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About this Brief
This intervention brief draws from a study of the Kenya Youth Employment and Opportunities Project (KYEOP) by the Centre 
for Human Rights and Policy Studies (CHRIPS) and the Centre for the Study of Violence and Reconciliation (CSVR). The 
qualitative study was conducted from December 2020 to September 2021 in Kondele and Kawangware neighbourhoods in 
Kisumu and Nairobi Counties respectively. Focus group discussions and In-depth interviews were held with 104 purposively 
sampled respondents, including active and previous participants in the project, youth who unsuccessfully applied to be 
part of the project, and those who did not apply, KYEOP national-level project officials, project field officers, community 
youth leaders, and chiefs from both sites.

Introduction 
In 2016 the Kenyan government launched the Kenya Youth Employment and Opportunities Project (KYEOP) through a 
US$150 million World Bank fund. KYEOP aims to increase youth employability through skills training, internships, as well 
as skills matching of young men and women with private sector employers. 

This brief evaluates the capacity of KYEOP to ensure meaningful participation of youth and foster social inclusion. 
Meaningful participation here relates to the direct engagement of young people, with the idea that sustained and prolonged 
participation in initiatives has great potential to enhance their access to multiple benefits, and additionally enable the 
programme to measure its impact and learn from its shortcomings.1 Participation must, however, not be tokenistic but 
rather ensure that youth experience an environment where they feel valued and respected, experience and exercise 
power, and take part in activities that they consider relevant and connected to their lives.2 

Due to the ambiguity resulting from numerous definitions of inclusion, some have found it useful to instead focus on 
exclusion.3 Social exclusion is the process by which certain groups are systematically disadvantaged because they are 
discriminated against on the basis of their identities such as ethnicity, race, gender, age amongst others.4 An inclusive 
initiative thus refers to one that understands and addresses some of the complex structural and systematic factors that 
prevent some youth from accessing benefits, including those offered by the initiative itself. These barriers affect their 
ability to join the initiative and may include problems in targeting, registration, selection of participants and their capacity 
to take part in the programme among other issues.5   

This brief makes evidence-led guidelines on inclusive and participatory practices that can strengthen youth empowerment 
initiatives. It is tailored to development actors at both state and non-state levels who have a focus on youth empowerment, 
including designers, policy makers, practitioners as well as youth-serving organisations that advocate for better                  
youth policies.

1Kempe Ronald Hope Sr. (2012) ‘Engaging the youth in Kenya: empowerment, education, and employment.’ International Journal of Adolescence and 
Youth. 17:4, (221-236). 
²Jennings, L. B. et al. (2006). Toward a Critical Social Theory of Youth Empowerment. Journal of Community Practice.14(1/2): 31–55; Kempe Ronald Hope 
Sr. (2012) Engaging the youth in Kenya: empowerment, education, and employment, International Journal of Adolescence and Youth. 17:4, (221-236).
³Mutahi, P. and Ruteere, M. (2020). Youth Inclusion and Violence Prevention in Nairobi A Research Agenda, Nairobi: Centre for Human Rights and Policy 
Studies. (p.7).
4Department for International Development, (DFID). (2005). Reducing poverty by tackling social exclusion: A DFID policy paper, London.
5Hope Sr. K.R.  (2012) ‘Engaging the youth in Kenya: empowerment, education, and employment.’ International Journal of Adolescence and Youth. 17:4, 
(221-236). 
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Project Design
Youth Involvement
Some respondents felt that young people were adequately consulted in designing the project including its pilot phase6, 
others comprising some project officers felt that it was top-down and did not take in the views of youth.7 Respondents 
shared the view that most components of interventions like KYEOP are often already designed, and youth are just consulted 
as a validation exercise. This assumes that the adults understand the needs of all young people. A chief in Kisumu exemplified 
this challenge when he stated, “I'm not sure but I believe it was a good idea whether there was an opinion of the youths 
or not…the designers thought so much of the youths.”8 The consultation process thus tended to reinforce divisions by 
dichotomizing roles played by the powerful adults as “process designer” versus the youth as “process participant”.9

