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Executive Summary

In the summer of 2012, IREX undertook a mixed-
method, formative evaluation of the Youth Civic
Engagementand Dialogue (YCED) program. The
combinedinternal and external evaluation team
focused primarily onamethodology based on the
participatory Most Significant Change (MSC)
technique, eliciting youth's stories of change resulting
fromtheirparticipationinthe program. The expected
and actual benefits of using this methodology were
many:

Using open-ended questions to elicit results and
evidence of change allowed the team to capture
unintended outcomes of the project to date and will
continueto allow the team to capture outcomes as it
applies MSC in future monitoring activities and in the
final evaluation.

The MSCtechnique provided a systematic way to
capture attitudinal change, without diminishing the
rich qualitative data shared by participants.
Storytelling provided a means for gauging beliefs and
perspectivesin a program whose highest objective
involves attitudinalchange. It also allowed staff to
understand how and why those attitudinalchanges
had occurred.

The evaluation team also used traditional surveys to
attempt to measure attitudinaland behavioral
change. Survey data served to triangulate and

Highlights from Most Significant
Change Stories

“[The project] taught me to be better, to
not be aggressive likel used to be. Before, |
didn’t care about anything. Now | am
interested, first of all, in the people around

us. We must not mock them; we must
not discriminate against each
other based on ethnicity.”

“Eventhough [the Roma] did not bother
me, | didn’ttry to become friends with
them [before the project]. People say: you
are of a differentreligion, youdressina
certain way, you listento a certain kind of
music. Thisis not good. They are
people and they really have

something to say and to show.”

“| learned what it means to volunteer. |
didn’t know what this was beforehand. |
would only do thingsif | got paid. Before, |

only cared about myself, but this
project made me think of others.
This project made me more responsible,

towards myself and towards society and
towards my school.”

complement data from the qualitative storytelling tool, though local and partner staff believed thatthe
storytelling tool often provided a clearer picture of some changes than did the survey.

The participatory nature of the evaluation —in which youth used video cameras to record their peers’
stories of change—complemented the activities of the program, which aimed to provide youth with the
skills and knowledge to make positive changes in their communities. This youth-led evaluation reinforced
key principles of Positive Youth Development,” a cornerstone of the program’s youth approach.

The participatory nature of the evaluation also provided an opportunity for local project stakeholders —
including local partner Romani CRISS (RCRISS) staff as well as local IREX staff —to take a lead role in the

! See more on Positive Youth Development on p. iv.



evaluation. RomaniCRISS staff members took ownership of the evaluation process and have since
incorporated MSCinto their monitoring of another program serving the Roma population.

Background of this evaluation

A. Overview of the YCED Program

While Romaniaand Moldova have made impressive strides toward promotingintercultural education
and increasing school attendance among Roma children at the primary level, limited support exists for
rural and marginalized youth beyond Grade 8. Despite explicit prohibition of segregation under
Romanian, Moldovan, and European law, certain schoolsinthe region are still segregated. Inintegrated
schools, Romastudents are at times discriminated against by educators and other students, which can
contribute to low attendance and high dropout rates. In Moldova, only roughly 45% of secondary-school
age Romayouthare enrolledinschools.” InRomania, in recent years the percentage of Romayouth
aged 16-19 enrolledin school has been aslow as 17%.> These marginalized youth experience higher
rates of drop-out at the high school level®, lack employment opportunities, and may become
disengaged, passive, and disenfranchised.’

The Youth CivicEngagement and Dialogue (YCED) Program brings
K’I.made a Roma friend\ togetherRomaand majority studentsin Romaniaand Moldovato
who changed all my lead and engage in community development projects. The programis
funded by the Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor (DRL)
of the U.S. Department of State and is implemented by IREX and
partner Romani CRISS, an NGO that works to defend and promote
the rights of Roma throughout Romania. YCED beganin April 2011
and will be completedin October 2013.

opinions about the
Roma. | realized that
they are also human,
that they have the same
reactions | have.”

- Youthparticipant, The central objective of the project s as follows: Romaand non-
\ Moldova / Roma youth are active and engaged citizens who mobilize other
youth for community improvement and fosterintercultural tolerance.
The program has three major outcomes: 1) Teachers, schools, and local NGO leaders effectively promote
civicengagement and tolerance among Romaand non-Roma students; 2) Romaand non-Romayouth
address community problems together; and 3) Youth reduce ethnictension and promote tolerancein
the community. This evaluation assesses the achievement of this objective and these outcomes
according to two main conceptual outcomes:increasesintolerance andincreasesin civicengagement.

2 Case, Sorin, et al. Roma in the Republic of Moldova. UNDP Moldova. Chisinau:2007.P61-62.

3 Equal Access to Quality Education for Roma. Open Society Institute. Monitoring Reports, Volume 1. 2007.P. 349.
Accessed at <http://www.romadecade.org/files/downloads/Education%20Resources/roma_20070329.pdf>
September 2012.

* The number of Roma students attending school drops from95% to 55% between the ages of 12 and 15. Country
Assessment and the Roma Education Funds Strategic Directions. The Roma Education Fund. 2007
http://www.romaeducationfund.hu/documents/Romania_report.pdf.

> IREX assessment, 2010.
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IREX uses Positive Youth Development (PYD) theory to approach its work with youth inthe YCED
Program. Based on the principles of asset-based youth development, PYDis an approach to working
with youth, adopted by international donors and development organizations, that:
e Viewsyouthasaresourceto be developed, ratherthanaproblemtobe solved
e Holistically nurtures the skillsand competencies that young people will need as healthy,
successful adults
e Involvesyouthinthe community and the communityinyouth. 6

Building off PYD principles, YCED employs a Community Schools Model to engage studentsin the civic
life of theirsociety. This model gives youth a hands-on opportunity to explore principles of civic
engagementin practice. Atthe school, students are already engaging with one another, interacting with
adultrole models, and being taught about the fundamental subjects needed for success in their post-
academiclife. The Community Schools Model gathers students from across ethnicgroups to engage
actively with one another and identify community problems of mutual interest. As the project
progresses, the participants create and enacta planto solve the problem they have identified. Through
the program, students have the opportunity torequest seed funding from IREX to obtain resources for
theirproject. Upon completion of their community development projects, students are encouraged to
share theirsuccesses with the local mediaand theirpeers. Inaddition to benefitting youth participants,
the Community Schools Model makes the school alocus of community developmentand inter-cultural
communication. YCED targets youth between the ages of 14 and 18.

The MSC question:

A. Evaluation Objectives and Methodology Looking back overthe last

IREX undertook amidterm evaluation to determine the degreeto year, what doyou think was

which the program had achieved its objectives after one yearand to the most significant change
solicitinformation that would allow IREX to improve its program that occurredin your
implementation in the second year. The evaluation was conducted in personal life/ yoursense of
May 2012 through field visits to target communities in Romaniaand civicengagement/
Moldova, and analysis was finalized through online meetings and relationshipsinthe
electronic correspondence. An evaluation consultant from Village Earth  IReesaCUIEEEE RIS Ao
trained local and partnerstaffin Participatory Monitoringand YCED project?

Evaluation (PM&E) and facilitated the evaluation. IREX and Village Earth
selected the Most Significant Change (MSC) methodology— using participatory video—to solicit
gualitative data on outcomes that may or may not pertaintoindicators. IREX also collected quantitative
data through written youth and adult participant surveys.

Two tools were used in the evaluation, as follows:

Most Significant Change Storytelling Technique: MSC is a method of PM&E that consists of the collection
and systematicanalysis of significant change stories from project stakeholders. MSC diverges from other
typesof PM&E inthat it does notrely on the use of indicators, and it is participatory because project
stakeholders are deeplyinvolvedinthe collection and analysis of the data. It can be used as both a

® Ada pted from the National Clearinghouseon Families and Youth,
http://www.ncfy.com/publications/reconnect/index.htm. Accessed 8/21/07.



monitoringtool throughoutthe life cycle of project and as an evaluationtool to provide dataonthe
effectiveness and efficiency of the projectas a whole. Asone local staff membersaid, “It’simportant
that such a method provided an opportunity to think about the program and the future of the program,
not only for staff who manage the program, but for participants also.
“I never knew the youth Such a method helpsthemtofind theirplace inthe current process
were able to do such an and build new goals forthe future.”

analysis of the project
themselves.”
- Local staff member

In accordance with the MSC technique,’ the evaluation team gathered
stories of change that were considered mostimportant to the youth.
In orderto do this, during a two-day training period, staff discussed

/ expected “domains of change” for the program and then created
questionsforthe youth that were meantto elicit corresponding stories of change. Youth then used
handheld video camerastorecord one anotherrespondingto these questions. Staff then watched and
analyzed each significant story, categorizingitintoadomain.

Romani-CRISS and IREX-Moldova staff identified these four domains of change:

Table 1

Domain 1 | Personal Changes/ self-esteem / personal development/ motivation

This domain couldinclude changes about personal attitudes toward people of other
ethnicities orcould relate more generally to changesin confidence, worldview,
communication abilities, or other personal changes.

Domain 2 | Changesin CivicEngagement /sense of responsibility to community

This domain was designed to capture any changesin youth’s sense of civicengage mentand
ways of interacting with the broader community.

Domain 3 | Changesin Communities /schools/ relationships between different groups

This domain was designed to capture broader change than any of the other domains,
encompassing change atthe school or community level. The evaluation team was most
interestedin changesin relationships between Romaand non-Roma groups—specifically
changesintolerance —butframed the domain broadly to capture changes amongother
groups, such as between adults and youth orlocal government leaders and students.

Domain 4 | Any Other Changes

This domain capturedsignificant changes that would not fitinto the other domains and was
provided to allow participants more freedomto focus on changes that they thought were
relevant.

During data collection, stories were first written by each youth memberand then shared orally onvideo
camera in small groups of youth facilitated by alocal or partner staff member. Staff evaluators also
interviewed adult mentors directly and separately from the youth, and care was taken to ensure that
adults were not present when and where youth shared their stories. At the end of each data collection
day, evaluationteam members watched each video togetherand analyzed the themesin each story,
assigning each story a domain according to the biggest change communicated by the youth.

’ Davies, Rick,and Jessica Dart. 2005. The Most Significant Change Technique: A Guide to Its Use. CARE
International, Oxfam, et al. Accessibleat http://www.mande.co.uk/docs/MSCGuide.pdf.
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Afterthe end of the data collection period for each school, RCRISS and IREX staff selected the most
significant perschool perdomain change stories. Staffarrived at this decision on the basis of how deep
the change appearedto be, as communicated by the youth, aswell as
how closelyitaligned with the program’s objectives. Afterdata / \
had been collected atall schools, project staff discussed the most “I' was surprised that there
significant change stories that had been selected at each school wasn’t such a big awareness
and determined the mostsignificant change stories perdomain in some of the students
across the entire project population. Criteria u‘sed inthis final about discrimination. |
stage were the same as those used to determinethe most . .

e o noticed even in myself that |
significant change storiesin each school.

wasn’t so aware of how

Written Survey: Atthe time of gatheringstories, staffalso strong that problem is, until |
distributed written surveys to youth and adult participants. Survey visited the community.”
guestionswere |d§nt|cal tothose ysgd inthe pre—trammg K Local staff member -)
assessment phase in orderto maximize the degree to which staff
could measure progressin attitudes and behaviors. However, due to
alowsample forthe pre-training assessment, comparisons were highly limited in their usefulness. Data
fromthe surveys were disaggregated, whereappropriate, by Romaand non-Romaand malesand
femalesto look for patterns, though low identification or responses from Roma youth® made
comparison between Romaand non-Romayouthinconclusive.

At every school, the evaluation team collected data from each youth present, surveying and
interviewing the entire present participant populationin each school foratotal of 82 youth. Due to
resource constraints, staff visited six of eight participating communities. Eighty of these youth shared
stories that were classified into adomain,’ and 78 of these stories were capturedonvideo. All 82
participants completed the written survey. Of the 82 youth, 17 identified themselves as Romain the
survey.'® Evaluators also surveyed 14and interviewed 10adult mentors. The table below bre aks down
the evaluation sample by school, gender, and story type.

Table 2
School Country # of # of Male Female | # of Video | # of Written | # of
students | surveys Stories Stories adults
Ivesti Romania 14 14 7 7 14 14 1
Cotea Romania 10 10 3 7 10 10 2
Marasesti Romania 16 16 7 9 14 16 3
Nicolau Romania 10 10 6 4 10 10 4
Hincesti Moldova 13 13 5 8 12 13 1
Zirnesti Moldova 19 19 9 10 18 19 3
Total 82 82 37 45 78 82 14

® Few youth were identified as Roma inthe written survey, due to lack of identification or lack of participation. See
p. 7 for more information on this constraint.
? Two stories were not deemed to exhibita significantchangeand were not categorized.
1% This number is likely lower than the actual number of Roma youth participatinginthe evaluation. See
Methodological Constraints for more detail.
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Methodological Constraints: Key constraints tothe evaluation that may have affected the validity of the
findings are asfollows:

- Response bias/Story validity: The team implemented measures to mitigate the possibility of
youth embellishing their stories inadvertently to please evaluators or mentors or mimictheir
peers, including thorough introductionsinviting negative feedback, facilitating storytellingin
small groups to allow youth to verify the stories, and separating youth from adult mentors
duringstorytelling.

- Biasin analysis: The evaluationteam used video clips as the primary raw material for analysis,
referringto accompanying written stories for verification or additional detail. While staff
members remained vigilantabout the possibility of favoring the most videogenicstories, aslight
bias toward the stories articulated the most eloquently on camera may have affected the
outcomes of the story selection process.

- Comparability with pre-training assessment: The pool of respondents for the pre-training
assessmentwas limited to 15 youth and differed significantly from the pool of respondents for
the midterm survey. Thus, any conclusions based on comparing the midterm survey with the
pre-training assessmentare drawn cautiously. At the pre-assessment phase, surveys were
administered only to those youth participating in the Community Schools Academy (CSA), youth
who were selected by school administrators

according to success factors such as positive Building Capacity in Qualitative
attitudes and engagementinthe community. Evaluation Methods

In addition tothose trained inthe CSA, the

midterm survey was also administered toall Aftera two-day training and hands-on
youth participants of the program. With the experience, Romani CRISS staff took the
initial assessment respondent group of 15, lead on data collection and analysisin
comparedto 82 inthe midtermsurvey, Romanian communities, strengthening their
analysisis presented more to raise questions own relationships with youth and adult

than to present firm conclusions. Conclusions
drawn from comparing midterm survey and
pre-trainingassessmentresults are

accompanied by caveats throughout the Afterthe YCED evaluation, RCRISS staff

participants, as well as with schools and

community leaders.

report. applied the MSC methodology to adifferent
- Identification of Roma youth: Only 17 of 82 projectaimed at early childhood

youth completingthe‘midte rmsurvey development for Romayouth and used the

reported Romaas theirethnicity. It was results from storytellingtoincrease the

suspected that some Romayouth chose to effectiveness of theirintervention.

not identifyas Romain the written survey. It
isalso possible that as Youth Action Teams
expanded, the ethniccomposition of project teams and otherinvolved youth became
unbalanced, due to the difficulties of identifying in-school Roma of secondary school age. This
unbalanced composition makes comparison across the two groups difficult.
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Main Findings
Summary of Most Significant Change Component

Youth and adult stories addressed changes that overlapped with various program outcomes, indicating
that many participants perceived changes across multiple domains of change. Inthe analysis phase,
however, the evaluation team worked to identify the single most significant change shared by each
youth and then categorize the story appropriately. Only two youth gave such stories soweak thatthe
team could not perceive a significant change, which indicates that the vast majority of students did see
the program as havinga directimpact on them, theirschool, ortheircommunity.

