
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Domestic Violence

Trafficking

Disability Rights and Protection
Poverty

Environment

HIV/AIDS

Alcohol Abuse

Drug Abuse

Quality of Education

Crime and Violence

Some of the above issues were also mentioned by the focus group participants in particular:
e Alcohol Abuse

Drug Abuse

Disability Rights and Protection (including the accessibility of public buildings)

Quality of Education

Availability of Recreational Opportunities

Youth Employment

Focus group participants mentioned additional issues of concern as:
e Relationship between young people and adults

Psychological depression among young people

Opportunities for developing personal potential

Quality of communal services

Quality of urban transportation

Low level of citizen activism

As seen above, members of the experimental group consistently reported higher levels of
both concern and knowledge (on average about 15% higher) for the issues listed. That
stated, there were a significant number of issues which constituted areas of high concern for
both groups. Other areas of interest/concern to both EG and CG which were not listed as
options included smoking, terrorism, and youth policy. Furthermore, members of the EG
were able to more clearly explain issue importance, although all answers tended to be brief
and based on the immediate external environment of the respondent.

In order to further explore respondents’ knowledge of advocacy issues, the questionnaire
asked them to choose an advocacy issue they were most concerned about and explain its
importance. This was used to ensure that participants did not write that they were
knowledgeable without being able to demonstrate some level of comprehension regarding
those issues.

Explanations of issue importance were very brief. Respondents from the experimental group
provided clearer explanations (both logical and more to the point). Most of these responses

refer to the immediate external environment of the respondent. Some examples are below:

Experimental Group
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e Ethnic intolerance due to living in a region with diverse cultures and nationalities.
Neighboring regions: Dagestan, Republic of Karachavo-Cherkesk, Kabardino-
Balkarskaya Republic, Ingushetia, Chechnya, North Ossetia.

e Crime and violence: many remain unpunished due to bribery, etc. Quality of
education: suffers from problems of corruption.

e Youth Policy, because my profession deals with adolescent children, and additionally
| have my own child, | would like to know more about the rights of children and
youth, the available forms of recreation for children, and about youth employment.

e Ethnic and religious intolerance: since | live in a multi-national region and
understanding between people is important for me, regardless of ethnicity or
religious belief.

e Drug Addiction: this topic is indeed a critical issue. After all, nowadays a lot of
teenagers suffer from this terrible disease.

e Necessity for young people to conduct a campaign against HIV/AIDS. It is necessary
that everyone understands the etiology and pathogenesis of this disease.

Comparison Group

e For me, all races are equal. What worries me is that recently there has been a
growth in the number of nationalist-minded people, who are ready to kill those who
differ from them in skin color or beliefs.

e They closed the sports clubs, etc, due to lack of fire alarms. Sports/athletic
development is at a low level.

® From one side, you want to treat people of different nationalities with tolerance,
but observing the behavior of most of them, the desire disappears. Ultimately, you
end up treating them with suspicion and caution.

® The situation in the country and the welfare of society depends on the performance
of officials.

Analysis

Advocacy is defined in the YDCP Monitoring and Evaluation Plan as a promoting a particular
issue or arguing in defense of the rights of a particular group. It is difficult to judge if the
respondents in both groups were clear of these implications while providing the answers of
their level of knowledge about an issue. Thus it may be more prudent to refer to conclusions
as youth awareness rather than categorizing it as advocacy. Taking this into account, we
could conclude that experimental group demonstrated a higher level of awareness of social
problems.

YDCP far surpassed its 60% target for Experimental Group participants who were
knowledgeable about at least one issue. The extent to which these youth will take action on
the listed items, or the extent to which they fully understand the context of each issue
outside of their immediate external environment, should be explored for a more nuanced
understanding.
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Indicator 1.4.2: % of youth who report being in a position of leadership

Acting as leaders, young people gain skills and knowledge necessary to lead civic
engagement and community organizing activities. Youth leadership is part of the positive
youth development process and supports the young person in developing: (a) the ability to
analyze his or her own strengths and weaknesses, set personal and vocational goals, and
have the self-esteem, confidence, motivation, and abilities to achieve these goals (including
the ability to establish support networks in order to fully participate in community life and
effect positive social change); and (b) the ability to guide or direct others on a course of
action, influence the opinions and behaviors of others, and serve as a role model.”

In YDCP’s Program Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, the program target for this indicator is
defined as 60% of participating youth acting in positions of leadership, including leadership
roles in school or in out of school activities.

In order to measure this indicator, the survey asked participants to list their involvement in a
number of activities, and to specify their role in such organizations. The distribution of
answers in both groups (experimental and comparison groups) is shown on the diagram
below:

Membership 0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450

2.1 Student government (i.e. student parliament or student...
2.2 School/university club (theater club, film club,...

2.3 Youth council outside of school/university

2.4 Nonprofit organization

2.5 Community service/volunteer project

2.6 Sports team

2.7 Youth club/organization outside of your school

M Experimentalgroup  m Comparison group

The diagram shows that the highest score of participation as members in the experimental
group was “community service/volunteer project”; the lowest — “youth council outside of
school”. This activity was not popular among respondents of the experimental group
neither as leaders (see previous diagram) nor as members. Due to YDCP activities,
respondents from the experimental group better understood the terms “community
service” or “volunteer project” and they were able to qualify their activities as such. In
addition, many YDCP projects were specifically addressing these issues.

‘ 15 Wehmeyer, Agran, & Hughes, 1998
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2.1 Student government (i.e. student parliament or student...

Respondents in the comparison group gave the highest score to participation as members of
“sports team” and the lowest score to “youth council outside of school.” Sports activities are
very popular among youth, which is why they were scored highly by comparison group
respondents. In fact, the scoring was almost the same in comparison and experimental
groups.

Leadership role

2.2 School/university club (theater club, film club,...
2.3 Youth council outside of school/university
2.4 Nonprofit organization
2.5 Community service/volunteer project

2.6 Sports team

2.7 Youth club/organization outside of your school

B Experimentalgroup B Comparison group

In the demographic section of the questionnaire for the Experimental Group, 73% of the
respondents (431 respondents) answered that they are playing a leadership role in their
YDCP projects. The answers for this question on the survey support this data: 457 (77%) of
respondents had a leadership role in their projects. Overall, respondents were consistent in
their answers to both questions.

In the experimental group, the lowest score was that of “youth council outside of
school/university.” In the comparison group this was the case when looking at a leadership
role in a “nonprofit organization.”
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No involvement 0 100 200 300 400 500

2.1 Student government (i.e. student parliamentor...

2.2 School/university club (theater club, film club,... - 297

2.3 Youth council outside of school/university 438

2.4 Nonprofit organization 431

2.5 Community service/volunteer project 342

2.6 Sports team 293

2.7 Youth club/organization outside of your school - 378
B Experimentalgroup B Comparison group

The diagram speaks for itself. An insignificant number of experimental group respondents
declared that they have not been involved with any kind of listed activity, while this was not
the case for a large percentage of the control group.

For activities not included in the survey’s matrix, the responses were as follows:

Total Leader Not a Hard
Respondents Leader to say Leaders
400

Experlmental 19.5%
Comparison 292 44 105 143 15%

Analysis

As might be expected, participants from the experimental group reported much more
activity involvement — about twice the amount in every category but sports teams.
Interestingly, there was a significantly higher rate of non-response for the experimental
group than there was for the control group on this question. The experimental group did,
however, respond strongly to the question regarding activity in community service — at
about 3x the level of the comparison group’s participation. This can point to the fact that
YDCP was successful in engaging youth in non-traditional youth activities. Similarly, the
experimental group was much more involved in organizations outside of school, although
depending on how the question was construed participants may have included YDCP in that
option. The EG showed about 2.5 times the leadership positions as the CG (457 vs. 184),
although about 2/3 of the types of activities where respondents play a leadership role
overlap.

While analyzing this and other questions of the survey we should take into account the fact
that YDCP activities are being implemented in the context of so called extra-curricular
education of youth in the Russian Federation. This sector is regulated by multiple laws and
regulation acts developed on federal and local levels. Some activities implemented in the
‘ program are in line with those being implemented in educational institutions under their
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“additional education activities” umbrella and such a fact influences the answers of the
respondents in the experimental and comparison groups.

The distribution of data, although reflecting the same tendencies in the experimental and
comparison groups, clearly demonstrates the positive impact of YDCP activities on
experimental group respondents. They demonstrate higher levels of activism and
involvement across the board. There were a number of other statistically significant factors
found. Age was found to be extremely important (at a p<0.00 level), with participants’ age
incrementally tied to higher participation as a leader. That is, those who were 22 or above
had a larger percentage of leadership positions (23.4% of age group) than did those aged 19-
21 (16.7%), who had more than those between ages 15-18 (8.4%), and the smallest
percentage of leaders (4.6%) was found among those aged 12-14.