Youth respondents largely argued that the project did not reflect an understanding of their needs. A youth leader from 
Kawangware stated, “I don’t know where it was imported from…they believe they know what’s happening but they don’t 
understand.” A youth leader in Kondele similarly argued that if they had been adequately involved, “those who really 
needed it would benefit more.”10 While the lack of involvement did not deter some youth from applying for the project, 
others explained that they were motivated by a need to improve their living conditions rather than genuine interest in 
the project activities and its stated benefits. The youth leader in Kawangware added, “The young people are somehow 
desperate, there is money, this is government money, and they will form a team and go for that money... I will come for 
the money because I need it. And they are giving me conditions like we have to be ten, I look for my friends then we go 
apply for the fund.”11

Proposed interventions
 Engage youth as equal partners in the design and implementation of the programme. Ensure that        

 diverse  groups of young people are involved in the design so as to take into consideration    
 their varying experiences and diversity.

 Create positions for youth representatives from the targeted sites to have formal responsibilities within   
 the programme so as to increase ownership. Representation is not an end here but rather the    
 recognition and respect for their knowledge, experience and networks within their communities.  

 Ensure the design of the programme is driven by the needs expressed by the target population. The  
 programme should make public the input from the targeted youth and illustrate how these informed  
 the objectives and activities.

Dissemination of information 

Access to information was found to be a major barrier to uptake of the programme. To begin with, respondents argued that 
most young people had barely heard about KYEOP. According to one, “Let us say you go in the middle of the market and 
start asking the youth about KYEOP they will tell you they have never had anything about it.”12 Many KYEOP participants 
further felt that they did not have adequate information about the project before joining. In focus group discussions 
with young people who did not apply for KYEOP, many pointed out that they were discouraged from applying because 
they did not have full information about the project. A young woman in Kawangware noted that they have to consider 
various factors before applying: “It also depends, does it have benefits? What are you gaining at the end of the day? is it 
time consuming? and can you balance? If you are sure about it, then you are good to go.”

6Kenya Private Sector Alliance,  https://kepsa.or.ke/kenya-youth-empowerment-project-kyep-training-and-internship-component-closes/. (Accessed on 

15 October 2021)

7Interview, KYEOP field officer, 13 January 2021 

8Interview, Local chief, December 2020

9Quick, K. S and Feldman, M.S (2011). Distinguishing Participation and Inclusion. Journal of Planning Education and Research. 31:3, (272-290)  https://
doi.org/10.1177%2F0739456X11410979 

10Interview, Female youth leader, Kisumu, December 2020.

11Interview, Youth leader, Kawangware, December 2020. 

12Focus group, Female participants (never applied), Kawangware, July 2021.



Intervention Brief 01 11/21    3© Centre for Human Rights and Policy Studies

While KYEOP used both traditional and social media channels to call for enrollment in its different cycles, the majority 
of respondents pointed out that they learnt about the initiative mainly through WhatsApp. However, many still stressed 
that they have less trust in information shared via social media because they feared falling victim to fraudulent scams. 
Respondents from both sites shared numerous experiences and anecdotes of disinformation aimed at defrauding them, 
particularly those preying on job seekers.13 This not only kept them from applying but also from sharing with other 
potential applicants.  

Some respondents expressed a preference for physical campaigns and awareness drives in their communities, noting 
that it helped enhance trust and would better reach the intended audience. However, some noted that this should be 
supplementary since many are often working elsewhere during the day. Young men and women in Kawangware noted that 
many engage in casual migrant labour, providing services such as laundry, gardening, security, and construction in different 
neighbourhoods. Young mothers also stated that physical awareness campaigns are sometimes to their disadvantage 
since they are unable to leave their babies to get full information.

The local chiefs’ camps in different locations also served as a base for the dissemination of information about the project. 
However, respondents from both sites argued that this was not a safe space for them and many were unwilling to go 
there for information about KYEOP. Others opted to have their parents get details about the project.14 Young people 
explained that they disliked going to the chief’s camp due to fear of arbitrary arrest and other abuses of power, which 
they argued is a common experience.

Proposed interventions
 Potential participants should have full information to determine whether to join the project. This should   

 have clear details about the benefits offered, the terms of engagement, and the modalities of application   
 and selection. 

