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Annomayusn. Ilenv cmamvu cocmoum 6 paccmMompeHuu Cneyupuku Moa00eHCHOU
ROAUMUKU cOo8peMenHoU Poccuu nymem amaiusa ucmopuyecKkol pempocneKmuebl CMAaHOGIeHUs
MON00edHCHOU noaumuky 6 Poccuu, HOpmMamusHo-npagosoll 6a3vl, ee OCHOBHLIX Meopull (a maxaice
6U006 U MOOenell), KOHYEeNMYaIu3upyemvlx 6 3asUCUMOCU Om O0CODeHHOCmel B0CHPUIMUs
Monooexcu (Kak npobaemvl Ui pecypca), Mecma u pouu Moaooedxcu (Kak cydvekma uiu 00vekma,).
Memoodonozuueckoii 6a30ti ciyxicum O0esmenbHOCMHO-AKMUBUCTNCKULL N00X00, KOPEeHAWULC Ha
uoesx eedywux coyuonocog I1. Bypove, J. ['udoenc, I1. [llmomnka. Pe3ynomamol: 6vlasnsemcs
3a6UCUMOCTb MOJOOEICHOU NOIUMUKU OM NOBECMKU OHSL 21A6bl 20CYOAPCmed, ee 8MOPUYHOCHb,
IMAMUYECKU-NAMEPHATIUCIICKAS HANPABIEHHOCMb, CMPEMIEHUe K YHCeCMOUYeHUur) KOHMPOIs CO
CMOpOHbL  20cyoapcmea, Oepuyum NYOIUYHOCU U  UHGOpMamusHocmu, oodunue uryutl u
CUMYNAYUL, apxau3ayusi, MAapKemuHeo8das Jjo2uka u m.n. Omo o00bACHAemcs meM, UMo
MONOOEJHCHASA NONUMUKA NOOMEHAemcss ee No0BUOOM — 20CYOAPCMBEHHOU  MOJ00EHCHOU
noaumuxou. B xauecmee mep no ucnpasienuio npooIeMHbIX MOMEHMO8 MOJOOEHCHOU NOTUMUKU
npeonazaemcs coenams NPUHYUN CyObeKMHOCMU MOL0O0ENHCU PEATbHbIM, d He 20JI0CIO8HbIM (Yepe3
pazeumue UHCMUMYMO8 2padcOanckoeo obujecmsa). Bwvieood: yuumwvisas, uymo o0CHOBHBIM
UCMOYHUKOM BbISIGIICHHBIX NPOONeM SGNIAeMCs OUCCOHAHC MeHCOy OeKIapupyeMbiM 6 HAYUHO-
meopemuyeckom OUCKYpce U HOPMAMUBHO-NPABOBOM NOJLE NPUHYUNOM CYODEKMHOCIU MOL00eNHCU
6 MOJIOOEICHOU NOUMUKE U OMCYMCMEUEM NOTUMUYECKOU GOU U YCI08ULL OJI5 Pearu3ayu 3mo2o
NPUHYUNG 8 NPAKMUYECKOU OesamelbHOCMU, HA0edc0d HA B03MONCHOCMb  CYUWECMBEHHO20
npeobpaz06anis poCCUNICKOU MOJOOEHCHOU NOTUMUKU — SIGTSEMCS NPEeHCOeBPEMEHHOLL.

KiawueBble cj10Ba: TOCYIapCTBEHHAsh MOJIOJICKHAS TIOJIUTHKA; MOJIOJEKD; ITyOIHMIHAsS
MOJIUTHKA; COLMANTN3ALNS; CYOBEKTHOCTh MOJIOIEKHU
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nayka u unnosayuu. 2023. Ne2 (42): C. 226-235. https://doi.org/10.37493/2307-910X.2023.2.25

Abstract. The aim of the article is to consider the specific character of youth policy in
contemporary Russia by retrospectively analyzing its establishment, its laws and regulations, its
theories (types and models) conceptualized depending on youth perception patterns (as a problem
or resource), the place and role of youth (as a subject or object). The action-activity-based
approach, rooted in the ideas of leading sociologists P. Bourdieu, A. Giddens, P. Sztompka, serves
as methodological framework. Results: The dependence of the youth policy on the president’s
agenda, its secondariness, its non-publicity and uninformativity, governmental-paternalistic focus,
abundant fictions and simulations, archaism, marketing logic, etc. have been revealed. These
features are attributable to substitution of youth policy for its specific format — state (government)
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youth policy. As corrective measures, it is proposed to make the youth subjectness principle real
(through the development of civil society institutions). Conclusion: Considering that the identified
problems stem from the dissonance between the youth subjectness principle declared in the
scientific-theoretical discourse and regulatory environment and the absence of political will and
conditions for actualizing this principle, the hope for fundamental transformation of the Russian
youth policy is premature.