Also interesting is the finding of correlation between region and leadership, as displayed in
the diagram below. These results were found to be very statistically significant (p<0.00), with
respondents from Chelyabinsk and Murmansk having relatively fewer leadership roles (3.7%
and 3.5% respectively) and those from Tyumen and Karelia had relatively more (16.9% and
20.7% respectively). It may be worthwhile to consider the types of programs within each
region and the types of people attracted to these programs to better understand these
differences.

300 -
255

250
196

200 +

150 1 111 114 197 112

o0
D

100 ~ 71 69

50 30 23

B Number of Leaders M Total Number of Respondents

While YDCP can positively ascertain success in surpassing the 60% threshold of youth who
report being in a position of leadership, it is difficult to determine to what extent the success
was due to self-selection bias (e.g. participants were already leaders and thus became
involved), and to what extent the nature of the implementation itself was reflected in the
responses (e.g. because they were in the YDCP program, they were involved in these
activities). That stated, there is no doubt as to YDCP’s success in engaging youth in non-
traditional youth activities.
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Indicator 1.4.3: % of young people who are involved in a community improvement process
or other community service

Through involvement in community improvement and community service, youth gain
empathy, self-esteem, confidence and creativity. Involvement in community improvement or
community service helps young people build a sense of connectedness and long-term
commitment to the community and its values. In promoting community service, youth-driven
projects teach young people how community structures work, and help them understand
community strengths and weaknesses. As a result, youth develop a sense of belonging and
start to feel responsible for the community.

Community improvement and service help young people to gain life skills including
leadership, teamwork, cooperation, problem solving, organizational skills, public speaking,
responsibility and other social and personal skills. It is also worth noting that communities are
benefiting from youth community service in many ways.

YDCP’s program monitoring and evaluation plan defined the program target for this indicator
as 60% of participating youth who are involved in any organized or individual activity for the
benefit of a community. Respondents were asked to discuss their involvement in community
service and volunteer work over the past year. More than half of each group reported
involvement in these types of activities, with those not involved responding as follows:

Experimental group 13
Comparison group 284

For those who were involved in community activities, their involvement was broken down:

Participation in community activities
0 100 200 300 400

1.2.1 Teaching, tutoring, or mentoring children

1.2.2 Working with the elderly/veterans

1.2.3 Working to preserve local cultural and history
1.2.4 Working with a medical/health charity (such as the...
8
1.2.6 Working to address disability issues

1.2.8 Working to improve the environment

1.2.10 Working to address poverty issues
1.2.11 Working to advocate for the interests/rights of...
1.2.12 Working to promote volunteering 303

1.2.13 Other (please describe)

M Experimentalgroup B Comparison group
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In the Experimental Group respondents selected 3.5 activities on average.

Issues that received scoring above average in the Experimental Group were:
e Working to promote volunteering
Working to provide safe recreational opportunities for children and youth
Working to improve healthy lifestyles of children/youth
Working to improve the environment
Working with the elderly/veterans
Working to preserve local cultural and history

These issues mainly reflect the themes of the implemented projects within the YDCP workframe.
In comparison, respondents from the CG selected 2.5 activities on average.

Issues that received scoring above average in comparison group are:
® Working to provide safe recreational opportunities for children and youth
Working to improve healthy lifestyles of children/youth
Working to improve the environment
Working with the elderly/veterans
Teaching, tutoring, or mentoring children
Working to promote volunteering

Comparison of the issues that received high scoring in experimental and comparison groups:

Experimental group Comparison group

1.2.5 Working to provide safe recreational

1.2.12 Working to promote volunteering opportunities for children and youth

1.2.5 Working to provide safe recreational 1.2.9 Working to improve healthy lifestyles of
opportunities for children and youth children/youth

1.2.9 Working to improve healthy lifestyles of

children/youth 1.2.8 Working to improve the environment

1.2.8 Working to improve the environment 1.2.2 Working with the elderly/veterans
1.2.2 Working with the elderly/veterans 1.2.1 Teaching, tutoring, or mentoring children
1.3.3 Working to preserve local cultural and

1.2.12 Working to promote volunteering

history

Topics in red are those which do not overlap between the two groups.

Analysis

Nearly one half (48%) of the comparison group did not participate in any community service
activity within the past year, while that was only true for 2% of the experimental group. The
proportion of involvement within various types of community service projects remains
somewhat consistent throughout the two groups (with significantly higher participation by
the EG), with a notable difference in working to promote volunteering (50% of the EG
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volunteers involved in this activity, and only 20% of CG volunteers). This may well be a direct
result of YDCP programming, as this is often a component activity.

Data demonstrates a greater involvement of YDCP Program participants in the community
improvement process. Almost half of the respondents from the comparison group did not
participate in any community improvement process or other community service.

In both groups, respondents scored almost identical issues above average. It could suggest
that these issues are normally those in which youth are involved through school activities
(given that over 50% of the respondents in both groups are pupils. Minimal scoring in the
experimental group was given to such issues as “Working with a medical/health charity
(such as the Red Cross).” In the comparison group, the scoring of this issue was also
relatively low. In the comparison group the lowest-scored issue was “Working to address
disability issues.” In the experimental group this issue’s score was also low. These areas of
interest and work were echoed in the focus group findings as well.

YDCP far surpassed its targeted 60% of youth involved in a community improvement process
or other community service, with 98% of Experimental Group participants responding
positively. The Comparison Group did not score above this threshold, and much of the
difference can be directly attributed to participation in the YDCP program. Furthermore, the
selection of issues by participants in both groups suggests many similarities of interest. This
could be used in future projects to better engage youth in community service by taking
advantage of these areas where participants have demonstrated passion and interest.

Indicator 1.4.4: % of young people who report feeling that they can make a difference in
their community

Complementing Indicator 1.2.1 (% of young people who report the ability to solve problems)
is the feeling by these young people that they are able to make a positive impact on their
community, school, or profession. As such, YDCP aimed to reach 60% of participating youth
who report feeling that they can make a difference.

High perception of own ability to make a
differencein one's community

Moderately high perception of own ability
to make a difference in one's community

239

Moderately low perception of own ability
to make a difference in one's community

Low perception of own ability to make a
differencein one's community

0 50 100 150 200 250 300

M Experimental Group  ® Comparison Group
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Analysis

The analysis for this particular indicator is included more fully in the analysis section for
Objective 1.2. Again, YDCP participants had far more responses indicating a high or
moderately high perception of their own ability to make a difference, with 68% of
respondents in the top two categories. As such, YDCP was able to reach its targeted
threshold of 60% for respondents who feel they can make a difference in their community.
Comparison group respondents registered only 34% in the top two categories, leaving the
vast majority of CG respondents in the bottom two categories. These differences were
found to be statistically significant.

Indicator 1.4.5: % of young people who report having engaged with local or regional
government

It is important that youth be encouraged to take interest in government policy/decision-
making activities and that opportunities be created to foster civic participation by young
people. Through the political process, young people develop important skills and improve
self-confidence. They also gain a greater understanding of human rights and governance
that is important in democratic society. For youth themselves, active and equal participation
in decisions affecting their lives provides a better understanding of community issues and a
sense of inclusion and belonging. The exclusion of youth from policy-making processes and
power structures can create significant tensions in society which can manifest itself in crime
and violence. The resolution of The World Program of Action for Youth to the Year 2000 and
Beyond (A/RES/50/81) asks policy makers to “Take into account the contribution of youth in
designing, implementing and evaluating national policies and plans affecting their
concerns.”

This indicator implies interacting with government representatives, attending government
events/meetings, contacting government offices, serving on a youth advisory board, writing
and delivering policy suggestions, etc.

The YDCP Program Monitoring and Evaluation Plan defined the program target for this
indicator as 60% of participating youth who report having engaged with local or regional
government. To measure this, respondents were asked to indicate what types of
interactions they had had with local or regional government representatives during the past
12 month. The answers provided were as follows:
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Interaction with Government Representatives.

INg
14.7 Other (please explain) 11
14.6 None (no engagement) 58 P95
14.5 Received (asked for) material support for a project 74
or initiative 255
] 69
14.4 Spoke in person 197
@39
14.3 Spoke on the phone 122
@36
14.2 Wrote a letter to a government representative 136
1 204
14.1 Attended an event where a government
representative spoke 407
0 100 200 300 400 500

B Comparisongroup M Experimental group

Members of the Experimental Group were between 2 and 4 times more likely to have
reported interactions with local or regional representatives during the past year than their
Control Group counterparts. They also recorded higher participation levels in the political
life of their communities, although participation in political parties remains low for both
groups.