Of the 80 significant change stories, most youth’s stories involved changes with regard to personal
attitudes orrelationships atthe group or school level. The chart below provides a breakdown of the
types of change reported by youth:

Figure 1

Most Significant Change Stories by Type

Ex: Personal attitudes toward other
ethnicities, increased confidence, -
improved communications

Changes in Communities

Ex: Group-wide tolerance of Roma,
increased friendships between Roma &
non-Roma

Changes in Civic Engagement 15%

Ex: Responsibility to others, Feeling
part of community -

No Change P 2%

Percentage of youth whose most significant
story aligned to given domain (n=82)

Below are summaries of the stories that were selected across all communities as the most significant:

Domain 1: Personal Changes/self-esteem /personal development/motivation

[Two stories were selected for this domain because they demonstratedchanges in personal attitudes
toward another ethnic group from different perspectives and were determined to demonstrate equally
significant change.]

e Raluca, a young Romastudent, said, “Each person has theirown personality —we must accept
them how theyare.” She explained how she used to be aggressive and led a hard life, as she
grew up without her mother. She neveraccepted advice from other people. But now, because
of the project, she haslearnedtolisten to people and is now more interested in other people.



e Simona, ayoungnon-Romastudent, spoke of the transformative shiftin her attitude toward
Roma. “Before, | didn’t talkto any Roma students, but now | pay more attention to ethnic
issues,” she said. She explained how she thinks fondly of Roma now and that has increased her
prideinherschool.

Domain 2: Changesin CivicEngagement/sense of responsibilityto community
e Oneyouth, Alexandra, said, “l finally understand what volunteering means.” Her story outlined
how she increased hersense of social responsibility and no longer litters. She is now careful to
do positive things forthe community.

Domain 3: Changesin Communities/schools/relationships between different groups
e Denisasaid, “This project gave us wings to do betterthings.” She spoke of how relationships
between Romaand non-Romastudents grew and how tolerance in general increased of the
Roma. She said that the positive impacts of their project extended beyond the school into the
community.

These examples, which revealed deep, powerful transformations, indicate thatin just one year, the
program’s activities have had alargely positive effect on the youth and their attitudes. That much of the
change youth cited was personal and individual can be explained in part by youth developmental stages
that cause young people to have inward-focused perspectives, in addition to the fact that for many
youth, this was theirfirst project of any kind. Stories from Domain 2: Changes CivicEngagement
appeared less frequently than had been anticipated. Staff hypothesized that this finding was aresult of
the fact that many projects had only recently been completed at the time of the evaluation.™

Adult mentors stories were categorized as follows: seven storiesin Domain 3: Changesin Communities;
two storiesin Domain 1: Personal Changes; and one story in Domain 2: Changesin CivicEngagement.
That adults emphasized Domain 3 more than the youth participants can be explained by theirrolein
theirschools, as well as their developmental stage resultingin a more outward-focused worldview.
Because the adults are teachers or community leaders, their perspective was likely already oriented
toward groups inthe school or community, and so the changesthey perceived as most significant largely

gualify atthe broaderlevel specified in Domain 3.
K’L.Jntil this year, | cannot .\

Outcomes related to tolerance say there were tense

relationships, but there

The MSC technique allowed youth to frame issues of tolerance in .
weren’t friendly

ways that cut across domain lines. Deep changes regarding

youth’s tolerance of ethnicdifferences were expressed frequently relationships between the
both through Domain 1: Personal Changes and Domain 3: Changes ethnicities. [The students]
in Communities. Qualitative dataindicate substantial increasesin passed over these

youth’s tolerance of peoplefrom other ethnicbackgrounds, and prejudices that even some
some survey data support such stories. More than half of youth adults cannot overcome.”

shared, in detail, stories of significant change in their attitudes - Mentor, Romania
toward people from other backgrounds orinthe relationships they

! See Recommendations for details on how staff might increasethe level of civic engagement for Year 2.



had formed with youth across ethniclines. Survey dataindicate mixed results in terms of attitudinal
change, thoughin several key areas, such as awareness of ethnicdiscrimination and acceptance of
difference, youth showed marked improvements. Relationships also appearto have improved based on
survey data. For example, youth reported more positiveinteractions with those of otherethnicitiesin
the midtermthaninthe pre-trainingassessment, as well as higher numbers of acquaintances of youth
from otherethnicbackgrounds. Adult mentors’ stories corresponded to youth stories, with several
adults sharing positive change inthe relationships between ethnicgroups.

Key Results from Midterm Survey and Storytelling:

e 56% of youthshared, in detail, stories about strengthened relationships between Romaand
non-Romavyouth.

e Upto 23% more youthin the midterm survey demonstrated an awareness of ethnic
discrimination in the community than in the pre-training assessment.**

e Insome areas, youth demonstrated anincreased acceptance of difference. Forexample, 28%
feweryouth agreed with the statement, “Itis justified to forbid certain religions” in the midterm
than inthe pre-training assessment.

e Whilevariation between Romaand non-Romayouth resulted from survey questions, the
variation wasinconsistentand did not reveal any clear patternsin attitudinal differences.

e 15% more youthreported discussingissues of tolerance in a productive way with youth of
anotherbackground at least once in the past month.

e 18% more youthsaid that theirinteractionsin the last week with peers of anotherethnic
background were all positive.

e Thefraction of youth reporting having more than 10 acquaintances of another ethnicity

increased by 26%.
ﬁWe showed the \

community that young
people want to do better
things for the

community.”
- Youth participant,

Outcomes related to civic engagement

Positive stories of change and key positive survey results indicate that
youthincreasedtheirsense of civicengagement throughoutthe
project. Though only 15% of youth’s stories were classified in Domain
2: Changesin CivicEngagement, thesestories revealed deep
transformation. Otheryouth noted positive changesin civic .
S . . . . . Romania
participation as well, evenif theirstories were ultimately categorized J
differently. Based on survey results, behaviors around civicengagement
improved substantially, with more youth becominginvolved in their communities. Youthalso
demonstrated anincreased understanding of civicengagement and more positive attitudes toward their
community, though survey results were mixed in certain areas. Adults demonstrated improvementin
participatory approaches toworking with youth andintheirapplication of PYD principles,aswell asin

2 |t must be emphasized that comparison between the midterm survey and pre-trainingassessmentis
inconclusive, given the low survey pool of 15 youth and 20 adults at the pre-trainingstage. Analysis was
nonetheless performed with the hope that itwould provideinsightinto the general trends in attitudes and
behaviors among participants and thatitmight provideinsightinto the degree to which evaluation tools were
effective.
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frequency of engagement with local leaders. Severalresults are inconclusive and merit furtherresearch
inthe final evaluation.

Key Results from Midterm Survey:**

68% more youthinthe midterm surveythaninthe pre-trainingassessment had participatedin
an activity intended to improve theircommunity in the pastyear.

Youth increased their number of interactions with local government or community leaders by
43%.

23% more youth demonstrated an understanding of what civicengagement means.

In the survey, youth demonstrated little improvementintheir sense of efficacy to make positive
changes within their communities. In storytelling data, at least 15% of youth shared stories
detailing how theirsense of their ability toimprove the community had improved.

35% more adults had interacted with leaders supportive of youth causesin the month priorto
the survey.

Adultsincreased up to 50% in theirability to demonstrate havingincorporated PYD principles
into theirwork with youth.

Recommendations

Based on the recommendations provided by participants and an analysis of the survey and MSC data,
below isa set of suggestions that may help improve the outcomes of YCED:

Ensure the sustained participation of trained adult mentors: In two of the six schools visited for
the evaluation, the non-Roma mentor was the only mentor deeply involved in the project. The
project does not provide adult mentors with any material incentives, and some attrition would
be expectedinanyvoluntary project. However, the YCED Program model requires strongrole
models both from Romaand non-Roma populations. Staff members should establish a system of
regular contact with both mentors to discoverand address any issues that may cause themto
stop participating and to provide both mentors with an equal sense of ownership inthe project.

Ensure highlevels of participation of Roma youth: The low profile of Romayouthinthe
communityisa problemthatthe YCED program seeks to address, and at the same time poses
practical challengestothe implementation of the program. Two challenges affect the ideal
balance of the YCED model:lower rates of participation by Romaand lower rates of
identification. Either of these challenges may be alleviated in part by the sustained involvement
of a strong Roma mentor, regular check-ins with both leaders to monitorthe continued
participation of youth and address problems that arise, and possibly more targeted outreach to
Roma youth. Staff might considerincreasing their marketing effortsin Romaneighborhoods and
expandingthe projecttoinclude out-of-schoolRomayouth.

Implement training on participatory planning and facilitation: Village Earth cited the need for
more trainingin participatory programming, specifically planning and event facilitation, for both

13 . . . L . .
Again, comparisons between midterm and pre-trainingassessmentareinconclusive. See footnote 12.
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local staff and foradult mentors. Such trainings would enhance the process to make iteven
more student-driven and based on group decision-making than the model thatis currentlyin
place. Such trainings would also address the concerns of a few youth who expressed aninterest
inbeing more heavilyinvolved in the planning and management of the project, though many
youth said they were able to make decisions throughout the project life cycle.

4, Support teams to involve more youth in the projects: Many youth recommended that the
groups be expandedtothe benefit of otheryouth. IREX can take stepstoward coaching mentors
and youth leadersto create more activities that bringin a wider group of youth. This possibility
would need to be weighed carefully against the benefit of havingasmall, concentrated group
where strong relationships form and where youth receive a‘more concentrated dosage’ of
programming. One solution might be to encourage youth toimplement tolerance-specific
projects that benefit more students and community members, so that the messages stay
focused even with an expansion of participants. Staff should also considerafinal projectactivity
bringing togetheryouth with school administrators to discuss future opportunities for
extracurricularengagement.

5. Increase discussions around civic engagement: As feweryouth than expected shared stories of
significant change regarding civicengagement, staff should investigate ways to heighten the
impact of the project on this area. Staff might conduct regular meetings or workshops with adult
mentors to discussissues of community involvement with youth more explicitly. Staff could also
considerholdingdiscussions directly with youth groups to ask students what would make them
more connected to the community and likely to continue the project, continuing the cycle of
participatory project activities.

Conclusion

Overall, stories shared by youth and adult participantsin the MSC exercise, as well as some
corroborating data fromthe survey, pointto deep, positive changes effected by YCED to date. In fact,
during the storytelling exercise, many staff expressed that the changes they heard the youth share were
far more significant than they had expected. Specifically, changes regarding relationships between Roma
and non-Romayouth surfaced frequently and powerfully. Because capturing attitudinal change is
universally understood to be difficult, perhaps particularly through surveys, the MSCtechnique gave a
more descriptive picture of the changes effected by YCED than the survey and left evaluators with a
strong sense of which program outcomes were being met most effectively: first, youth were
transforming at the personal level, whetherthrough broad skills and attitudes or through attitudes
specifically toward those of other ethnicities. Second in strength, the project was changing relationships
between groupsinthe school and community, particularly between Romaand non-Romayouth. Third
and last, the project was increasing youth’s sense of civicengagement. Taken together, these results
provide acoherent picture of the effects of YCED and where programmers should devoteresources to
ensure that YCED fully meets all objectives by the end of the project cycle.

The stories shared by youth also illuminated some of the inconsistencies that were evidentin the survey
results. In particular, survey questions that aimed to measure attitudinal change provided mixed results,
with youthincreasingtolerance and empathyin some cases, and showinglittleor noimprovementin
others. Some of the inconsistency may be due to flaws in the survey design, which will be addressed to
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the extent possible inthe final evaluation. However, the stories also showed a complex process of
change that many youth were undergoing, and one that was not always linear. Attimes, while non-
Roma youth shared stories of how they had learned to have greaterrespect fortheir Roma colleagues,
they did so usinginsensitive language. With one more year of the intervention left, itis hoped that the
final results willshow more consistent and positive trends across attitudes and beliefs.

Stories and survey data corresponded with regard to civicengagement, with such stories showingless
change than in areas of tolerance and relationships between Romaand non-Roma. Similarly, survey data
did not indicate much of an increase in youth’s sense of civicengagement. Staff members hypothesized
that because many youth had just completed their projects orwere in the final stages, they had yetto
experience the full project cycle and learn about serving the community. The pride that comes with
completingaprojectand listeningto community feedback, it was hypothesized, isanimportant
componentof learning the value of civicengagement. With more projects coming upinthe following
yearfor current Youth Action Teams and new teams embarking on projects forthe firsttime, itis
predicted thatresults ofimprovementsin civicengagement will be strongerin the final evaluation.

Finally, the MSCstorytelling methodology —particularly combined with participatory video—was at once
an effectivetool inlearning about hard-to-measure changes amongthe youth and within their
communities and a useful learning tool for staff members. Staff members said, “I like the project better
now” and expressed surprise atthe level of analysis that youth demonstrated. Youth participants were
determinedto be candidly, openly sharing of their experiences and recommendations, which the staff
foundto be invaluable. Furthermore, the participatory methodology is likely to prove useful forstaffin
the future, with any project that targets youth in small groups, focuses on qualitative change, and seeks
to increase youth voice. At the time of this report, RCRISS staff had already implemented the MSC
methodologyinanotherlocal projectaimed at educating Romayouth. IREX plans to implement similar
methodology in the final evaluation.
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Introduction

In the summer of 2012, IREX undertook a mixed-method, formative evaluation of the Youth Civic
Engagementand Dialogue (YCED) program. The combined internaland external evaluation team
focused primarily on amethodology based on the participatory Most Significant Change (MSC)
technique, eliciting youth’s stories of change resulting from their participation in the program. The
expected and actual benefits of using this methodology were many:

Using open-ended questions to elicit results and evidence of change allowed the team to capture
unintended outcomes of the project to date and will continue to allow the team to capture these
outcomes as applied to MSCin future monitoring activities and in the final evaluation. Forexample, the
storytelling tool revealed powerfulchanges among youth in confidence and communication skills, which
were not explicit objectives of YCED.

The MSCtechnique provided a systematic way to capture attitudinal change, without diminishing the
rich qualitative data shared by participants. Storytelling provided a means for gauging beliefs and
perspectives in a program whose highest objective involves attitudinal change. It also allowed staff to
understand how and why those attitudinalchanges had occurred.

The evaluation team also used traditional surveys to attempt to measure attitudinaland behavioral
change. Survey data served to triangulate and complement data from the qualitative storytelling tool,
though local and partner staff believed that the storytelling tool often provided a clearer picture of some
changes than did the survey.