Key words: government youth policy; state youth policy; young people; youth; public
policy; socialization; subjectivity; subjectness
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Introduction. One should not predict the future, but rather make it possible (Antoine de
Saint-Exupery, 1900-1944). This famous maxim of the famous French writer justifies the relevance
of the topic of youth policy (see for example: [1]). The upbringing of young people has been given
attention throughout nearly all the historical periods (by sharing the personal life experience in
families, at schools, through doctrinal teachings, etc.). Yet, youth policy (YP) as a special area in
activities of society and the government came to the fore slightly over one hundred years ago, while
its scientific conceptualization gained attention in countries of Western Europe and in the United
States only in the 1960s (when it became a concern of escalating importance due to youth-led
protest movements).

The timeline of Russian YP is still debatable: While the fact that YP existed as an individual
area of state governance during the Soviet period is recognized by most of the researchers, there is
no consensus on its existence before the revolution. Nevertheless, some of YP elements
(representing class-based YP) could be observed in Russia as early as in the 16" — 17" century [2].

There is no denying that full-fledged YP, its scientific conceptualization, legal and
regulatory framework were established worldwide, including Russia, in the 20™ century. In Russia,
the impetus was given by the Soviet system and communism-ideology-related global
transformations.

In the late Soviet period, two groups worked on scientific interpretation of YP as one of the
priority areas of the state policy: The first group was headed by 1.M. llinskiy the second group was
headed by V.T. Lisovsky. The essence and the purpose (of high relevance ‘in all societies in all
times’) of meaningful and dedicated YP were defined by .M. Ilinskiy and his scientific school as
“addressing the regulation of intergenerational relationships, the control of the process of continuity
between generations and, hence, social development” [3, p. 436]. According to V.T. Lisovsky, YP
can be seen as a ‘youth cross-section’ of public (national), municipal (regional, district) social and
economic policy [4, p. 413].

We will hold to the first approach as more universal and containing the idea of youth
subjectness, which is fundamental to contemporary reflections in this field and the roots of which
(when it is seen as the ability to reach self-realization through conscious, rational, self-performed
activity) are found in the works of Bulgarian scholar P.E. Mitev and Polish scholars M. Karwat and
V. Milanowski. The youth is seen not only as the object of upbringing, but also as a subject of
historical changes. .M. Ilinskiy expands that idea, suggesting that subjectness should not only be
recognized as a quality of the youth, but also be used as a linchpin [5].

It should be noted that in recent years, the theme of youth, in general, and YP, in particular,
is taking on increasing importance and has become one of priorities in law-making as well as in
social and humanities studies. This is proved by numerous youth-related international (UN and
UNESCO) and European (EU, OECD) documents.

The principle of subjectness (in many respects similar to the concept of student agency in
OECD documents and partway overlapping G. Biesta’s notion of subjectification [6]) has an
important place in this theme: Subjectness is either addressed directly or implied. Therefore, we
prefer to go with the sociologists who directly or indirectly dealt with this problem (first of all, in
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the context of Russian realities). First and foremost, we are guided by works of the scholars
representing the school of afore-mentioned I.M. llinskiy. Their contribution cannot be overstated, at
it had a profound effect on scientific research in this field; it was also embodied in the respective
legislative initiatives and draft legislation.

It was the group headed by I.M. llinskiy that spearheaded the development of the Law On
the General Principles of State Youth Policy in the USSR. However, the law adopted in the waning
days of the Soviet Union was doomed to a short life: The YP model promoted and controlled by the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union became irrelevant in the new social, economic, and political
environment [5].

The subsequent decades of post-Soviet Russia were characterized by the nearly total absence
of unified YP. A lack of shared vision of the YP essence, principles and models resulted in
numerous projects that had been ineffective or had been turned down before 2020. In addition, there
was no robust institutional framework for efficient implementation of YP.