Additionally, respondents were asked to rate their activity in the political life of their
community, with 1 as do not participate and 10 as very active. All answers in each group and
under each category were divided into two levels: low and high. Low level of activism
includes scores from 1 to 5. High level includes scores from 6 to 10.
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15.41 am a member of a youth political organization | m—— e — {35

] 36
4L 24
15.3 Participate in the activity of political parties m 494
{752 )
J 130
15.2 Participate in elections | — ] 0
] 128 326

15.1 Participate in meetings and demonstrations Im 461
89

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500

M Comparison group (high) B Comparison group (low) B Experimental group (high) B Experimental group (low)

Both groups demonstrate a relatively low level of political involvement. This may be due to
the current political and/or social contexts in Russia, or due to some other factor.

Analysis

YDCP participants far exceeded the 60% target of engagement with local or regional
government. The program seems to be the most significant factor in affecting this indicator,
and was enormously successful in often more than doubling youth involvement with
relevant parties. This is an area which likely demonstrates the need for no significant
changes in implementation strategy, and should be built upon in the future. Depending on
the rationale for the lower levels of direct political involvement, the momentum built from
engagement with officials could be targeted to influence the latter issue.

As a whole, YDCP was successful in achieving its targets for Objective 1.4, as youth
participants demonstrated increased citizenship competencies as compared to their
Comparison Group counterparts. While not all areas of intervention were able to exceed
targets, the majority of them were able to do so, with a significant number of targets
surpassed. Participation in YDCP was found across the board to be the most statistically
significant factor in higher-level responses, although the findings regarding age, region, and
gender should not be discounted. Similarly, it is difficult to attribute all impact directly to the
YDCP intervention, due to the limitations listed in the introductory section of this
assessment. That stated, participants in the program consistently demonstrated higher
citizenship competencies than those who did not participate, and YDCP was able to build
upon interests and innovation to engage youth in activities that are typically non-traditional,
as is demonstrated in the responses to community service and engagement with
government representatives. These successes should be built upon, with further emphasis
placed on improving young peoples’ sense of empowerment.
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Additional questions (not in indicators, but are of interest to IREX)

A number of additional questions were included in the survey which are not directly tied to
indicators, but which complement them or provide additional insight regarding the context
and obstacles to success in programmatic implementation. These are discussed briefly
below.

Comment: In order to more efficiently analyze data, categories were merged as following:
Strongly Agree, Agree —agreement (agr); Partially Agree — neutral (n); Disagree, Strongly
Disagree — disagreement (disagr)

Young people like me are in no position to influence the decisions of

~— ___ governmentofficials
2 256
300 1 196
163
200 - 117 L2
100 -
0 T T 1
agreement neutral disagreement

B Experimentalgroup B Comparison group

When making decisions concerning young people, adults (teachers, parents,

~ etc.)should seekourjpput

518
600 1 476
400 -
200 - 60 83
7 22
AR ™
0 T T 1
agreement neutral disagreement

B Experimentalgroup B Comparison group
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I can contribute to solving problems in my village/city/town

disagreeme 199
nt 62
194
neutral 178
agreement 320
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

H Comparisongroup M Experimental group

| am capable of working with adults on an equal level

416

M Experimental group

m Comparison group

Adults should not listen to young people when making decisions...

451

500 370

400 -

300 A

. 97 108
200 a7 75
100 " _ammmdlil
0 T T 1

agreement neutral disagreement

B Experimentalgroup B Comparison group
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As illustrated by the graphs above, the experimental group demonstrated higher results
than the comparison group on each question. The EG consistently demonstrated an
increased perception of their ability to work with adults, influence decisions and solve
problems within their community. Further analysis indicates additional factors that
influence these results. In addition to program participation, age was the only other factor
that significantly increased average answers. More specifically, participants 18 and older
demonstrated higher results than participants younger than 18 for all five components of
question 16. As older respondents (those 18 and over) are more likely to consider
themselves as adults and capable of influencing decisions made by adults, this result is fairly
intuitive. It should be noted that this age distribution (younger than 18 vs. 18 and above) is
approximately the same in both groups, and as such does not take away from the effect of
program participation on this indicator. Furthermore, an analysis of each component
guestion within each age group indicates that those 19 and older within the experimental
group consistently demonstrated higher results than those 19 and older in the comparison
group. Accordingly, both program participation and increases in age are likely to have a
positive effect on perception of ability to work with adults to solve community problems.

Conclusions

The basis for positive youth development is to empower youth to take risks and assume
responsibility in ways that may make both youth and adults nervous. For adults, it can be
hard to step back and let youth lead. For both adults and young people, there is a clear and
inherent risk of youth rejection and adult disapproval — not to mention failure — in the
process.

Positive youth development conflicts with many complex cultural challenges that youth,
parents and providers must recognize, respect, and address. Activities which fit well into a
positive youth development approach can threaten or appear to threaten traditions and
customs of Russian society. That is why the main barrier to the implementation of the
positive youth development approach is institutional and cultural resistance, especially
when applied within the Russian context.

Practitioners in Russia hold a deep attachment to the traditional models of youth programs.
Many youth specialists in Russia are resistant to youth leadership; as adults they often take
the position — sometimes accurately, sometimes not — that they know what is best for young
people. While the positive youth development movement is gaining strength, much work
remains before this approach is widely accepted and implemented.

Fortunately, YDCP practiced youth empowerment as a cornerstone of the implemented
youth-driven projects. In these projects, young people have been viewed as partners.
Regional Coordinating Organizations (RCOs) successfully overcame the phenomenon of
“adultism” —the behaviors and attitudes flowing from assumptions that adults are superior
to young people and are entitled to act upon young people without agreement or consent.
Young people found in YDCP strong support for pursuing youth-led civic engagement in
order to find respect, leadership, and development opportunities.
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The approach and process taken by YDCP likely is much of the cause for the consistently
higher results in achieving YDCP objectives by the Experimental Group than demonstrated
by their Comparison Group counterparts, including higher levels of leadership, tolerance,
and better logical explanation of their answers. There is a clear and attributable effect of the
YDCP program, despite some potential self-selection bias, with an average development
over the Comparison Group participants of somewhere between 14% and 23%.

Major successes were encountered particularly in the areas of youth engagement. This took
a variety of forms, but the ability of the initiative to involve youth in non-traditional
activities is a significant success. Furthermore, YDCP was extremely successful in building
vocational competencies. Program interventions which offered participants practical
professional skills were regarded highly, and thought to be extremely effective. YDCP
encountered other successes in the areas of tolerance, collaboration, and problem-solving,
but each of these areas can be built upon in future implementation activities.

Recommendations

YDCP was largely successful in its activities and in the development of a number of social,
personal, creative, vocational, and citizenship competencies throughout its implementation.
The following recommendations aim to build upon these successes, and to strengthen
weaker areas based on key assessment findings.

1. Place larger emphasis on youth empowerment through a variety of activities. This could
include the utilization of a cooperative decision-making process at the organizational
level for YDCP, and involving youth in finding solutions to difficulties encountered in
program implementation. This will aid in empowerment, as well as in the areas of
collaboration and problem-solving. This could start with a process including IREX
partners and adults, but by the end of the program should entail participant leadership
of problem identification and resolution.

2. Encourage retreats which require team-building and trust, as well as leadership. Each
participant should have the chance to be both a leader and a non-leader member of a
group. Openly discuss the different experiences in each, as well as the pros and cons to
each method.

3. Create close opportunities and links between participants and marginalized populations.
While soft levels of acceptance were relatively high, many YDCP participants still did not
have too many close friends from other religious or ethnic backgrounds; and did not
demonstrate higher levels of tolerance. This is particularly relevant with respect to
immigration issues. By partnering participants up on a more personal basis with people
from different backgrounds, and having open dialogue regarding some of these issues,
you can hope to build a higher, stronger level of acceptance.

4. Engage more men in the program. YDCP had significantly more women in the program,
and even within the Experimental Group women tended to score more highly than their
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male counterparts. While this is promising, it also points to the need to develop male
competencies in these areas.

5. Understand the different effects of interventions on each age group and geographic
region and modify activities accordingly. Age and region were found to be statistically
significant factors in respondents’ answers for a number of the survey questions. A
better understanding of why some ages and regions perform better than others will
allow YDCP to alter program activities and processes as necessary to best enhance
program effectiveness.
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Annex A: Questionnaire

Question 1 (1.4.3): Are you currently or have you been in the past 12 months involved in
community service/volunteer work or any other activity intended to improve your community?
Community service is a non-paid activity to improve the life of people in your village/town/region
or a specific situation in your community, such as cleaning a park, fixing a playground, helping at
a hospital, organizing a celebration for local veterans, collecting clothing/toys for an orphanage,
etc.)