 Information should be shared on platforms commonly used by the youth. This includes national and   
 community radio stations with high listenership among young people as well as existing and emerging   
 social media platforms through which many are accessing information i.e. Tik Tok

 Official social media accounts of entities implementing youth initiatives should be popularised as a   
 credible  source of information. This will help address the challenges of disinformation and fraud. Any false  
 information peddled about the programme should be flagged and reported.

 For better mobilization, there is a need for the government to partner with non-state and community   
 organisations that already enjoy legitimacy and trust due to their engagement with young people    
 on various issues related to their lives. These include organisations that serve the youth, as    
 well as those that focus on specific groups or issues, which may only affect certain groups. 

 Efforts to disseminate information to specific groups like young mothers should consider the structural   
 factors that may prevent them from accessing information.

Registration and selection
To apply for the programme, youth were required to be between 18-29 years and have National Identification cards (ID). 
Though this might appear a simple and well-thought-out requirement, it posed a challenge to many. Numerous respondents 
felt that the requirement locked out applicants who had not attained the age of 18 but fit other eligibility criteria of having 
either completed or dropped out of school. The requirement also posed a challenge for people who had lost or misplaced 
their IDs since they could not replace them in time to apply for the relevant cycle. These challenges saw some applying 
using IDs belonging to their parents, siblings and friends in the hope that they would still be considered. They were not.

In line with COVID-19 prevention and control protocols, registration to KYEOP is done online on the official website portal. 
Despite the high internet penetration rates that Kenya takes pride in, data affordability and network connectivity remains 
a challenge in some parts of the country. Digital inequality refers not only to differences in access but also the quality of 

13Focus group, Female participants (not successful), Kawangware, July 2021.

14Interview, KYEOP field officer, Kawangware, January 2021.
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connections and equipment, user know-how, and social support.15 While some of the respondents applied online, many 
noted either having no access to smartphones or lacking the technical know-how to apply. The alternative, which many 
respondents acknowledged as their first option, was using local cybercafés where they would pay to access the portal 
and in some cases get technical assistance from the attendants. This added cost excludes youths who cannot afford it.  

The selection was done through a stratified random selection system, where applicants were categorised according to 
characteristics such as age and gender then they were chosen at random by a computer algorithm. Though this was 
applauded by numerous respondents for eliminating corruption and nepotism prevalent in government programmes, it 
further exacerbated social exclusion by not recognising the structural barriers that unequally prevent youth from exploiting 
such opportunities and that create impetus for affirmative action strategies on youth. For example, those most likely to 
apply and form part of the pool of candidates for random selection are those with data access and know-how. Despite 
the random selection process being conducted in public view and witnessed by stakeholders to ensure transparency,16  

many remained sceptical about the randomness and fairness of the process. Some argued that youth who had more 
education were in an advantageous position17 while others felt that they used their wealth and networks to get into the 
programme.18 Youth excluded from public life through structural discriminations, state repression and violence were further 
discouraged from applying due to negative experiences with state institutions and processes. Respondents for instance 
pointed out that youth who have engaged in crime and violence were unlikely to enrol in KYEOP and similar programmes.19  

Proposed interventions
 Allow youth who are yet to acquire national identity cards to register using their guardian’s identity cards,   

 attaching other documents of identification such as birth certificates. This can be a temporary measure   
 with information updated once they acquire their own IDs.

 Use both online and physical application modes in order to cater to the needs of young people without   
 access to digital technology. The locations for physical registration ought to be convenient and trusted by   
 the youth.

 Projects should consider partnering with local cyber cafes in the targeted sites to assist all applicants with   
 registration at no fee. This would help bridge challenges of digital inequality including affordability   
 and know-how. 

 Extend affirmative action policies in the recruitment process to cater to more factors and identities that   
 can act as barriers to the involvement of different youth. In addition to gender, age, and a person    
 with disability, preference should be given to other youth including those from informal     
 settlements, homeless youth, and young parents among others.

Project Implementation
Training
The training was structured into three phases: life skills training, core business skill training, and job-specific skills training 
(JSST). The life skills training and core business training contributed to increased self-esteem and confidence as well as 
helped the youth learn essentials of business practice including personal finance management such as budgeting and 
saving.20  JSST was either in the form of (i) three months of technical/vocational training and three months of internships 
with a formal sector employer, or (ii) five months of apprenticeship training in the informal sector with master craftsmen.  

