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Rationale of the Study

*¢ Changing Landscape of Youth Service in Hong Kong

o A shift of youth work model from a deficit approach to an
empowerment approach;

o Integrated Children and Youth Service Centres (ICYSCs) share the
responsibility of providing a supportive environment for youth
initiation in actualizing their innovative ideas, and cultivate their
community participation and social commitment;

o To empower and support young people to actualize their potentials
in participating in the community, youth service organizations and
youth workers were encouraged to engage in capacity building

activities, and strengthen the collaboration with cross-sectoral
stakeholders.

https://jcyouthcreate.hk/category/projects/
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Theoretical Framework
Synthesis of Youth Empowerment & Design Thinking

s Community-based Youth Empowerment Initiatives Informed by Design
Thinking

o Youth empowerment as an innovative process that help young people at
individual, organizational and community levels;

o In line with the empowerment approach, Design Thinking is essentially a

human-centered intervention tool that emphasizes the involvement of
community and cross-disciplinary teams in the development of new
processes, products, and services that address social issues and solve social
problems;
Youth workers are being called to adopt Design Thinking and engage in
cross-sectoral  collaboration to develop community-based youth
empowerment programmes; however, studies have documented or evaluated
the impact of capacity building is generally lacking.




Actualizing Youth Empowerment
in the Communit
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Actualizing

Define & Research

« Stimulate youth’s
interest in trial programs

* Enable youth and
practitioners in
acquainting themselves
with design thinking and
innovative skills

* Explore the community
with youth and raise

awareness of issues in
the community

N

A Cyclical Process

Ideate & Prototype

= Co-work with youth and
build supportive YAP to
define community needs

* Generate ideas of
possible solutions
through prototyping

* Cultivate youth’s
ownership and enhance

their voice in the process
of decision making

Youth Empowerment in the Communit

—

Select & Implement

« Actualize the prototype
into real products

» Test and refine the
products while collect
feedback from the
community

*Learn and cooperate
with peers, practitioners,

technical partners and
community stakeholders

Learn

*Consolidate and
document the
learning experience

*Share the experiential
knowledge with other
youth workers and
stakeholders

*Consolidate youth’s
experience as
important agent in
promoting community
and social change

*Strengthen the
partnership between
youth, practitioners
and community
stakeholders




Youth

Engagement
Stage

1. Interest-oriented program
2. Exploration-oriented program

1. Equipment setting

2. Center-based staff training

3. Liaising and collaborating with
different technical partners and
stakeholders

4. Liaising with other ICYSCs

A Cyclical Process

Program Design

1. Youth voice in decision making

2. Supportive Youth-Adult
Partnership

3. Defining Community needs

1. Equipping staff with knowledge
and skills

2. Liaising and collaborating with
technical partners and stakeholders
in program planning

Program
Implementation

1. Making products to meet
community needs

2. Trial and error
3. Learning to cooperate

4. Leadership development and
active engagement in community
and social affairs

1. Consolidating staff experience
2. Facilitating reflection through
innovative practice

3. Repositing ICYSCs' role in
community affairs

4. Deepening collaborating through
inter-sectoral partnership

Consolidation &
Sustainability

1. Youth as service partners

2. Youth as change makers

3. Youth as important agents for
promoting community and social
change

4. Strengthen partnership between
youth and practitioners

1. ICYSC as a co-creation hub for
youth and local community

2. Mind-set changing of whole
organization for youth empowerment
practice

3. Consolidating and documenting
the experience and reflections

4. Infiltrating practice wisdom into
other center-based programs
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Practitioners and young people were assigned to one of four tracks
(maker education, new media, visual and performing arts, and social

A

[

technology), each led by the respective technical partner from each track. B
The practitioners and young people in the four tracks received training <=2
from the respective technical partner and co-worked through the seven = _ S
stages of design thinking (i.e., define, research, ideate, prototype, select, <_=
implement, and learn) as part of the program. T —
P

< —

Then, the practitioners and youth of each ICYSC needed to consider their o
: . . =
Design Challenge in the community. =
_ __ <E—

T —
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Baseline + Intermediate Intermediate + Post-intervention

® YouthCreate Participants (YCP) ® YouthCreate Participants (YCP)
® Non-YouthCreate Participants (NYCP) ® Non-YouthCreate Participants (NYCP)




Outcome Indicator: Primary Outcome

Youth and youth workers maintain a
shared power of control in this centre.