1.1 _ No, | did not participate in any community service activity in the last 12 months

1.2 _ Yes, | participated in community activities from the list below (please check all that
apply):

1.2.1 __Teaching, tutoring, or mentoring children (without pay)

1.2.2 _ Working with the elderly/veterans

1.3.3 __Working to preserve local cultural and history

1.2.4__Working with a medical/health charity (such as the Red Cross)

1.2.5 _ Working to provide safe recreational opportunities for children and youth
1.2.6__Working to address disability issues

1.2.7__Working to improve interethnic and interreligious tolerance
1.2.8__Working to improve the environment

1.2.9_ Working to improve healthy lifestyles of children/youth

1.2.10__Working to address poverty issues

1.2.11 __Working to advocate for the interests/rights of children and youth
1.2.12 __Working to promote volunteering

1.2.13 __Other (please describe)

Question 2 (1.4.2): Are you currently or have you been in the past 12 month been involved in the
following activities and have you had leadership role:

Yes.| am/was a Yes, | had’have a No, | have not been
member leadership role in the involved in this activity
activity

2.1 Student
government (i.e.
student parliament or
student council)

2.2 School/university
club (theater club, film
club, geography club,
English club)

2.3 Youth council
outside of
school/university

2.4 Nonprofit
organization

2.5 Community
service/volunteer
project

2.6 Sports team
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2.7 Youth
club/organization
outside of your school

Please describe any other activities (such as non-school recreational activities, hobbies, paid
employment, etc.) you have been involved in during the last 12 months and your role in them:

Activity: Role:

Question 3 (1.3.1): On a scale of 1-5 (1-low; 5-high), please rate your confidence with the
following professional skills before your participation in YDCP and now.

Before Now
3.1 Public speaking 12345 12345
e 1-you are afraid to stand up and give a public speech
e 5- you enjoy public speaking and feel comfortable doing it

3.2 Ability to meet deadlines 123 45 123 45
e 1-you are usually late in meeting deadlines
e 2-you take pride in always meeting deadlines

3.3 Project management 1 23405 1283405
e 1-you did not have an opportunity to manage your own projects
e 5-you are a capable project manager

3.4 Teamwork/working with other people 1 2345 12345
e 1-you experience difficulties in working effectively in a team with other people
e 5-you are able to effectively and successfully work in a team

3.5 Networking 12345 12345
e 1-you do not know how to reach out and network with other people
e 5-you enjoy and seek opportunities to network with other people

3.6 Leadership 1 23405 12345
e 1-you have a difficult time leading people or lack opportunities to be a leader
e 5-you are an effective leader and seek out leadership opportunities

3.7 Skills in your field of work/study 1 2345 12345
(if employed or university/college student)
e 1-you are not confident of your skills in your field of work/study
e 5-you are very confident of your skills in your field of work/study and are consulted on the
Subject by others

Question 4 (1.3.1): What other professional skills do you feel you developed during YDCP?

Question 5 (1.3.1): Do you think your YDCP experience will help you work in a professional
setting?
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6.1 Yes 6.2 No

6.3 Difficult to answer

Question 6 (1.3.1): If “Yes”, please describe how:

6.4 Does not apply

Question 7 (1.1.2): For each item below, please indicate whether you strongly agree, agree,

disagree, or strongly disagree:

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree Nor Disagree
Disagree

7.1 My peers respect my
opinion

7.2 | have friends who | can
rely on in difficult situations

7.3 | can accomplish more
by myself, because other
people can get in the way of
getting things done

7.4 | get frustrated when |
don’t get my way in a group

7.5 | can accomplish more
working with other people
than by myself

7.6 | can learn a lot from my
peers

7.7 Working in a group is
more difficult than doing

things by myself

Question 8 (1.1.1): For each statement below, please indicate whether you strongly agree,
agree, disagree, or strongly disagree.

Strongly Agree Partially Disagree | Strongly | Not Sure
Agree Agree Disagree

8.1 Immigrants should adapt to
the culture of their new country
and not practice their own
cultural traditions.

8.2 It is important for me to be
aware of/understand the culture
of migrants.

8.3 Evenif I'min a hurry, | am
prepared to wait for a disabled
person to get on the bus/get up
the stairs.

8.4 It is justified to forbid certain
religions

8.5 | like that there are people
of other nationalites in my
class.

8.6 It is important to construct
special equipment (elevators,
lifts, etc.) in buildings for people
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with disabilities, even if it is
expensive.

8.7 | am not against people of
other nationality/religion living in
my town/village.

8.8 When choosing friends, a
person’s nationality is an
important factor for me.

Question 9 (1.1.1):
9.1 How many of your close friends are from religious or ethnic groups other than your own?

9.1.1 _ None

9.1.2 1-2

9.1.3 25

9.1.4 _ More than 5
9.1.

5 Don’t know

9.2 How many of your acquaintances are from religious or ethnic groups other than your own?

9.2.1 _ None
922 _ 15
9.2.3__6-10

9.2.4  More than 10
9.2.5_ Don't know

Question 10 (1.2.1): Your favorite gym has been badly damaged in the recent snowstorm, and
the facility does not have any money to fix it. It was the only place where you and your friends
could practice sports when it's cold outside and you like spending your time there on weekends
and after school. Now, you cannot use it until it's fixed. Please describe in five steps what you
would do in this situation:

Question 11 (1.4.1): Below is a list of issues that may affect your life, the life of your peers, and
your community. Please indicate how concerned and informed you are about these issues.

Rating for concern
1-The issue does not concern you in any way
2-You are somewhat concerned about this issue
3-You have a strong concern about this issue
4-This issue is a very big concern for you

Rating for knowledge:
1-Don’t know anything about it
2-Somewhat familiar with this issue-know basic information about it
3-Pay attention to this issue and follow it closely in the media and other
discussions
4-Very interested and knowledgeable about this issue; you are consulted by
others on this topic

Concern Knowledge
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Safety

11.1 Crime and Violence 1234 1234
11.2 Local Armed Conflict 1234 1234
Education

11.3 Education Reform 1234 1234
11.4 Quality of Education 1234 1234
11.5 Food at Educational Institutions 1234 1234
Health

11.6 Drug Abuse 1234 1234
11.7 Alcohol Abuse 1234 1234
11.8 HIV/AIDS 1234 1234
Social Issues

11.9 Environment 1234 1234
11.10 Poverty 1234 1234
11.11 Corruption 1234 1234
11.12 Disability Rights and Protection 1234 1234
11.13 Ethnic and Religious Tolerance 1234 1234
11.14 Trafficking 1234 1234
11.15 Domestic Violence 1234 1234
11.16 Policy Towards the Elderly 1234 1234

Youth Issues

11.17 Child Welfare 1234 1234
11.18 Youth Employment 1234 1234
11.19 Rights of Children and Youth 1234 1234
11.20 Availability of Recreational Opportunities 1234 1234
11.21 Juvenile Crime 1234 1234
11.22 Other (please describe) 1234 1234

Question 12 (1.4.1): Please select one issue from above that you are most concerned about and
briefly explain why it is important to you:

Question 13 (1.4.4): Young people in some communities encounter many problems, such as
lack of safe facilities where they can get together, play sports, hold dances, and spend time with
their friends. If you were in such a community, which of the following statements best describes
how you would react to this problem? (Please check one)

13.1 If one of my friends would take the lead, | would be willing to go with him/her to talk to the
authorities.

13.2 I'd complain to my friends and parents that there was no place to go after school.

13.3 would try to organize my friends to come up with a request that we would present to the
authorities.

13.4 The first thing | would do would be to get together with my friends and try to find out why we
don’t have a good youth center.

13.5 Although it would take a lot of time and energy, | would work with other young people to
organize a campaign to cooperate with authorities to raise funds to establish a suitable youth
center.

13.6 | would do nothing, as | don’t feel like I'm in a position to do something about this.

Question 14 (1.4.5): Please indicate what types of interactions you have had with local or
regional government representatives during the past 12 month (please choose all that apply):
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14.1 __ Attended an event where a government representative spoke
14.2 _ Wrote a letter to a government representative

14.3 __ Spoke on the phone

14.4 __ Spoke in person

14.5 _ Received material or non-material support for a project or initiative
14.6 __Other (please explain)

14.7 _ None (no engagement)

Question 15 (1.4.5): On a scale of 1-10, please rate how active you are in the political life of your
community? (1 — do not participate, 10 — very active). An answer should be stated in every line.

