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Executive summary
The economic recession following the financial crisis, and its prolonged aftermath, compounded the challenge that substantial youth unemployment put on the Member States
of the European Union. In addition, changes in the world of work, for example increasingly complex school-to-work transitions and new challenges arising from rapid technological changes may further impede the labour market prospects of young people.
The Youth Guarantee (YG) was launched as a Council Recommendation adopted by all
Member States in 2013, in particular as a response to the high cyclical unemployment
among its youth. The YG meant that all young people aged between 15 and 24 would
receive a good quality offer of employment, training, education or apprenticeship within
a period of four months of becoming unemployed or leaving formal education. Following
this recommendation, EU Member States took steps to introduce such a scheme, albeit
with widely varying national approaches on (among many other differences) target
groups, timing, the types of interventions used and the types of partnerships.
This report synthesises the vast amount of available information on the implementation
of the YG and its performance. Based on an extensive desk research in its first part, the
study identifies six key aspects of YG implementation and delivery as well as background
characteristics that are important determinants of YG performance across Member
States: specifically, these are (1) the financial resources for implementing the YG, (2)
the role of the YG as part of national policy making, (3) challenges for the youth labour
market, (4) the heterogeneity of the NEET population, (5) the design and implementation features of the YG, and (6) the role of the apprenticeship system in the Youth Guarantee. The overall findings of desk research and data analysis indicate that, in sum, EU
funding via the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI) and the European Social Fund (ESF)
played a key role in supporting YG measures financially, especially for countries suffering
from simultaneously high NEET rates and a significant economic downturn or structural
labour market challenges. Many of these countries increased spending on active labour
market policies, which can be interpreted with caution as an indirect effect of the YG. In
some Member States the YG also fostered the introduction of reforms to national youth
policies, improvements in monitoring systems for youth activation policies, and the
building of new partnerships. These changes are likely to outlast the YG initiative and
thereby provide sustained and ongoing benefits.
Whereas these are substantive, positive changes brought about by the YG, not all of its
objectives were achieved. First, neither reducing labour market segmentation through
quality offers nor providing a remedy for imperfectly performing education systems was
fully achieved. One reason was a prevalence of employment offers compared to relatively few education or apprenticeship offers in the YG. The low share of apprenticeship offers in some Member States appears to be related to the institutional setup and schoolto-work (STW) transition regime: increasing the prominence of the apprenticeship system would need to be accompanied by broader institutional change. Second, several
Member States were not able to fully address the heterogeneity of the NEET population –
especially those furthest away from the labour market. In contrast, countries that performed well generally improved the capacity of their Public Employment Services (PES)
and developed partnerships to implement strong outreach programmes.
The second part of the study builds on the six key aspects to develop a Youth Guarantee
typology: this novel approach uses cluster analysis techniques to identify groups of similar countries. This analysis highlights several insights for the implementation of the
Youth Guarantee across Member States: firstly, country clusters within the single key
aspects are not always the same as the final country clusters for all six key aspects.
Second, certain contextual and implementation variables are clearly correlated, suggest-
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ing that some implementation features relate to each other: for instance, some countries
with a low estimated cost for implementing the YG tend to be countries that closely followed the Recommendation, in particular in terms of timing of the intervention and target groups chosen. Other Member States with a more pronounced NEET challenge are
more likely to deviate from the recommendation, for example by increasing the targeted
time frame of intervention.
The most comprehensive version of the cluster analysis simultaneously takes into account all six key aspects and a total of 76 empirical indicators that properly reflect these
key aspects, and identifies five final clusters:
Cluster A: Member States with previous YG experience, lower initial NEET rates, ambitious implementation and improved PES capacity, low educated NEETs and diversified
offers (AT, DK, DE, FI, IE, NL, SE).
Cluster B: Member States with intermediate NEET challenges, strong outreach efforts by
the PES, relatively poor monitoring data quality, high NEET rates due to family responsibilities and strong focus on employment offers (CZ, EE, FR, HU, RO, UK).
Cluster C: Member States hit by the economic recession, with highest initial NEET rates,
severe long-term unemployment, large support via EU funding, highest reform efforts
and highest entry rates into apprenticeship offers (CY, EL, ES, IT, PT).
Cluster D: Member States characterised by relatively low initial NEET rates and shortterm unemployed rather than inactive NEETs, some funding under YEI, strong outreach
efforts through the PES and partnership approach, and diversified offers with a stronger
focus on education offers (BE, MT, LT, LU, PL, SI).
Cluster E: Member States that joined the EU relatively recently, with ‘transitional’ STW
regimes, high initial NEET rates, structural challenges and substantial EU funding, focus
on employment offers, rather high reform efforts (BG, HR, LV, SK).
Evidently, these explicit labels for the clusters tend to simplify the other factors of heterogeneity across Member States that determine the typology. However, some conclusions
can be drawn regarding the fit of underlying challenges to be addressed with the policy
response observed. In particular, it appears that countries in Cluster A, C and D reflected
the challenges observed in the design and implementation of the YG to a higher degree
compared to cluster B and E, as policies implemented – for example regarding outreach
efforts – seem to better match key factors of heterogeneity in the NEET population.
In a final step, the study investigates the YG models resulting from the typology and
basic performance indicators. Cluster A performs well in terms of the NEET “coverage”
rate but less well regarding the reduction in NEET and unemployment rates over time.
Clusters B and D perform relatively similar across all YG outcome measures. Cluster C
shows the largest share of youth in the preparatory phase beyond the envisaged four
months but also the largest median decline in NEET rates. Cluster E has the lowest share
of positive and timely exits but the largest decline in youth unemployment out of all clusters.
Whereas, therefore, the evidence is not fully conclusive, partly due to the number and
complex inter-relation of the aspects in which clusters differ, the report’s findings nonetheless clearly indicate that not only initial conditions but also the way Member States
implement the YG has affected its success.
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1. The Youth Guarantee: background and outline of the
study
An essential aim of the policies that promote economic growth and social equity is to
ensure that young people are adequately educated, that they enter the labour market
smoothly, and that they then continue successfully through a lifetime in employment
through till retirement. Young people face a wide range of structural challenges – frequently perceived as increasingly complex – regarding their school-to-work (STW) transition and their long-term labour market prospects (Quintini et al, 2007).
The economic recession of the late 2000s and its aftermath exacerbated these challenges, while the on-going Fourth Industrial Revolution, comprising innovations in digitalisation, artificial intelligence and robotics, is constantly generating new and potentially fundamental challenges. In general, these developments have resulted in the following patterns: (i) a dramatic rise of youth unemployment in most countries during the recession,
together with relatively low employment rates; (ii) lengthier, complex, unstable, and
non-linear STW transitions; (iii) a deterioration in the quality of youth employment combined with greater precariousness; (iv) the patchy availability of quality work experience,
which increasingly plays a crucial role in STW transitions; (v) increased inactivity, discouragement and labour market detachment; and (vi) greater labour market vulnerability for disadvantaged youth such as the low-skilled, migrants and young people with a
disability, and, more generally, young people not in employment, education or training
(NEETs).
While the wider macro-economic situation, including business cycle fluctuations together
with the recession-related economic deterioration of the late 2000s and the subsequent
‘job-poor’ recovery accounts for these developments, they are also rooted in persistent
structural deficiencies. These include imperfectly performing education and training systems with poor outcomes and ensuing skills mismatches and segmented labour markets
(resulting in hollowing-out and skill polarisation). Sometimes poor PES (Public Employment Service) resources prevent the provision of youth-related tailored services in general, and in particular concentrating appropriate resources on vulnerable, hard-to-reach
young people, including certain sub-groups of NEETs (European Commission, 2017a).
Yet, unsatisfactory early labour market experience and lengthy, unstable STW transitions
can lead to long-term ‘scarring’ effects on young people in terms of reduced lifetime
earnings, a higher probability of subsequent periods of unemployment, a greater likelihood of precarious employment, and poorer health and well-being (Gregg and Tominey,
2005; Scarpetta et al, 2010; European Commission, 2017a).
The remainder of this section describes the youth unemployment situation in the European Union (EU) and the challenges it poses for youth generally. It also introduces the
Youth Guarantee (YG) and it summarises the joint response to these challenges undertaken in the EU. An explanation of the objectives and content of the present report as
well as the project in general concludes this section.

1.1. The youth employment challenge in the European Union
In the second quarter of 2018, as many as approximately 3.4 million, out of a total of
about 57 million young people in the 15-24 age group, were unemployed in the EU (latest available data from Eurostat). Whereas this constitutes a substantial decline from the
peak of 5.7 million in January 2013, the numbers still remain high: the average youth
unemployment rate – i.e. the percentage of unemployment in the 15-24 age group compared to the total labour force in that age group – stood at 16.8% in 2017 in the EU 28,
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and the NEET rate (the share of young people neither in employment nor in education or
training) was 10.9%. If young people up to 29 years of age are included, the average
rate of youth unemployment in the EU 28 was 12.7%, while the NEET rate reached
13.4% (amounting to 17.7% specifically within the 25-29 age bracket).
Figures 1 and 2 show the numbers for the 15-24 age group and illustrate the policy challenge of the youth unemployment rate (Figure 1) and the NEET rate (Figure 2). They
also show the substantial variation across EU countries: as Figure 1 shows, the youth
unemployment rate (Q2 2018) is below 10% in Austria, Germany, Estonia, Denmark, the
Netherlands, the Czech Republic and Hungary. In the majority of EU countries, however,
it ranges from 10% to 20%, while it is above 30% and up to almost 40% in Italy, Spain,
and Greece. Looking specifically at the most recent development by comparing it with
the Q2 2015 youth unemployment rate, however, the figure also shows a general downward trend across all EU Member States, which is quite pronounced in some countries
(Bulgaria, Croatia, Malta and Hungary, for example).
Looking at the NEET rates in Figure 2, this downward trend in the most recent development comparing 2015 and 2017 is also clearly visible. Again, there is notable variation
across Member States. On average, EU countries have a NEET rate of around 10.9% as
of 2017 and Ireland and Poland have NEET rates close to the EU average. While the
Netherlands is the only EU country with a rate below 5%, Croatia, Romania, Bulgaria,
and Italy have the highest NEET rates, with the rate reaching almost 20% in Italy.
Figure 1. Youth unemployment rates (15-24 years old) in EU Member States,
2015 compared to 2018
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Source: Authors’ illustration based on latest available Eurostat data: youth unemployment rate as percentage
of the active population, quarterly average. Countries are ordered by Q2 2015 rates. Data is seasonally adjusted. For Italy and Cyprus, the Q1 2018 rates are reported (latest available).
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Figure 2. Rates of young people (15-24 years old) not in employment, education or training (NEET) in EU Member States, 2015, 2017
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Source: Authors’ illustration based on latest available Eurostat data, annual averages. Countries are in order of
the 2015 rates.