The participatory nature of the evaluation—in which youth used video cameras to record their peers’
stories of change—complemented the activities of the program, which aimed to provide youth with the
skills and knowledge to make positive changes in their community. This youth-led evaluation reinforced
key principles of Positive Youth Development (see more in the Overview Section below), a cornerstone of
the program’s approach to working with youth.

The participatory nature of the evaluation also provided an opportunity forlocal project stakeholders —
including local partner Romani CRISS (RCRISS) staff as well as local IREX staff —to take a lead role in the
evaluation. RCRISS staff took ownership of the evaluation process to the extent that they implemented
an evaluation with similar methodology in another, non-IREX-funded program serving the Roma
population.

Overview of the YCED Program

While Romaniaand Moldova have made impressive strides toward promotingintercultural education
and increasing school attendanceamong Roma children at the primary level, limited support exists for
rural and marginalized youth beyond Grade 8. Despite explicit prohibition of segregation under
Romanian, Moldovan, and European law, certain schoolsinthe region are still segregated. Inintegrated
schools, Romastudents are at times discriminated against by educators and otherstudents. This can



contribute tolow attendance and high dropout rates. In Moldova, only roughly 45% of secondary-school
age Romayouth are enrolledin schools.” InRomania, in recent years the percentage of Romayouth
aged 16-19 enrolledin school has beenaslow as 17%." These marginalized youth experience higher
rates of drop-out at the high school level*®, lack employment opportunities, and may become
disengaged, passive, and disenfranchised."’

The Youth CivicEngagement and Dialogue (YCED) Program brings together Roma and majority students
in Romaniaand Moldovato lead and engage in community development projects. The programis
funded by the Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor (DRL) of the U.S. Department of State
and isimplemented by IREX and partner Romani CRISS, an NGO that works to defend and promote the
rights of Romathroughout Romania. YCED beganin April 2011 and will be completed in October2013.

The projectaimsto achieve the following objective: Romaand non-Roma youth are active and engaged
citizens who mobilize other youth for community improvement and fosterintercultural tolerance. In
pursuit of this goal, the projectaimsto accomplish three smaller-order outcomes:

1. Teachers, schools, and local NGO leaders effectively promote civicengagement and tolerance

among Roma and non-Roma students;

2. Roma and non-Romayouth address community problems together; and

3. Youth reduce ethnictension and promote tolerance in the community.
This evaluation assesses the achievement of this objective and these outcomes according to two main
conceptual outcomes:increasesintolerance andincreasesin civicengagement (see Methodology
section below).

IREX uses Positive Youth Development (PYD) theory to approach its work with youth in the YCED
Program. Based on the principles of asset-based youth development, PYDis an approach to working
with youth, adopted by international donors and development organizations, that:
e Viewsyouthasaresource to be developed, ratherthanaproblemtobe solved;
e Holistically nurtures the skills and competencies that young people will need as healthy,
successful adults; and
e Involvesyouthinthe community and the communityinyouth. *

Building off PYD principles, YCED employs a Community Schools Model to engage studentsin the civic
life of theirsociety. This modelgives youth a hands-on opportunity to explore principles of civic
engagementin practice. Atthe school, students are already engaging with one another, interacting with
adultrole models, and being taught about the fundamental subjects needed for successin their post-
academiclife. The Community Schools Model gathers students from across ethnicgroups to engage

14 Case, Sorin, et al. Roma in the Republic of Moldova. UNDP Moldova. Chisinau:2007.P 61-62.

1 Equal Access to Quality Education for Roma. Open Society Institute. Monitoring Reports, Volume 1.2007.P. 349.
Accessed at <http://www.romadecade.org/files/downloads/Education%20Resources/roma_20070329.pdf>
September 2012.

'® The number of Roma students attending school drops from95% to 55% between the ages of 12 and 15. Country
Assessment and the Roma Education Funds Strategic Directions. The Roma Education Fund. 2007
http://www.romaeducationfund.hu/documents/Romania_report.pdf.

17 IREX assessment, 2010.

% Ada pted from the National Clearinghouse on Families and Youth,
http://www.ncfy.com/publications/reconnect/index.htm. Accessed 8/21/07.
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actively with one anotherand identify community problems of mutual interest. As the project
progresses, the participants create and enacta planto solve the problem they have identified. Through
the program, students have the opportunity to request seed funding from IREX to obtain resources for
theirproject. Upon completion of their community development projects, students are encouraged to
share theirsuccesses with the local mediaand theirpeers. Inaddition to benefitting youth participants,
the Community Schools Model makes the school alocus of community developmentand inter-cultural
communication.

YCED targets youth between the ages of 14 and 18 and supportsthemto:
e Buildtheirskillsinleadership, citizenship, problem-solving, project management, and
communications;
e Become active, engaged citizens who mobilize peers toimprove theirlives, schools, and
communities;
e Engage withtheirpeerson cross-cultural and community developmentissues; and
e Promote intercultural tolerance through leading joint community service initiatives.

At the beginning of the project cycle, staff organized
the Community Schools Academy (CSA), which
broughttogetheryouth and adults from eight target
communities—sixin Romaniaandtwoin
Moldova—fortrainingin project management,
tolerance building, and civicengagement. One
Roma youth and one non-Romayouth were
delegated from each community, aswellas one
Roma adult mentorand one non-Roma adult

mentor. Mentors were eitherteachersin the school i
or, inthe case of Roma, leadersinthe community. AT
At the conclusion of the week-long camp, delegates
returnedto theircommunities and formed Youth Action Teams (YATs) consisting of 10-20 Roma and
non-Romastudents. After conducting participatory needs assessmentsin theirschoolsand
communities, each YAT identified a project that required roughly $1,500 of seed funding. YATs then
proposed projects to IREX for funding and refined their proposals based on feedback. Alleight teams
were awarded funding and went through the stages of project planning, project management, and
budget managementto complete these projects.

At the time of the midterm evaluation, all eight YATs had completed or were nearing completion of their
community projects. While several groups implemented smaller activities in conjunction with their
primary project, main projectsincluded the following: creating a meeting/conference/relaxation roomin
the school; renovating the school gymnasium; creating avolleyball courtin the school yard; cleaningand
refinishing gym lockerrooms; and establishing and running aradio station. The programis premised on
the ideathat youth should be the agents of change and make decisions throughout all stages of the
project, and that it is the process, ratherthan the product, that will produce outcomesin civic
engagementandtolerance building.

In the second year of program implementation, IREX and RCRISS are expanding the reach of the program
to include 10 new communities in Romaniaand two new communities in Moldova, foratotal of 20



communities across the project. Representatives from these new communities participated inthe
Community Schools Academy, along with representatives from the existing communities who serve as
mentors to incoming youth. Each school new tothe program will implementa project, and existing
schools will implement an additional project during Year 2.

Methodology

IREX undertook amidterm evaluation to determine the degreeto which the program had achievedits
objectives afterone year andto solicitinformation that would allow IREX to improve its program
implementationin the second year. The evaluation was conducted in May 2012 through field visits to
target communitiesin Romaniaand Moldova, and analysis was finalized through online meetings and
electroniccorrespondence. An evaluation consultant from Village Earth trained local and partnerstaffin
Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation (PM&E) and facilitated the evaluation. IREX and Village Earth
selected the Most Significant Change (MSC) methodology— using participatory video—to solicit
qualitative dataon outcomes that may or may not pertaintoindicators. IREX also collected quantitative
data through written youth and adult participant surveys.

The evaluation methodology combined qualitative and quantitative tools to measure changes with
regard to all three program outcomes and correspondingindicators. The evaluation team also sought to
gatherdata on results that may not have been capturedintheindicatorsin ordertogain a fuller
understanding of the effects of the program on youth, adults, and communities.

A majorgoal of the evaluation was to build staff capacity in Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) and
participatory approaches to M&E as well as project activities. In addition to determining the type and
level of change occurring for participants and in theircommunities, the evaluation followed a
participatory approach and served as a learningtool to help staff understand how to strengthen
implementation. Five staff members from partner organization RCRISS and one local IREX staff member
participatedin atraining about the Most Significant Change (MSC) methodology and thenled the data
collection and analysis phases.

The followingtwo tools were used inthe evaluation:

1) Most Significant Change Storytelling Technique: The MSC technique is amethod used
inPM&E. MSC diverges from othertypesof PM&E inthat it doesnotrely on the use of
indicators, anditis participatory because project stakeholders are deeply involved in the
collection and analysis of the data. It can be used as both a monitoringtool throughout
the life cycle of projectand as an evaluation tool to provide dataon the effectiveness
and efficiency of the projectasa whole. Asone local staff membersaid, “It’simportant
that such a method provided an opportunity to think about the program and the future
of the program, not only for staff who manage the program, but for participants also.
Such a method helpsthemtofind their place inthe current process and build new goals
for the future.”



In accordance with the MSC technique,” the evaluation team gathered stories of
change that were considered mostimportanttothe youth themselves. Duringatwo-
day training, staff discussed “domains of change” for the program and then created
guestions forthe youthto elicit corresponding stories of change. Forexample, with
regard to community relationships and impact, staff developed the question, “What was
the most significant change inthe community thatresulted from the YCED program?”
Youth then used handheld video camerasto record one anotherrespondingto these
guestions. Later, staff watched and analyzed each story, assigning each storytoa
domain of change and selecting the most significant story from each domain (see below
for more information on how this tool wasimplemented).

2) WrittenSurvey: At the time of gatheringstories, staff also distributed written surveys to
youth and adult participants. Youth were given time to fillout the surveys during the
time in which otheryouth were filming or being filmed for their MSC story. Survey
questions were identical to those usedin alimited pre-training assessment delivered to
15 youth and 20 adults at the start of the program. While some analysis was conducted
to compare the results from this pre-training assessment to the wider survey used in the
midterm phase, conclusions from this comparison are drawn with caution due tothe
low sample of respondents in the pre-training assessment.*

Data from the surveys were disaggregated, where appropriate, by Romaand non-Roma
and males and females tolook for patterns, though low identification or responses from
Roma youth®* made comparison between Romaand non-Romayouth inconclusive.

Takentogether, these two tools allowed staff to collect data on changes related to most aspects of the
program. The table below outlines the tools used to measure results and select corresponding
indicators. These indicators were selected from the Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Plan
(PMEP) because of theirrelevance to IREX staff with regard to program management decisions and also
to inform staff of the progress to date toward results targets.

Table 1

Result Indicator Tool Used
Roma and majority youth % increase of youth participants reporting productiveinteractions | Storytelling,
are active and engaged with community members regardingintercultural tolerance Survey
citizens who mobilize % change inyouth participants who report that their school has Storytelling

other youth for community | jncreased theirinterestin civic engagement

improvement and foster

. % of youth participants who report having engaged with local or Survey
intercultural tolerance.

regional government

' Davi es, Rick,and Jessica Dart. 2005. The Most Significant Change Technique: A Guide to Its Use. CARE
International, Oxfam, et al. Accessibleat http://www.mande.co.uk/docs/MSCGuide.pdf. See below for further
elaboration of the MSC technique.

%9 See Constraints section foran explanation of the limited use of comparing pre-trainingassessmentand midterm
survey results.

! Few youth were identified as Roma inthe written survey, due to lack ofidentification or lack of participation.
See p. 7 for more information on this constraint.
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Teachers, schools, and % change inteachers and NGO leaders who report that local Storytelling,
local NGO leaders government and community leaders actively supportyouth civic | Survey
effectively promote civic engagement activities
engagement and tolerance | o5 of youth-servingadults reportingan increasein empathy Storytelling,
among Roma and majority | yo\ards those of other ethnicities, religions, or national origin Survey
students. % of youth participants who report feelingincreased valuewithin | Storytelling,
the community Survey
% of youth participants who demonstrate an understanding of Survey
civic engagement
Roma and majority youth % of students who agree that citizen actions canimprove Storytelling,
address community community life Survey
problems together. % change in program participants’ level of confidencein their Storytelling,
own ability to positively affect community life Survey
Youth reduce ethnic % of youth participants who report more positiveinteractions Storytelling,
tensions and promote with those of other ethnicities Survey
tolerance in the % of youth participants who demonstrate an acceptance of Survey
community. ethnic, cultural,and other diversity
% of youth participants reportinganincreasein empathy toward Storytelling,
those of other ethnicities, religions, or national origin Survey

While MSC isinnately atool used to measure outcomes withoutindicators, the evaluationteam
anticipatedthat the indicators marked above would be addressed through the storytelling process. To
varying degrees (see more information in the Main Findings section), the stories shared by youth did

addressthese indicators.

Training and Data Collection

Priorto data collection, the Village Earth consultant conducted atwo-day trainingin Bucharest designed
to build staff capacity in PM&E, particularly inthe MSC methodology. The training addressed topics such
as participation by project participants, analyzing power, empowerment, theory of the oppressed, steps
of the MSC methodology, a participatory discussion method, and participatory video. Participants
included IREX Moldova staff, staff from Romani CRISS, and community youth leaders who implement
projects targeting the Roma population. See Appendix 1for trainingagendaand feedback from

participants.

Application of Most Significant Change

Because MSC isfocused on learning, ratherthanjust
accountability,’” it allowed the evaluation team to approach the
process as a participatory learning experience. In this evaluation, the
team soughtto build both staff and participant capacity through

r

“I never knew the youth
were able to do such an
analysis of the project
themselves.”

- IREX Moldova staff

k member

various layers of participation, through the training mentioned above
and through the practical experience of collectingand analyzing data.
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Domains are broad categories of possiblesignificant change stories. Unlike the standard measurable
indicators, domains of change are kept general to allow participants to have differentinterpretations of
what constitutes asignificant change in thatarea. ldentifyingdomains of change inadvance provides
evaluators with some guidance regarding the types of change they expect to see, without confining
participants’ responses too narrowly.”

The key stepsinvolvedinthe evaluation process for IREX and RCRISS staff, adapted from the MSC
Methodology, were:**
1. Definingthe domains of change
2. Collectingsignificant change stories
a. Usinga participatoryvideotechnique
b. Usingthe ORIDdiscussion method
c. Simultaneously verifying stories
3. Analyzingstories and selecting most significant change stories
4. Quantifyingstoriesandthemes
5. Feedingbackthe results of the selection process

1. Defining Domains of Change: During the training the staff collectively defined four domains of

change that would guide the data collection process and facilitate analysis. Romani CRISS and IREX
Moldova staff identified these four domains of change:

Table 2

Domain1 | Personal Changes/ self-esteem /personal development/ motivation

This change could include personal attitudes toward people of other ethnicities or could
relate more generally to changesin confidence, worldview, communication abilities, or
other personal changes.

Domain2 | Changesin CivicEngagement /sense of responsibility to community

This domain was designed to capture any changesin youth’s sense of civicengagement
and ways of interacting with the broader community.

Domain3 | Changesin Communities/schools/ relationships between different groups

This domain was designed to capture broader change than any of the other domains,
encompassing change at the school or community level. The evaluation team was most
interested in changesinrelationships between Romaand non-Roma groups—specifically
changesintolerance across groups—but framed the domain broadly to capture changes
among other groups, such as between adults and youth orlocal governmentleaders and
students.

