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YOUTH POLICY DEVELOPMENT IN UKRAINE - EXPERIENCE
OF THE EUROPEAN UNION

«Youth policy» as an independent term is defined in the scientific
literature in the 1960s., which in many ways «was associated with the formation
of youth as an independent social force and its self-determination in the socio-
political space». By the 1970s XX century youth policy in the vast majority of
developed countries is transforming an independent direction of national policy.

Youth is a complex, multidimensional and rather controversial social
phenomenon. Modern youth acts as the most active and mobile social group,
which requires special attention from state institutions in need of socialization
and adaptation. At the same time, it is youth that is increasingly viewed today as
the most important and promising part of society. It is no accident that already in
the mid-60s of the XX century, in the practical activities of a number of
international institutions, in particular the UN, a specialized area of cooperation
began to develop, in the field of education and social support for the young
generation. It should be noted that in the world there are more than 1 billion 800
million young people under the age of 25, which emphasizes the importance of
effective youth policy by members of the international community.

In the post-bipolar period, youth policy has become one of the priority
areas of state policy of most developed countries.

A striking example in this regard is the activities of the countries of the
European Union (EU) and its structures.

Europe is making significant efforts to create a single space in which not
only common political institutions, but common values for all Europeans should
be formed. And in this process, it is youth that acts as the key object on which
measures are aimed at the formation of a pan-European identity.

In recent years, the European Union has significantly stepped up youth
policy. Its mechanisms were developed (open coordination method), special
institutions were formed. It seems extremely relevant to analyze the EU’s
activities in this direction, to consider concrete steps taken at the European level
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to consolidate measures in the field of youth policy.

Despite the fact that integration processes in Europe continue,
nevertheless, a number of problems have already been accumulated there today,
the success of the entire European project will depend on the solution of these
problems. In many ways, these problems are connected precisely with the young
generation of Europeans, to whom the EU leadership has special hopes. As
noted in a recent communiqué of the European Commission, “social and human
capital of youth is one of the greatest European assets of the futurey.

Among the studies affecting various aspects of working with young
people, one can single out works of S.V. Aleshchenko, V.P. Baskov, Yu.R.
Vyshnevskyi, Yu.V. Volkov, T.I. Zaslavskaia, [.M. Ylynskyi, E.Sh.
Kamaldynova, A.l.,, Kovalova, O.A. Koriakovtseva, V.T. Lysovskyi, V.A.
Lukov, O.A. Rozhnov, B.A. Ruchkin, S.K. Savin, V.I. Chuprov and several
other authors.

However, the young generation of Europeans faces serious challenges.
The growth of unemployment, absenteeism, deprivation, the growth of
radicalism, cultural indifference (including religious) — main youth problems
that today require urgent solutions. Moreover, in different EU countries, these
problems have varying degrees of severity. Continued heterogeneity continues
to be a serious obstacle to pan-European unity. It is likely that youth policy may
be another very painful issue for the future of the EU.

Thus, it seems necessary to analyze the national and supranational levels
of youth policy in the European Union in order to identify their degree of
coherence, common goal-setting and specific implementation methods.
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