In addition to these aggregate statistics, the difficulties for youth in the STW transition
can be related to several structural challenges, or market failures. In particular, these
concern: (a) Labour market segmentation – a labour market pattern in which young
people are over-represented in temporary, part-time, non-permanent work; (b) (under-)
performance of the education and training system – the low achievement of a substantial
section of youth in basic and ‘transversal’ (transferable) skills; (c) the limited availability
of ‘quality’ work experience; and (d) insufficient capacity of the Public Employment Service (PES) to ensure effective provision of tailored services and support for young people
(see European Commission, 2017a).

1.2. The Youth Guarantee
The significant challenges that young people face in relation to fast, smooth, and effective STW transitions were exacerbated during and after the recession. Since then they
have also acted as a catalyst for policy change in many Member States. Accordingly, a
YG was introduced following the 2013 Council Recommendation (Council of the European
Union, 2013). Together with associated structural reforms of vocational education and
training (VET) and activation policies that are implemented across the EU, its aim is to
address these challenges. More specifically, following a proposal from the European
Commission, all Member States adhered to the establishment of the YG, committing
themselves to giving every young person a good-quality offer of employment, continuing
education, or an apprenticeship or a traineeship within a period of four months of becoming unemployed or leaving formal education (Council of the European Union, 2013).
The idea of YG style policies originated in the Nordic countries, where such initiatives
were first implemented in Sweden in 1984, and then elsewhere in the 1990s (Norway in
1993, Denmark and Finland in 1996, see, for example, Escudero and López Mourelo,
2017).
In a Communication published three years after the launch of the YG by the European
Commission (2016a), it was observed that the YG had become a reality across the EU.
Starting from January 2014, 14 million young people had already registered in YG
schemes by 2016. Around nine million young people had taken up an offer, the majority
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of which were offers of employment; almost two thirds of young people who left the YG
in 2015 took up an offer of employment, education, traineeship or apprenticeship. While
the Commission Communication also concluded that the YG has significantly facilitated
structural reforms and innovation in policy design across Member States, it also asserted
that, nonetheless, youth unemployment remained unacceptably high and many challenges still need to be addressed by Member States.

1.3. Outline of the project and the present report
The main objective of this project is to undertake an up-to-date review of the current
approaches and implementation of the YG, especially in view of new challenges for youth
in the changing world of work, thereby providing the basis for a future YG model that is
both robust and dynamic.
This report constitutes the first phase of the research project. In the first phase, a comprehensive desk review of existing documents and data was undertaken, together with
the construction of a database of indicators for a cluster analysis, as well as supplementary country case studies. This approach is explained and implemented throughout this
report. Aspects that guide the analysis are: 1) the degree to which EU financing helped
to implement the YG, 2) whether the YG became a sustainable part of national policy
making, 3) the main challenges faced by young people in their transition into the labour
market, 4) the heterogeneity of the NEET population, 5) the design and implementation
features of the YG, and 6) the role of apprenticeships in the YG. Based on these insights,
a typology of YG models is developed and the correlation of these types is assessed regarding measures of performance.
The second phase of the research project will address the emerging challenges for young
people’s transition into the world of work, drawing extensively on consultation with
stakeholders both through an online survey and, more importantly, through a stakeholder seminar held in Brussels on Oct 1, 2018, during which experiences with the YG were
exchanged and future challenges identified and discussed. The results of this second
phase will be published in a separate report.2 Together, these two reports should inform
reflection on further developments of the YG.
The report at hand is structured as follows. Section 2 has two parts; the first part identifies the main characteristics of YG implementation in context, while the second part defines empirical indicators for these characteristics and their sub-dimensions. In section 3,
these indicators are used for constructing a typology of YG models, also showing how the
different types of models differ regarding performance indicators. Section 4 presents the
conclusions of the analysis.

European Commission (forthcoming), The Youth Guarantee in light of changes in the world of
work: Emerging challenges related to young people’s transition in the labour market.
2
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2. Implementation features of the YG and related indicators
This section provides a comprehensive overview of the main features that characterise
YG implementation and assess the main features that are likely to determine its success
in Member States. It has two steps: first, section 2.1 gives an overview of the relevant
dimensions of YG implementation along the six guiding aspects outlined above. Based on
this characterisation, section 2.2 discusses the ways in which each of these aspects can
be represented by a set of empirical indicators and which will be used in chapter 3 for a
YG typology. The list of indicators for each of the six aspects comprise key contextual
characteristics for each Member State as well as implementation-related features such as
partnerships created as a result of YG implementation, or the types of interventions
used. In particular, indicators that characterise Member States at the outset of the YG
(measured in 2012 or 2013) as well as the way the YG was implemented (mostly measured up until 2016) inform the typology. Indicators of YG performance such as, for example, the estimated proportion of the NEET population reached by the YG (the so-called
YG “coverage rate”) are considered outcomes of the way Member States implemented
the YG.
The presentation and discussion of intervention features and corresponding empirical
indicators in section 2 is complemented by selected information from five brief country
case studies. The case studies are a supplementary element in the review exercise that
feeds into this chapter, and they are meant to illustrate the intervention features discussed throughout the chapter in more detail for selected countries. Based on an ‘ex
ante assessment’ of a set of qualitative and quantitative country indicators, the following
five countries were selected for case studies: Austria, Denmark, Ireland, Italy, and Latvia. The countries were selected, firstly, to cover (to the extent that is possible) the existing types of STW regimes, and secondly to reflect the heterogeneity of the NEET population. NEET implementation is characterised by high and low NEET and youth unemployment rates, high and low YG coverage and the financial resources put into its implementation.3

2.1. Features of Youth Guarantee implementation
2.1.1. Financial resources for implementing the Youth Guarantee
The YG is not a funding programme in itself. It is instead a political commitment supported, among other ways, by financial contributions from the EU and national budgets,
as well as contributions from the private and non-profit sectors. This section on the first
YG implementation aspect, financial resources, briefly outlines the relevance of these
different sources. Specific focus will be given to the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI)
and the European Social Fund (ESF) as the main EU sources to financially underpin the
implementation of the YG.
Youth Employment Initiative: The YEI was established during three informal summits of
EU Heads of State in 2013-14, and then given €3.2 billion for the 2014-15 period. Eligibility for measures funded through the YEI is confined to young people aged 16-254 who

It is important to emphasise the ‘ex-ante’ nature of case study selection: they were chosen
based on a preliminary set of indicators at the outset of the study, whereas the full in-depth identification and discussion of indicators – as presented in this chapter – and their analysis in Chapter 3
becomes a key element of the study itself.
3

4

The upper age band is 29 in some Member States.
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are not in employment, education or training (‘NEETs’). Funding from the YEI was only
allocated to regions in those Member States where youth unemployment was higher than
25% in 2012.5 Since national allocations are based on the number of unemployed young
people in 2012 in these regions, YEI funds were allocated to a varying extent to each
Member State based on their (regional) unemployment rates (European Commission,
2016a). Spain was the largest recipient of the initial YEI specific allocation receiving
€943.5 million, and Slovenia the smallest receiving €9.2 million. In 2015, in view of the
immensity of the youth-employment challenge, the European Commission took steps to
ensure a quick mobilisation of its funds.6 Specifically, a higher pre-financing rate for the
€3.2 billion YEI specific allocation in 2015 than for other ESF allocations (30% instead of
the original 1-1.5% of the specific allocation for other ESF funds) was introduced.
This led to an amount of around €1 billion in additional pre-financing to Member States
in 2015 (European Commission, 2016a). In the summer of 2017, during the mid-term
review of the EU’s seven-year budget, the YEI was extended until 2020 and it received
an additional financial allocation of €1.2 billion. In addition, it was targeted at regions
where youth unemployment still exceeded 25% in 2016 (Andor and Veselý, 2018). According to the Commission’s report in October 2016, the YEI is seen by Member States
as a key mechanism through which to operationalise national Youth Guarantee schemes.
“In some cases, the YEI is being used to support most or all measures planned under the
YG schemes, while in others it is one funding source amongst others. Countries where
large shares of YG funding comes from the YEI include Lithuania – where 2/3 of all YG
actions are supported by the YEI, Poland – where 3/4 of all YG actions YEI funded, and
Spain – where 80% of all YG actions are funded through the YEI.” (European Commission, 2016b, p.89).
YEI funds were provided from the EU budget as a top-up to the already available ESF
funds for 2014-2020, to provide additional support for programmes with a specific focus
on NEETs (European Court of Auditors, 2017). However, the funding allocated to each
Member State under the YEI has to be matched by an equal amount from the respective
Member State allocations in the ESF 2014-20 budget. This holds for the initial allocation
in 2013 as well as the additional funds in 2017. Hence, the total budget of the YEI (for
all eligible EU Member States) now totals €8.8 billion for the period 2014-2020.
European Social Fund: In addition to ESF funds that were directly used to match the YEI
contributions (see above), some Member States also utilised additional funds from the
ESF for further employment-related programmes7 directly or indirectly benefiting youth,
but with no specific focus on NEETs. In contrast to YEI funds, which are intended to directly support NEETs, ESF funds may also be used to support structural reforms. In total,
Andor and Veselý (2018) estimate that approximately €14-15 billion from the EU budget
over the period 2014-20 financed the implementation of the YG through the YEI and ESF

The exact methodology for allocating Youth Employment Initiative funds among Member States is
set out in Annexe VIII to the ‘Common Provisions Regulation’, i.e. Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013
of 17 December 2013, OJ L 347, 20.12.2013, p. 320–469.
5

An additional reason was that many Member States “raised the issue that they don't have the
national budget necessary to pay advance funding to projects working with young people” (source:
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-15-5020_en.htm).
6

The ESF is Europe’s main instrument for supporting jobs, helping people get better jobs and ensuring fairer job opportunities for all EU citizens (European Parliament, 2018).
7
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funds.8 This is a significant share of the total ESF funding of €86.4 billion available to MS
for the 2014-2020 period (including the YEI).
Country case study: Austria
Young people in Austria were already benefiting from special attention before the introduction of the YG. Several measures were set up to facilitate the transition from education to the labour market, in particular through a well-established apprenticeship system. Reducing the age for early school-leaving existed before the 2013 Council Recommendation. The long-standing existence of policy measures for young people is reflected
in Austria’s relatively successful performance as regards youth employment and STW
transition. The labour market situation of young people in Austria is better than the EU
average and it continues to improve. The rate of youth unemployment (15-24 years old)
went down from 10.6% in 2015 to 9.8% in 2017, which is significantly below the EU
average (16.8%). This good performance is also reflected in the number of NEETs. The
NEET rate in Austria was at 6.5% in 2017, well below the EU average (10.9%).
In addition, evidence shows that Austria is performing better than the rest of the EU as
regards its YG implementation (European Commission, 2018a). It is acknowledged that
Austria has established a comprehensive Youth Guarantee based on effective partnerships, targeted policy measures and a robust monitoring system with interconnected
administrative data (European Commission, 2016a). The country’s performance is particularly outstanding in two dimensions: the NEET coverage and the delivery of a good
quality offer.
Data for 2016 shows that an estimated 82.9% of NEETs in Austria are reached by the
YG, which is the highest figure amongst Member States and almost double the EU average (42.5%)9. In addition, this “coverage indicator” has been at consistently high levels
since the start of the YG. A second, more suggestive but somewhat less reliable way of
looking at the performance of a YG scheme is trying to estimate the rate of recycling,
i.e. the percentage of NEETS entering the YG with previous YG experience. 10 This recycling rate is rather high in Austria (73.9% compared to 34.1% for EU 28), suggesting
that employment services have little difficulty in ‘staying in touch’ with young people
who already had a YG experience.
The Austrian YG provides a wide range of offers (European Commission, 2016d). It
comprises apprenticeship, traineeship, education and employment offers that are targeted specifically at young people, such as, for example, supra-company apprenticeships or production schools. Additionally, the general education, training, apprenticeship
and employment offers are open to young people.
At the same time, it is to be noted that Austria still faces difficulties in integrating certain sub-groups into the labour market, in particular women, migrants and young peo-