15.1 _ Participate in meetings and demonstrations 12345678910
15.2 __ Participate in elections 12345678910
15.3 __ Participate in the activity of political parties 12345678910
15.4 __| am a member of a youth political organization 12345678910

Question 16: For each statement below, please indicate whether you strongly agree, agree,
disagree, or strongly disagree:

Strongly Agree Partially Agree Disagree Strongly Not Sure
Agree Disagree

16.1 Young people like
me are in no position to
influence the decisions
of government officials.

16.2 When making
decisions concerning
young people, adults
(teachers, parents, etc.)
should seek our input.

16.3 | can contribute to
solving problems in my
village/city/town.

16.4 | am capable of
working with adults on
an equal level.

16.5 Adults should not
listen to young people
when making
decisions—we just
don’t have the life
experience to make
valid contributions.

Demographic Questions

Question 17: Gender: 17.1 Female__ 17.2 Male__
Question 18: What is your age?

Question 19: What is your occupation/what do you do? (please pick one)
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19.1 student at a secondary school
19.2 student at a college/university
19.3 work at

19.4 don'’t go to school/don’t work

Question 20: When did you join the project (month/year)

Question 21: Have you or do you currently hold a leadership role in this project (responsible for
managing the project, make important decisions, etc.)?

21.1 Yes___ (please choose)

21.1.1 ___ | serve as a project coordinator

21.1.2 ___ | serve as an assistant project coordinator
21.1.3 ___ | make key decisions

21.1.4 __ I'm responsible for organizing events
21.1.5___ Another leadership role (please explain)

Question 22: Where is your home located:

23.1 _ City
23.2__Town
23.3 __Rural area

Question 23: What oblast do you live in?

22.1 Tambov
22.2 Tyumen
22.3 Karelia
22.4 Stavropol
22.5 Chelyabinsk
22.6 Irkutsk

22.7 Tomsk

22.8 Murmansk
22.9 Kursk

22.10 Volgograd

; .
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Annex B: Questions Linked to Indicators:

Objective 1.1 Youth develop personal and social competencies
Indicator 1.1.1: % of young people who Questions 8-9
demonstrate an acceptance of ethnic,

cultural, and other diversity

Indicator 1.1.2: % of young people who Question 7

report the ability to interact/work with their

peers

| Objective 1.2 Youth develop cognitive and creative competencies
Indicator 1.2.1: % of young people who Questions 10 and 13
report the ability to solve problems

| Objective 1.3 Youth develop vocational competencies

Indicator 1.3.1: % of young people Questions 3-6
reporting gaining practical professional

skills as a result of the program

| Objective 1.4 Youth develop citizenship competencies
Indicator 1.4.1: % of young people who are Questions 11-12
knowledgeable about at least one

advocacy issue

Indicator 1.4.2: % of youth who report Question 2
being in a position of leadership
Indicator 1.4.3: % of young people who are Question 1

involved in a community improvement

process or other community service

Indicator 1.4.4: % of young people who Question 13
report feeling that they can make a

difference in their community

Indicator 1.4.5: % of young people who Questions 14-15
report having engaged with local or

regional government

Additional data on youth perception with Question 16
respect to positive youth development

theory

Demographic data Questions 17-23
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Annex C: Focus Group Guide

Cuenapmii poxkyc-rpynnoi
npoBoaumoii B pamkax Ilporpammesl AUPEKC «IIporpaMmma nmoaaep:KKu MoJI01e:KHbIX
UHULHATUB»

L Berynienue 15 mun

Jo6perit Beuep (ieHs). MeHs 30BYT........

Criacu60, 4TO OTKJIMKHYJIMCh Ha HAIlle MPUITIALICHUE U IPUILUIN AJIs1 y4acThs B paboTe

¢doxyc-rpynmbl. Kro-to n3 Bac npuHuMan panslie yaactTie B 00CYyKICHUSIX B TAKUX

rpynnax? (e Ha0o onpawueams Y4acmHUKos;, Kmo 3axomeJ, mom ompeazuposai, mem He

MeHee, HOCMOmpuUme Ha peaxkyuio YuacmHuKo8 — MO2ym Onpeoenumscs aKmusHsle u

naccusnvie)'® MHuOrHe, OCIE YIaCTHS B TAKKX JUCKYCCHAX, MHE TOBOPIIIH, YTO TIOTPATHIIHA

BpEMs C MOJIb30M.

3. Ceroanst Mbl cOOpaIMCh 31€Ch AJIs1 TOrO, 4YTOOBI MOrOBOPUTH O BameM MHeHUHU U
OTHOLIEHMH K Y4acTHI0 Bac U BalluX cBepCTHUKOB, B 00CY:K1eHUHN U PeLlieHUH
npoo.JIeM MOJIOEHKH.

4. JanHas GOKyc-Tpymma sBISETCS YaCTHIO OOJBIIOTO HCCIETOBAHMS, KOTOPOE MPOBOIUT
AVPEKC 1o TIporpamMme 1o i1ep KKi MOJIOICKHBIX HHAIMATHE (JHHAHCHP yeMOi
ArenrcrBom CIIA no mexayHapogHoMy pa3Butuio. [lepBbiM 3Tamnom ucciaeqoBaHus ObLIO
aHKETUPOBaHME y4acTHUKOB [IporpaMMebl, B KOTOPOM BBI BCE YK€ MIPUHUMAIHN ydacTue.

5. Hame o6cyxnenue 6yner anmutees He OoJiee 2 yacoB. S Oyny npocuth OTBeTHTh Bac Ha
BoTpocHL. S yBepeH(a), y Bac ecTh MHOTO HHTEPECHOI 1 TIOJIe3HOM HH(POPMALHU, KOTOPOi
Be1 3axotuTe nogemuthes. OnHako, eciiu Bel He XOTUTE BBICKAa3bIBATHCS IO KAKOMY-JILOO
BOIIpOCY, 3T0 Bamre mpaso.

6. Bo Bpems Haeil paboThl OyaeT BECTUCh ayAHO- U BUAE03aIMUCh. DTO HYXHO I TOTO,
YTOOBI MBI MOTJIM MOCJIE AUCKYCCUU BHUMATEIBHO MPOAHATU3UPOBATh BCE, YTO 31ECh
npoucxoauio. S yBepeH, uto Ber 06 3TOM 3a0ymere, kKak TOIbKO MBI HauHeM. Bee, uTo B
CKa)KeTe MHE CETOJIHS, HEe OyIEeT CBsA3aHO (accormupoBarbes) ¢ Bammm nverem. Ham
HWHTEPECHO pa3HooOpaszue Bamux MHEHUH.

7. Ecnu Bac unrepecyer, nouemy otoOpaiu UMEHHO Bac, To OCHOBHBIM KpUTEpHEM OTOOpa
OBLJIO CTPEMJICHHE NIPEJICTABUT PA3IMYHbIE TPYIIIIBI JI01€H, KOTOPbIE YIaCTBOBAJIH B
Hporpamme AMPEKC.

8. Mos pabora, KaK BEAYIIEro, COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI COCPEIOTOYNTH HaIlle BHUMAHUE HA TEME
0OLIeHHMSI, IPETOCTABUTH BOZMOKHOCTh K&KIOMY YYaCTHUKY BBICKa3aThCsl U 00ECIICUUTh
JUHAMHUYHYIO paboTy.

9. Ilpexnae yem MbI IPUCTYNUM K OOCYKACHHUIO, 1 X0Tes(a) Obl HAMTOMHHUTH O HEKOTOPBIX

MpaBUJIaX HAIIEro OOIICHUS:

® MoOWIBHBIE TeNne(OHBI TOJKHBI OBITh TIOCTABICHBI B PEKUM pabOTHI 3BOHKA «0€3 3ByKa»

® HE CYLIECTBYET NPaBWJIbHBIX MM HENPABUJIBHBIX OTBETOB, a €CTh Pa3IUYHbIC TOUKU
3peHHus;

® HEraTMBHOE OTHOIICHUE CTOJIb K€ BaXKHO JJIs1 HAC, CKOJIb M TIO3UTHBHOE;

® MHEHHE Ka)KIOIO YeJOBEeKa OYeHb BaAXKHO JJISI HAC;

® 4yro OBl MOXXHO OBUIO YCJIBIILIATH KAXI0TO, Mbl OyZIEM TOBOPHUTH 10 OAHOMY;

o=

16 .

31ech U Jajnee BblIEIEHHbIA KYpCUBOM TEKCT IPEAHA3HAUAETCS] TOJIbKO BHUMAHHUIO MOJEPATOPA U CILYXKUT IS
HEro Kak clpaBouHas uHbopManus. «Bo3MOXKHBIE OTBEThI», IPEAJIOKEHHBIE K BOIPOCAM MOL'YT CIIY>KUTh JIUIIb
HOJICKa3KOH MoziepaTopy Uit GOpMyYIUPOBKM YTOUHSIOMIKX (He HABOJSIIIMX) BOIPOCOB.
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10.