23 .

Ibid.
** The MSC Guide describes ten steps for implementing the methodology. IREX staff highlights here five key steps,
with some of the originalsteps incorporated under a singlestep. See p. 10 of MSC Guide for more information

(Davies and Dart).




Domain4 | Any Other Changes

This domain capturedsignificant changes that would not fitinto the otherdomainsand
was providedto allow participants more freedom to focus on changes that they thought
were relevant.

2. Story collection: For the data collection period, the domains listed above guided questions focused
specifically on changes associated with the YCED program. Stories were first written by each youth
and thenshared orally on camera, in groups of three tofour youth facilitated by alocal staff
member. Staff evaluators also interviewed adult . i
mentors directly and separately from the youth, and | LS.S_E_B_“
took care to ensure that adult mentors were not H 3
presentwhenand where youth shared theirstories.
Clearinstructions were given to youth and adults to
be openand honestand to provide both negative and
positive feedback as they desired.”

2a. Participatory Video: All but fourstories collected
were filmed. This participatory video method
enabledthe youth toassume more ownership of
the process—by physically operatingthe video
cameras and facilitating the conversations with their peers—and was intended to correspond to
the empowerment processes of the YCED program activities.

During data collection, evaluation staff also gave youth license to film their projects and narrate
their progress—without any adults (including evaluation staff)in the room, providing them with
ultimate control of presenting their projects. These video clips were used inthe two video
products created by IREX and shared with the participants and their communities.

The MSC question: 2b. ORID Discussion Method: The ORID discussion methodisasetof
types of questions—objective, reflective, interpretive, and

Looking back over the last decisional—that guides participatory discussion. This discussion
NV R e e IR e method, which staff learnedin the training, was used as a tool for
the most significant change group reflection atthe end of each site visit. Thishelpedthe groupto
that occurredin your reflectonthe day’s activity and helped staff to gather the feelings of
personal life / yoursense of the group about whetherthey should continueto use these methods
civicengagement/ inthe YCED program. During the ORID reflection at the end of school
relationshipsin the visits, some youth said they felt timid at firstin front of the camera
community as a result of the but grew more confident throughout the process. Ateach school,
YCED project? youth expressed adesire to participate in this type of evaluation

activity again.

25 Despite efforts to make clear to participants that negative feedback was welcome, staff acknowledge that a

tendency to provide positivefeedback existed and remained a constraintto the validity of the data.



2c. Verification: The evaluation team integrated verification / \
of storiesinto the story gathering process (see more I was surprised that there

below inthe Constraints section), using peergroups to wasn’t such a big
verify stories as youth shared them. Because most awareness in some of the
stories were based on attitudinal or personal behavior students about
change, verificationin the traditional sense of the MSC discrimination. | noticed
. 26
methodology was deemphasized. even in myself that | wasn’t

so aware of how strong
that problem is, until |
visited the community [for
this evaluation].”

Analysis and story selection: Atthe end of each data
collection day, evaluation team members watched each
videotogetherandanalyzedthe themesineach story. Local
and partner staff evaluators examined the video story along

with the written story provided by each student. They k Local staff member /

reached consensus inordertoassign each storya domainand

then select the mostsignificant story in each domain from each

school. Afterthe end of the data collection period, staff agreed on the most significant change story
ineach domain across all communities and schools. Mentor stories were watched and categorized
at a laterdate, afterfield visits were over, due to time constraints.

Quantification: Afterthe individual story analysis and story selection phases, stories were grouped
according to domain. Quantification with regard to type of story and profile of participant who
shared each story isexplainedinfurtherdetail in the Main Findings section below.

Feedback: At the time of the publication of this report, IREX was finalizingavideo thatincludes
footage from each school of their YCED projects, including aclip from each student who was filmed
inorder to modelinclusion. Avideo was also made to highlight youth sharing the stories that were
selected as the most significant change stories.”” At the time of this report, IREX and RCRISS are in
the process of both sharing videos with project participants and fostering discussion around those
videos. Furthermore, RCRISS, IREX Moldova, and
IREX DC staff had created an action plan for
incorporating some of the youth’s
recommendations (See Recommendations section)
into programming.

Survey Tool

The evaluationteam administered written surveys to
youth and provided time for them to complete the

surveys before orafterthey shared theirstories. The
evaluationteamalso administered written surveys to

* Davies and Da rt, p. 10. The Verification step of MSC typicallyinvolves visiting the site of the story of change and
confirmingits validity with staff members and potentially community members.

*’ That video is available to the public here: http://www.irex.org/news/participatory-evaluation-shows-increasing-
tolerance-among-youth.
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each adult present on data collection day. The surveys consisted of questions identical to those used for
the pre-training assessment and were designed to capture the current state of attitudes and possibly to
detect changesfromthe year priorthrough direct questioning and a series of statements intended to
elicitattitudes andlevels of tolerance. Please see the Constraints section for more explanation onthe
limited comparability of the midterm survey results and the pre-training assessment results.

Scope and Sampling

Due to time constraints, the evaluation team selected four of six Romanian communities and two of two
Moldovan communities to visit. These communities were selected on the basis of proximity to one
anotherforease of travel and logistics. The table below outlines the number of students and adults
surveyed andinterviewed.

Table 3
School Country # of # of Male | Female | # of # of # of
students | surve Video Written | adults
ys Stories Stories
Ivesti Romania 14 14 7 7 14 14 1
Cotea Romania 10 10 3 7 10 10 2
Marasesti | Romania 16 16 7 9 14 16 3
Nicolau Romania 10 10 6 4 10 10 4
Hincesti Moldova 13 13 5 8 12 13 1
Zirnesti Moldova 19 19 9 10 18 19 3
Total 82 82 37 45 78 82 14
Constraints

Methodological constraints affecting the validity of findings include the following:

Response bias/Story validity: A common challenge in MSC evaluations is determining the validity of
stories. It was hypothesized that youth mightinadvertently make their stories of change seem more
significantthanthey were in reality orwould embellish their stories to please adults. The team
implemented afew measures to mitigate this constraint: first, local and partner staff provided a
thoroughintroduction of the process and explicitly expressed interestin negative storiesandinthe
reality of youth’s experiences. They conducted storytellingin small groups, so that the presence of peers
might dissuade them from sharing false stories. By going furtherand having youth interviewone
anotherusing cameras, the team worked to increase the likelihood that youth would share only valid
stories of change. The possibility remained that youth replicated stories they heard fromtheirpeersor
were somehow influenced by their peers’ stories. To eliminate the possibility of youth tryingto please
authority figures, staff took care to ensure that adult mentors and teachers were notin the rooms
where youth were telling stories. For program improvement purposes, at the end of each story youth
were asked fortheirrecommendations toimprove the program, whether or notthey had already shared
negative feedback through theirstories.
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Varying capacity of evaluation team: Most local and partner staff membersinvolved inthe data
collection participated in the two-day training on MSC, with the exception of three staff of IREX
Moldova. An abbreviated training was provided for those staff, but their limited background on the
technique likely diminished theirability to facilitate the process. Even forstaff who participatedin the
training, capacity infacilitatingthe MSC processincreased with time, resulting in modifications to the
processthroughout data collection. Forexample, on Day One, staff asked youth to write down their
stories of MSC on paper before sharingit with their peers onvideo; however, many youth read from
theirpaper, which hindered the storytelling quality and reduced the interactivityamong the youth.
Starting with Day Two, staff asked youth to put their paperaside when responding to questions forthe
video storytelling. As aresult, the quality of stories collected on Day One islikely the lowest of all days.

Language barrier: Village Earth and IREX DC staff did not have Romanian language skillsand relied on an
interpreterand on local and partner staff supportto understand conversations during the data
collectionintroduction and throughout the rest of the process. Details in the explanation and
introduction of MSC may have been omitted, despite their being rehearsed by local and partner staff
duringthe training. Careful translation of questions from English to Romanian during the training—with
the consensus of the training group —helped to mitigate any significant constraintsin the story
gathering process due tolanguage. Furthermore, native Romanian speakers led the analysis process and
facilitated aninteractive discussion with non-Romanian-speaking members of the teamto ensure
comprehensive understanding of each story collected.

Bias in analysis: Most of the stories collected (78 Building Capacity in Qualitative
out of 82) were captured onvideo, and the Evaluation Methods

evaluationteam used video clips as the primary raw
material foranalysis, referringto accompanying
written stories forverification oradditional detail.
Duringthe story selection phase, evaluation team
members discussed the possibility of biasin favor of
the most photo- orvideogenicstories, that s, stories
that came across as most powerful onvideo,
whetherornot they were the mostsignificantina
programmaticsense. While staff members remained
vigilantabout this possibility, aslight bias toward Afterthe YCED evaluation, staff applied
the stories articulated the most eloquently on the MSC methodologyto a different
camera may have affected the outcomes of the project aimed at early childhood

story selection process. development for Romayouth and used

the results from storytellingtoincrease
the effectiveness of theirintervention.

Aftera two-day training and hands-on
experience, Romani CRISS staff took the
lead on data collection and analysisin
Romanian communities, strengthening
theirown relationships with youth and
adult participants, as well as with schools

and community leaders.

Comparability with pre-training assessment: The
pool of respondents forthe pre-training assessment
was limited to 15 youth and differed significantly
fromthe pool of respondents forthe midterm survey. Thus, any conclusions based on comparingthe
midterm survey with the pre-training assessment are drawn with extreme caution. At the pre-training
phase, assessments were administered only to those youth participating in the Community Schools
Academy (CSA) at the beginning of the program. These youth were selected by theirschools’
administratorsto be trained and were already likely to have positive attitudes and higherthan average
levels of civicengagement. The midterm survey was administered to all youth participants of the
program, which numbered between 10and 18 in each school. While these youth also had to agree to be
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part of the Youth Action Team, they were not necessarily handpicked by administrators and did not, as a
group, possess any specific qualities or success factors as identified by administrators. The midterm
survey alsoincluded those youth who participatedin the CSA. In addition to these significant qualitative
differences between the groups, the wide variation in the sample size also makes comparison tenuous.
With the initial assessment respondent group of 15, comparedto 82 in the midterm survey, analysisis
presented to raise questions more than to firm conclusions.

IREX expectsto be able to draw more robust conclusions through comparing the midterm and final
surveys, both of which will have samples that are largerand more representative of the participant
populationasa whole.

Identification of Roma youth: Consistent with local and partner staff experiences during the initial
program assessment and project activities, self-identification of ethnicity was not always
straightforward. Asaresult, it was suspected that some Romayouth chose to notidentify asRomain
the written survey. In other cases, it was suspected that youth of mixed ethnicbackground would more
readily identify with anon-Romaidentity. Finally, itis likely that the ethniccomposition of project teams
isnot equally Roma/non-Roma, due to the difficulties of identifying in-school Roma of secondary school
age. The combination of these and possibly other factors resultedin alow survey response of Roma
youth, with 17 of 82 identifying as Roma. While results are disaggregated by Romaand non-Romayouth
at timesin pursuit of trends, few conclusions can be drawn from comparing the two ethnicgroups due
to the smallidentified samplesize of Romayouth. Youth were not asked theirethnicity duringthe
storytelling process, thoughin afew cases youth volunteered it or local staff were aware of ethnicity
from working with the youth on project activities. Ethnicity was not factored into the analysis of
significant change stories because it was deemed too insensitive to ask youth outright about their
ethnicityin personand on camera.

Resource constraints/analysis constraints: Due to time, budget, and personnel shortages, evaluators
were limitedinthe analysis they could conduct of the stories. Staff members were unable to translate
and transcribe all of the 82 storiesin full, which would have allowed detailed coding of the complete
stories, inaddition to word frequency counts. Instead, all evaluators analyzing the videos during the
initial viewing stage took detailed notes and recorded the domain in which stories were categorized,
which forms the basis of all of the analysis of the stories found inthis report.

Main Findings

The primary purpose of the evaluation was to determine the degreeto which the program was on track
to meetingits objectives and to develop recommendations forimproving implementation in the second
year. Othersecondary research questions were considered and addressed to varying degrees. This
section will examinethe results as related to each key outcome and briefly touch on additional results
that the MSC method yielded.

Atits core, YCED seeks toimprove youth outcomesintwo key areas: 1) tolerance and the attitudes and
behaviors associated with respect for people of other ethnic, religious, and other backgrounds; and 2)

civicengagement, the degree to which youth feel a responsibility toward their community, act to
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improve their community, and are valued within the community. The results framework represents
these changes more specifically, as shown in Appendix 2.

Because MSC—also called “Monitoring-without-Indicators”*®*—was a primary tool for data collection,
the results captured often overlapped amongthe outcomes and outputs that comprise the original M&E
framework. Thus, asummary of the MSC storytelling resultsimmediately follows, providing comparisons
of the types of changesyouth shared. For more detail, results are best conceptualized according to the
two essential intended outcomes of the program, increased tolerance and increased civicengagement,
as outlined above. The two sections following the Summary of Findings from Storytelling below will
addressthe degree to which the program has achieved those outcomesto date. Following those
sections, remaining findings will be presented.

Summary of Results from Storytelling

Youth and adult stories addressed changes that overlap with various program outcomes, indicating that
many participants perceived changes across multiple domains of change. In the analysis phase, however,
the evaluation team worked to identify the single most significant change shared by each youthand
then categorize the story appropriately. Only two youth gave such stories so weak that the team could
not perceive asignificant change, which indicates that the vast majority of students did see the program
as havinga directimpact on them, theirschool, ortheir community.

Of the 80 significant change stories, mostyouth’s stories involved changes with regard to personal
attitudes orrelationships at the group or school level. The chart below provides a breakdown of the
types of change reported by youth:

Figure 1

Most Significant Change Stories by Type

Ex: Personal attitudes toward other
ethnicities, increased confidence, —
improved communications

Changes in Communities

Ex: Group-wide tolerance of Roma,
increased friendships between Roma &
non-Roma

Changes in Civic Engagement

Ex: Responsibility to others, Feeling
part of community -

No Change P 2%

Percentage of youth whose most significant
story aligned to given domain (n=82)

%8 Davies and Dart. 2005.
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The table below breaks down the story classifications further by school. The concentration of youth
storiesin given domains did vary by school, which may have resulted from differences in the projects or
the stages of the process youth had completed at the time of the evaluation.

Table 4
School Country | #of # of Male Female | #of # of Domainl | Domain2 - Domain3 - | No
students | surveys Video Written | - Personal | Civic Community | Change
Stories | Stories Engagement

Ivesti Romania 14 14 7 7 14 14 4 3 5 2

Cotea Romania 10 10 3 7 10 10 6 2 2 0

Marasesti | Romania 16 16 7 9 14 16 6 4 6 0

Nicolau Romania 10 10 6 4 10 10 4 1 5 0

Hincesti Moldova 13 13 5 8 12 13 7 0 6 0

Zirnesti Moldova 19 19 9 10 18 19 9 2 8 0
Total 82 82 37 45 78 82 36 12 32 2

Below are summaries of the stories that were selected across all communities as the most significantin
theirdomain:

Domain 1: Personal Changes/self-esteem /personal development/motivation

[Two stories were selected for this domain because they demonstratedchangein personalattitudes
toward another ethnic group from different perspectives and were determined to demonstrate equally
significant change.]

e Raluca, a young Romastudent, said, “Each person has theirown personality —we must accept
them how they are.” She explained how she used to be aggressive and led a hard life, as she
grew up without her mother. She neveraccepted advice from other people. But now, because
of the project, she haslearnedtolistento people andisnow “more interested in other people.”

e Simona, a youngnon-Romastudent, spoke of the transformative shiftin herattitude toward
Roma. “Before, | didn’t talk to any Roma students, but now | pay more attention to ethnic
issues” she said. She explained how she thinks highly of Romanow, which hasincreased her
prideinherschool.