This figure is slightly higher than the €12.7 billion stated by the Commission in its October 2016
report which YEI and the ESF are directly investing in “labour market integration measures for
young people in the programming period 2014-2020” (European Commission, 2016a, p. 12).
8

These figures are based on the indicator "average annual stock of young people in the YG preparatory phase / NEET population (annual average)" included in the Indicator Framework for Monitoring the Youth Guarantee. This indicator combines administrative and survey data. Whilst this is
not ideal, the indicator is useful to give an approximate indication of the proportion of NEETs registered in the YG scheme at any point during the year. Results should therefore be interpreted as an
estimation, rather than a definitive measurement, of the extent to which YG schemes achieve the
objective of reaching all young people that become, or are already, NEET.
9

10

The recycling rate is only experimental data and not officially part of the YG monitoring dataset.
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ple with low skills (European Commission, 2018a). Ongoing efforts for these target
groups need to be intensified as recent measures have not led to sufficient results yet.
Other EU sources: Several other EU budget lines support employment- and educationrelated programmes in Member States, including the European Regional Development
Fund (ERDF), the ERASMUS programme as well as Horizon 2020 and the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF). For an analysis of their job-creation potential and their
relation to the ESF/YEI, see European Parliament (2018). In addition, a range of smaller
EU programmes finance employment-related measures for (young) people, such as the
European Solidarity Corps or the EU Programme for Employment and Social Innovation
(EaSI).11
Three aspects deserve to be highlighted regarding differences across Member States in
financing the implementation of YG activities:
First, as the 2017 European Court of Auditors report on “Youth unemployment – have EU
policies made a difference?” highlights, the level of YEI/ESF funding available would only
address a small proportion of the required amount for the full implementation of a YG.
Member States therefore need to leverage significant additional resources from national
budgets to achieve this goal. However, so far, there has been “no assessment of cost
and available funding by Member States.” (European Court of Auditors, 2017)
Second, the extent to which the YEI/ESF funds simply financed youth-related schemes
that already existed prior to the YG is unclear. They may be funded either by other EU
schemes or Member State national budgets. The European Court of Auditors states that
YEI/ESF should “not replace public or equivalent expenditure by the Member States”
(ibid.). However, the Commission notes in its reply to the report that the YEI provisions
do not deny to Member States finance for measures previously supported by the national
budget or measures that require Member States to increase public spending regarding
certain types of measures or target groups. At the same time, the European Court of
Auditors analysis of seven Member States’ Operational Plans for the YEI/ESF showed that
“[…] the majority of the measures which were to receive YEI financing already existed
prior to the introduction of the Youth Guarantee […]” (ibid., p. 54). In fact, even in 2011,
the Youth Opportunities Initiative proposed by the European Commission (2011) allowed
the governments of Member States to make increased use of the ESF for promoting
youth employment (Tosun et al, 2017). The degree to which additional funds under the
YEI/ESF actually presented additional funds for Member States may therefore vary
greatly and there is, without doubt, also some variation in Member States as to whether
this caused them to step up their efforts regarding youth employment.
Third, despite the frontloading of the YEI in 2017, take-up of the YEI developed slowly in
its early phases of implementation (European Parliament, 2017b). According to Andor
and Veselý (2018) two aspects delayed the implementation of the YG in the start from a
financial perspective: firstly, it took Member States and the Commission time to design
and review the ‘Operational Programmes’ (OPs) specifying how YEI and ESF money
would be used. Most of the Operational Programmes were only approved in late 2014 or
even in 2015. Secondly, several Member States had accumulated delays in absorbing EU
structural funds for 2007-13. Hence, they focused their efforts on implementing these
schemes in order not to lose these allocations (due to the so-called de-commitment

For instance, one of the aims of the EaSI programme is to enhance mobility via the “Your first
Eures job”. As these programmes are rather small in scale and not directly linked to the YG, the
study does not provide a detailed overview (see European Parliamentary Research Service 2017).
11
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rule). Only afterwards did they move on to use YEI funding. An assessment commissioned by the European Parliament concluded that most delays that limited the impact of
the increased pre-financing were due to procedural rather than financial problems (European Parliament, 2017b).

2.1.2. The Youth Guarantee as part of national policy-making
A variety of aspects may be used to determine the degree to which the YG has become a
part of national policy making and, hence, whether the changes introduced by the YG are
likely to be sustained over time. The following discussion focuses on three measurable
factors related to the sustainability of YG-related policy changes. Firstly, whether the
Council Recommendation has spurred on Member States to introduce youth-related labour-market reforms, rather than merely set up an additional offer of active labour market measures. Secondly, whether Member States have introduced monitoring and evaluation systems to assess the effectiveness of YG-related measures. Thirdly, to find the
degree to which Member States have attempted to build up (lasting) partnerships between all relevant stakeholders (such as public and private employment services, government authorities, education and training institutions and so on).
The introduction of youth-related labour-market reforms: the first key factor reflects
whether Member States have attempted to embed the main guidelines of the Council
Recommendation in their national policies. In particular, whether Member States have
used the political momentum created by the YG to introduce structural reforms to modernise their overall labour market policies in support of young people. Such reforms concern the functioning of the labour market (its institutional and regulatory framework)
and are aimed at better matching supply with demand. The implementation of structural
reforms can be considered a key determinant as to whether the YG can have a longterm, sustainable impact in Member States beyond the YEI and the ESF funding associated with the YG.
Information on the nature and intensity of youth-related active labour market policy reforms, provided in the LABREF database, indicates that EU Member States are implementing the Recommendation’s policy guidelines unevenly. Figure 3 displays the number
of active labour market policy reforms between 2013 and 2016 across Member States.
The figure indicates, for instance, that virtually all Member States implemented additional ALMP reforms for youth, and that several Member States – such as Bulgaria, France,
Latvia, Lithuania and Greece – have a relatively broad scope of reforms.
Figure 3. Absolute number of youth-related active labour market reforms between 2013 and 2016
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Note: This figure shows the absolute number of youth-related active labour market policy reforms in the EU
Member States between 2013 and 2016. Identification of youth-related reforms is done via the indicator “Is
the measure targeted at young people” in the LABREF database.

14

The Youth Guarantee in light of changes in the world of work:
Youth Guarantee: Intervention Models, Sustainability and Relevance

The introduction of monitoring and evaluation systems: the fifth principal element in the
Council Recommendation on the YG, and the strict reporting guidelines, were aimed at
fostering a culture of policy analysis. Despite the additional administrative burden associated with reporting activities, requiring Member States to obtain administrative data on
in- and outflows from the YG as well as follow-up data, the creation of a monitoring and
evaluation system is one of the effects that people in charge of implementing the YG at
the country level have recognised as being positive.12 In fact, many Member States did
not have specialised monitoring systems allowing to track youth on the labour market
and in education, and evaluate activation measures for youth before the Council Recommendation.
At the same time, the capacity of countries to monitor what happens to young people
after leaving the YG, and the corresponding data quality, varies: in fact, a substantial
share of Member States do not know about young people’s reasons for exiting either the
YG or the labour market, nor do they register the educational status of previous participants after they exited. This issue is most likely due to a pre-YG lack of policy evaluation
culture, or a lack of capacity to collect data. An additional aspect to consider in this regard is whether Member States attempted to evaluate the effectiveness of specific
measures under the YG using rigorous impact evaluations. The EU helps Member States
conduct impact evaluations on interventions funded by the European Commission, namely the ESF and the YEI, for example, by setting up the Centre for Research on Impact
Evaluation (CRIE) which provides scientific expertise and methodological support to
Member States conducting an impact evaluation (see European Commission (2016b) for
details). Escudero and Murelo (2017) provide an overview of various impact evaluations
of pilot programmes that were set up within the context of the European YG. However,
there does not so far seem to be a systematic account of ongoing or completed impact
evaluations of YG instruments.
Partnership approach: Most Member States make a reference to the partnership approach in their YG Implementation Plan (YGIP). Table 1 shows the clear differences
based on an assessment of ten selected Member States, conducted by Eurofound
(2015). In addition to the differences within countries, the findings based on this sample
of ten countries also indicate that cooperation with some stakeholders seems to be more
widespread than it is with others. For instance, cooperation between ministries, particularly the ones dealing with employment and education policies, is rather well developed.
In comparison, cooperation is less frequent with non-institutional stakeholders such as
the third sector, notably NGOs, social partners and youth organisations. In 2016, the
European Commission’s three-year assessment came to the conclusion that “while many
Member States have taken steps to support the involvement of a wide range of actors
and established institutional frameworks for partnerships, the functioning of these partnerships remains a challenge due to problems of design, which affects their ability to
deliver”. (European Commission, 2016b, p.24)
In addition, previous studies (e.g. Dhéret and Roden, 2016) highlight the strong pathdependency in how countries or regions apply the partnership approach. While some
countries have put new structures in place to monitor the progress of the YG implementation and coordinate the work of relevant stakeholders, other countries tend to have
consolidated partnerships that existed before the YG was established.

Information collected through the interviews organised in the context of the EPC Task Force on
Youth Employment. The results of these interviews are further presented and developed in Dhéret
and Roden (2016).
12
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There also seems to be some discrepancy between the involvement of stakeholders in
the design, implementation and monitoring of the YG. In some Member States, stakeholders in the third sector, particularly youth organisations, reported that they were only
consulted in the design phase and never again (European Youth Forum, 2018).13 Recently, more positive evidence is provided by ETUC (2018), showing that the great majority
of interviewed representatives of unions was at least `somewhat satisfied’ with their
degree of participation in the YG.

Ministry of Education

Ministry responsible
youth work

PES (either at national,
regional or local level)

Youth organisation (representative)

Local youth organisation
(implementation)

Social partners

XX

X

XX

X
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X
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X
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X

X
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X
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X
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X
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X

X
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X
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X
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X

Education sector

reMinistry/organisation
sponsible for ESF/YEI

XX

Other ministry (justice,
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housing)

for
Ministry responsible
social benefits

BE*

for

Ministry of Employment
(or equivalent)

Table 1. Overview of actors involved in implementing the YG in 10 Member
States

X

X
XXX

X

X

Source: Eurofound (2015a).
Note: XXX means authority/coordinator; XX means principal partner-stakeholders and X means associated
partner/stakeholder; *A distinction needs to be made in Belgium between the federal and local authority/regional level: social benefits are (still) the responsibility of the federal government, while education and
PES are the responsibility of the regions/local authorities; **Similar to Belgium, in Spain many responsibilities
are delegated to the regional level; ***LEPs - Local Enterprise Partnerships.