11.

12.

® 5 HCKpEHHe 3auHTepecoBaH(a) B Bamux Toukax 3peHus u xouy, 4To0b! Bl BeIpakanu nx
KakK MOKHO 0oJiee TOUHO;

® y MEHS HET IeJIM B YeM-TO KOTO-TO YOeIuTh, HaM BaXKHO Pa3HOOOpas3ve MHCHU;

® Ha OpaBax BEAYILEro s MOry OpepBaTh Bac - u 3apaHee npolly OpOIIECHHUS - UIH 51 MOTY
HaMEPEHHO MEPEKIIIoUUTh Bac Ha apyryro TeMy pa3roBopa.

Jlnst yno6cTBa OOIIIeHMS KaXKABI MOXKET HAMCATh CBOE UMSI FITH TO, KaK OH(OHA) XO4eT

9TOOBI €ro Ha3hIBaJM, Ha KAPTOYKE U IPUKPENUTH €€ TaK, YTOOBI BHIEIH OCTaIHHBIC

YYIaCTHUKHU.

Mpr1 st Bac mpurotoBuim yaii/kode, Boay. B xoae 00CcyXaeHUS MOXKHO 3THM

MOJIb30BaThCA. S Hajeroch Ha Bamy moMo1Ipb U Ha Ballle UCKPEHHEE U 3aUHTEPECOBAHHOE

y4acTue.

Temeps s xoTen(a) mpeacTaBuTh BaM cBOMX (CBOETO) MMOMOIIHUKA(OB). . ...... M xoTem(a) Ob

Bac monpocuth NpeacTaBUTHCA CAMUM:

e [loxaiyiicTa, ckaxure, Kak Bac 30ByT, yem BbI 3aHMMaeTech 1 4TO TFOOUTE JETIaTh B
cBobOoaHOE Bpemsi??

IL. Pasmunka (ycTaHoBJIeHHe KOHTAaKTa) 15 MuH

Pacckaxure 0 Bamem yuactuu B [Iporpamme? (onpocums 6cex yuacmmuuxog)
o Kakas 6pu1a Bama poss B mpoekre? Kak gonro? Kakoe Bneuatnenue y Bac
CIIOKHJIOCH OT Y4acTUsl B IPOEKTE? (MOJCHO He YMOUHAMY, cleoume 3a 6pemMeHem
1-2-mumn)

III.  OcHoBHas YacTh — NIYOUHHOE MHTEPBBIO 95 MUH

IIpencraBuMm cede cUTyanuIo, 4To s npuexas(a) u3 Apyroro ropoaa. Tam He ObLI0
NMoJA00HBIX MPOEKTOB U MO3TOMY f He 3Hal0 4TO 3T0 Takoe. 5 Bctperwii(a) Bac u Bl
3aX0TeJ I YOeaIuTh MeHS MPUCOETNHUTHLCS K IeATEeIBHOCTH M0 npoekTy. UTto Bbl MHe
CKaKUTE? onpocume 8cex, ciedume 3a pemerem — oatime Kaxcoomy 1-2 munymsi Ha
00BsICHEHUe — NOCle OMEemos ymounsiiime (eciu Heobxooumo): « dmo Bui umeeme 66udy?
Mooiceme nu 6ol nosicnums ? ») Bpems na sonpoc: 8 mun.

o (ecnu ne yciviuume omeem Ha sonpoc: Ilouemy 11 10J:KeH(a) y4acTBOBaTh B

npoeKTe? — 3adaiime e2o 6cem)

Yto Bbl Y3HAJIH, yuacTBYs B IpoeKTe? (cieoume 3a mem, ymobwvl 0meeuan npo 3HaAHus,
a He Npo YMeHUs Ul HAbIKU (M.e. Mo 4mo Hay4uiucy oerams). Ilpu Heobxooumocmu
PA3vACHUMe, YMo 3HAHUS — MO HO8As uHGgopmayus) Bpemsa na eonpoc: 6 mun.
o Kaxk Bsr onienuBaere 3tu 3HaHHA? (Onpocume cex, cieoume 3a 6pemeHemM — nocie
omeemos ymounsiiime, (ouxcupyiime MHeHUsl IOHOWEU U 0esyueK)
o (6 ciyuae nonoscumenvhvix omseemog) Kak Bel cMOkeTe UCTIONB30BaTh 3TH
3HaHUA B OynynieMm? (nocie omeemog ymounsiime (eciu Heodxooumo): Mooceme
Ju vl noschums? Ilpuseoume npumep?)

IIpen Bamu jexxkat aucthl 0ymaru. Bo3sMuTe o1MH JMCTOK M HANMIIMTE HA HEM TPHU
CaMbIX Ba’KHBIX KOHKPETHBIX IPHMepa Toro, 4To Bel HAYYHJIMCh 1€J1aTh BO Bpems
y4yacTHs B MPOEKTe B mopsaaKe Ba:kHOCTH (1 — oueHb Ba:kHOo; 3 — MeHee Ba:xkHO). Korga
3aKOHYUTE, Nepeaaiite Bamu Jucrku MmHe. Y Hac ¢ Bamu Ha 310 ecTh 3 MUHYTBI. Bpeus
Ha sonpoc: 4 mun.
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10.

11.

Kakwue, no Bamemy MHenn1o, INYHbIC KAY€CTBA nmomMoriao Bam pa3Buth yuacrue B
npoekTe? (cnedume 3a mem, YMoObL OMELUANU UMEHHO NPO JUYHbLE KA4eCmaa, m.e.
UHOUBUOYATIbHBIE 0OCODEHHOCMU, KOMOPble 8bl NOJyHAeme NPU POANCOCHUU U MONCEme
pazsumnv 6 npoyecce yvacmusi 6 npoexme (uau pabomst). Ilpumepamu munvix Kauecme
SAGNAIOMCST MePNneHue, ONMUMUZM U 8000padicenue, cocmpaanue, yeaxceuue u m.o.)
Bpewms na sonpoc: 6 mun.

IIpuBenute npumep Bamiero yuacTusi B pellieHUH COIUATBHON MPodJieMbl (MycTh
He0O0JIbII0I) NJIM 3a1IUTe HHTEPECOB IPYNbI JIIO/Iei M1 KOHKPETHOTO Ye/I0BeKa
(Hamp. Balllero cBepCTHHUKA). (Onpocume 8cex, ciedume 3a pemMeHemM — nocjie Omeemos
ymounsaime) Ecau nuxmo ne yuacmeosan, mo nepexooume Kk 6onpocy Ne7 u ece no08onpocul
3aoaeavime mam. Bpews na eonpoc: 7 mumn.

[ouemy Bbl pemniau Tak noctynuth? (Eciu HUKMO He yuacmeoeai, mo nepexooume K
gonpocy Ne§ u ece nodsonpocul 3a0asaiime mam). Bpems na sonpoc: 8 mum.
o Kro eme Bam momoran?
o Kak Bel npuanmanu pewmenunsi? Eciu Bel npuHuManu peieHns: COBMECTHO €
JOPYTUMU JIIOJIbMH, YeM OHH OT Bac orimmuanucs? (ymounaiowue éonpocel: Kakue
y HuX Obun ocobennocTu? Kakum o6pazom Bel ux yuutsiBanm?)
o Kro 6su1 munepom?
o Onwummre CUTYaIuio, KOT/ia Apyrue NpuHsum Bamry Touky 3peHus/MHEHHE.

Pacckaskute 0 HauGoJ1ee 3HaUUMOM AJis1 Bac ycnexe, koToporo Bel nocTuriu 3a Bpems
npoekTa? (onpocume cex, cieoume 3a 6pemMeHem — nociie omeemos ymounsaume: [louemy
OHU CYUMAIOM 91O YCNEXOM, QUKCUPYIIME MHEHUS IOHOWEN U 0e8YUIeK)

Bpems na sonpoc: 7 muH.