Domain 2: Changesin CivicEngagement/sense of responsibilityto community
e Oneyouth, Alexandra, said, “l finally understand what volunteering means.” Her story outlined
how she increased hersense of social responsibility and no longer litters. She is now careful to
do thingsforthe community.

Domain 3: Changesin Communities /schools/relationships between different groups
e Denisasaid, “This project gave us wings to do betterthings.” She spoke of how relationships
between Romaand non-Romastudents grew and how tolerance in general increased of the
Roma. She said that the positive impacts of their project extended beyond the school into the
community.

These examples, which revealed deep, powerful transformations, indicate thatinjusta year, the
program’s activities have had alargely positive effect on the youth as individuals and on theirattitudes.
A few factors might explain why much of the change youth cited was personal and individual ratherthan
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outward: First, for many youth, their YAT project was theirfirst community project to date, a significant
milestoneintheirlives. It was also hypothesized thatindividual change is anecessary precursor to
group-level change, asindividuals must change theirown attitudesin orderto effect positive changesin
theircommunities. Finally, afactor related to adolescent development may influence these findings; as
developing youth’s cognition tends to be more inward or self-focused, personal changes may have
presented themselves more frequently than other changesintheirexperiences.

It mustalso be noted thatthe line between Domain 1and
Domain 3 was often blurred, because youth could describe
changesintheirattitudes toward Romaor non-Roma, and
that type of change might be classified within either
domain: If local and partner staff perceived that the youth
was discussing their change in attitudes as representative
of larger changesinrelationships, it was classified in
Domain 3. If the change was purelyindividual, without
having much of a discernibleimpact on others, it was
classifiedin Domain 1.

Storiesfrom Domain 2: Changesin CivicEngagement
appeared less frequently than had been anticipated. Staff interpreted this finding as a result of the fact
that many projects had only recently been completed at the time of the evaluation. Youth were perhaps
only beginningtofeel the effects of having completed a project for the good of the community. Itis
predicted thata higher percentage of stories collected during the final evaluation will relate to Domain
2, for the reason stated above, though otherfactors, such as the cognitive tendencies of adolescents
mentioned above, may cause individual-levelchange to continue to be the most significant change.
However, staff agreed that strengthening civicengagement promotion activities could also improve
outcomesinthis domain (see Recommendations section).

In additiontothe 82 youth interviewed, ten adult mentors shared their stories of mostsignificant
change throughvideo. As with the youth’s stories, mentors’ stories addressed multiple types of changes
from each domain. Staff analyzed and categorized the adult mentor stories across communities and
classified seven mentors’ stories of most significant change as Domain 3: Changesin communities; two
stories were categorized as Domain 1: Personal Changes; and one story addressed Domain 2: Changesin
CivicEngagement. That adults emphasized Domain 3 more than the youth participants can be explained
by theirrole intheirschools and the notion that adults, more fully developed than the adolescent
participants, may be cognitively less self-focused than the youth. Furthermore, because the adults are
teachers or community leaders, their perspective was likely already oriented toward groupsin the
school or community, and so the changes they perceived as most significant largely qualify at the
broaderlevel specified in Domain 3.

Changes in Tolerance

Qualitative data from the stories pointto substantial increasesin youth’s tolerance of people from other
ethnicbackgrounds, and limited survey data support such stories. More than half of youth sharedin
detail stories of significant change in their attitudes toward people from other backgrounds orin the
relationships they had formed with youth across ethniclines. Survey datareveal mixed resultsinterms
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of current attitudes and behaviors, and tentative findings comparing the pre-training assessment and
the midterm survey pointto some improvement. Forexample, youth reported positive interactions with
those of otherethnicities ata higherfrequency inthe midterm survey thanin the pre-training
assessment survey, as well as higher numbers of acquaintances of youth from other ethnicbackgrounds.
Adult mentors’ stories corresponded to youth stories, with several adults sharing stories relating
positive change in the relationships between ethnicgroups.

Youth Outcomes from MSC

The MSC technique allowed youth to frame issues of tolerance in / \
ways that cut across domain lines. Whileyouth spoke about deep “I made a Roma friend
change regarding theirand others’ views of people of other ethnic who changed all my

groups, the storytelling methodology provided staff with awindow opinions about the

into how the change occurred. Deep changes regarding youth’s Roma. | realized that

tolerance of ethnicdifferences were expressed frequently both
through Domain 1: personal changes and Domain 3: Changesin
Communities. Project staff had hypothesized that changesin
attitudestoward the Romaand levels of tolerance would take

they are also human,
that they have the same

reactions | have.
- Youth participant,

I th t istersignificantly, which dth
ongerthan one year to registersignificantly, which caused the K Moldova /

evaluation teamto create domains broaderthantolerance alone.

However, atleast 46 of 82 youth, orroughly 56%, spoke insome

detail about changesin relationships between Romaand non-Romayouth. As mentioned, 44% of
youth’s stories were categorized into Domain 1, which spanned topics ranging from personal attitudes
toward otherethnicities to communication skills. Justas youth detailed deep changesintolerance, local
and partner staff members were able to observe just how deep stereotypes were before the projectand
witness the often non-linear path of youth toward acceptance of difference.

For example, one illustrative story of change in attitudes regardingthe Roma came froma non-Roma

youth in Moldova who opened up to her peers and to staff about the degree towhich herviews were

changed:
“First of all, this project changed my opinion of the Roma. Secondly, it allowed me to get
involvedin my community...Before | started participating in this project, | considered the Roma
vulgar. But after | became involved in this project, | understood thatthey are humans. Imadea
Roma friend that changed all my opinions about the Roma. | knew her before, but did not have
a good opinion of her. I didn’t really know her, and knowing she was Roma, | thought s he was
like all the other Roma...Now | have a different opinion of the Roma in general. | realized that
theyare also human, thatthey have the same reactions | have. Like every other person, they go
home and cry in their pillow.”

One Roma youth from the same school said, “l learned | do not have to stick only with Roma, but |
can also be with others. We should be surrounded by others.”

Expressions of tolerance varied greatly by school. Forexample, in one school, in Marasesti—in which
onlyone of 16 studentsidentified himself as Roma—only two students discussed relations between
ethnicities as a significant change. Many of those students shared stories about personal
transformation, but these changesrelated more totheirrole inthe school and their personal skills
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than to theirattitudes toward Romaor non-Roma. In otherschools, such as a school called Cotea,
ethnicity was mentioned by almost all students sharing stories. Inthe case of Cotea, it islikely that
two very dedicated mentors—one Romaand one non-Roma—actively worked to foster unity among
the team. In otherschools, the degree to which mentors outright addressed tolerance may have
varied, andin two schools, the Romamentorhad dropped out of the program. (See
Recommendations formore.)

Most Significant Change Stories for Domain 1: Personal Change

Two stories—one from aRoma studentand one from a non-Roma student—were selected as
the most significantfor Domain 1. These stories showed attitudinal change toward other
ethnicities from both the Roma and non-Roma perspectives. Excerpts of their stories are below:

Roma youth: I've met several people who helped me a lot to change my conduct. They
taught me to be better, to understand the world around me, not to be aggressive like |
used to be. They tried to talk to me. There were people around me before to talk to me
also, but | didn’t understand what they were saying. And now [ think it’s good to take
the advice of a mature person. Before, | didn’t care about anything. Now | am
interested, first of all, in the people around us...we must not mock them; we must not
discriminate against each other based on ethnicity, that one is Romanian and another
one Roma or that one is sick and one is healthy. And we should integrate everyone just
the way they are and make no differences between them.

Non-Roma youth: Before, | didn’t care too much about the problems of this school or of
the pupils, but now | am really interested. And if we talk of the Roma people, even
though they did not bother me, | didn’t try to become friends with them. But | realized
that some of the Roma are even better people than we are and that they want to do
something in life. People say: you are of a different religion, you dress in a certain way,
you listen to a certain kind of music. This is not good. They are people and they really
have something say and to show.

Youth Outcomes from Survey

Youth Attitudes: Midterm survey resultsindicatethat youth possess tolerant attitudes in some key
areas and have room for growth in others. Based on the difficulty of comparing the midterm surveyand
pre-training assessment results, few conclusions can be drawn from the surveys about the degree to
which participantsincreased theirtoleranceinthe first year of YCED. As noted above, the qualitative
data from MSC suggests that youthimproved mostinlevels of tolerance thanin any othertype of
change as a result of their participation in the program. While some survey data support this qualitative
finding, otherdataindicate either no change ora slight decline from the pre-training assessment.
Interpretation of these findings follows the results below.
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While the number of respondents inthe pre-training assessment is low, the dataindicate thatin two of
three categories of awareness of ethnicdiscrimination, youth may have improved their attitudes up to
23% (See Figure 3). It was hypothesized that because many local authorities and community members
deny ethnictensions or discrimination in the community and schools, awareness of discrimination
would be an importantfirst step in reducing discrimination, particularly for non-Romastudents. The
final survey, as compared to the midterm, willbe more instructive with regard to progress of youthin
awareness of discrimination.

Figure 2

Awareness of Ethnic Discrimination: Comparison of
Midterm Survey and Pre-Training Assessment

Ethnicity can affect our perceptions and behaviors,

even if we are not prejudiced. 32%

Pre-Training
Assessment

. o B Midterm
Most people have some form of ethnic prejudice

that affects the waytheyinteract with others.

There is a substantial difference in the way different
ethnic groups are treated in this community.

% of Participants Who Agree or Strongly Agree
Pre-training: n=15, Midterm: n=82

Sub-analysis was conducted to determine differencesin levels of awareness between Romaand non-
Roma and between maleand female youth, thoughitshould be noted again that the lack of self-
identified Romarepresentationinthe survey makes comparison tentative. In one category, Roma youth
exhibited more awareness about ethnicdiscrimination, agreeing that “Ethnicity can affect our
perceptionsand behaviors, even if we are not prejudiced” at a rate of 19% more than theirnon-Roma
counterparts. However, overall, no conclusions can be drawn regarding differences in attitudes based on
genderor ethnicity, given that variation was low and that the numbers are not statistically significant.
See Figure 4 below fora graphicillustration of those results.
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Figure 3

Distribution of Awareness of Ethnic Discrimination: Midterm Evaluation

Ethnicity can affect our perceptions and behaviors,

even if we are not prejudiced.

= Overall
Most people have some form of ethnic prejudice that

B Roma
affects they way they interact with others.
B Non-Roma

Male
Female
63%
There is a substantial difference in the way different
63%
ethnic groups are treated in this community.
65%
60%

% of respondents who strongly agree or agree (n=82)

Otherresults regarding attitudes and tolerance were also mixed. Youth mostly showed improvementin
theiracceptance of others:infive of six statements regarding tolerance, youth showed at least some
improvement. However, for two of those five statements, improvement was under 10%, which is too
small to indicate any real improvement, given the smallsample size of the pre-trainingassessment. In
some cases, improvement was more striking. Forexample, 28% feweryouth agreed or strongly agreed
with the statement, “Itis justified toforbid certainreligions” at the midterm compared to the pre-
trainingassessment (See Figure5). Twenty-three percent fewer of youth agreed or strongly agreed with
the statement, “People of different ethnicgroups should adapt to the culture of the majority people and
not practice their own cultural traditions.” One statement, “l am not against people of other
nationalities orreligion livingin my town orvillage,” garnered widespread agreement at the pre-training
assessmentand so leftlittle room forimprovement. Another statement with little change in response
was “People of different ethnicities have important biological differences.” While the agreement was
relatively low in both the pre-training assessment and midterm survey (27% and 26%, respectively), itis
possible that this question was confusing forrespondents, without guidance on how tointerpret
“important.”*’

Enough variation existed between Romaand non-Romayouth in both directions, that given the small
sample size of self-identified Romayouth, few additional conclusions can be drawn. Differenceswere

%% several questions includedinthe survey were drawn or adapted from materials of Teaching Tolerance, a Project
of the Southern Poverty Law Center. More can be found at http://www.tolerance.org/tdsi/uir_intro. Itis possible
that such questions do not translateto the Romanian/Moldovan context, or that youth simplyinterpreted these
findings differently than was intended. Such questions will be dropped from the final survey.
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registered between male and femalerespondents, though the direction of these differences varied in
both directions across categories, and no conclusions can be drawn.

In expressions of empathy toward others, youth did not demonstrate notable improvement; thisis likely
due, in part, to the high pre-training assessment results, and compounded by the fact that the youth
selected forthe CSA were more likely than otheryouth to understand the ‘right’ way torespondto
these questions. Youth’s responses declined orimproved from the pre-training assessment for different
statements, thoughitshould be noted again that comparison between the midterm survey and the pre -
trainingassessmentisinconclusive. Forexample, 15% more youth in the midterm survey agreed or
strongly agreed with the statement, “Itis acceptable for peopleto act differently than | do because they
come from a different background.” Conversely, youth showed negative movement with regard to the
following statement: “Itisimportant for me to be aware of/understand the culture of people from
different ethnicgroups.” Inthe pre-training assessment, 93% of youth agreed or strongly agreed with
that statement, compared to 67% at the midterm survey. This unexpectedly low percentageinthe
midterm survey indicates room forimprovementin programimplementation (see Recommendations
section) aswell asroom for improvementin measurementtools.

The chart below illustrates the distribution of results across ethnicand gender groups forthe midterm

survey. These results will be compared directly with the final survey results, given thatin each survey
large enough samples fromvarious groups should allow for more robust data.

Figure 4

Distribution of Empathy: Midterm Survey

tis acceptable for people to act differentiy because :

) C f iffi c :
they come from a different background. 319
24%
36%
: < 94%
Even if 1 am in a hurry, | am prepared to wait for a disabled 929"
person to get on the bus or get up the stairs. 92%
93%
! Overa
B Roma
it is important for me to be aware of/understand s 81% B Non-Roma
the culture of people from different ethnic groups. 68% Male
65% Femaie

% of respondents who agree or strongly agree
(n=82 overall, Roma: n=20, male: n=38)
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Overall, based onthe small sample sizes, particularly in the pre-training assessment, no valid conclusion
can be drawn from the survey regarding changes in attitudes of tolerance and discrimination.
Furthermore, because of variation and small sample sizes of disaggregated groups within the midterm
survey—only 17 youth respondents identified themselves as Roma—no conclusions can be drawn
regarding attitudinal differences among groups. Given thatin the final evaluation, even larger sample
sizes will be drawn, comparison will be more useful inone yearin orderto determinereal changesin
attitudes amongyouth participants.