Youth-adult

Partnership




Comparison between two groups of participants on baseline and intermediate scores of youth-
adult partnership (2017-2019)

Youth-adult Partnership in the Community — YcuthCreate Participants
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Comparison between two groups of participants on intermediate and post-intervention scores
of youth-adult partnership (2019-2021)

—YouthCreate Participants

Youth-adult Partnership in the Community =
—Non-YouthCreate Participants

T
5.58

T

4.99

Intermediate Post-intervention




Comparison between two groups of participants on baseline and intermediate scores of youth-
adult partnership by ruling out the effect of pretest

(2017-2019)

I
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ICYSCs

n= 266, YCP :
n= 496, NYCP Participants Mean F(p) n
Perceived YCP 5.60
L 20.8%++ 2 YCP>NYCP
Partnership in (small effect)
NYCP 5.14
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Comparison between two groups of participants on intermediate and post-intervention scores
of youth-adult partnership by ruling out the effect of pretest
(2019-2021)

—
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Outcome Indicators: Secondary Outcomes

Associational Social * People in this
association help each

Capital other out.

Youth Empowerment [ am given chances to
make my community

in the Community better:

e | participate in social

Civic Engagement service  organizations
within the community.




Comparison between two groups of participants on baseline and intermediate scores
of secondary outcomes (2017-2019)

——- - - ——YouthCreate Participants
Associational Social Capital S
——=Non-YouthCreate Participants =
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3.9

3.8

BRL

3.6

3.5

3.4

3.3

Comparison between two groups of participants on intermediate and post-
‘intervention scores of secondary outcomes (2019-2021)

Associational Social Capital

—YouthCreate Participants

——Non-YouthCreate Participants
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Comparison between two groups of participants on baseline and intermediate scores
of secondary outcomes (2017-2019)

——YouthCreate Participants

Youth Empowerment in the Community Non-¥o dhCrc =P Abinant

4.87

o

4.9
4.8 4.73

4.7

4.6

4.5 4.43
44 4.37

4.3

4.2

4.1

Baseline Intermediate




Comparison between two groups of participants on intermediate and post-
‘intervention scores of secondary outcomes (2019-2021)

—YouthCreate Participants

Youth Empowerment in the Community Non-YouthCreate Participants
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Comparison between two groups of participants on baseline and intermediate scores
of secondary outcomes (2017-2019)

=_ =——YouthCreate Participants
Civic E ngagein ent ——=Non-YouthCreate Participants
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Comparison between two groups of participants on intermediate and post-

39
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intervention scores of secondary outcomes (2019-2021)
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Civic Engagement

——YouthCreate Participants
——Non-YouthCreate Participants
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Comparison between two groups of participants on baseline and intermediate scores by ruling
out the effect of pretest (2017-2019)

n= 266, YCP e o F(p) :
articipants ean
n= 496, NYCP ¢ i E
== YCP 3.78 4.01* .008
Ass.oc1at10.na1 YCP>NYCP
Social Capital NYCP 3.62 (small effect)
Youth YCP 4.87 187225 025
SR 4.43 (small effect) YCP>NYCP
in the NYCP
Community
B YCP 4.45 33.35*** .043 (medium ETaNTED
Engagement NYCP 3.55 effect) =




Comparison between two groups of participants on intermediate and post-intervention scores
by ruling out the effect of pretest (2019-2021) }

n= 166, YCP
n= 97, NYCP Participants Mean F(p) e
Associational 2LE 3.85 12
A i YCP>NYCP
Social Capital NYCP 3.66 7.28 (medium =
effect)
Youth YCP 4.83 .045
Empf)werment 12.00%** (medium YCP>NYCP
in the NYCP 4.24 effect)
Community
YCP 3.88 .063
o 3.01 17.09%** i YCP>NYCP
Engagement NYCP ' ' (medium
effect)




a 7Summary ;/" ’ f ,/ ”

—— I 4

o
7 *s* YouthCreate provides more opportunities for young people to work
7 implementation processes, as well as to engage in meaningful roles in
the community.