So, a real breakthrough in this field was made only in 2020 that ushered in two milestone
events. On July 1, 2020, when sweeping changes were made to the Constitution of the Russian
Federation: The notion of youth policy was introduced and incorporated into the constitution
(Article 71), thus providing the foundation for much-needed designated YP-related legislation:
Russia, unlike CIS countries and most of the European countries, did not have any general law
regarding YP. And on December 30, 2020, when Federal Law No 489-FZ On Youth Policy in the
Russian Federation was adopted to become the basic law on YP [7].

Its man advantage is that it recognized legislatively the active role of young people (as well
as civil society institutions) in development and implementation of YP: The initiators of the law
definitely heeded the comments of YP ideologists and decided to incorporate the perception of the
youth not so much as the targeted object as the subject of transformation activity in society.

As we can see, the understanding of the significance of the subjectness principle in YP has
reached the highest level of law-making. It is quite explicable: The applicability of the subjectness
principle in YP is associated with its generative nature in relation to other aspects of YP, as the
dividing line between different conceptual contents of YP runs between the YP orientation towards
the youth as an active subject or as an object in relation to which certain actions are carried out.

Even though the existence of this dividing line is not denied, in reality, it is neglected (which
is clearly seen from the fact that Russian researchers, officials and legislators tend to narrow down
the youth policy to its subtype — the state (rather, government) youth policy, implying their total
identity). Consequently, although in theory and in legislation, the first orientation is generally
declared, the second one prevails in practice. Therefore, the subjectness principle in Russian YP or
rather the inconsistency between its theoretical recognition and its practical implementation needs
further scientific conceptualization and clarification.

This characterizes the aim and novelty of our article, which attempts to gain insight into the
specific character of the Russian youth policy in the context of the principle of youth subjectness
and through the prism of action-activity-based approach. The founders of this approach, which
forms the methodological groundwork of our theoretical study, are such renowned sociologists as P.
Bourdieu, A. Giddens, P. Sztompka. Its underlying idea is that modern society can be seen not only
as objects (groups, organizations, etc.), but also as a ‘field of opportunities’ for social subjects so
that they could actualize their active actions. With this in mind, we will be able to problematize the
relationship between youth subjectness and the state in YP implementation in the present-day
environment of Russia.

The terminological framework. In scientific literature, the term ‘youth policy’ acquires an
independent meaning in the 1960; however, as demonstrated by the analysis of scientific literature
and public documents, there is no uniform definition, which can be explained by absent consensus
regarding the understanding and perception of the youth, its place and role in contemporary society.
It has nothing to do with the disagreement between scholars and practitioners; rather, it can be
explained by a dual nature of the youth, which is a biological and social phenomenon as well as a
subject and object of socialization. There is still heterogeneity of youth cohorts, which is caused by
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social inequality. At one extreme, there are the so-called kidults (kid + adult) who have an extended
period of infantilism and carelessness, while at the other extreme, there are deprived young people
from low-income families; the enjoyment of their childhood is curtailed, and they do not fit into the
picture with the routes to success, mainstream cultural and social identification.

Usually, the thoughts about the youth imply the focus on the future, overlooking the fact that
the youth is the driver of the present.

The youth category can be seen from three perspectives: a) as a carrier of age-related
psychophysiological characteristics; b) as a political and subcultural phenomenon; c¢) as a subject of
juvenile-adaptive processes [8].

Note that in the Russian discourse, all the three perspectives are present, though the first one
prevails. The distinctive characteristics of the youth as an objective social phenomenon constituting
a special age group, according to I.M. llinskiy, are associated with the idea of its dependence;
young people tend to live ‘on credit’; they do not have personal independence in making decisions
involving their life; they have to choose education, profession, marriage; they have to solve
problems of their moral and spiritual identity [5].

The ambiguity and complexity of the contemporary youth phenomenon, when in the context
of the post-modern world, the set of ages (chronological, social and psychological) is not congruent,
prompts researchers to speak about the so-called ‘post-youth’ phenomenon, or (in the context of the
thesaurus concept of the youth [9]) to believe that young people’s own identification as the youth
must the requirement for affiliation to the youth community.