Some more evidence from the European Youth Forum on involvement for a sub-set of countries
can be found under http://tools.youthforum.org/youth-guarantee/.
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2.1.3. Youth labour market challenges
The third key factor of YG implementation is its contribution to, and targeting of, the
young people’s labour market challenges. Given that the recession of the late 2000s (the
‘Great Recession’) and its aftermath exacerbated the difficulties that young people face
in their STW transition and labour market career, this section presents a brief discussion
of these challenges and how YG interventions have sought to address them.
Challenge 1 – Youth unemployment, long-term unemployment and inactivity: The Great
Recession and its immediate effects on youth unemployment – highlighted in section 1 –
also resulted in an increase in youth long-term unemployment, which, although gradually falling from its peak of 8% in 2013, has remained high (European Parliament, 2015;
European Commission, 2017a). Long-term unemployment can result in well-documented
lifelong consequences and ‘scarring’ effects on those young people who remain unemployed for some time (Eurofound, 2015b; Eurostat, 2015). In addition, a considerable
proportion of the EU’s youth remain economically inactive. Whereas a large share of
them are in education or training, many are discouraged and have become detached
from the labour market, or they have not entered it after leaving education.
The macroeconomic state of the economy also affects the level of demand for young
people where employer absorption capacity in providing training places (such as apprenticeships) and jobs for young people may be limited (Eurofound, 2015a). In addition, the
highly variable youth labour market performance across the EU before, during, and after
the Great Recession has been attributed to many factors. These include differences in
the institutional and structural set-up of Member States regarding the education and
training systems, (initial) education and vocational training (IVET), labour market institutions and labour market policy (such as employment protection legislation - EPL) and
active labour market policies (ALMPs), and social welfare systems (Eichhorst et al, 2013;
O’Reilly et al, 2015, Pohl and Walther, 2005; Pohl and Walther, 2007).
The introduction of the YG – and its underlying philosophy of early intervention with a
personalised approach – across the EU sought to address the issue of rising youth unemployment, including long-term unemployment and inactivity (Eurofound, 2015a; European Commission, 2016a). The YG approach precisely addresses these challenges:
providing unemployed, inactive youth with a short-term activation and a perspective in
employment or education.
In the five years since the launch of the YG, youth unemployment rates have improved
considerably, as highlighted in section 1 (see also for example the European Commission, 2018g; Eurostat, 2018). Although this development is partially attributable to the
recovery from the Great Recession, according to the European Commission this is also
partially due to the YG, together with the effect of the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI)
(European Commission, 2018g).
Challenge 2 – Labour market segmentation: A key challenge facing youth is labour market segmentation, often resulting in young people being over-represented in temporary
or part-time forms employment, in particular involuntary part-time, casual, a-typical or
precarious work (European Commission, 2017a, 2017g and 2018i; Eurostat, 2015 and
2018). Although such non-standard forms of employment have increased for all age
groups, the more recent cohorts of younger workers have been particularly adversely
affected (European Commission, 2017g). Specifically, although in 1995 23% of younger
workers in the then EU 15 were on non-standard contracts, by 2016 this proportion had
increased to 32% for the same age group (European Commission, 2017g).
This trend is reflected across the EU 28 where, over the last decade, non-standard forms
of employment among younger workers rose from 26% to 29%, with 3.5 million fewer
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employees on permanent, full-time contracts and 1.2 million more on non-standard contracts (European Commission, 2017g). Moreover, younger workers in 2016 were still
more than twice as likely to be working full-time on temporary contracts (12%) than
workers in their prime and older workers (5%) (European Commission, 2017g).
In general, young people are more likely to find themselves as labour market ‘outsiders’,
with little access to permanent contracts with high levels of employment protection and
workers’ rights, especially compared to their older counterparts (European Parliament,
2015; European Commission, 2017a, 2017g and 2018j). Since access to stable employment with positive career prospects matters, young people’s successful transition into
fully independent lives is one of the primary objectives of the YG (Council of the European Union, 2013; Eurofound, 2014).
The degree of ‘dualism’ of labour markets varies across Member States: recent analysis
suggests that four in ten European young people are on temporary contracts, rising to
over 60% in many Southern and Eastern European countries (European Court of Auditors, 2017). While temporary employment can either be a ‘stepping stone’ or a ‘trap’ in
terms of STW transitions, recent data suggests that the former is rarely the case (European Commission, 2015, 2017a and 2017g): the average proportion of temporary workers transitioning into permanent employment fell from 28% in 2007 to 23% in 2013.
This, however, masks major country variations ranging from 10% in France to, for example, 65% in Estonia (ibid.).
Predictably, when studying age groups, the probability of moving from temporary to
permanent contracts over one year is lowest for young people aged 15-24 (European
Commission, 2016g). However, it is worth noting that transition rates from temporary to
permanent contracts among young people have recently either increased or remained
stable in most Member States where data are available (European Commission, 2017g).
In most Member States these rates are still lower than 20%, and in countries such as
Poland and Greece temporary employment ‘has almost no stepping-stone function’ (European Commission, 2017g). Countries such as France and Spain, with highly segmented
labour markets and high shares of (young) workers on fixed-term contracts, have been
also characterised by low transition rates towards permanent employment (European
Commission, 2017h; Eurofound, 2013a and 2013b).
Country case study: Ireland
Ireland was one of the EU countries most adversely affected by the Great Recession
which resulted in high levels of youth unemployment. As a result, addressing youth
unemployment, especially long-term unemployment, has been a key challenge (EEPO,
2015). The youth unemployment rate more than tripled from about 10% in 2008-09 to
a peak of just over 33% in mid-2012 (DSP, 2014a). Likewise, the NEET rate for those
aged 15-24 was 18% in 2014, although the picture is more nuanced, especially in relation to inactive NEETs (DSP, 2014a). Specifically, excluding students and the young
unemployed, inactive NEETs account for a relatively small proportion (about 3%) of
the youth population (DSP, 2014a; EEPO, 2015). Most tend to be lone parents/carers
(60%) and people with a disability (20%) (DSP, 2014a; EEPO, 2015). Thanks to Ireland’s universal means-tested unemployment benefit system for those aged over 18,
the vast majority of young NEETs are registered with the benefits/employment service
(EMCO, 2017).
Against this background, the Youth Guarantee (YG) has two target groups: (i) poorly
qualified young people aged under 18 who are in turn provided with a quality secondchance educational/training pathway outside the school system (for example
Youthreach), or are supported in re-entering the school system; and (ii) unemployed
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young people aged 18-24, with a particular focus on long-term unemployed youth
(EEPO, 2015; Stokes, 2016). To this end, the YG offer is quite comprehensive and
comprises a number of programmes – some pre-existing (for example the JobBridge
internship programme) and others such as the First Steps Youth Developmental Internship Programme (for the most disadvantaged young people) and JobsPlus Youth
(an employer subsidy scheme) introduced as part of the YG (DSP, 2014a; Leigh-Doyle,
2014; Treadwell Shine, 2016).
The delivery of the Irish YG seems to be integrated within the overall policy approach
towards youth employment, with most measures aimed at young jobseekers predating
its introduction (DSP, 2016a). This embedding of the YG within the existing youth employment policy framework means there is a close alignment between the two. Indeed,
Ireland’s YG builds upon existing services and programmes, but it crucially entails earlier intervention for, and a tailored approach to, the young unemployed with a strong
focus on enhancing processes/policies to help the young unemployed enter sustainable
employment, receive appropriate training and/or gain relevant work experience (DSP,
2014a; Treadwell Shine, 2016; Doherty/DSP, 2018). YG-related partnership arrangements are also situated within the main policy making process which in turn means
that the implementation of the YG is policy based as opposed to project based
(ESF/YEI) (EMCO, 2017). As such, the YG and associated measures are likely to be
sustained over time.
Ireland has made notable progress in implementing the YG with a substantial reduction in the number of unemployed youth. In general, there has been intensified engagement with young people while access to different programmes has been enhanced
and partnerships strengthened (European Commission, 2018a). Evaluations of YGrelated programmes such as the Tús and Job-Bridge work placement/internship programmes have shown positive outcomes (Leigh-Doyle, 2014; Indecon, 2016; Department of Education and Skills, 2016). The Irish YG seems to be quite successful in delivering sustainable outcomes which indicates that the offers provided are of good
quality (European Commission, 2018a).
However, a number of challenges remain. For example, the uptake of key measures
such as JobsPlus Youth and the First Steps Youth Development Internship has not
been as extensive as it could in view of the youth cohort concerned, and there is also
a lack of sufficient training places (DSP, 2016a; European Commission, 2017f). Employer engagement, particularly in the provision of employment opportunities for the
most disadvantaged youth, also remains a challenge as does the timeliness of YG offers (European Commission, 2017f and 2018a; EMCO, 2017).
In principle, one response to the challenge of labour market segmentation would be
structural reforms, such as, for example the reforms Spain implemented in the aftermath
of the crisis. Given that the YG was implemented at the height of the recession, most
Member States focused on a “work first” approach to give short-term relief to unemployed young people: specifically, the implementation of subsidised employment programmes, many specifically targeted at young people at risk, has been quite common
across the EU and hiring incentives have featured prominently in many YG plans (European Commission, 2018h). Many of these programmes involve incentives such as wage
subsidies aimed at encouraging employers to offer employment to young people.
In general, countries promoting employment offers under the YG use a form of employment subsidy which typically involves supplementing the individual labour costs of the
person employed over a fixed period, whilst the majority of the labour costs remain covered by the employer (European Commission, 2018h - See Annex, Points 9 and 10).
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These wage subsidies also play a crucial role in many countries (including Belgium,
France, Estonia, Greece, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain, Sweden and Denmark) in facilitating the acquisition of work experience and/or entry in their first job by young people,
and this especially helps young people from disadvantaged backgrounds (Eurofound,
2013b, 2016 and 2017; European Commission, 2018d and 2018h). In addition, the
broader set of labour market reforms accompanying the YG (see, previous subsections)
has contributed to addressing labour market dualism in many Member States.
Challenge 3 – Poor performance of education and training systems (including skills mismatches and the limited availability of quality work experience): Another key structural
challenge is given by an unsatisfactory performance in the education and training systems, including VET; this means that young people do not have appropriate education
when they graduate and when they enter the labour market, which in turn exacerbates
skills mismatches and adversely affects their employability (for example Quintini et al,
2007; Quintini and Martin, 2014). Indeed, the mismatch between (youth) labour supply
and demand seems to be a growing challenge: for instance, there is growing concern
about graduate under-utilisation and the fact that that higher education graduates experience considerable and persistent occupational, vertical skills mismatch (23.4% in 2016)
by working in jobs typically requiring a lower level qualification (European Commission,
2017c). However, it is also worth pointing out that higher education graduates have better employment rates (82.8%) than young people with upper secondary education qualifications (72.6%) (European Commission, 2017c).
Another major challenge in light of rapid and constant technological change relates to
the need for effective skills anticipation against the largely unknown future evolution of
work and work organisation. This is in turn is closely related to the need to ensure that
the education and training systems across the EU respond accordingly by being ‘agile’
and by equipping young people with relevant skills, including ‘dynamic’ skills such as
adaptability, resilience and career management skills. This concern was also reflected in
the latest European Commission’s report on Employment and Social Developments in
Europe according to which “much will depend on whether or not education and training
systems are agile enough to respond appropriately to fast-changing technological opportunities” (European Commission, 2018g).
In recent years, there has been a concerted effort to reform or strengthen education and
training systems, including vocational education and training/apprenticeships and their
role in STW transitions. Indeed, extensive VET reforms are currently being implemented
in many EU countries (for example Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, Greece, Finland, France,
Ireland, Italy, Poland, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom) – instigated to some extent by the YG. These reforms seek to improve the labour market relevance, quality and
attractiveness of VET together with an effort to develop a VET system, often along the
lines of the German dual training system, which combines time spent at school with time
spent in the workplace. In addition, many reforms of VET systems, often associated with
the YG, have sought to create closer links with the labour market (European Commission, 2018c).
In addition, a range of other educational measures offered under the YG has aimed to
bring young people with low levels of skills and qualifications back to education and
training. These measures are summarised by the term ‘continued education offers’ (European Commission, 2018l). These continued education offers are set up to provide
young people with the chance to re-enter the regular education and training system to
move on to a higher-level qualification. Alternatively, ALMPs, bridging courses or second
chance education programmes can also equip early school-leavers and low-skilled youth
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with the skills and qualifications needed for an initial (and targeted sustainable) labour
market integration.