While staff evaluators may have expected more consistent, positive results demonstratingachangein
attitudesfromthe survey based onthe high volume of youth reporting changesin tolerance through the
MSC tool, the mixed survey results mayinfactline up with what might be expected of youth attitudinal
change withregard to sensitive issues such as ethnictolerance. First, even though a majority of youth
mentioned changesinrelationships and attitudes toward other ethnicities in their stories, the silent
minority may have not experienced such positive changes or possibly experienced negative changes,
which they would have been unlikely to share. Second, itis possible that the mixture of statements with
desired outcomes at different spectrums (forexample, in some questions, the most desired response
was “strongly agree” whereasin others, it was “strongly disagree”) confused students. Third, the mixed
survey results might serve totemperthe overwhelmingly positive storytelling results, given the
response bias toward favorable stories. Correspondingly, even though some youth reportedincreasesin
tolerance intheirstories, they werestill, at times, employing discriminatory language to discuss Roma
people and related issues of ethnicity.

It should be noted thattrendsinthese attitudinal responses held roughly constantacross schools,
indicating that studentsread and interpreted the questions similarly and held roughly similar beliefs.
The final evaluation will provide more instructiveresults. Finally, itis possiblethat the intervention
itself —approximately halfway through—caused mixed resultsin youth’s attitudes. On one hand, more
exposure to different groups could cause ‘growing pains,” making it likely that stereotypes that were
latent have risen to the surface and will require continued, sustained attention to be addressed
effectively. See Recommendations and the Conclusion for more information.

Youth Behaviors: In addition to measuring attitudes and attitudinal change toward groups of different
backgrounds, the survey also soughtto measure behaviors of youth regarding tolerance, such as
interactions with people from different backgrounds. For questions regarding behaviors, youth
demonstrated improvementin most categories, to the extent that the pre-trainingassessment can be
compared with the midterm. Forexample, the percentage of youth who reported discussingissues of
tolerance ina productive way with youth of another nationality, religion, oreth nicbackground
increased from 60% to 75%.

Youth were asked to estimate the number of times they had discussed issues of tolerance ina
productive way with fourtypes of people inthe previous month, and below are the results:

21



Table 5

Category Midterm: Pre-Training

Once or more Assessment:
Once or more

Other youth my age, and of my nationality, religion, 86% 67%

or ethnic background

Other youth my age, but of another nationality, 75% 60%

religion, or ethnicbackground

Adults of my nationality, religion, orregional 83% 57%

background

Adults of another nationality, religion, or regional 63% 64%

background

As seeninthe chart above, youth hadincreased the number of interactions theyhad, total, regarding
issues of tolerance. Not surprisingly, the majority of youth had addressed tolerance more frequently in
homogeneous groups, but with the exception of “adults of another nationality, religion, orregional
background,” the number of youth who had discussed issues of tolerance productively increased by at
least 15% with each group. The exception, discussions of tolerance with adults of other nationality,
religion, orregional background, may be explained by alower-than-desired level of involvement by
Roma mentors (see Recommendations section).

Respondents werealso asked about the quality of interactions with peers of other ethnicities. Inan
open-ended question, they were firstasked how many times they had interacted with someoneof a
different ethnicity in the last week, buttheirresponses were deemed too varied to analyze. However, a
follow-up question asked them to determine, “Of those interactions...all were positive/more were
positive than negative/somewere positive and some were negative/they were neutral/morewere
negative than positive/all were negative.” These results yielded improvements: The numberof youth
who said all of those interactions were positive rose from 36% to 54% from the pre-trainingassessment
to the midterm survey.

Youth were asked to estimate the number of friends and acquaintances they had who belongtoa
different ethnicgroup. The percentage of youth reporting having close friends of anotherethnicgroup
did not change appreciably, hovering at approximately 70% of youth reporting atleast one close friend
of anotherethnicity. However, the percentage of youth reporting having “more than 10” acquaintances
of anotherethnicityincreased by 26%, from 21% to 47%.These results are inline with what was
expected, given thata project activity was to bring youth togetheracross ethniclines, often youth who
scarcely interacted before. If the projectresultsinitsintended outcomes, then the percentage of youth
with multiple closefriends of other ethnicities will improve by the final evaluation, given that youth will
have had one more yearto forge relationships with those of a different background. The percentage of
youth with acquaintances of anotherethnicity is also expected to continue toincrease by the time of
the final evaluation.
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Adult Outcomes from MSC:

As mentioned, adults’ stories dealt most heavily with
community- or group-wide change, which would have been o
y-orgroup & mntll this year, | cannot sh

expected giventheirrole inthe community. All of the ten

mentors who shared stories discussed the relationship there were tense

between Roma and non-Roma, though at least two suggested relationships, but there
that relationships had already been good before the project weren’t friendly

began. One Romamentorfrom Moldovasaid, “The most relationships between the
important thing was that Roma children gotinvolved with ethnicities. [The students]
children from otherethnicity and gotalongin this project, passed over these

because there was no discrimination. And | wish that Roma prejudices that even some
children would getinvolved more in this project, because we adults cannot overcome.”

are notdoingthisjustfor us, butfor the whole community.” \ Mentor. Romania /

A non-Roma mentorfrom Romaniasaid, “What surprised me

pleasantly wasthe relationship between Romaand non-Romastudents. Until this year, | cannot say that
there were tense relationships, butthere weren’t friendly relationships between those ethnicities. |
don’tknow if theyreally avoided each other, but surely they did not have contact. Moreover, the work
made them establish close relationships and made them forget that they have different ethnicities, and
they passed overthese prejudices that even some adults can not overcome.”

Beyond speaking about the changesinrelationships
between Romaand non-Romayouthandinthe
community, some mentors spoke of personal change
they had experienced with regard to tolerance.

One non-Roma mentor from Romania spoke of his
personal change in overcoming stereotypes. He noted
that the change began before the beginning of YCED
implementation, but that his experience with YCED
made the transformation complete: “The change first
happenedin April 2011, duringanother project with
the Roma community, targeting Romastudents of 7th
and 8th grades. This was the beginning of my changein
prejudices. If then|sawthemas Iess positive persons of society, the week spentin April 2011 with them
changed my attitude. 1got to know some extraordinary children who delighted me. Inthis project|fully
changed this prejudice. Now I don’t have any prejudice when | meetaRoma ethniccitizen, no matterif
at the market, at school, a private or publicplace.”

Adult Outcomes from Survey:
Results from the limited-sample midterm survey and pre-training assessment vary, indicating attimes
positive, negative, and no change. First, in all three statements relating to awareness of discrimination,
surveyresultsindicated adecline in awareness by at least 24%. This result contrasts to the outcomes of
the youth survey questions on awareness of ethnicdiscrimination, in which youth demonstrated
improvementin two of three categories. As most of the adult respondents were overallthe same
respondentsforthe pre-training assessment, this difference may indicate different motivations onthe
part of adults and youth; adults may have been more likely to want to portray a community in which
people are treated fairly and to show positive stepsin theircommunity’s attitudes. Furthermore, that at
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least two Roma mentors dropped out of the program may indicate that those most aware of ethnic
discrimination had leftthe program. The final evaluation should investigate that possibility and seek to
determine the degree to which adults are aware of ethnicdiscrimination in their community broadly.

In categories related to empathy, results were again mixed. As with youth, adult survey results indicated
almost no change inrelationto the statement, “Eveniflamin a hurry, | am preparedto waitfora
disabled persontogetonthe bus or get up the stairs,” as 100% of pre-training respondents agreed or
strongly agreed. Similarly, forthe statement, “Itisimportant for me to be aware of/understand the
culture of people from different ethnicgroups,” resultsindicated a 2% decline, with little room for
growth given high pre-training responses. In one category, however, adults demonstrated a 27%
improvement: “Itis acceptable for people to act differently than | do because they come froma
different background.” The final evaluation will seek to determine whetherthat positive trend continues
and reflectsadeep change in understanding, tolerance, and empathy.

Finally, results were mixed in categories related to tolerance broadly. Changesin the six statements
related totolerance varied between positive or negative, but all within 9%, leaving little opportunity to
commenton broad change.

Changes in Civic Engagement

Positive stories of change and some positive survey results indicate ﬁWe showed the \
that at least some youthincreased theirsense of civicengagement community that young
throughoutthe project. The 15% of youth’s stories that were
classifiedin Domain 2: Changesin CivicEngagementrevealed deep
transformation. Otheryouth noted positive changesin civic
participation as well, evenif theirstories were ultimately
categorized differently. Based on survey results, behaviors around Romania
civicengagementimproved substantially, with more youth J
becominginvolvedin their communities. Youth also demonstratedan

increased understanding of civicengagement and more positive attitudes toward their community.
Adults demonstrated improvementin participatory approaches to working with youth and intheir
application of PYD principles, as well as engagement with local leaders. However, some results are
inconclusiveand meritfurtherresearchin the final evaluation.

people want to do better
things for the

community.”
- Youth participant,

Youth Outcomes from MSC

The MSC technique allowed staff to understand the processes behind changesin civicengagement, as
youth shared theirstories of becoming more confidentin their ability to effect positive change and
feeling proud of theiraccomplishments with respect to the community. Fifteen percent of youth’s
stories of significant change related most strongly to civicengagement. Multipleyouth at each school
said that the YAT project was the first projectin which they had ever participated. Youth said, “We
didn’tthink we could accomplish projects” and “We showed the community that young peoplewantto
do betterthings forthe community.” Anotheryouth entitled his written story, “l believe in projects.”
Even for youth whose stories did not principally relate to civicengagement, a sense of accomplishment
and pride intheir community orschool project surfaced in many cases. For example, in ayouth’s story
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that was categorized asa Domain 1 story, she said, “l feel a lot of pride because of how the school is
now better.”

Most Significant Change Story for Domain 2: Civic Engagement

The story that was selected as most significant came from afemale youth in Romania. An
excerpt of herstory is below:

This project changed me a lot. It made me more communicative. | can express myself
more freely than before. | made lots of friends. | learned new things. | can say that I've
been greatly changed by this project from many points of view- both as a person as well
as my activities that have completely changed. | learned what it means to volunteer. |
didn’t know what this was beforehand. | would only do things if | got paid. Very few
youth do something for their community without pay. Very few students get involved in
activities. It made me care about my community. Beforehand, | only cared about myself,
but this project made me think of others. This project made me more responsible,
towards myself and towards society and towards my school.

Youth Outcomes from Survey

Changesin behaviors and level of community participation:

Youth behaviors around civicengagementimproved significantlyfrom the pre-training assessment,
likely due to the factthat choosingto participate ina YAT necessarily meant participatinginacivic
project. Given thatextracurricularactivities and organized projects are rare in schoolsin Romaniaand
Moldova, this finding was not surprising. Youth were asked, “Inthe past 12 months, did you participate
inany activity intended toimprove yourschool orcommunity?” and invited torespond yesorno. If they
respondedyes, they were prompted to describe the activity. Responses were only countedinthe
affirmative if they had provided avalid example, for verification purposes (see Appendix 5for a rubric
used to determine validity of responses). Compared to 18% of respondents (or three of 15) at the pre-
training assessment, 86% of respondentsinthe midterm survey provided an example of an activityin
which they had participated. This percentage should have been 100% due to the nature of YCED, but
was likely lower becauseyouth either did not take the time to provide an example, or possibly because
they did not necessarily seetheir YAT projectinthe terms described inthe question. Local and partner
staff expecttosee the same percentage orhigherinthe final evaluation.

In addition to changesin participationin community improvement activities, youth were asked about
theirinteractions with local or regional government representatives.*® Interactions increased

%% This set of questions was deemed importantbased on the theory that youth need successful interactions with
members of authorityin order to feel confident to voice their opinions and to feel that their opinions arevalued.
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significantly, from 53% in the pre-training stage to 96% in the midterm stage. Interactions werefurther
broken down by type, with the following response choices, showninthe table below.

Table 6

Type of interaction with government Midterm: Number Midterm: Pre-training:
representatives responded Percent of total Percent of total
Attended an eventwhere agovernment 55 69% 27%
representative spoke

Wrote a lettertoa government 6 8% 0%
representative

Spoke onthe phone 15 19% 7%
Spoke in person 30 38% 7%
Received material or non-material support 40 50% 20%

for a projector initiative

Other (please explain) 3 4% 7%
None 3 4% 47%

Changesin attitudes regarding civic engagement:

A majority of youth responding to the midterm survey demonstrated an understanding of civic
engagement. Youth were asked to respond to the open-ended question, “What does civicengagement
mean?” Valid answers were determined usingarubric (see Appendix 5) and were required toinclude
one of the following concepts: action, activism, responsibility, sense of something largerthan oneself, or
role inthe community. Seventy percent of youth demonstrated an understanding of civicengagementin
the midterm survey, compared to 47% of youth inthe baseline. Again, the small samplesize of the pre-
training assessment makes comparison tenuous.

In the midterm survey, while many youth did attemptto provide answers, several respondents
illustrated important conceptsthey had learned, though outside the meaning of civicengagement. For
example, 12youth—from different schools and communities—described civicengagement roughly as
‘committingtofinishing somethingthey set outtodo.” Mentors likely emphasized perseveranceand the
importance of keeping commitments throughout the project, but while perseveranceis animportant
gualitytolearn, itwas not counted as an adequate definition of civicengagement. Otherresponses
were project-specific; forexample, two youth responded that civicengagement meant beinginvolvedin
a competition, and two youth responded that civicengagement meant workingin ateam. These
responses were also not considered to display an adequate understanding of civicengagement.

Overall, the majority of youth responding to the midterm survey expressed abelief in their abilities to
change situationsintheircommunities. This findingisimportant because a central component of civic
engagementthat YCED seeksto increase isyouth’s feeling of value and their perceived ability to effect
positive change. The surveyincluded a matrix of statements about confidence in their abilities to change
thingsintheircommunity, in which youth were asked to select one of the following: strongly agree,
agree, somewhat agree, undecided, somewhat disagree, disagree, or strongly disagree. Foreach
statementbutone, a majority of youth agreed or strongly agreed with statements about their efficacy.
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The pre-training assessment and midterm surveys produced similarresults in areas of efficacy, and for
most statements, little variation exists between Romaand non-Romarespondents. Two statements
reveal differences, however, as seeninthe chartbelow. Nearly 20% more non-Roma students than
Roma students agree with the statement “l am an important part of my community.” This disparity may
reflect underlying discriminatory conditions for Romain a broad sense in the community, which the
program seekstoaddress. However, due to limitations in Romaidentification, more research should be
conducted before drawing any conclusions. Again, due to alow sample size inthe baseline, limited
conclusions can be drawn in comparing the baseline to the midterm survey. After one more year of
projectactivities, thatgapis expectedto narrow.

Figure 5

Confidence and Sense of Efficacy within Community

| communicate well with people of other ethnicity,

religious groups, and nationality.

93%

| am confidentin myability to help resolve interpersonal

disagreements or conflictin a peaceful way.

79%

| am able to present myideas to people of other ethnicity, religion,

and nationalityin a waythatis comfortable for them.