In the meantime, this approach is associated with excessive relativism; therefore, we will opt
for the legislator’s basic definition of the youth as a social-demographic group of people aged 14 to
35 years. Then, we will define YP as a system of ideas, beliefs, concepts about the place and role of
the youth in society as well as a practical activity of different subjects of social action (including the
youth itself), which is aimed to implement the system.

Discussion and results. The dual nature of the youth and its unstable position between
childhood and adulthood imply that the social potential of the youth is problem-prone and
paradoxical. The resulting bidirectional vectors of YP are as follows: 1) prevention and
neutralization of problems of immediate importance for the youth (or caused by the youth) and 2)
provision of the youth with new opportunities (see Table 1). The first approach is known as a
problem-based approach, while the second one is a resource-based approach [10].

Table 1 — Characteristics of the problem-based and resource-based approaches to the youth

Problem-based approach Resource-based approach
Type of youth ‘Problems of the youth’ “The youth as a Utilitarian Value-based
perception by problem’ interpretation of the interpretation of
society notion ‘resource’ the notion

‘resource’

Description Youth as a combination of | Youth asa The youth as a resource | The youth as a

difficulties specific for this | problem-prone of implementation of strategic asset

particular life period of a period for the political decisions,

person and arising during other part of projects, programs

the person’s transit to society

adulthood
Type of youth ‘Social youth policy’ “Youth policy of | ‘Youth mobilization ‘Model of social
policy social control’ policy’ education’

By and large, the YP ambiguity and complexity are associated with the balance between the
perception of the youth as a “socially weak group, which needs unfailing social guardianship and
protection” [11, p. 9], or — we would add — supervision and control, and as the main resource and
driver of social development, an object and subject of investment policy.

We can state that the youth perception discourse prevailing in society (from the perspective
of problem-based approach or resource-based approach) has an impact on the respective type of YP.
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While the first perspective supports objectivity of the youth in YP, the other one opts for
subjectness of the youth.

Thus, the conceptual content of YP depends on the answer to the questions: What role
should be assigned to the youth in terms of YP implementation: an object or a subject, and what (or
who) is the leading (or even sole) subject of this policy?

The subjectness principle is instrumental in differentiation between two main types of YP:

1) government (state) youth policy (GYP), the subject of which is “the government
represented by its special agencies whose activities are, to a greater or lesser degree, connected with
human development (education, culture, physical fitness, labor, leisure, etc.)” [12, p. 584].

2) non-government youth policy (NYP), the subjects of which are institutions of civil society,
public and political (non-governmental) actors, sometimes transnational organizational-managerial
structures and, the youth itself.

The diversity of NYP, which is not a priority for researchers who tend to focus their
attention on GYP, suggests that its can be divided into several subtypes:

2a) public youth policy (PYP), the subjects of which are different parties, trade unions,
business communities, mass media, youth associations, young people.

A number of Russian researchers think that the focus should on PYP and its promotion
through the social intersectoral partnership including the government, the third sector (non-profit
organizations), political structures, business and the youth. Depending on the willingness of young
people to be actively involved in the process of implementation of the youth policy, the above
partnership can be implemented in the format of any of three models: subject-subjective; subjective-
developing and subject-objective.

2b) antisocial youth policy (AYP), which is of an antisocial nature, and its subjects are
“extremist and terrorist groups and organizations, religious sects, and criminal structures as well as
movements targeting the youth, for example, the AUE criminal movement popular among
representatives of disadvantaged young people” [8, p. 447].

2¢) anti-systemic youth policy, subjects of which are opponents of the ‘system,’ i.e. of the
existence of a political system and the government as its main institution. The spirit of civic (digital,
as of today) activism has been always inherent in young people due to their youthful maximalism,
excitability, enthusiasm, immaturity, etc. Notably, German sociologist K. Mannheim saw the main
function of the youth in being ‘a revitalizing agent’ of social life.

However, for the ideological purpose, GYP representatives tend to intentionally overlook
the difference between the two last subtypes of NYP — the antisocial and anti-systemic youth
policies.

P.A. Merkulov, A.L. Eliseev, D.V. Aronov [13] single out the so-called ‘negative youth
policy’ as an individual type of GYP; however, we share S. Chirun and M. Chirun’ opinion that in
this case “it refers to the government’s implementation of its punishing function to protect the youth
from the types of social behavior condemnable by the government” [8, p. 447]; therefore, any
argument for a special type of GYP would be inappropriate.