2.1.4. The heterogeneity of the NEET population
The fourth key aspect of YG implementation assessed in this report concerns the way in
which the YG has addressed the heterogeneity of the NEET population. Due to its diversity, the NEET population in the EU can be divided into sub-groups. According to Eurofound (2016), the NEET can be categorised, firstly by their activity status – those who
are available to the labour market or educational opportunities are counted as active,
while the rest is classified as inactive. The former group consists of short- and long-term
unemployed individuals and those soon to return to education or employment, the latter
group includes people with illness or disability, individuals with family responsibilities and
‘discouraged’ workers. Throughout this report, the phrase ‘discouraged workers’ refers to
people who simply stopped searching for employment or education opportunities.
Data from the EU Labour Force Survey from 2013 (also used in Eurofound, 2016) provides an indication about the labour-market attachment of NEETs in Europe before the
YG was implemented. Among the active NEETs, the largest proportion of 15-24-year-old
NEETs were short-term unemployed (29.8%). Long-term unemployed youth made up
about 22% of the NEET population while returnees into work or education accounted for
roughly 8% of NEETs. Among those considered inactive, the largest share corresponds to
individuals with family care responsibilities (15.4%). Individuals with illness or disability
made up 8% of the NEET population. Discouraged workers accounted for almost 6% of
NEETs, and 12.5% were NEETs for other reasons. Consequently, around 60% of the
NEET population were neither in education, employment nor training for labour market
related reasons (the unemployed, the discouraged workers and the returnees) and
around 40% were NEETs for other reasons.
Furthermore, NEETs can be categorised by their educational attainment, as subgroups
with lower education are at a much higher risk of being in a vulnerable position. This can
be seen by the fact that less educated youth are overrepresented among the NEETs. As
of 2014, 44% of NEETs aged 15-24 had completed an ‘upper secondary’ education,
closely followed by 43% with a ‘lower secondary’ education and only 8% of NEETs had
tertiary education or a degree (Eurofound, 2016).
These sub-groups have diverse needs and are therefore likely to benefit from different
types of policy responses regarding interventions and they may require additional outreach efforts. Most importantly, those furthest away from the labour market are most
likely to be in substantial need of outreach activities. One important factor here is their
point of access to the YG. While other entry points exist, access is often governed by
PES. In all EU countries except Malta, the PES plays a role in registering people for the
YG. Among other determinants, the extent to which the PES are able to actually reach
the NEET population also depends on their responsibilities for administering and paying
(unemployment) benefits. According to European Commission (2017b), only three PES
are responsible for administering other types of benefits aside from (mostly insurancebased) unemployment benefits (Lithuania, Luxemburg and Slovakia). These types of
benefits tend to exclude youth due to their limited length of work experience, reducing
the scope for outreach without further intervention. Indeed, the registration of NEETs
with the PES was somewhat limited at the onset of the YG (Eurofound, 2016). However,
many PES have launched substantial outreach activities to make up for this. EC (2017a)
shows that roughly 46% of PES make use of new media for their outreach work, 39%
provide mobile services and about 43% have specific outreach caseworkers. Moreover,
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46% of PES have created a one-stop-shop type of framework to enhance their degree of
outreach (e.g., this includes Belgium, Finland and the United Kingdom, ibid.).
Country case study: Italy
Italy is a country with a relatively rigid labour market despite the recent reforms aimed
at increasing the degree of labour market flexibility. Moreover, the Italian education
system endows youth with a relatively high level of general education, but with few
work-related skills, which dramatically slows down their transition to a job (Pastore,
2018). Along with their relatively large number of early school-leavers, this helps explain their 34.7% youth unemployment rate in 2017.
The lack of previous experience with the YG framework and the dramatically low rate of
job-finding – ranging from 11% to 18% in the 2010s – represented another obstacle to
successfully implementing the YG. According to Pastore (2015), macro- and microeconomic obstacles should have been overcome to make the programme work at its
best. Economic growth has been sluggish, at least from the early 1990s, which would
normally have reduced the pace of job creation and forced young people into more education and training, rather than employment. Moreover, public and private employment
services could count only on human resources which were scant in both quantitative and
qualitative terms as they had a low share of university graduates (ANPAL, 2018).
The number of ANPAL staff has been reduced in recent years and as financial resources
for paying for an increase in the number of staff are scarce, improvement has been
sought by implementing important reforms, such as the `legislative decree 150/2015’ of
the so-called Jobs Act package (ANPAL, 2018). This reform introduced ‘quasi-markets’
in the management of employment services: the NEETs are profiled by PES and then
assigned a voucher for a different amount according to their ‘need band’. NEETs can
spend vouchers in the PES and/or with private (for profit or non-profit) employment
agencies to buy the services they need. However, so far, the reform has not been fully
implemented, partly due to the lack of financial resources (ibid.).
Further problems with the implementation of the YG has been due to the reallocation of
competences in the PES from provinces to regions and the establishment of a national
agency (ANPAL) to coordinate the work of regional entities, which detracted from the
full implementation of the YG (ANPAL, 2018).
The Italian YG scheme has also managed to improve its monitoring system of the individuals involved, the activities done, and their level of absorption into the labour market
when the programme is completed. The last monitoring report available shows that of
about 1.5 million registered NEETs, 1.3 million had the prescribed requirements. About
one million were actually profiled, of which about a half were given some completed
form of assistance. About 60% underwent on-the-job training, 23% benefited from subsidised employment, 12.3% received off-the-job training, 2.3% received some form of
placement services, 1.6% did voluntary service in the third sector and a small number
received support for self-employment. About six months before completion of the programme, 47.9% of recipients were in work and 69.2% had experienced at least one
employment spell (ANPAL, 2017).
A few recent evaluation studies provide a full assessment of regional programmes and
show that on-the-job training is effective in confirming the importance of providing
young people with work-related competences (for example, see Ghirelli et al, 2019).
Despite these efforts, monitoring data on the Youth Guarantee for 2016 shows that in
the EU as a whole an estimated 38.5% of the NEET population were registered in YG
schemes in the year 2016. Although some Member States are doing much better (cover-

22

The Youth Guarantee in light of changes in the world of work:
Youth Guarantee: Intervention Models, Sustainability and Relevance

age rates are higher than 50% in 12 Member States - in Belgium, Finland and Austria
the corresponding rate is even above 70%). Moreover, the YG currently does not sufficiently cover inactive NEETs (European Youth Forum, 2018) as this problem is less severe in countries with minimum income support systems where less strict entry requirements are usually applied. This is the case in Ireland, for example (see European Court
of Auditors, 2017). This under-coverage of inactive NEETs is reflected in Figure 4, which
shows that the decline in NEET rates since the introduction of the YG is mostly due to
reductions in long-term and short-term unemployment.
Figure 4. Composition of the EU NEET population (percentage of the population
of young people)

Source: Eurofound (2017).

Thus, it seems that the YG so far has benefitted youth closer to the labour market, which
may be partly reflect the high prevalence of employment offers within the YG framework
(in 2016, around 67% of all the offers taken up within the four-month time limit set by
the YG were employment offers). Low-skilled individuals ‘discouraged’ workers and individuals without work experience are likely to benefit more from offers that combine gaining job experience and building (job-specific) skills. However, as of 2016, these types of
offer only make up a minority of all the offers taken up within the four-month time limit.
Furthermore, the 2013 Council Recommendation on the YG insufficiently addressed the
needs of those among the youth that are NEETs for reasons other than labour market
related factors as these individuals had other constraints keeping them from the labour
market. Among this group are mainly individuals with family care responsibilities and
youth with illnesses or disabilities. For individuals with family responsibilities, the European Quality of Life Survey shows that 11% of young fathers and 35% of young mothers
are inactive. This is despite the fact that the majority of them would like to work under
flexible work and with adequate care arrangements (European Youth Forum, 2017).
Nonetheless, some Member States introduced additional reforms beyond the YG recommendations to decrease high school dropout or aimed at improving social and welfare
policies.
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2.1.5. Design and implementation features of the Youth Guarantee
The fifth key aspect of the YG concerns design and implementation-related factors affecting its capacity to address the main objectives – does it provide a broad set of young
people with a quality offer within a short period of time? Specifically, the Council of the
European Union (EU) recommended providing a quality offer to all young people under
25 within a four-month period of their becoming unemployed or having left the education
system.
Substantial variation between Member States can be observed in the way the national
YG was designed and implemented, previous experience implementing a YG-type of
framework is also important. For example, Denmark and Sweden are among countries
that had a relatively long history of this sort of framework even before the introduction
of the YG. Furthermore, at the very fundamental level of design, some Member States
opted for different target time-frames as well as different age cut offs for YG eligibility.
Some countries chose a shorter time-frame than the four months envisaged by the
Council of the European Union, others opted for a longer duration (European Commission, 2016a). Regarding the age range, a substantial number of Member States chose
youth aged under 30 as a target rather than the suggested age of 25 as the cut off. This
included, for example, Bulgaria, Denmark, Italy and Poland. Depending on the size of
these cohorts, this may represent a considerably more ambitious approach, which - if it
is not supported by sufficient financial and human resources - is more likely to fall short
of expectations. Furthermore, some countries put specific emphasis on targeting the
long-term unemployed youth (Escudero and Mourelo, 2017). Among others, this includes
Hungary, Poland and the United Kingdom.
In order to support the target of reaching every NEET in a timely manner, some PES
have also introduced YG-specific staff, hired additional caseworkers or at least maintained their staff level since the introduction of the YG (European Commission, 2017a).
On the issue of the quality of offers, 17 PES formally defined their criteria for a quality
offer or distributed national quality management guidelines regarding offers being made
within the YG framework (5 countries). 14 Many Member States have chosen an outcomebased approach for their definition of offer quality, meaning they define an offer as being
of high quality when individuals have favourable education or employment outcomes
after leaving one of the YG programmes (European Commission, 2016a). In addition,
some PES also introduced youth-specific targets (European Commission, 2017a).
There is also cross-country variation in terms of the main YG providers. Almost all countries rely to some extent on their national PES for providing YG services, while some do
so exclusively. This is the case for example in Austria, the Czech Republic and Greece.
Most Member States however chose some combination of the PES and other institutions
as their main providers (European Commission, 2016a). Aside from the institutions
through which YG services can be obtained, online access to the programmes may be an
important driver of success. In 18 EU countries, potential participants can register online
for the YG at least in some regions of the country. This is not the case in, for example,
Bulgaria, France or Luxembourg.