£ with other youth, collaborate with adults in decision making and /
4 4 ¢

YouthCreate might have exerted a buffering effect on the adverse
influence of the sociopolitical event and Covid-19 during YouthCreate

supporte}} by the qualitative findings based on youth focus groups.
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Key Findings of the Qualitative Study
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Practitioners’ Capacity Building and Mindset Change
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Deep Youth-Adult Partnerships and Co-creations




Intra-organizational and Inter-organizational Support
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Effective Cross-Sectoral Collaborations




Strong Community Connections
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https://www.facebook.com/WeMake2021/photos/pcb.128200432470774/128200365804114

Finding and collaborating with different community partners who are proved to
be suitable to offer technical support and facilitate youth-adult co-creations

https://www.facebook.com/bgcastisc/posts/1223169817705812
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Outcomes of Community-Based Youth D I sebert) 21
Empowerment Programs Adopting Design gttt
Thinking: A Quasi-Experimental Study ®sce

Siu-ming To'® and Xiaoyu Liu'

Abstract

Purpose: Using a nonrandomized control group pretest—posttest assessment, this study aimed to examine the outcomes of
community-based youth empowerment initiatives that were informed by design thinking. Method: A toml of 553 youth living in
Hong Kong were recruited to participate in this study. Among them, 213 youth selfselected to join the experimentl group, and
340 youth joined the two control groups. Multivariate analysis of covariance and post hoc group comparisons were used to
examine the differences among the three groups at the postrest assessment. Results: The results indicate a positive improvement
in creative self-efficacy amang participants of the experimental group compared to the two control groups. Significant differences
were also found between the experimental group and the second control group in terms of youth-adult partnerships and youth
empowerment in the community. Conclusion: Youth empowerment programs informed by design thinking may reinforce
self-efficacy beliefs by encouraging youth to bring about innovations in their community.

Keywords

youth empowerment, design thinking, creative self-efficacy, youth-adult partnerships, quasi-experimental design

Design thinking refers both to the process of developing
innovations and to the techniques or mechanisms that encour-
age people or organizations to pursue creative or imnovative
solutions (Ambrose & Hards, 2009; Brown & Wyatt, 2010),
It is outlined as consisting of three ienets—empathy, ideation,
and experimentation—and seven stages—define, ressarch,
ideate, prototype, select, implement, and learn (Ambrose &
Harrig, 2009: Scholten & Granic, 2019),

While design thinking has become an attractive concept in
the development of innovative youth practices in recent years,
existing research tends to focus on the application of design
thinking to learing enhancement in school and after-school
settings. For instance, Yeager and colleagues (2016) found that
a psychological intervention based on design thinking was
effective in changing learning beliefs and short-term behaviors
a8 well a8 in improving students” course grades. Won et al
(2015) reported that a social networking forum adopting design
thinking helped middle school-age youth draw connections
between classoom and afler-school environments. However,
the number of systematic studies on the use of design thinking
in community-based youth services is limited. Given that
wungpeup\.e are increasingly being recognized as contributors

andi ion (Checkoway, 2011;
Martinez et al 2017), the present study aimed to explore the
possible outcomes of community-based youth empowerment
initiatives that are informed by design thinking,

Despite the i ing trend in explodng opy ities for
using design thinking to develop innovative vouth work prac-
tices, discussion about the theoretical base of design thinking,
particularly in relation to youth empowerment, is limited, This
is an obvious omission because empowerment is a guiding
value and concept for multilevel interventions that seek 1w
create social value and lasting social impact, which is in line
with the goal of using design thinking for social innovation
(Brown & Wyatt, 2010; Chandra & Liang, 2017; Sharma,
2012). In the face of the growing complexity of social needs
and the changing landscape of social services, it is of pam-
mount importance for social workers and related professionals
to design and implement innovative practices. Design thinking
is essentially a usercentered intervention wol that emphasizes
the involvement of stakeholders and interdisciplinary teams in
the development of new processes, products, and services that
address social issues and solve social problems (Laskso &
Clavert, 2014). Empowerment and design thinking thus