Kak, no-Bamemy, 10J5KHA MPOABJIASATHCA AaKTUBHAS KU3HEHHAsSI O3UUMA? (onpocume
6cex, creoume 3a gpemenem — nocie omeemos ymounsume: Iovemy?, [lpuseoume npumep?,
Guxcupyiime muenust ionoutell u degyuiex) Bpems na sonpoc: 6 mu.
o Kak nomken Bectu ce0st MOJIO0# YeTOBEK?
o Ecmm Bama aktuBHas )KU3HEHHAS TO3UIUS BEJET (TpUBeNa) K KOHQIMKTY Kak
Bel octymute ? (60001e-mo Hado KoH@AUKmMbL npedomepauyams audo
HAX00UMb 63aUMONpUEMaAEMble PeUeHUsl, WOMU HA PA3YMHBIU KOMAPOMUCC)

I[IpuBenuTe mpumep NMpobJieMbl, KOTOpas 3aTparuBaet Bac u Bammx apyseii,
3HAKOMBIX? (onpocume 8cex, credume 3a epemenem) UTo MOKHO C1€IaTh, YTOOBI PEIIUTH
3Ty npodaemy? (onpocume gcex, ciedume 3a 8pemeHemM, OMeembl ACCUCMEHN 00IHCEH
3anucams Ha paun-uapme) (6eposAmMHO, HAYHYM NPeONA2AMb BAPUAHMBL OMBEMOE KAK 6
10-m 6onpoce ankemot. Toeoa cnpocume:
o UTo u3 npe/ioKEHHBIX BApHAHTOB MOKHO OTHECTH K aKTUBHOM, a 4TO K
MacCUBHOM xu3HeHHOU no3unmu? [Touemy? (nonpocume obocnosams).
o Ecmm HeoOX0 MO penmTh MpoOIeMy OTCYTCTBHS MOJIOJCKHOTO IIEHTPA B OJTHOM
13 paiioHOB TOpoaa (WK B Celie), YTO JJI STOTO MOTYT CAEJIaTh MOJIOJIbIC JFOIU?
o Kak, mo-BaremMy, pactpeeuThCs OTBETCTBEHHOCTh MEKY MOJIOIBIMH JIFOIbMHU
U B3poCIbIMU? Bpems na éonpoc: 7 MuH.

Kakumu, no-samemy, 10J1KHbI ObITh OTHOIIEHHS MEKIY MOJIOABIMH JTIOABMH
(Bammmu cBepCTHUKAMM) ¥ B3POCJIBIMH, YYACTBYIOIIMMH B MIpolecce pelieHust

711

SOCIAL IMPACT



.
b

Youth Development Competencies Program (YDCP) #118-A-00-08
IREX Evaluation Report

npoo6JieM MOJIOIe:KH HA MECTHOM MJIM PernoHaJIbHOM? (onpocume 6cex, credume 3a
eépemenem) Bpems Ha gonpoc: 6 MuH.
o Tlosicaute, mouemy Bol Tak cunrtaere?

12. Eciu 0b1 BBl HAMKUCAJIM CHEHAPUI PEKJIAMHOI0 POJHKA 00 Y4acTUM B3POCJIbIX B
pelleHnd MPodaeM MOJIO/Ie:KH, YTO ObI BbI X0Te I Moka3aTh? KTo 0611 0b1 repoeM
posnka? KT1o cTaj 0bl €ro cMOTpPeTh? (onpocume 6cex, ciedume 3a epemernem) Bpews Ha

gonpoc: 7 MuH.

13. Kakue y Bac ecTb BO3MOKHOCTH JJIsl Y4aCTHS B pellIeHUH MPOOJIeM MOJIOAEKN B
Bamem I'opone (cene)? (onpocume 6cex, ciedume 3a 8pemenem, YmouHALUme omeenul,
uxcupyiime muenust ionoutell u degyuiex) Bpems na sonpoc: 6 mu.

14. Yro Bbl moHUMaeTe M0/l TEPMHUHOM «MAPTHEPCTBO MOJIOAEKH M B3POCIbIX»? (onpocume
ecex, crieoume 3a epemMenem, ymounsaime omeemol) Bpems na eonpoc: 6 muH.

15. Kak, Ha Bam B31J1s11, MOKHO 0XapaKTepPU30BaTh O THOIIEHUSI MOJIOIEKH M B3POCIBIX
ceroausn? (onpocume 8cex, puxcupyiime omeemul 0HOULEN U Oe8YULEK, YINOUHSLIMe
omeemvl: Ymo vt umenu 8eudy? Ilpusedume npumep?) Bpems na eonpoc: 6 muH.

o [Iloscaute, mouemy Bol Tak cunrtaere?

16. I'ne (B kKaKuX mporpamMmax) Morjo 0bl ObITh 3¢ (PeKTUBHBIM y4acTHe MOJIOJBIX JIIOJeil B
NapTHEPCTBE €O B3POCAbIMU? (Heobx00umo om Kaxicoo2o yuacmuuxa 00oumscs
MAKCUMATLHO KOHKPEMHO20 Omeema depe3 ymounsaowue 60npocwl) Bpemsa na eonpoc: 6
MUH.

IV. 3akaouenue 10 Mmua

VYBaxaemble npy3bsi! [Ipuinio Bpemst HOABECTH UTOT HAIIETO OOCYKICHHUSI.

Tema Hamero o6cyxnenus Obla: BalleM MHeHUM M OTHOLEHUM K yuyacTHio Bac n
BalllNX CBEPCTHUKOB, B 00CYK/IeHUM U pellleHuH NMpodaemM MoJoaexu. Hagerocs, uto
JUCKYCCHUS Y HAC TOJIyYHJIACh MHTEPECHON HE TOJIBKO JISI MEHS KaK BEIYILETO U
OpraHu3aTopoB QOKyc-TPyIBI, HO U i Bac.

3a BpeMst AUCKYCCHUU Mbl BBISICHHIIH, YTO
MBI onpenenuiy, 9ro
3. Xouy Bac uckpenne no0narogapuTh 3a aKTUBHYIO paOOTy U BKJIaJ B MCClIeIOBaHUE. 3a
Bamm untepecHsie BrickasbiBanusA. Criacu6o 60spioe 3a Bairy OTKpBITOCTD U JKeTaHue
noAemmThesa Bammvu mHeHUsIMH, yoexaeHusMu 1 uaesmu. Crnacu6o! Pabora
3aKoHYeHa!

DN —
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Annex D: Training Agenda

Cemunap
HABBIKH TPOBEJEHUSA ®OKYC I'PYIIII
B pamkax I[IporpamMmsbl NOAePKKH MOJIOAEKHBIX HHUIIMATHB

JaTsl npoBenenusi: 14 — 15 mas

Mecto nposeaenusi: MockBa, roctuauiia Makcuma [lanopama, yn. Mactepkosa, a. 4
YuyacTHuku: yqactHuku [IporpamMmel, KoTopbie OyyT IPOBOIUTH (DOKYC TPYIIBI B pErHOHAX
HCCIIEOBAHMS

Heab: YyacTHUKM ceMUHapa 3HAIOT MOPSIOK OPTaHU3alluU U YMEIOT MMPOBOIUTH (POKYC TPYIIIHI.
Konnenuusi TpeHuHra: B xone TpeHnHra yaacTHuKaM OyayT IpeasioKeHbl TEOPETUIECKUE
MaTtepuansl (pa31aToyHble MaTepUabl, MPE3EHTALHMS), @ TAKKe OYIYT MPOBEACHBI NPAKTUIECKIE
yrnpaxHeHrs.. OCHOBHOM aKLEHT B X0/1€ 3aHATUH OyJeT cieaH Ha 0TpabOTKY MPaKTHYECKUX
HaBBIKOB. /{114 Liesel mpoBeaeHus NPAaKTUYEeCKUX 3aHATUH yJaCTHUKH OyayT pa3OuThl Ha
TPYIIIbI; KaXI0HW rpymnme Oyaer naHa pazpaboTaHHas TPEHEPOM CUTYalus (case); Ha OCHOBE
MPEIJIOKEHHON CUTYallMi YYaCTHUKU OyayT oTpadaThIBaTh HABBIKM IO MOATOTOBKE U
MPOBeICHUIO (OKYC TPYIIbI). B X01e TpeHUHTA Ka)IbIi YIaCTHUK CMOXKET 0TpaboTaTh HAaBBIKH,
moObIBaB B pa3HbIX poJisiX. st oTpaboTKM HaBBIKOB OyIEeT MPOBOAUTHCS BUIE03AIICH POJIEBBIX
UTP C TIOCIIEAYIOIUM aHATU30M.

IToBecTKa THA

14 man
HauaJuo 11:00

Ceccus 1

3HakomcTBO. Okuganus yuacTHUKOB. Llenu u 3anaun ceMuHapa, npeacTaBIeHIE TOBECTKU JHS,
y4eOHBIX MaTepuaioB. Beenenue: Uto takoe ¢okyc rpymmna. Goxyc rpymmna Kak 0O1uH U3
METOJ0B HCCIICAOBaHUS.

OBEJ 13:00 -14:00

Ceccus 2
Kak ¢popmymmposats nemm ¢oxyc rpynmsi? [IpenBapurensHas paboTa Mo HoaroToBke Gokyc
rpynnsl. [Ipaktuaeckoe ynpaxsaeHnue. PazpaboTka miaHa MeponpusTHIA 1O OATOTOBKE (OKYC

TP YIIIIBL.