14

See European Commission, 2017a.
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Country case study: Latvia
Young people in Latvia were very adversely affected by the ‘Great Recession’ of
2008/2009. In the years before the recession, youth unemployment had been relatively
low, standing at 10.5% in mid-2008, but then it more than tripled to more than 35%
within a two year period. In a parallel development, the NEET rate for 15-24 year old
Latvians rose from 10.8% in 2008 to 17.8% in 2010. Both youth unemployment and the
NEET rate effectively peaked in 2010 in Latvia, and since then they have steadily declined, reaching pre-crisis levels by 2015. One specific challenge of the Latvian labour
market is the variation in employment outcomes by educational level, as the highskilled face very low unemployment rates (clearly below the EU average), whereas unemployment among the low-skilled is much higher than EU average.
Following the Council Recommendation, the Latvian YG Implementation Plan was presented in December 2013 (updated in April 2014), and implementation started in 2014,
targeting young people aged 15-29 not in employment, education or training (European
Commission, 2018c). The Ministry of Welfare is in charge of establishing and managing
the YG, while the Latvian PES (the ‘State Employment Agency’) and the State Education
Development Agency (SEDA) are responsible for its implementation. Other main implementing actors include the Ministry of Science and Education, the local authorities (the
municipalities), and youth organisations. The Latvian Youth Guarantee is fully funded by
the Youth Employment Initiative (ibid.).
The immediate strengths of YG implementation in Latvia are the rapid formal adoption
of the YG, the adaptability of existing institutions and structures (which also enabled the
creation of new institutions such as a YG Advisory Board), and the emergence of partnership as a key component for implementing the YG. This active inclusion of a broad
set of partnerships remains a particular strength of the Latvian YG implementation (EMCO, 2017).
The Latvian YG scheme exclusively provides employment and education offers so that
apprenticeships and traineeships are not provided. The employment offers are mostly
subsidised employment in the regular labour market, such as first work experience for
labour market entrants and subsidised jobs for the disadvantaged. Young people receive
fixed term contracts that range in duration from six months to two years, and there is
also financial support for up to two years for young people wanting to become selfemployed or to start a business.
The education system includes several vocational elements, typically between 480 and
960 hours, and up to 1.5 years in one specific programme. Additionally, the Latvian YG
provides “youth workshops” as part of the preparatory phase which provide training in
three different areas (up to three weeks each) to help young people with their career
choices.
In 2016, just over a quarter (27.1% of the total entrants) of those entering the YG
scheme were re-entrants, of which nearly half (12.7%) had previously taken up an offer. These re-entry rates are below the EU average, but the rates may be understated
as data for participants applying via the SEDA data on previous experience are not
available (European Commission, 2018a).
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2.1.6. The role of the apprenticeship system in the Youth Guarantee
The sixth main aspect of YG implementation addressed in this study specifically concerns
the role of apprenticeships: indeed, one of the greatest problems for young people’s
transition into the labour market is their lack of work-related competences, especially in
the countries with sequential STW transition systems that focus on general education,
rather than building ‘all-round human capital’ as in ‘dual’ STW transition systems where
school and work are linked at the same time (Austria, Denmark and Germany). An apprenticeship is therefore one of the key elements of the dual system as it traditionally
involves off-the-job, in-class education together with on-the-job training of different
lengths.
According to comparative evidence provided by the European Commission (2013) based
on the European Labour Force Survey, in most EU Member States the share of apprenticeships in any cohort of young people (15-29 years old) is between 1.5% and 5%, with
the only exception being Germany, Austria and Denmark, where young people who undertake an apprenticeship amount to above 5%. All other EU countries are below 1.5%.
The EU average share was 3.7%.
This general tendency is also partly reflected in the usage of apprenticeships in the context of the YG, as they correspond to important cultural and institutional factors within
Member States.15 The monitoring data shows that in 2016 some of the countries with the
highest share of apprenticeship offers within the YG programme have a dual STW system. Portugal is one major exception from this rule: this may be related to its general
shortage of employment opportunities and therefore the tendency of apprenticeships to
occupy a higher than average share among participants of the YG. Overall, however,
only 3.4% of timely exits from the YG were the result of apprenticeship offers, a share
not far away from the share in the overall population of young people mentioned above.
For a large number of countries, the share was close to zero. It should be noted however, that due to data limitations, some countries may record entries into apprenticeship
offers as entries into employment (European Commission, 2016b).
Apart from data-related issues, one reason why apprenticeship offers remain rather exceptional within the YG is that they require employers’ commitment to providing training
places and to designing curricula in cooperation with schools. This can be a big constraint
in the development of apprenticeships, especially in sequential SWT systems. In 2013,
the European Alliance for Apprenticeship (EAFA) was therefore launched to boost apprenticeships in the EU. The EAFA gave guidelines for the implementation of apprenticeships in all Member States and encouraged sharing experiences and good practices and
provided strategic expert support from the European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training (CEDEFOP) and through the European Training Foundation. Within the
context of the EAFA, all member countries signed a declaration of commitments on actions to spread the use of apprenticeships as the main port of entry to the labour market

Note that the Commission’s definition of apprenticeships (European Commission, 2013) may
differ from Member States’ definitions. A recent Council Recommendation (Council of the European
Union, 2018) intends to harmonise the definition by saying that apprenticeships are understood as
formal vocational education and training schemes that a) combine learning in education or training
institutions with substantial work-based learning in companies and other workplaces, b) lead to
nationally recognised qualifications, c) are based on an agreement defining the rights and obligations of the apprentice, the employer and, where appropriate, the vocational education and training institution, and d) with the apprentice being paid or otherwise compensated for the work-based
component. Despite this recommendation, varying national definitions still exist across Member
States.
15
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for young people.16 Moreover, in their declarations, each country committed itself to implement the dual principle in their STW transition.
Country case study: Denmark
Denmark is among those EU countries that even before the introduction of the YG in
2013 (European Commission, 2016a), already had a particularly well-functioning labour
market and educational system to help NEETs. In fact, Denmark already had some experience of a YG-like framework for a relatively long period before it was proposed by
the Council of the European Union. The situation for Denmark’s youth was therefore
more favourable than the EU average in 2012. The share of young people between 15
and 25 that were NEETs was only 6.6% - significantly below the proportion of NEETs in
many other EU countries. Furthermore, the majority of those individuals that were classified as NEETs were relatively close to the labour market and were therefore easier to
reach. For example, only 5.3% of Danish NEETs belonged to the group of long-term
unemployed or discouraged workers (Eurofound, 2016).
Due to these circumstances, the case for additional reforms within the YG was limited.
Therefore, along with reform efforts regarding active labour market policies concerning
youth and the educational system17, the implementation of the YG mostly required the
updating of existing policies. This is exemplified by a strong increase in ALMP spending
from roughly 1.3% of GDP in 2012 to about 1.4% in 2015, despite declining rates of
youth unemployment and therefore a decrease in ALMP expenditure in other countries
over the same time period. Denmark chose a particularly ambitious implementation by
focusing on youth under the age of 30 with a target window of less than four months so
as to offer their NEET population a quality measure. In contrast to many other Member
States, Denmark focuses on increasing the employability of NEETs via (continued) education measures, resulting in a share of apprenticeship take ups of over 50% relative to
the total number of timely exits from the YG. This approach also matches the relatively
large proportion of low and medium educated youth among the NEETs.
Two of the main pillars in the original 2014 Danish implementation plan were the “retention task force” and the “Bridge Building to Education” programmes. Both types of
initiatives were well-founded in regional and inter-organisational partnerships (for example, people involved include job centres, municipalities, educational facilities, youth
organisations and others). While the aim of the first programme was to decrease high
school drop-out rates, the latter took place at a vocational school in close cooperation
with the jobcentres and it focuses on helping youth to find their right path to success
through making the transition to vocational education. This was done by assigning mentors to the NEET and giving them access to basic literacy and numeracy courses if they
needed them, as well as further professional courses and traineeships. The evaluation of
the “Bridge Building to Education” initiative yielded positive effects for youngsters participating in the intervention compared to the control group (with a similar profile) which
did not participate in the intervention. As a result, two additional initiatives were set up.
Firstly, funds were made available to support the further implementation of “Bridge
Building to Education” initiatives. Secondly, “Job-Bridge to Education”, a randomised
controlled trial building on the core elements of “Bridge Building to Education” and targeting the most vulnerable youth under 30 years without an education was also set up.

Declarations of national commitment
http://ec.europa.eu/apprenticeships-alliance.
16

are

downloadable

from

the

EAFA

website:

For more information, see https://uvm.dk/reform-af-de-forberedende-tilbud/forberedendegrunduddannelse/opbygning-og-maalgruppe.
17
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The project is set to end in mid-2020 where it will be followed by an evaluation of the
results.
The Danish YG has also managed to set up a high-quality monitoring system with only
relatively few cases of missing information on YG participants’ exit destinations (European Commission 2018a). Together with the relatively large share of NEETs who are
registered with the PES and the development of “youth guidance centres” to reach out
to those who are not, the Danish YG model is able to cover a substantial portion of
NEETs. For instance, in 2016 the YG coverage rate reached almost 60% of the NEET
population compared to the EU YG scheme average of 42.5%. Thus, despite more favourable initial conditions in Denmark, the YG helped put a focus on the most vulnerable youth and spur on a further integration of policies into national policymaking, for
example through additional reforms aimed at improving active labour market policies
for young people. Youth unemployment rates are currently trending downwards even
further in Denmark. However, there remain some issues especially with regard to the
integration of migrants, given that youth unemployment is a much more pervasive issue
among them compared to native Danes (European Commission 2018a).