" Department of Sacal Wark, The Chiness University of Hong Kong, Shatin,
Horg Kang
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Siu-ming To' (), Johnson Chun-Sing Cheun

S Sage

Man-yuk Adam Chan', Cheryl Danielle Lau', and Rui-ling Zhao'

Abstract

Purpose: This study explored the cutcomes of 2 youth empowerment program guided by design thinking on social workers'
innovations in youth service. Method: Forty-seven practitioners joined this program with two stages: the capacity-building

stage and the

ion stage. A pretestintermediate test-posttest design survey was used to explore practitioners’

changes. Results: Sigrificant differences were found in creative self-efficacy and innovative behavior, with the posttest
mean scores of these indicators being higher than thase of the pretest. Additionally, the resukts indicated significant differ-
ences in youth-practitioner partnerships and inter-professional leamning. The postest mean score of youth-practitioner part-
nerships was higher than those of the pretest and intermediate test, while the posttest and intermediate test mean scores of
interprofessional learning were higher than that of the pretest. Condusion: The findings suggest that participants need both
opportunities to leam sbout design thinking through capacity-building and to integrate what they have learned during project

implemenation.

Keywords

design thinking, creative self-efficacy, innovative behavior, youth-adul partnership, interprofessional collaboration

Amidst the rapidly evolving contexts of practice due to the
changing needs of young people (Cheung, 2016) and the
wordwide outbreak of COVID-19 (Cheung, 2022), thers
has been a mowunting need for youth service providers and
social workers to adapt and innovate (Flnn, 2017%
Halvorsen, 2017). Tn recent years, there have been increasing
discussions surounding the use of design 1o address social
issues (e.g., Heller, 2018). Particularly, the design thinking
approach has been viewed as a method to address complex
challenges (Dorst, 2011) and narrow the gap between
decision-makers and those affected by the decisions (Kolko,
2018) There has also been a dsing mumber of case studies
that leverage design-based strategies toward social oulcomes
(Heller, 2018; Shea, 2012), For instance, design thinking has
been used in the development and innovation of services for
youth tran-ntum-;, STEAM (an ammym for a.wnur, technol-
ogy, engi ing, ads, and i d after-
school initiatives, mental health interventions, and mone
(e.g., Barbour & Eason, 2020; Scholten & Granic, 2019
Yeager et al., 2016).

Design Thinking in Youth Sodal Service

Design thinking is described as an approach to social innova-
tion and creative problem-solving (Brown, 2008; Brown &
Katz, 2000; Liedtka, 2015; Martin, 2009). Brown (2008,
1 86) defined design thinking as “a discipline that uses the

To, S.M., Cheung, J. C. S., Chan, A. M. Y., Lau, C.D., & Zhao, R.L=
(2023). Outcomes of a Design Thinking Program on Social Workers: An—
Evaluation Study. Research on Social Work Practice. Advance Online

designer’s sensibility and methods to match people’s needs
with what is technologically feasible” As the concept of
design involves creative problem-solving towand the needs
ar goals of real-world issues (Colling et al, 2004; Hoadley
& Cox, 2009), design thinking has been referenced as an
optimal approach for human-centered profiessions such as
social service practitioners, social workers, and policymakers
(Lockwood, 2010). Given the complex nature and multiple
needs of youth, design thinking has the potential to equip
practitioners with innovative mindsets or skill sets required
to serve today's youth population,
The emphasis on a human-centered mindset in design
thinking may encourage the translation of user needs and
into and experiences.
Slmlla:ly abductive reasoning in design thinking encourages
creative possibilities because this mindset can help make con-
clusions from what is immediately feasible, apparent, or

'Department dhdmfhamxwmﬂdl‘iﬂ Kang,. Shatin,
New Territories, Hong

*Degartment of Sodal Wom and Social Adminisration. The University of
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