67%
62%
I am an important part of my community. 47%
66%
73%
I am confident in my ability to positively affect 58%

. . 71%
ethnic tension.

55%

80%

The action of one individual can make a positive

impact on community life.

B Midterm Overall
57%

H Roma - Midterm

With my help, the community can become more tolerant 49% B Non-Roma Midterm

of differences.

53%
48%
50%

Baseline

% of respondents who strongly agree or agree (Midterm: n=82 (Roma: n=17; Non-Roma: n=65); Baseline: n=15)
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Most Significant Change Story for Domain 3: Changes in Communities &
Relationships

The story of a female youth from Romania was selected as the most significantin this domain.
Here is an excerpt of herstory:

I am proud to see something behind me. We worked as a team and we did something
for the community, for our school. We received funding. It was very well thought-out,
the idea of involving Roma and Romanians. There are some other things that could be
done for the community. | find that the things which we do not give great importance,
in reality are very important in society. We have this conference room that was done in
the framework of the project, and we want to have a festivities hall that would benefit
more people.

Adult Outcomes from MSC

The evaluationteam applied the same questions they asked of youth to adult mentors. Adistinct
outcome of YCED is “Teachers, schools, and local NGO leaders effectively promote civicengagement and
tolerance among Roma and majority students,” and it was determined that attitudes, observations, and
behaviors of teachers should be measured similarly to those of youth.

Only one adultshared a story of change relating primarily to Domain 2: Changesin CivicEngagement,
while the majority of adults shared stories of change relating most to community-wide changes (Domain
3). Thiswas inline with expectations, given that many adultsinvolved in the project —voluntarily—
would have already feltastrong sense of civicengagement, enough to lead youth inacommunity
project. Forexample, one adult mentorsaid, ““l consider myself an active citizen and that’s why I try to
imprintthistoyouth | work with.”

For the one Roma mentor whose most significant change was in hersense of civicengagement, she said,
“I wentintothe community, learned how to getinvolved inthe community, to have initiative and tell
otheryoungpeople howtogetinvolvedinaproject. Now | go into the community very often, |
collaborate with youth often, and we meet often to discuss about the project.” She said she also
communicated with the mayor, the vice mayor, and the principal of the school. “As a group we realized
that we should have more initiative, make more changes, and attract more youth from other ethnicities,
both Roma and Non-Roma, and not to discriminate.”

Adult Outcomes from Survey

Adults beganthe program with high levels of civic participation, as this was a selection criterion for their
participation. All but two of 20 adults reported having participated in an activity intended to improve
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theirschool or community at the pre-training stage, and 14 of 14 adults said the same in the midterm
phase.

The survey also soughtto measure the degree to which teachers and mentors had access to and support
fromlocal leaders. Inthe midterm evaluation, 12 of 13 respondents forthat question said that they
could name local government or community leaders who support youth civicengagement or
volunteerism activities in the school, and these same respondents said they had interacted with these
leaders aboutyouth civicengagement activities. Similarly, 16 of 20 inthe pre-trainingassessment could
name supportive community leaders, and 15 of those had interacted with at least one with regard to
youth civicengagement.

A notable difference arose in the frequency of interactions: Inthe midterm, 100% of adults who knew
about supportive leaders had interacted with them in the past month, whereasinthe pre-training
assessment, 13 of 20, or 65% of adults, had done so. Adults were also asked the extentto which they
agreed or disagreed with statements relating to the support of local leaders, but no discernible
difference occurred between the pre-training assessment and midterm survey. The majority of adults
surveyed forthe midterm agreed —but not strongly—with statements relating to the support of local
leaders. Thisindicates room forgrowthin Year 2, with heightened involvement of local leaders as adult
mentorsimprove their coaching, advocacy, and marketing skills.

Adult Facility with Positive Youth Development: For YCED to be most effective, adults must espouse
principles of Positive Youth Development (PYD) and adopt alearning-by-doing approach to mentoring
youth. The survey asked adults a series of questions about the degree to which they allow foryouth
agencyin theirprojects. Forexample, the first statement reads “I consult with youth when making
decisions about projects,” with response choices of always, most of the time, about half of the time,
rarely, and never. Following this, adults were asked the following: “Please give an example from the last
year of whenyou consulted with youth about a project decision.” Responses were only counted as
affirmative if adults provided an example deemed qualified according to a rubric(see Appendix 5).

At the midterm stage, the range of adults following PYD principles varied greatly by type of PYD practice.
For example, 83% of adults provided adequate examplesinresponseto the following statement: “I give
youththe opportunity to take on differentrolesin projects, including leadership roles.” However, 30%
of adults provided an adequate example inresponseto this statement: “I give youth the opportunity to
learn fromtheirown mistakes, developingthe skills they need foradultlife.” Other statements were “|
consult with youth when making decisions about projects” (54%) and “l develop and implement projects
insuch a way that young people from different family, social, economicand ethnicbackgrounds can
work together” (40%). In the pre-training assessment, adults registered examples between 10% and 30%
of the time, compared to the range of 30%-80% inthe midterm survey, which demonstrates some
improvementinyouth-serving practices. Thismay be in part due to an increased understanding in what
the PYD principles are and a higherfacility in answering the question.

Other Changes

Because MSCis designed explicitly to gatherinformation about changes that may or may not be related
to the program’s outcomes, this section describes the changes that youth and adults shared that fall
outside of the two main goals of increasing tolerance and increasing civicengagement. Youth shared
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powerful examples of personal transformations, and while some of these transformations related to
feelings of tolerance and openness toward those of other ethnicities, some of them related to youth’s
skills, confidence, and way of interacting with the world more broadly.

As mentioned previously, 44% of stories shared by youth
were classified as stories of personal change. Of these,
several broad themes emerged: improved
communication skills, increased confidence, change in
statusin the school or community, motivation, and
personal development/maturity. The points below
representthe typesof changes otherthanincreasesin
tolerance that youth shared within Domain 1: Personal
Changes.

e Oneyouthentitled his story “Radical Change
Bullseye” and described how he became much
more confidentand able tointeract with his peers. He recommended that other shy people be
giventhe chance that he was given.

¢ A Roma youthfrom Romaniasaid that his most significant change was that he stopped skipping
school because he has an obligationto be at the radio as a DJ. He also shared thathe isno
longerrude to teachers.

e Anotheryouthsaidthathe became more sociable and listens to colleagues, whereas before his
tendency was to mock his peers. “l learned not to be mean about other people’sideas,” he said.

e Oneyouthsaidthat before the project, he had no friends, and now he isina group with people
who “before didn’t notice my presence.”

e Oneyouthsaidthat she was shy before the projectand did not speak to colleagues of ahigher
level than her, but that the project changed that.

e Oneyouth, with hisstory entitled “My First ParticipationinaProject,” shared that his greatest
change was learninghow to work on a project. “The IREX project gives me a new beginning,” he
stated. He said thatothersin the school want to be involved and are envious of the group .**

e Foroneyouth, hermost significant change was becoming more responsible and improving her
organizational skills.

e Oneyouthsaid, “The project brought more personal changesto me than in other parts. | started
to believein myself and that my opinion could be heard by others. That was an important
change, discoveringthat | could be heard.”

The MSC storytelling technique aptly brought out changes that the youth considered to be central to
theirlives butthat were not explicitintended outcomes of the project. One change in particular might
be considered anegative outcome, the rise in status of the YAT members, possibly at the expense of
non-participant peersinthe school. Atleast one youth said that others were “jealous” of himand his
participationinthe project, and certainly the point of the projectis to bring students together, not
divide them (seemore in the Recommendations section). Overall, however, the unintended changes

> Such acha nge should be noted for staff so they can work to avoid the effect of the project excluding other youth

inthe school.
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that the MSC methodology captured correspond to the goals of the program, given the importance of
personal development for youth—including confidence and communication skills—and its relevance to
helping shape capable, concerned adult citizens who create positive change in their communities.

Recommendations

Evaluators asked youth and adult participants explicitly forany recommendations toimprove the
project. Thirty-two of 82 youth provided direct recommendations, with three of those youth providing
more than one type of recommendation. The most common recommendation centered on the concept
of “more of” the projectin some form, whichis not wholly unexpected given predicted positive
response bias. Eighteen youth voiced adesire formore youth to getinvolved and benefit fromthe
project (nine) orforthe project or money to be continued (nine). Eleven youth recommended a specific,
different activity or project. Forexample, in one school, several youth mentioned that they wanted to
create a festivity hall, as thisideahad been brainstormed earlierand ruled out. Otherrecommendations
shared by youth, though by feweryouth, include: increasing communication with other YATs (three);
more autonomy to make decisions (one); more support from Romani CRISS or IREX Moldova staff (one);
and forthe project to make students less busy (one). *?

Four of ten adults provided recommendations, which included the following:

e To create a festivity hall.

e Toemphasize project writingand reporting: “It was an extraordinary week at CSA-1, but
regarding the writing of the project, there was notenough information provided. We had some
trouble with that: establishing objectives, implementing activities, making the budget.”**

e “Itisbestto selectstudentsfrom 8" and 10th grades to attend the CSA. They are notso busy
with exams like the ones from 9" and 12th grades.”

e For more adultsto participate inthe team and forthe grant amount to be increased.

Based on the above recommendations provided by participants and an analysis of the survey and MSC
data, below isaset of suggestions that may help improve the outcomes of YCED:

1. Ensure the sustained participation of trained adult mentors: In two of the six schools visited for
the evaluation, the non-Roma mentorwas the only mentor present and was reported to be the
only mentordeeplyinvolvedinthe project. Given that the project does not provide adult
mentors with any material incentives, the retention rate may be considered relatively high.
However, the YCED approach requires strong role models both from Romaand non-Roma
populations. While changing schedules and priorities make some attrition inevitable, staff

32 Note that carewas taken to record and categorize every recommendation offered by the youth. However, itis
possiblethatsome youth provided recommendations that were not recorded as suchand, as aresult, notincluded
inthe count of 35 above.

** This recommendation had alsosurfacedina post-training survey following the CSA in 2011, and staff members
have already adapted training materials based on this suggestion.
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members should keep inregular contact with both mentors —notjustthe ‘lead’ mentor—to
discoverand address anyissues that may cause themto stop participating. In cases where either
mentor must stop participating, staff should seek to find asupportive replacement.

Staff might consider conducting weekly calls not only with the non-Roma mentors, who are
often more connected to the schools because they are teachers oradministrators, but also with
the Roma mentors. This way Roma mentors can voice their concerns and provide project
information directly. Direct, regular contact with Roma mentors mightalso provide Roma
mentors with an equal sense of responsibility and duties as those of the non-Roma mentor,
which willinturn positively affect the dynamics with youth (see Recommendation #2 below).

2. Ensure highlevels of participation of Roma youth: The low profile of Romayouthinthe
communityisa problem that the YCED program seeks to address, and at the same time poses
practical challenges to the implementation of the program. In the pre-program design
assessment, IREX partnerand local staff noted underrepresentation and hesitance to self-
identify asRoma as a pervasive issuein the community. The evaluation confirmed that
observation, atleasttoa degree, based onthe small numbers of Romayouthreporting
themselves assuchinthe survey. However, itisimpossibleto determine how many youth were
Roma whodid not identifyassuch, asit is likely that the percentage of participants who are
Roma is smaller than that of non-Roma. Thus, two challenges affect the ideal balance of the
YCED model: lower rates of participation by Roma, and lower rates of identification. For low
rates of participation, the primary source of this challenge was said to be a corollary low rate of
retention of Romayouth in secondary school,** a challenge that YCED is not equipped to
address. Inany case, either of these challenges may be alleviated in part by the sustained
involvement of a strong Roma mentor, regular check-ins with both leaders to monitorthe
continued participation of youth and address problems that arise, and possibly more targeted
outreachto Roma youth.

In one community, only one of 16 youth participating in the evaluation identified himself as
Roma, and he was the selected Romaleaderwho had attended the CSA training. Whilethere
may simply not be enough Roma attending school to make the group ethnically balanced, the
Roma members of the YAT were not present on the day of the evaluation, orRomayouth were
not identifying themselves as such, the situation bearsinvestigation. That school also
corresponded to the lowest rates of change relating to tolerance and attitudes toward ethnicity;
only two of the 16 shared changesin attitudes regarding Romaintheirstories. Again, staff may
be limitedinwhatthey cando, butit should be noted that the goal of promotingtolerance and
empathy will be difficultin groups thatare roughly homogeneous.

Local and partner staff can increase their marketing efforts to garner more participation by
Roma youth. If necessary, staff could market the projectin Roma-dominant neighborhoods,
targeting not justin-school but out-of -school Romayouth as well. While schools will still serve
as the hubs forthe project, inviting out-of-school Roma youth may improve the ethnicbalance
giventhe low enrollment rates of Romain high school as mentioned above and work to reduce

** This finding corresponds to broader research on the Roma in Eastern Europe, in which youth drop out of
secondary school for myriad reasons, including economic constraints, health issues, migration, and perceived
discrimination.See UNDP 2007, p. 11, 61-62.
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discrimination more broadly in the community. Also, in conjunction with Recommendation #1,
more sustained communication with Roma mentors may also allow Roma mentors to
communicate barriers to participation by Romayouth and work with local staff to create
solutions.

Implementa training on participatory planning and facilitation: Village Earth cited the need for
more trainingin participatory programming, specifically planning and event facilitation, for both
local and partner staff and for adult mentors. Such training would enhance the process to make
it even more student-drive and based on group decision-making thanis currently in place. Such
training would address the concerns of the youth who expressed aninterestin beingmore
heavilyinvolved inthe planning and management of the project, though many youth said they
were able to make decisions throughout the project life cycle. A methodology provided to adults
and youth leadersthatoutlines how to facilitate group decision-making mightleave less room
for variation based on personality. Adult mentors most likely need more support than just one
week peryearof trainingin PYD and projectfacilitation, soitisrecommended thataninterim,
refreshertraining be implemented that would at once increase local and partner staff’s
connections with mentorsand also reinforce principles of PYD that were introduced at the CSA.

Support teams to involve more youth in the projects: As many youth who offered
recommendations expressed interestin expanding the group so that otheryouth may benefit,
IREX and RCRISS can take steps toward coaching mentors and youth leaders to cre ate more
activitiesthatbringina wider group of youth. This recommendation comes wholly fromthe
youth providing feedback and should be considered as acritical next step inimproving the
project. While this possibility would need to be weighed carefully against the benefit of having a
small, concentrated group where strongrelationships form and where youth receive a‘more
concentrated dosage’ of programming, IREX and RCRISS staff can work with mentors and youth
to identify projectideas thatinvolve otheryouthinadeliberate way. One solution might be to
encourage youth toimplementtolerance-specific projects that benefit more students and
community members, so that the messages stay focused even with an expansion of participants.

That so many youth recommended the involvement of more youth and the expansion of the
project’s mandate reveals agreat appetite for projectsinschools. RCRISS and IREX can work
with mentors and administrators to communicate youth’s desire to have opportunities for more
extracurricularactivities. A final activity of the YCED project could be to bringtogetheryouth
and theiradministratorsto discussideasin aparticipatory way so that opportunities for
engagement continue beyond the life of the project.