Respondents appreciated the internships and apprenticeships because they could learn practical and easily monetisable 
skills in a variety of trades. KYEOP also issued certificates upon completion of both forms of JSST, which is useful as a signal 

15DiMaggio, P. and Hargittai, E. (2001), From the ‘Digital Divide’ to ‘Digital Inequality’: Studying Internet Use as Penetration Increases, Working Paper #15, 
Center for Arts and Cultural Policy Studies, Princeton University.

16Kenya Youth Empowerment Opportunities Programmes, (KYEOP), https://kyeop.go.ke/cycle-4-jsst-resumption/. (Accessed on 14 October 2021).

17Focus group 1, Kawangware, January 2021

18Interview, Female youth leader, Kisumu, December 2020; Focus group, male participants (not successful), Kisumu, July 2021.

19Interview, male youth leader, Kawangware, January 2021. 

20Focus group 2, Kawangware, January 2021.
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to potential employers that the person has acquired the basics. While JSST offered opportunities in diverse trade areas, 
many were unable to train in the areas they were interested in due to the limited number of available slots and qualified 
trainers. One stated, “there is that thing that you would like to do in your heart, and then these are the ones available”21  
KYEOP however mitigated this by requiring applicants to select four different trainers (from one or more training areas) 
in order of priority so as to increase the chances of the youth participating in the trade of their choice. 

However, there were mixed feelings about the quality of the training, reflecting the challenges of using a standard curriculum 
for youth with diverse knowledge, experience, and learning capabilities. The project targeted youth with a secondary 
school education level or below. Respondents noted that learning differences presented a challenge in administering the 
training within the time allocated. A field officer stated, “We needed more time. The first month you are taught life skills, 
the second month you are taught how to manage businesses, then for the rest of the five months, you are being taken to 
a work area. This is where you learn and do everything, and considering some are slow learners, five months is a short 
time. We asked for them to extend it to a year or six months.”22

Proposed interventions
 Training curricula and the amount of time allocated for training courses need to cater to the different   

 learning  needs and abilities of the youth. The learning ought to be individualised and time allocated   
 dependent on completion and mastery of specific tasks.

 The programme should have onboard counsellors who work with participants to test their aptitude and   
 interests, and help select their preferred training courses and career objectives.

 Offer training in a variety of areas. These should be informed by young people as expressed in the design   
 phase of the programme.

Project Duration 
Numerous respondents felt that time was an added constraint since it affected their capacity to balance life and project 
demands. Youth who did not apply pointed this out as among the factors that influenced their decision not to apply for 
the programme. Some participants also mentioned this as a reason why many dropped out of the project. The project 
targeted youth who would not be, for at least eight months from the time of application, enrolled in school or in an income-
generating opportunity. This requirement did not consider the realities of young people in poor urban neighbourhoods, 
many of whom face pressure to contribute to family income at an early age. Others explained that they were forced to 
falsely indicate not having other income-generating opportunities, further compounding their challenges in balancing both 
pursuits. One noted that they used part of their stipend to pay other people to carry out tasks on their behalf because 
they were busy with the training.

Proposed interventions
 Youth initiatives should consider the impact of socio-economic factors on project participation, and   

 provide ample training time that will allow participants to meet their life needs as well as build    
 their capacity through joining in project activities.

 Youth initiatives should employ a flexible structure that allows youth to set their own time to participate in  
 the project.

 Youth initiatives should consider using distance learning for some participants who are otherwise engaged.  
 This presents an opportunity to train youth on how to use digital tools for learning. Partnering with local   
 cybercafes would make this an affordable and accessible measure.

 Initiatives should withdraw eligibility criteria requiring youth not to simultaneously engage in other   
 income- generating activities. 

21Focus group, male youth, Kisumu, December 2020.