Thus, we, sharing other scholars’ opinion (Baal [14]; A.V. Lubsky, V.O. Vagina, D.A.
Mamina [15]), think that the GYP notion should include not only the positive aspect of the policy
encouraging young people’s conformist behavior towards the government and society, but also its
negative aspect aimed to prevent deviant types (classified by R. Merton) of behavior of young
people. This will allow for a comprehensive approach to GYP.

The above analysis of YP types and subtypes proves the wrongfulness of equation of ‘youth
policy’ and ‘government youth policy,” though sometimes legislators and officials unintentionally
converge the above notions in favor of GYP. This demonstrates the political culture of the last
decade in Russia, when traditions of statism and the tendency to closedness of the political regime
have been restored, revealing old historical roots [16]. This has also an effect on the establishment
of the respective model of YP.

There are four major models of YP, which are classified depending on the place and role of
the government in securing rights and interests of young people [17]:
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1) the conservative (adaptive) model is characterized by minimum government involvement,
the leading role of public organizations, program-based nature, selective assistance to the youth
(USA, ‘new industrial countries’: Taiwan, Singapore, Brazil, Argentina, Mexico).

2) the social-governmental model is characterized by an active role of the government,
existence of special coordinating and regulating institutions, comprehensiveness, decent financing,
the right of all representatives of the youth to receive government support (most European
countries: Germany, the Netherlands, France, Italy, Belgium, etc.)

3) the model of public-private partnership is characterized by limited government
involvement and a limited list of youth policy avenues, the parity of the government and entities of
civil society; the youth policy is primarily regulated at the municipal level (Sweden, Finland, Great
Britain, etc.)

4) the communitarian model, where the government is a dominant factor in centralized
implementation of youth policy (China, where the Communist Youth League recruits people aged
from 14 to 28 years)

During the Soviet period, the fourth model was popular; today, Russia is trying to revive it,
however, the lack of financial resources interferes with the consistency. The question of
reasonableness or transformation of the model change remains open.

As for specific manifestations (including problematic ones) of the Russian model of YP,
summing up the above experts’ opinions and our own observations, we can point out the following:

The incomprehensive and controversial nature of the basic guidelines of YP, which can be
explained by the fragmentariness and disequilibrium of the political culture and interests of YP
subjects.

The fairly limited number of stakeholders in YP development.

Although in laws and regulations, YP is positioned as a priority of the Russian state policy,
it has not reached the declared status so far.

A lack of clear and sound theoretical and practical mechanisms of YP interaction with other
sectors of the state policy.

The inconsistency between the YP ideological priorities and its program-focused
maintenance as well as financial support, which is provided by the ‘left-over principle.’
Consequently, quite a few resolutions and targeted programs tend to acquire declarative or advisory
features.

The excessive influence of the president’s agenda on the YP paradigm, thus shifting YP
attention toward aspects of patriotic education, which boils down to militarism, at the expense of
social and economic problems, which are more important for young people. In the conditions of
escalating ideological contradictions, patriotic education is perceived as an ambiguous phenomenon
[18].

Regional YPs tend to focus on college kids, thus leaving out young people not affiliated
with institutional entities — higher education institutions and public organizations.

The ‘bipolarity’ of YP — the focus on assistance to sociably vulnerable young people
(orphans, young offenders, children from troubled families, etc.) and support provided to the
talented youth, thus leaving out most of the ordinary, ‘average’ young people.

In the meantime, targeted grant assistance to the talented youth and young families is
insufficient, thus leading to the situation when grants are available to very few young people and
families in some regions.

The focus on different youth structures (youth parliaments, youth governments, etc.) created
under the umbrella of government authorities and represented primarily by young social climbers
takes attention away from actual work with large audiences of young people. The above structures
function not so much to serve their purpose — as social mobility elevators and as platforms to
shorten the distance between young people and decision-makers — as political tools for persons
concerned.

