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A big question: What is the international status of Positive 
Youth Development?

It is easy to see the qualitative difference of youth programs that 
put youth out front, but difficult to quantify. While there are 
many youth programs, the systemic impact is unclear as to when 
and where PYD approaches are enhancing their 
effectiveness…Many programs incorporate ‘some’ PYD 
components...[but how] those components have an impact is 
difficult to measure and typically make programs more 
expensive (e.g., planning the time and resources needed for 
meaningful youth participation).

--Global assessment key informant



Q1. To what extent has the PYD approach been adopted/integrated in USAID YouthPower programming 
and beyond in LMIC youth programming?

Q2. What are lessons learned, gaps, and future recommendations for cross-sectoral, sustainable 
systems for youth development programs, and effective youth engagement? 

Mixed methods study: 
Global, Indonesia, Uganda 
and Kenya
Key Informant interviews: 40
Focus Group Discussions: 5
Survey respondents: 575 
Document review: YP RFTOP 
for systems 
Web review: Donor 
landscape 
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Findings: PYD Uptake
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Figure 3. Extent to which respondents report their organization's youth development programs incorporate 
PYD features

High degree Some degree Low degree Not at all



Perceptions of PYD awareness in LMICs
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Figure 6. Perceptions PYD awareness and youth investments in LMICs

High degree Some degree Low degree Not at all



Most critical resources needed for PYD
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Figure 10. The most critical resources needed for improvements in PYD programming (n=356)



Extent of youth participation
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Figure 15. Extent to which respondents' indicated their organizations incorporated youth participation, 
by location and type

High degree Some degree Low degree Not at all



Youth systems 
(Enabling environment)
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Figure 16. Survey respondents on what is most needed to improve country-based support of PYD in 
LMICs

The entire set of individuals, groups, settings, institutions, and policies that shape 
the degree to which young people grow, thrive, feel safe, engaged, and heard. 
Dimensions:

• Social (relationships with peers and adults), 

• Normative (attitudes, norms and beliefs),

• Structural (laws, policies, programs services, and systems)

• Physical (safe, supportive, inclusive spaces).



Youth systems findings

• Over-emphasis on measurable outcomes over building 
country youth systems.  Weak “systems” lexicon. 

• Capacity-building and focus on institutional relationships, 
but often lacking strategic focus. 

• Leverage of local investment is under-developed.

• Shared standards, monitoring and evaluation for systems 
change are rarely the focus of dedicated attention. 

• Youth policy reform and alignment are relatively rare. 

• Changing roles of IPs: facilitative, bringing together diverse 
country-level stakeholders. 

• Normative changes (mindset shifts) have been 
demonstrated across diverse areas. 



Recommendations



Deepening and expansion of PYD

1. Tighten the knowledge management feedback loop between 
program implementation and research, evaluation, guidance.

2. Develop PYD materials that use clearer, “everyday” language, 
resonate with country contexts, and are translated into major 
world languages. 

3. Facilitate the efficient delivery of consistent, high-quality PYD 
training for country-level governments, institutions and 
partners. 

4. Enable USAID Missions to gain a more accurate understanding 
of their own strengths and weaknesses through peer exchange 
and benchmarking. 



Youth engagement

1. Co-create practical models or mechanisms for youth engagement at 
the country-level through a joint effort of USAID/Washington, USAID 
Missions, country governments, and established youth-led 
organizations. 

2. Increase youth participation and leadership of PYD-related research 
and evaluation. 



Strengthening youth systems

1. Identify, track and support progress of system change efforts 
already locally initiated and owned. 

2. Improve knowledge of systems analytics and terminology among 
USAID and its partners in order to better understand the systems 
dynamics around youth development challenges.

3. Deepen understanding of and support to the role of intermediary 
organizations that play a critical role in youth systems work.

4. Explore the use of shared monitoring and evaluation platforms 
(dashboards) for systems work. 

5. Avoid over-reliance on “the numbers” to evaluate the success of 
systems activities; relationships are at the heart of change. 



Systems scoring matrix: Useful for reflection



Q & A

For comments and more information:

Clare Ignatowski clarei@creativedc.com

Samantha Ski sski@urc-chr.com
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Current cross-sectoral investment