22Interview, Female youth leader, Kisumu, December 2020.
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Business Grant
KYEOP also had a business grant component that provided grants of USD 400 (KES 40,000). This was meant for business 
development support (BDS) for the young self-employed and entrepreneurs. It could also be used as seed funding for 
youth-led start-ups to invest in tools and inputs. Respondents had mixed feelings about this component. While many 
claimed it had helped them establish, support and revive other businesses, numerous youth who applied but were not 
successful expressed that they were locked out of the opportunity due to stringent application requirements. Youth who 
were selected for the training and not job creation component also felt disadvantaged since there were no financial 
benefits beyond the stipend offered. 

Most of the youth selected for job creation felt that the KES. 40,000 was insufficient to meet their business expenses. Many 
who received the same amount for their start-ups argued that the grant could hardly cover the registration and taxation 
costs. There was no indication that the views of youth were considered in coming up with this amount. According to the 
World Bank, it was decided upon based on the experience of similar programs in the region, as well as consultations with 
local academics and Jua Kali associations.23 

KYEOP grants had a component to address the needs of vulnerable and under-served youth populations  – including 
orphans, youths from vulnerable and marginalized communities, persons with disabilities, youths affected by conflict, 
single mothers, and those living on the streets. Their Future Bora Initiative sought to award grant funding of KSH 40 million 
to three organizations whose proposals would be selected based on their capacity to expand economic opportunities 
for these vulnerable groups. Four youth organisations were in September 2021 selected to receive grant funding of up 
to KSH. 30 million each disbursed in tranches. Though this is a positive step that may lead to innovative solutions, there 
were no requirements for youth involvement in designing these interventions hence the risk of not capturing the needs 
of the marginalized it sought to target.

Proposed interventions
 Initiatives should work with different youth to establish the various barriers affecting their access to   

 economic opportunities.

 Youth programmes should provide income opportunities while simultaneously addressing socio-economic   
 challenges affecting different youth.

 Youth should be involved, along with actors such as academics, economists, and Jua Kali Associations, in   
 consultations on the amounts to be given in monetary grants. 

 Projects should employ the model of having a component to specifically addressing the needs of    
 marginalised vulnerable and under-served youth. The targeted young people must be involved    
 in designing the interventions so that it is tailored to addressing their needs. 

Stipends
Project participants received a monthly stipend of KES. 6,000. Though this was meant to go towards expenses incurred 
during training, most respondents explained that priority for them was to use the funds to meet their household expenses. 
While some felt the stipend was enough to cover their expenses including rent,24 a majority found it inadequate to meet 
their needs. Studies have shown that lower family income is associated with reduced program participation for youth.25 
Many youths explained that the financial constraints, exacerbated by disbursement delays, made them drop out. A youth 
leader confirmed saying “… someone won’t leave the class because they are not being given money, they will leave because 
they want to sustain themselves.”26

23World Bank, https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2016/05/20/world-bank-approves-us150-million-support-for-kenyas-youth. (Accessed 
on 10 October 2021)

24Interview, Female youth leader, Kisumu, 31 December 2020.

25White, A. M., & Gager, C. T. (2007). Idle hands and empty pockets? Youth involvement in extracurricular activities, social capital, and economic status. 
Youth & Society, 39, (75-111); Wimer, C. et. al. (2008). Predicting youth out-of-school time participation: Multiple risks and developmental differences. 
Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 54, (179-207). 

26Interview, male youth leader, Kawangware, 15 January 2021.
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Proposed intervention
 Youth should be consulted in determining an appropriate figure to be distributed as stipend for    

 participating in the programme. This should be adjusted if need be to reflect the high cost of living for   
 youth in low-income households.

Complaints mechanism
Complaints regarding various aspects of the project could be issued through the online Grievance Redress Mechanism 
(GRM) on the KYEOP portal. This would go directly to field officers, or be channeled to their official social media accounts. 
This was a positive step to understand and respond to needs of different youth who have varied preference and confidence 
using different channels to raise complaints. Participants also pointed out that there was adequate training on how to use 
the online GRM. However, there were massive delays in addressing these complaints with some not getting any response 
within the six-month training period. Many complaints made through the portals were referred back to the KYEOP officers. 
This was a challenge since both youth and field officers noted that they were often not in a position to help resolve the 
matter.27 A field officer further argued that even their own grievances were usually not addressed. 