Increase discussions around civic engagement: As fewer youth than expected shared stories of
significant change regarding civicengagement, staff should investigate ways to heighten the
impact of the projecton thisarea and seekto understand betterthis gap betweenresults and
expectations. One possibility is that the concept of civicengagementis discussed in different
waysamong YAT members, or perhaps not discussed at all. Staff might conduct regular
meetings or workshops with adult mentors to discuss how to discuss issues of community
involvement with youth more explicitly. Staff could also consider holding discussions directly
with youth groups to ask them what would make them more connected to the community and
likely to continue the project, continuing the cycle of participatory project activities. Toimprove
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monitoring of civicengagement outcomes throughout the final year of the projectandin the
final evaluation, aclearer definition of civicengagement—one that possibly accounts for the
unintended outcomes related to confidence, communication skills, and perseverance—might
allow staff to evaluate more effectively their effortstoincrease civicengagement. This
improved and broader definition of civicengagement will be used in the final evaluation and will
be employed to refine the domains of change to reflect changes the youth are experiencing
more accurately.

Conclusion

Overall, stories shared by youth and adult participants using the MSCtechnique, as well as key
corroborating data from the survey, pointto deep, positive changes effected by YCED to date. In fact,
duringthe storytelling exercise, many local and partner staff expressed that the changes they heard the
youth share were far more significant than they had expected. Specifically, changes regarding
relationships between Roma and non-Romayouth surfaced frequently and powerfully. Because
capturing attitudinal change is universally understood to be difficult, perhaps particularly through
surveys, the MSC technique gave a more consistent picture of the changes effected by YCED than the
survey and left evaluators with astrong sense of which program outcomes were being met most
effectively: first, youth weretransforming at the personal level, whether through broad skills and
attitudes orthrough attitudes specifically toward those of other ethnicities. Second in strength, the
project was changingrelationships between groupsinthe school and community, particularlybetween
Roma and non-Romavyouth. Third and last, the project was increasing youth’s sense of civic
engagement. Taken together, theseresults provideacoherent picture of the effects of YCED and where
programmers should devote resourcesto ensure that YCED fully meets all objectives by the end of the
project cycle.

The stories shared by youth also illuminated some of the inconsistencies that were evidentin the survey
results. In particular, survey questions that aimed to measure attitudinal change provided mixed results,
withyouthincreasingtolerance and empathyin some cases, and showinglittleor noimprovementin
others. Some of the inconsistency may be due to flaws in the survey design, which will be addressed to
the extent possible before the final evaluation. However, the stories also showed acomplex process of
change that many youth were undergoing, and one that was not always linear. Attimes, while non-
Roma youth shared stories of how they had learned to have greaterrespectfortheir Roma colleagues,
they usedinsensitivelanguage. Forexample, one youth in Romania who spoke of having Romafriends
for the first time and profound change in reducing discrimination, said, “l amreally happy with the
[project] because this little town will not be considered a Roma town filled with stupid people.” Clearly,
thisyouth has yetto grasp fully concepts of tolerance, and yet positive steps are encouraging. With a
story as complex as that, then, itcomes as little surprise that survey results portray a cohort of youthin
growing stages. With one more year of the interventionleft, itis hoped that the final results show more
consistentand positive trends across attitudes.

Stories and survey dataalso corresponded with regard to civicengagement, with stories showing less

changein thisdomain thaninareas of tolerance and relationships between Romaand non-Roma.

Similarly, survey datadid notindicate much of an increase in youth’s sense of civicengagement. Staff
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members hypothesized that because many YATs had just completed their projects or were in the final
stages, they had yetto experiencethe full project cycle and learn about servingthe community. The
pride that comes with completing a projectand hearingcommunity feedback, it was hypothesized, is an
important component of learning the value of civicengagement. With more projects comingupinthe
followingyearforcurrent YATs and new YATs embarking on projects forthe first time, itis predicted
that results of improvementsin civicengagement will be strongerin the final evaluation.

Finally, the MSCstorytelling methodology—particularly with participatory video—was at once an
effectivetool inlearningabout hard-to-measure changes amongthe youth and within their
communities and a useful learning tool for staff members. Local and partner staff members said, “I like
the project betternow” and expressed surprise atthe level of analysis that youth demonstrated. On
data collection days, stories that staff analyzed spurred discussions on projectimplementation and left
staff with ideas of improvements to the program. The participatory methodology is likely to prove useful
for staffinthe future, with a project that targets youth in small groups, focuses on qualitative change,
and seekstoincrease youth voice. Atthe time of this report, RCRISS staff had already implemented the
MSC methodology inanotherlocal projectaimed at educating Romayouth. IREX planstoimplementa
similarmethodology in the final evaluation.
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Appendix 1. Participatory M&E Training Agenda and Feedback

MONITORING AND
EVALUATION TRAINING SCHEDULE

DAY 1
Introductions and Course Overview (9:00am — 9:30 am)
Ground Rulesfor Participation - Expectations (9:30am — 10am)
Why M&E? (10am —10:30am)
Break (10:30 am — 10:45 am)

Story Collection (10:45am —11:15 am)

Participationand Empowerment (11:15am —12:00 pm)

Lunch Break (12:00 pm—1:30 pm)

Theory: Humanization and Participatory Methods (1:30 pm — 3:00 pm)
Break (3:00 pm — 3:15 pm)

Most Significant Change Technique (3:15pm — 5:00 pm)

DAY 2
Opening Reflection & Discussion Method (9:00 am —10:30 am)
Break (10:30 am — 10:45 am)
Defining Domains of Change & Collecting Significant Change Stories (10:45am - 12:00 pm)
Lunch Break (12:00 pm—1:30 pm)
Selection Process, Feedback, and Verification (1:30 pm —3:00 pm)
Break (3:00 pm — 3:15 pm)

Quantification, Meta-Monitoring, and Revisions (3:15pm —4:30pm)
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Final Reflection and Evaluation (4:30pm —5:00 pm)

Training evaluation written comments from Romani-CRISS and IREX-Moldova staff:

“I like this way to learn this new method of evaluation and monitoring becauseit brings us
closerwith the teams.”

“I liked the atmosphere, team spirit, the part where everyone shared their experience, and the
facts helped me tolearn participatory monitoring and evaluation techniques.”

“I liked the relaxed atmosphere and the way debates took place. These two elements helped
me comprehend easier the monitoring and evaluation techniques. | would have liked to have
seen more monitoring techniques.”

“I liked that we were a small group and thus able to interacta lot, ask, and respond to questions.
Anotherthinglliked was the fact that it was interactive and itdid notleave us time to fall asleep
or even watch the time impatiently. Regardingthe content, the second day was betterdue to
the very specificinformation applicableto the projectand the way it was structured. The last
thing| liked was the environment. | would have liked to have seen more examples from other
projects and more discussion on shifting powerand concrete examples.”

“The exercise of writinga most significant change story from YCED projects on the first day and
sharingit with the otherslaterinthe day —this was a good introduction to the MSC method,
which we laterdiscussed more in-depth. The training wasinteractive and friendly, where
everyone feltatease toshare theirideas openly without beingjudged. |liked the video “Bucket
of Crabs” about internal oppression. |would have liked to have seen examples of MSC stories
collected from other projectsin othercountries.”

“I'liked very much the approach used. Usually trainers use more stiff methodsandit’sreally
nice to use friendly methods of teaching. | would have liked to work more inteams.”

“Iliked that the trainer was very open and that we established rules at the beginning of the
training. Ilikedthe balance of power. | was very pleased by the measures to equalize power.”

“I really liked the monitoring technique becauseitreallyis differentthan what we are used to. |
callit refreshingbecauseitis notfocused onindicators —itis focused on people. Itisreally
useful forthe work |l do. I would have liked to have seen more samples of final reports and final
documentation examples.”

“I really liked the way this course occurred, at the beginning | thought we shall stay and listento
some presentation. Butl really changed my perspective because we debated alot of thingsand
| really like the concept of participatory M&E, in which as a monitoryou become afriend to not
someone who comes to make you feel stressed out or obligated becauseyou have a project that
needstobe evaluated. |would have liked to learn about more methods.”
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Appendix 2. Results Framework

Objective: Roma and majority youth are active and engaged citizens who mobilize other youth for community improve-
ment and foster intercultural tolerance

Output 1.1: Teachers and local NGO
. leaders institutionalize a community
schools approach

Output 1.2: Teachers and local NGO
leaders support youth-led communi-
ty development projects

Output 1.3: Teachers and
local NGO leaders gain skills in
supporting youth activities in
Community Schools Academy

Output 2.1: Trained students en-
gage their peers in successful com-
—— munity development projects

Output 2.2: Students gain
skills and strategies for effec-
tive civic engagement pro-
jects

Output 2.3: Students gain

Output 1.4: Teachers and
local NGO leaders adopt Posi-
tive Youth Development atti-
tudes and skill sets

confidence in their ability to
improve community life

Output 3.1: Trained youth engage
their peers in tolerance building

Output 3.2: Roma and majori-
ty youth develop a cross-
cultural network for communi-
ty engagement

Output 3.3: Trained youth
gain the skills and attitudes to
reduce ethnic tension
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Appendix 3. Rubric used to determine validity of survey responses

YCED Survey Questions Requiring a Rubric:

From Youth Baseline Survey:

2. What does civic engagement mean?

0 =Noorinvalidanswer

1 =Validanswer: Involves some semblance of the following concepts: action, activism, engagement,
community, responsibility

Borderline Examples:
Yes:

- Doing something usefulforsociety.
- Civicengagement means taking responsibility towards someone else.

No:

- Civicengagement means loving and respecting your heritage/motherland

From Adult Baseline Survey:

7. For the following questions, please think about your recent work on youth projects inschool-based
extracurricular activities, or in community activities, to respond to the following questions:
a. Please give an example fromthe last year of when you consulted with youth about a project
decision.

1 =Relevantexample
- Clearexplanation of how youth gave input to design, development, or planning.
- Mustindicate thatyouth had some inputto how the program, project, or event “looked.”
- Notnecessaryforyouthto have takenaleadrole. If youth were surveyed, oreven asked
informally about their opinions, this counts.
0 =Insufficientorirrelevantexample
- Theexampleisnotspecificordetailed enough to serve as evidence.
- The example demonstratesthatyouth were reached by the eventas subjects, ratherthan
actors inthe development/design.

Borderline:
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- We often ask youth abouttheir opinions, needs, perspective, and personalthoughts =0
- Inourworkshop, we had to work on a project about work protection and we had to choosea
workplace where accidents may occur = 1

b. Please give an example from the last year of when you gave an opportunity for youth to take
on a leadershiprole:

1= Relevantexample
- Clearexplanation of how youth were positioned to make decisions about a projectorstepin
a project.
- Must indicate thatyouth had ownership of the projectorstepina project.
0 =Insufficientorirrelevant example
- Theexampleisnotspecificordetailed enough to serve as evidence.
- The exampleindicatesthat youth were instructed what to do, ratherthan assuming
decision-making abilities in the project.

Borderline:
- Weinvolvedyouthin the project "Savethe Earth" =0
- Inaprojectat school, the youth had the opportunity to become informalleaders =0
- Inourworkshop, we had to choose a leader which represented the team and spoke on our
behalf=1

c. Please give an example from the last year of when you allowed youth to learn from their
own mistakes and develop crucial skills:

1 =Relevantexample
- Clearexplanation of how youth worked through anissue or problem on theirown, with
some to little interference from adults.
- Mustindicate thatyouth developed skills through practical experience in which they played
an importantrole.
- Notnecessary foryouth to have actually made a mistake, but ratherthat they were given
the opportunity totesttheirideasina real-world setting.
0 =Insufficientorirrelevant example
- Theexampleisnotspecificor detailed enough to serve as evidence.
- The exampleindicatesthat youth were not provided the space and guidance to develop
theirown skills.

Borderline:
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- Inaprojectat school, the youth expressed their point of view in a radical way. It was
explained to them that being a leader, you must express your point of view in a diplomatic
way =0

- Inancraftproject there was some tension in the youth teams but we resolved them by
discussing what a democraticleader is = 1

d. Please give an example from the last year of when you fostered collaboration among youth
across divisions:

1 =Relevantexample

- Clearidentification of the youth groupsinvolved, whether from different ethnicities,
religions, classes, orgenders.

- Mustindicate thatyouth from different groups directly collaborated in working toward a
common goal.

- Mustindicate thatyouth demonstrated an awareness thatthey were collaborating across
divisions.

0 =Insufficientorirrelevantexample
- Theexampleisnotspecificordetailed enough to serve as evidence.

- The exampleindicates that youth did not address, directly orindirectly, the divisionsamong
them.

From Post-CSA Survey for Youth:

3. Please choose any three of the above steps and explain what that step requires:
1. Youth Action Team Formation: Identifying team members and agreeing to work
together toward goals and objectives
2. Community Assessment and Identifying Assets: Effective research methods that
involve community members directly doing the research themselves / Assets are
strengths and resources that exist within the community
3. Project Design:Involvesvision, dataanalysis, and design (developing project’s goals
and objectives) / Project design is the process of making a dream a reality
4. Action Planning: Identifying and sequencing a list of tasks needed to reach your
goals and objectives / Assigning roles, responsibilities, and timeline to tasks
5. Identifying Resources and Budgeting: Finding local resources and managing grant
money / Can involve using assessment data
6. Project Implementation: Can mention any of the following:
= (Clearly defined roles and expectations
= Frequentinternal communication
=  Budget and resource monitoring
= Keepingtoyourtimeline
= Flexibility and problem-solving
= Keeping team’s motivation up
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7. Project Evaluation: Checking the progress of tasks (monitoring) or the progress
toward goals and objectives (evaluation) / Identifying “signs” of success or
“indicators” and measuring changes regarding indicators

8. Celebration!: Acknowledging work of team members, publicizing results in the
community, using M&E data to publicize results

For scoring purposes, answers receive one point foreach step for which they mention atleastone
elementof those listed foraction steps; the maximum is three points for Question 3.

4. What are three concepts that you learned about good leadership and team-building, as a result of
this training?

One concept, which can include any of the below, counts forone point.

Good leaders:
- Buildtrustthroughdisplaying strong beliefs, values, skills, and traits
- Havea strongand positive character
- Takerisks

Developing good leadership requires:
- Buildinginterpersonal strengths
- Good communication skills
- Self-confidence
- Ability to motivate others
- Organizational skills

Good teambuilding:
- Buildstrustwithinthe group
- Maximizes group participation and learning:
o Brainstorming
Small groups/report backs
Go around
Equal time
Rotating chair
Empty-chairdiscussion
Twice-oncerule

0O O O O O

From Post-CSA Survey for Adults:

2. l learned the following three techniques | can use to bring together youth of different ethnicities:
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Can be related to the following, one point foreach technique:

Processingchallenges

Building bridges

Employtips forconflictresolution

Create group awareness and explicit relationship building

Use direct leadership style

Cooperation andfocus, allowing foryouth-led activities

Promote productivity, unity, autonomy, and commitment, using youth-led techniques
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