The emphasis on preservation of young generation’s loyalty towards the established political
order and the prevailing ‘ceremonial-festive’ style adopted for organization of youth events (youth

Issue No. 2, 2023 231



CoBpemenHas Hayka u uHHOBauun. 2023. Ne 2 (42)

forums, gatherings, sports contests, etc.) involving a limited number of participants. Instead of
broader opportunities for actualizing creative abilities, young people are offered the principles to
life by, promoting servility and opportunism.

The absence of the vision of the desirable future, which would be incorporated into a
coherent and appealing ideological concept or political program, and the subsequent absence of
meaningful and understandable guidelines for young people [19].

The increasing and distinct tendency of government authorities to toughen negative
sanctions for young people’s social-political activity uncontrolled by the government, entailing
discrediting the objectors and violent removal of the anti-systemic youth policy to the periphery of
political life.

The attempt of the government to limit the social space for self-realization and self-
expression of young people to boundaries of the regulation-based, formalism and routinization-
prone activity that is approved by it.

Lack of publicity and information.

Situational-manipulative nature of YP.

Hyper-mannerism as an attempt to “put the cultural attributes of the past in the context of
youth subcultures of postmodernism” [8, p. 446]. YP is built on rules and regulations derived from
the retrospective experience and preventing understanding and knowing the actual needs and values
of contemporary young people.

Simulation — the tendency of YP to generate simulacra (which is backed up by its
functioning in marketing logic) rather than actual results and accomplishments.

On the whole, we believe that the main distinctive feature of Russian YP is its
governmental/ state (goverment-controlled) nature; even its non-governmental sub-types (NYP) are
put under control of government authorities (i.e. acquire characteristics of GYP) or are
marginalized, or are persecuted. Therefore, the above description refers mostly to one type of YP —
GYP. The other distinctive feature is the paternalistic nature of YP (perception of the youth as being
in need of continuous patronage and supervision by the government) as well as the moralizing-
ideological nature (the emphasis on patriotic education at the expense of civic consciousness). The
integrating effect of these features is the following: The government becomes the dominant subject
of YP and not only formulates its basic principles, goals and objectives, but also supervises all its
areas. The expectable result is fusion of YP and GYP.

By and large, we can state that despite the theoretical thoroughness of the concept of youth
subjectness in Russian studies and its incorporation into the YP legal and regulatory framework, the
practical implementation of YP in the contemporary Russian environment demonstrates objective
rather than subjective approach to the youth.

On the other hand, the listed problem-prone aspects of YP contain answers regarding the
measures that should be taken to improve the situation.

For example, instead of sanctions, which are applied to participants of rallies and protest
groups organized through social media by young people, there should be YP sensitive to needs and
requirements of young people and capable of creating multi-format space for positive youth
activism. Especially considering that, as noted by V.V. Shcheblanova, L.V. Loginova, D.V. Zaitsev
and L.Yu. Surkova [20], the very opportunity to reach the social consensus regarding the prospects
of social development defines, to a great extent, the border between
constructiveness/destructiveness of civic activism.

In addition, the YP modernization requires the abolishment of traditions of paternalism
(putting the youth in the position of endlessly immature and irrational), moving away from the
perception of the youth solely as an object of the government’s action, and, by all means,
categorical refusal from the administrative model, regulative and punitive discourses. The
conceptual principle of subjectness needs promotion; while it has been declared in the scientific and
legislative environment, it has been neglected in the real-world context. In other words, there should
be a model void of priorities of hierarchical forms of institutional regulation, which generate over-
organization, formalism and out-of-touch symbolism of ceremonial events.
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Stating that, we offer web-based forms of communication between the government and the
youth; we also urge to strengthen different forms of self-governance and self-organization of the
youth, which will be instrumental in cultivation of true youth leaders and will help expand the youth
audience involved in actual social transformations.

Conclusion. In conclusion, we can say that the position of youth is a critical indicator of the
wellbeing of society, and it largely depends on a country’s youth policy. The analysis of the Russian
YP showed that its specific character is strongly associated with its primary function as GYP,
which, in its turn, contributes to and exacerbates the dissonance between two formats of the
subjectness principle in YP — theoretical (for the youth) and practical (for the government).
However, considering the historically insufficient development of institutions of civil society in
Russia and the increasing tendency to the strengthening of the government’s regulation and control
of different policies (including YP), the hope that the youth subjectness principle related to YP will
get rid of its declarative nature and will become effective is naive and premature.
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