2.2. Empirical indicators of Youth Guarantee features
Section 2.1 has presented the key aspects that reflect how Members States implemented
the Youth Guarantee following the Recommendation. In order to prepare the systematic
analysis of the YG in section 3, which develops a YG typology, it is necessary to build
empirical indicators for each of these key aspects. That is to say that this section discusses how information on each of these aspects can be measured and expressed in data.18 These empirical indicators are therefore grouped into the corresponding six sets:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Financial resources for implementing the Youth Guarantee
The Youth Guarantee as part of national policy-making
Youth labour market challenges
The heterogeneity of the NEET population
Design and implementation features of the Youth Guarantee
The role of the apprenticeship system in the Youth Guarantee

2.2.1. Indicator set 1: Financial resources for implementing the Youth
Guarantee
The set of indicators below represents the level and composition of financial resources
that Member States employed to support the Youth Guarantee's implementation:
i.

The size of ESF/YEI transfers to match the respective NEET challenge is measured
by the ratio of initial YEI allocations as well as the YEI+ESF matching funds EU eligible cost, both relative to Member States’ GDP in 2012. In addition, a categori-

For each group of contextual and implementation features of the Youth Guarantee discussed in
Section 2.1, an overview of potential quantitative or qualitative indicators was established which
could represent these constructs. Through a desk research of the available literature and online
databases, the availability of the respective indicators at the Member State level was assessed for
a sufficiently large set of countries. Unfortunately, for a subset of potential indicators it was not
possible to retrieve sufficient and/or adequate information for a large enough sample of Member
States. In some cases where several potential indicators were available to represent the same
dimension or construct, the available indicators that best represent the specific feature were identified, while also taking data quality into account. In some cases, single, combined indicators were
constructed to reduce the ‘dimensionality’ of the database underlying the cluster analysis in section 3. See appendix A for more details on the exact indicators used and their source.
18
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ii.

iii.

iv.

cal variable for the estimated yearly costs relative to GDP for offering interventions to all NEETs is included, derived from Eurofound (2015a). The comparison of
both allows judgement of the importance of EU transfers in financing the YG.
The degree to which Member States allocated additional funding from the ESF to
fund measures related to youth employment is measured in data about “Other
ESF EU eligible costs” (European Commission, 2018k).
To proxy whether Member States dedicated additional funding from national
budgets to finance YG-related measures, the evolution of overall active labour
market spending from 2012 to 2015 is used (Eurostat, lmp_expsumm)19;
Finally, the degree to which Member States were able to absorb the additional
funding from the YEI in a timely manner is measured by the share of EU eligible
costs among YEI+ESF funds that were actually declared YEI+ESF funds, based on
data from European Commission (2018k).

2.2.2. Indicator set 2: The Youth Guarantee as part of national policymaking
The second set of indicators reflects the degree to which Member States made efforts to
introduce elements of the YG into national policy making and started partnerships.
Regarding reform efforts, the following indicators are included:
i.

ii.

iii.

The degree to which the YG spurred wider, longer-term reforms in Member States
is quantified by the total number of youth-related active labour market policy reforms between 2013-2016, based on LABREF information (the European Commission’s labour database).20
In addition, the degree to which Member States were committed to the policy
change is approximated by the number of areas in which additional measures
were taken in the context of YG beyond the scope of the Recommendation (based
on European Commission, 2016c).21
Finally, the degree to which Member States were able to set up an effective YG
monitoring and follow-up system is taken into account as an indication of whether
they were committed to delivering the YG. This means including 2016 data for the
proportion of YG exits with unknown destinations and the proportion of unknown
situations in the six-month follow-up data (European Commission, 2018a).

The degree of partnerships built in each Member State is measured using the following
indicators:
iv.

The degree to which partnerships were an element of the initial YG design is included using the Member States’ self-reported involvement of social partners and

At the time of writing this report, more recent data was only available for relatively small subset
of EU countries.
19

The authors refrain from using 2017 data on labour market reforms from the LABREF database,
as the objective is to measure the degree to which the YG was a driver of reforms in Member
States. That is, this link becomes weaker over time such that the added value of more recent data
for the analysis is questionable.
20

Due to their high correlation with LABREF’s own variations, indicators of receipt and implementation of country-specific recommendation between 2013-2017 and the qualitative classification by
the Commission for the extent to which YG has acted as a driver of reform (European Commission
2016a) are not included in the set of indicators used.
21
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v.

youth organisations in the design, implementation and monitoring of the YG
(based on European Commission, 2016c).22
Furthermore, the involvement of partners is approximated using the number of
areas where the PES is declared to have formed partnerships (based on European
Commission, 2017a).23 In addition, indicators are included for national PES reported as having involved youth organisations and young people in the design of
YG services (based on European Commission, 2017a).

2.2.3. Indicator set 3: Youth labour market challenges
To reflect how the challenges faced by young people in their transition from STW differ
across Member States the following empirical indicators are considered:
i.

ii.

iii.

iv.

A set of indicators that reflect the significance of the youth unemployment challenge at the time when the YG was designed and rolled out. These include the ratio of unemployment rates for youth (age 15-24) and adults (age 25-74); the
share of people aged 15-24 of the total population (age 15-74); and the NEET
rate among youth aged 15-29 to obtain a measure of the size of the NEET challenge, also for Member States that target individuals up to 29 years of age (Eurostat: lfsa_pgaed, une_rt_a, edat_lfse_14; all indicators were measured in 2012).
To measure the initial degree of labour market segmentation and the quality of
entry-level jobs available to youth in each Member State: the absolute difference
in the share of youth (15-24) to adults (25-54) in terms of the number on temporary employment contracts in 2012 (Eurostat: lfsi_pt_a).
To address Member States’ response to these conditions, several indicators are
included on the degree to which employment offers were favoured, possibly reflecting a “work-first” approach: specifically, the number of offers of employment
relative to the total number of all types of offers that are typically made to young
people registered in YG schemes (based on European Commission 2018b). In addition, this includes a measure for the employment intensity of timely exits in
2016 (the share of all timely exits that were employment offers, based on European Commission 2018b).
Lastly, two indicators approximate the performance of education and training systems from which youth enter into the labour market, and the potential severity of
the skills mismatch: first, the share of early school-leavers from education and
training among the youth population (age 18-24) in 2012 (Eurostat:
edat_lfse_14); and second, the share of NEETs with low and medium educational
attainment in 2012. To approximate the YG implementation with respect to skills
mismatches, the number of offers of education relative to the total number of all
types of offers that are typically made to young people registered in YG schemes
is used (based on European Commission 2018b). In addition, a measure is included for the education intensity of timely exits in 2016, i.e. the share of all
timely exits that were education offers (based on European Commission 2018b).

An alternative source for partnership information is provided by ETUC (2018). Their data is – in
contrast to the data employed – not self-reported by the Member States. However, the ETUC
(2018) report contains substantial missing information and hence, was not used.
22

Namely, PES partnerships aimed at (i) ensuring that young people have full information and
support available, (ii) increasing employment, apprenticeship and traineeship opportunities, and
(iii) supporting transitions from unemployment, inactivity or education into work.
23
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2.2.4. Indicator set 4: The heterogeneity of the NEET population
The next set of indicators aims to reflect the diversity of the NEET population. While
some indicators have already been introduced in the indicators above (for example NEET
rates by educational attainment), this additionally integrates the following:
i.

ii.

iii.

The composition of NEETs as measured by the share of NEETs that are short-term
or long-term unemployed, individuals about to re-enter education or employment,
discouraged NEETs, youth with illnesses or disabilities, and the share of NEETs
with family responsibilities. This gives an indication of the NEETs’ activity status,
the potential reasons for their NEET status and their degree of closeness to the
labour market (Eurofound 2016; all indicators measured in 2013).24
Indicators describing the links between the PES for the YG. This includes the
number of responsibilities of the PES in the YG as well as their main outreach
tools based on European Commission (2017a). Furthermore, it includes indicators
on whether the PES is the main body responsible for the administration and payment of unemployment and/or other types of benefits (based on European Commission 2017a).
An indicator from European Commission (2017a) that reflects whether the respective PES is reported to have taken any additional measures with respect to
preventing school drop-out.

2.2.5. Indicator set 5: Design and implementation features of the Youth
Guarantee
This set covers further design and implementation indicators that are likely to affect the
performance of the YG as implemented by the Member States:
i.

ii.

iii.

iv.

Indicators on the envisaged length of the preparatory phase, the eligible age
group, the main YG provider, whether online registration is possible for potential
YG participants as well as whether Member States created a legal entitlement to
receive an offer (all based on European Commission, 2016c). In addition, there is
an indicator measuring whether Member States specifically target the long-term
unemployed (Escudero and Mourelo, 2017).
A categorical indicator providing information on whether a YG-related scheme was
already in place (in the long-term or recently) before the Recommendation
(based on European Commission, 2016c).
Information on whether the Member States established a formal definition of a
good quality offer within the YG scheme (European Commission 2016a) and
whether quality management guidelines exist from the national administration to
organisations involved in YG (based on European Commission, 2017a).
Indicators to reflect the relevance and potential upscaling of national PES capacity
since the YG Recommendation (all reflecting 2017 responses of PES, based on
European Commission, 2017a). These include whether the PES has dedicated YG
staff, whether the PES provides training for YG staff, whether the PES staff increased or remained the same from 2014-2017, and whether the PES has specific
targets for youth (ibid.).

Optionally, the use of a more general measure of the NEET Cluster Type was tested, which is a
composite indicator on different levels, reflecting the STW transition system and the composition
of NEET in 2012 (Eurofound, 2016). However, as the clustering is based on the share and STW
transition type data already employed, the indicator is not used in the analysis.
24
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2.2.6. Indicator set 6: The role of the apprenticeship system in the
Youth Guarantee
The final set of indicators represents the relevance and the set-up of apprenticeships in
the national education and training system, as well as their role in the YG's implementation:
i.

ii.

iii.

To provide information on the STW transition types of Member States, indicators
are included based on the classification by Pohl and Walther (2005, 2007). Furthermore, an indicator on the share of firms employing initial vocational training
participants in 2010 is used (Ireland: 2015) (Eurostat: trng_cvt_34s).
To reflect the relevance of apprenticeships in the YG implementation: indicators
on the number of offers of apprenticeships relative to the total number of all
types of offers that are typically made to young people registered in YG schemes
(based on European Commission 2018b). In addition, a measure for the apprenticeship-intensity of timely exits in 2016, i.e. the share of all timely exits that
were apprenticeship offers (based on European Commission, 2018b).
The normalised number of pledges from firms and institutions to the European Alliance for Apprenticeships between the outset of the YG in 2013 and 2018 (based
on the national commitments database25).

2.3. Conclusion
This chapter has provided a comprehensive overview of the main aspects of the YG implementation in context. Specifically, subsection 2.1 discussed a) the main financial resources for implementing the YG, b) the YG’s integration within national policy-making,
c) the YG and youth’s labour market challenges, d) the diversity of the NEET population,
e) design and implementation features of the YG, and f) the role of the apprenticeship
system in the YG. Section 2.2 proceeded to identify and map six sets of empirical indicators to each of these six implementation aspects. In total, 76 empirical indicators were
identified, which will form the basis of the systematic analysis of a YG typology in the
next section. Figure 5 gives a graphic overview of the number of indicators included in
each of the six indicator sets representing the key implementation aspects.