IlepepsiB 15:45
Ceccusn 3

OTt60p u npurnamenune yyactTHukoB. Kpurepun otO0opa y4acTHHKOB.
[Mpaktudeckoe ynpaxkHenue. PazpaboTka MeToquku 0TOOpa yIaCTHUKOB (DOKYC TPYIIITEI.

Kode-opeiik 17:30

Ceccus 4
Cocrasienue BonpocoB aist Gokyc rpynnsl. PazpaboTka crieHapus mpoBeaeHUs (OKYC TPYIIIBL.
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[pakTuueckoe ynpaxkHeHue. PazpaboTrka crieHapus (HOKYC TpYIIIbI, pacnpe/eieHnue pojen
OpTaHu3aToOpOB (POKYC TPYIIIHL.

Yoxuu 19:00

15 man

Hauajo 09:30

Ceccus 5

Br10op kKoopuHATOpa B MecTa MpoBeaeHUs (GOKyC Tpyibl. UTo T0JDKeH 3HATh U YMETh
KoopHaTop (Gokyc rpymmbl? TeXHIUYeCKOe OCHAIICHUE MECTa MPOBEICHUS (POKYC TPYIIIIHI.
[pakTuueckoe ynpaxHeHue. PazpaboTka «10DKHOCTHON MHCTP yKIIMKU» KOOPAUHATOPA (POKYC
rpymmsl. [IpoBeaeHE HHTEPBBIO C KAHIUIATOM.

IepepsiB 11:15

Ceccus 6
Hasoiku pacummranim. Benenne 3anmceil BRICTYIUICHHH yIaCTHHKOB.
[pakTudeckoe ynpaxkHenue. PoneBas urpa: nmposeaeHue GoKyc TpymITbL.

OBEJ 13:00-14:00

Ceccus 7

Hasbiku pacummrarim (mpo 0 nKeHue)

[pakTtuaeckoe ynpaxknenue. PoneBas urpa: nmposeaeHue Gokyc rpynisl (IpocMOTp
BHJIC03aINCEH, KOMMEHTapHUH YYaCTHUKOB M TPEHEPA)

IepepniB 15:45

Ceccus 8

WuTepniperaryst ¥ 0OTYET O pe3yybraTax MpoBeJcHU POKYC rpymbl. JabHeHIIe KOHTAKThI C
ydacTHUKaMHU (HDOKYC TP YIIITHIL.

[pakTuueckoe ynpaxHenue. [IpeacrapneHue oTaera 0 pe3yiabTarax GOKyc TpyIibl (B POJICBON

Urpe)

Kode-opeiik 17:30

Ceccus 9

3axmounTenbHas ceccust. [ImannpoBanue Gokyc rpymm B pamkax nporpammsl [IREX —
OTIpeJIeIICHIE CPOKOB JICHCTBHUIA 1O MMOATOTOBKE U MPOBEACHUIO (DOKYC TPYIIIL.
Bonpocsl U OTBETHL.

Yoxkun 19:00
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Annex E: IREX Technical Approach

IREX designed YDCP in response to a request from USAID, in an effort to consolidate disparate
investments made by USAID and other donors so that youth projects focused on competency building
could be replicated throughout Russia. The program aims to support young people in developing the
skills, attitudes, and abilities they need to become successful adults and active citizens by engaging them
in addressing community needs.

The nurturing of competencies for this generation will enable them to become productive and
thoughtful citizens and will build human capital within the country in a sustainable manner. The
development of creative, empowered, engaged, and problem-solving citizens will ensure a more stable
youth environment in the country, and will contribute to the more overarching development goals in
the region.

By facilitating the replication and expansion of programs in line with the best practices in positive youth
development, YDCP aims to empower youth and develop their personal, professional, and social
competencies.

To achieve the stated objectives, YDCP utilized two key models of youth activity in the first three years
of implementation: the Youth-Driven Model and the Community Schools Model. Together, they seek to
engage and inform the youth sector in Russia, expanding the reach of successful programs while
empowering young people through peer-to-peer knowledge sharing. As part of YDCP, these two models
were implemented by youth-oriented organizations in ten regions throughout Russia.

In its 4% year extension period, YDCP works to strengthen youth policies and position young people at
the center of youth programming through:

® Supporting youth-led community projects;

® Increasing local government’s understanding of youth needs and addressing them holistically;

¢ Training youth-serving organizations and professionals to improve programming, build skills in positive
youth development, and influence policy; and

e Facilitating collaboration between government, nonprofit representatives, and young people.

Youth-Driven Model

The YDCP program selected the best youth-driven programming currently practiced in Russia, and
facilitated its replication by local youth, through funding, training and mentoring. Additionally, the YDCP
program worked with regional adult stakeholders from government, business and media in order to
ensure ongoing community support for youth, and the institutionalization of the replicated programs.

In seven regions (Republic of Karelia, Stavropol Kray, and the regions of Irkutsk, Volgograd, Chelyabinsk,
Tambov and Tyumen), IREX used a youth—driven model (based on peer to peer interaction) to impart
information and experience. Young representatives of effective youth programs throughout Russia
(innovators) exhibited their programs at youth empowerment road shows held in each of the seven
regions. Groups of local youth (action teams) then had the opportunity to compete for funding to adapt
the program of their choice (thus becoming adaptors). Further support was provided to facilitate
interaction between the innovators and the adaptors as well as to assist the adaptors in securing
community support for their projects.
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Identifying innovators with proven, successful youth-driven programs was central to the successful
implementation of YDCP. Their models formed the backbone of the activities implemented in each of
the seven regions. Innovators exhibited their models at the Youth Empowerment Road Shows and later
hosted and mentored the local young adaptors who selected their programs for replication. A selection
committee made up of professionals in NGO development and youth policy participated in the selection
of innovators, giving preference to projects that:

Are youth-driven (i.e. young people play a critical role in implementation);

Engage young people (14-20 years old) in the following types of projects: recreation, skill
building, activism and service and policy and leadership;

Are sustainable (should have existed for more than one full program cycle);

Can be concretely described and budgeted;

Can be easily replicated in other areas and circumstances; and

Are associated with an institution (NGO, school, university) that can provide guidance and
infrastructure, and that has a proven track record in financial reporting and responsibility.

Y VY

YV VY

During the first year of program activity, youth empowerment road shows were held in each of the
seven target regions for the youth-driven model. These large colorful gatherings, covered heavily by the
local press, brought together all of the major local groups with a stake in youth issues, and introduced
them to progressive youth-driven programming from all over Russia, and to the tenets of the well
respected and extensively utilized theory of positive youth development. IREX worked closely with the
Regional Coordinating Organizations (RCOs) to recruit the action teams (young people between the ages
of 14 and 20 plus an adult coordinator) that would attend the event. By the end of the road shows:

» Action Teams learned tools for determining local demand and selecting programs to adapt for
their region/city/village; gained motivation and inspiration to launch adapted programs; learned
about successful youth models from across Russia and how to collaborate effectively with youth
who implement them. They also understood how to apply for the seed grants that allowed them
to become adapters.

» Adult Stakeholders learned the benefits of and methods for conducting youth-empowering
programs on the basis of positive youth development; learned about successful youth models
from across Russia; networked with other stakeholders and youth from their region and across
Russia.

» Innovators gained public speaking and presentation skills; networked with other motivated
youth and adult stakeholders; and began a working relationship with adapters interested in
replicating their programs.

After the road shows, the action teams applied for seed grants; those selected became adaptors and
started replicating their chosen project model with technical assistance and oversight from the

innovators, RCOs, and IREX.

Community Schools Model

In three regions (Kursk, Murmansk and Tomsk), IREX worked with local partners to implement the
Community Schools model, which equips schools to serve as hubs for positive youth development activities.
This model aims to help young people develop confidence, self-esteem and belief in their own abilities to
effect change by working on school-based projects to improve their communities.

The major goal of the experienced partner NGOs is to establish Community Schools in their target areas. In
each participating school, teachers, administrators and students were trained in project management,
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community needs assessment, fundraising, and social marketing. After the training, the Community School
students implement small projects that both benefit their community and enable them to develop the skills
they need to become successful adults. As part of the model, Community Schools are encouraged to partner
with local government, business, and the media in order to become a sustainable locus of positive
community development.

To ensure lasting change, Community School projects were required to garner support from local business
and government in order to receive funding from YDCP. Matching grants of just $100 to $500 were awarded

to stimulate low-cost, high-impact projects and prove the value of community investment to local
stakeholders.
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