Many participants felt that the field officers were approachable, listened to their complaints and accepted criticism. 
However, some explained that the field officers often failed to understand them and their needs, especially in response 
to complaints about payment delays. Interviews with field officers corroborated this claim, with one of them stating that 
youth who dropped out were only interested in the stipend, and left when they realized that they would not receive it 
if they failed to attend training.28 Moreover, many were discouraged from raising complaints because they felt that they 
had to be grateful. This is indicative of an environment where youth don’t feel respected and valued as equals, and a 
lack of ownership in the project. One participant stated, “Even if I have a complaint, I just have to keep it to myself since 
you don’t know how they will take it.” In addition, some participants pointed out that field officers would chide them for 
complaining about fund delays but would then request kickbacks. One stated, “we heard them say that we disturb them 
for money yet when it is released we forget about them.” 29 

Proposed interventions
 Youth initiatives should provide various platforms and channels for complaints to be lodged, including to   

 field officers.

 Field officers should be granted more power and responsibilities that will allow them to resolve challenges  
 without the bottlenecks of government bureaucracy.

 Youth should also be brought in as field officers and have other leadership roles since they have a better   
 understanding of the participants being peers and are thus more likely to be comfortable addressing their   
 complaints.

 Evaluation of project officers to establish and address biases and attitudes towards youth should be done.

27Interview, male youth leader, Kawangware 15 January 2021.

28Interview, KYEOP field officer, Kawangware, 13 January 2021.

29Focus group, male youth, Kisumu, December 2020. 



Other Publications on Youth Inclusion 

About CHRIPS

P.O Box 23748-00100, GPO Nairobi, Kenya | Email: info@chrips.or.ke | Web: www.chrips.or.ke

CHRIPSKE CHRIPS KENYA

The Centre for Human Rights and Policy Studies (CHRIPS) is an international institution, working principally in Africa, and 
committed to the generation and dissemination of policy-relevant knowledge and products, which promote effective 
governance and social justice. CHRIPS is engaged in knowledge generation through research; in knowledge dissemination 
through different media and fora; in public policy analysis and evaluation; in development of platforms for South-South 
learning; and in the provision of opportunities to scholars and policy innovators to develop their ideas, test them and 
promote them to relevant audiences.

This brief draws from a study of the Kenya 
Youth Employment and Opportunities Project 
(KYEOP) by the Centre for Human Rights 
and Policy Studies (CHRIPS) and the Centre 
for the Study of Violence and Reconciliation 
(CSVR). It was conducted in Kondele and 
Kawangware neighbourhoods in Kisumu 
and Nairobi Counties respectively between 
December 2020 and September 2021.

Th i s  report  presents  the  resu l t s  o f 
empirical research examining the Kenya 
Youth Empowerment and Opportunities 
Project (KYEOP) which aims at increasing 
youth employability through skills training, 
internships, as well as skills matching of youth 
with private sector employers. This study was 
done by CHRIPS in partnership with the Center 
for the Study of Violence and Reconciliation.

This research note is a summary of preliminary 
findings from qualitative and quantitative 
research, carried out in Mathare and Kibera 
informal settlements. The findings are a 
result of CHRIPS study of the National Youth 
Service Cohorts Programme in Mathare and 
Kibera to assesses the extent to which it 
contributed to youth inclusion in economic 
life and governance, and the impact of that 
inclusion on violence in Nairobi.

This brief examines how the National Youth 

Service cohorts programme contributed to 

youth inclusion in economic life, governance 

and its impact on violence in Nairobi.

This policy brief analyses the NYS project’s 
economic impact through job-creation and 
inculcating a savings culture primarily through 
the SACCOs. It explores how the inclusion 
of youth in economic life through the NYS 
empowerment project contributed to the 
prevention and reduction of crime in Kibra 
and Mathare.

This research addresses the theoretical and 
policy gaps on the nexus between economic 
opportunities, youth inclusion and violence 
prevention through an in-depth and critical 
research study of the National Youth Service 
(NYS) Community Cohorts Programme, which 
aimed at reaching thousands of youth in poor 
urban areas by offering them jobs to improve 
their neighborhoods and provide them with a 
new sense of purpose in their life. 

@CHRIPSKE