The national commitments database, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=1148&langId=en as of September 17, 2018. This database also provides information on the number of pledges made by firms and institutions. For the
analysis, the number of pledges is normalised by the share of firms employing IVET participants in
each Member State to account for the relevance of the VET system.
25
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Figure 5. Number of indicators identified by variable set

7

9

(1) Financial resources for implementing the YG
11

(2) YG as part of national policy-making
(3) Youth labour market challenges

20

(4) Heterogeneity of NEET population
11

(5) Design and implementation features of the YG
(6) Role of the apprenticeship system in the YG

18
Source: Own analysis.

Figure 5 illustrates that, for example, indicator set (5) – which represents the design and
implementation features of the YG – is the largest set comprising 20 indicators. Whereas
the indicator sets (1) on financial resources for implementing the YG and (6) on the role
of the apprenticeship system (6) are somewhat smaller, they still contain seven and nine
indicators, respectively.

3. Typology of Youth Guarantee models
This section is the empirical part of the analysis. Based on the identification of the set of
relevant implementation aspects and the corresponding empirical indicators in the previous section, Chapter 3 intends to systematise the main models that are currently in
place for delivering the YG in Member States. It is an empirical attempt at establishing a
typology of different intervention models, based on cluster analysis. This section also
explores whether a correlation between specific types of intervention models and performance in delivering the YG can be identified.

3.1. Empirical approach to establishing Youth Guarantee models
To address the question about which main models are currently in place for delivering
the YG, the analysis groups Member States according to their similarity across the empirical indicators presented in section 2.2. Since both contextual features and implementation-related factors are included, this procedure identifies types of countries that are
similar in both dimensions.
To detect these types, cluster analysis techniques are used in which the goal is to find
groups of observations in the data – that is, groups of Member States – that are most
similar within clusters while being as dissimilar as possible across clusters. In this study,
hierarchical agglomerative clustering methods are employed. These methods start out by
specifying each Member State as one individual cluster. The cluster approach then gradually combines Member States into clusters. The choice of which clusters are to be combined is determined by comparing their (dis-) similarity. In the empirical application, an
adequate measure of dissimilarity is the coefficient by Gower (1971) as it allows for the
combination of binary indicators and multivalued variables. The choice of the linkage
method (the way the clustering algorithm combines similar observations into clusters) is
of similar importance: in this case, the Ward method (1963) is chosen which combines
groups or observations if they increase the within-group variance of the chosen indicators by the least amount possible in the data. Lastly, the authors needed to choose the
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number of clusters to be generated. Since this is not obvious in the application at hand,
the Duda-Hart optimality criterion as described by Milligan and Cooper (1985) was applied. This means that intuitively the index computes the added value of increasing the
number of clusters by one, so a low Duda-Hart index indicates an optimal number of
clusters. In the YG case, the comparison is restricted to between three and seven clusters, as fewer clusters provide too little information while too many clusters hamper the
interpretability of results.
The empirical application follows a two-step procedure. In the first step, a cluster analysis for each set of the empirical indicators defined in section 2.2 determines sets of countries that are similar within each of these six conceptual sets. For example, the set on
financial resources puts countries, with magnitudes of expected and realised costs for
implementing the YG based on the available information, together. In the second step,
the main cluster analysis based on all indicators determines a final cluster analysis which
also allows the authors to analyse their correspondence to the sub-clusters from the first
stage. Readers should note that the quality of the cluster groups depends – among other
factors- on the data quality of available indicators as well as the number of indicators
used. The more indicators are required for meaningful results, the more difficult it is to
obtain clusters that differ sharply with respect to all the chosen indicators. Thus, it may
be that one country differs quite substantially in terms of one indicator from the rest of
the countries in a particular cluster if the other indicators show similar realisations.
Hence, for the description of clusters, attention is restricted to those indicators that
summarise the cluster differences the best, presenting the general tendencies of the
cluster analysis, necessarily simplifying to a certain degree. Furthermore, readers should
also note that the groupings following from this exercise do generally not imply any
qualitative ranking.

3.2. Description of first-step clusters
3.2.1. Indicator set 1: Financial resources
Cluster A (AT, DK, FI, DE, LU, NL and SE) is a set of countries with a low estimated cost
of fully implementing the YG that received relatively little financial support from EU
funds, both via the YEI and the ESF. On average, these states show very little changes in
active labour market policy (ALMP) spending between 2012 and 2015.
Cluster B (BE, CZ, EE, FR, IE, IT, MT, RO, SI and UK) and Cluster C (ES, LT, LV, PL and
PT) are countries with costs estimated to be of medium magnitude to fully implement
the YG. Country cluster C received more EU funds from the YEI and the ESF matching
funds - and other ESF eligible youth-related projects - compared to cluster B. Both clusters showed only a small change in ALMP expenditure.
Cluster D (BG, CY, EL, HU, HR and SK) has high estimated YG costs and they received
substantial monetary support from the EU to support the implementation of the YG
through the YEI, through the ESF matching funds and through financing of other eligible
youth-related projects. Cluster D is also the only one in the analysis that shows a substantial increase in ALMP spending between 2012 and 2015, despite declining (youth)
unemployment rates.

3.2.2. Indicator set 2: Youth Guarantee as part of national policymaking
Cluster A (DK, ES, FR, HU, IE, SE and SK) has a large average number of youth-related
ALMP reforms and additional measures implemented beyond the scope of the Recommendation. These Member States also tend to enforce comparatively effective YG moni-

34

The Youth Guarantee in light of changes in the world of work:
Youth Guarantee: Intervention Models, Sustainability and Relevance

toring and follow-up systems, which may be interpreted as an indication that they are
committed to deliver on the YG. However, on average, these Member States did not prioritise partnerships as much as other clusters.
Cluster B (AT, CZ, DE, EE, EL, NL, RO and UK) is mostly defined by the lack of effective
monitoring and follow-up systems, and also fewer reforms were put in place compared to
Member States in other clusters. Nonetheless, on average, they put more emphasis on
involving social partners and youth organisations and built more partnerships than countries in cluster A.
Cluster C (BE, BG, CY, FI, HR, IT, LV, LT, LU, MT, PL, PT and SI) implemented many
youth-related reforms and additional measures as part of the implementation of YG recommendations. However, in contrast with cluster A, these Member States also included
partnerships with social partners and youth organisations as a central element of the
initial YG design. Consequently, the PES in these Member States often said that they had
formed partnerships and that they regularly involve youth and youth organisations into
their work. Nonetheless, their monitoring systems are still underperforming compared to
countries in Cluster A.

3.2.3. Indicator set 3: Youth labour market challenges
Cluster A (BG, CY, EL, HR, PL and SK) includes Member States that had the highest
NEET rate amongst 15-29 year olds in 2012 before the YG was rolled out. Moreover,
they show the largest difference in shares of temporary employment contracts between
the youth and adults. Countries in this cluster have the best educated NEETs on average.
This also reflects the point that the issue was not so much the education system, as the
figures also show a comparatively low average shares of school drop-outs. Correspondingly, Member States in cluster A usually responded by focusing on employment-related
measures under the YG, rather than offers of education.
Cluster B (AT, DE, DK, ES, LV and MT) relates to the contrasting cases. These Member
States tend to have comparatively low NEET shares with most of them having a poor
level of education, and the lowest average youth-to-adult unemployment ratio. In addition, these countries appear to have a rather well-functioning educational system with
similarly low average shares of early school-leavers, compared to cluster A. Most of
these Member States responded to this setting with a strong focus on educational offers
under the YG.
Cluster C (BE, CZ, EE, FI, FR, HU, IE, IT, LT, LU, NL, PT, RO, SI, SE and UK) ranks in
between cluster two and three on many indicators, including the prevalence of low educated NEETs, education and employment offers. In general, this cluster has the lowest
difference in temporary employment shares between adults and the youth.

3.2.4.

Indicator set 4: The heterogeneity of the NEET population

Cluster A (BE, BG, FI, MT and NL) consists of countries that have a particularly high
share of NEETs in short-term unemployment, illness or disability and ‘discouragement
from working’. The policy response of these countries is characterised by the highest
average outreach efforts on the part of the national PES.
Cluster B (CZ, DE, EE, EL, FR, HU, HR, LT, LU, PL, SI and UK) has the highest share of
short-term unemployed and individuals with family responsibilities among the NEETs.
Similar to cluster A, countries from cluster B display strong average outreach efforts and
a large degree of involvement of the PES in delivering the YG.
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Cluster C (AT, CY, DK, ES, IE, IT, LV, PT, RO, SK and SE) is the most diverse for this
indicator set and shows the highest share of long-term unemployed and relatively high
rates of discouraged youth among the NEET population compared to other clusters. The
governance structure shows a lower degree of PES having responsibility for administering and paying (unemployment) benefits as well as regarding the implementation and
delivery of the YG in general. Compared to clusters A and B, Member States from cluster
C tend to show fewer outreach efforts.

3.2.5. Indicator set 5: Design and implementation features of the Youth
Guarantee
Cluster A (AT, CY, DE, DK, EL, FI, HR, IE, LU and SE) includes many Member States
which set the age target as under-25 years old.26 These countries also tend to define
very few other eligibility criteria or target groups. Importantly, all Member States included in this category have a relatively long experience of YG-type schemes prior to 2013.
However, only very few of them defined a legal entitlement to receive an offer. These
are also countries that mostly allowed individuals to register online, set a definition for a
quality offer and also provided national quality guidelines for all actors involved in the
YG. Many of the Member States in this cluster also primarily rely on their PES in the YG
implementation and have strengthened their PES capacities since the YG rollout.
Cluster B (BG, CZ, ES, FR, MT, NL, PT and RO) includes a relatively diverse set of countries. Most countries in this cluster have no prior experience of a YG-type of scheme,
relatively low availability of online registration and a low prevalence of the definition of
quality offers. While some countries additionally target NEETs under 30 years old, in
general they neither upgraded the capacity of nor relied strongly on their PES in its implementation.
Cluster C (BE, EE, HU, IT, LV, LT, PL, SI, SK and UK) primarily consists of countries that
set the target for youth aged under 30. In addition, many of these countries set additional target groups beyond the general criteria (such as a specific focus on long-term
unemployed) or defined specific sub-groups within the broad target population. Similar
to cluster A, some Member States with previous YG-related experience are included in
this cluster. In addition, they tend to have upgraded their PES capacity for YG implementation (but they also rely on other providers). These are also mainly countries that implemented a legal entitlement and also a definition of a quality offer (without, however,
providing national guidelines).

3.2.6. Indicator set 6: The apprenticeship system
Cluster A (AT, BE, DE, FR, LU and NL) consists of countries with an employment-centred
STW transition type27 that is characterised by high levels of employer involvement in
education and training system and the largest share of firms employing initial vocational
and educational training (IVET) participants. On average, Member States in this group
show the largest share of timely exits from apprenticeships. Relative to the share of
firms employing IVET participants, the number of pledges within the EAFA framework is

It is important to note that most implementation-related indicators, for example information on
eligible age groups, were measured in 2016. For a few countries, these conditions have changed
recently. However, in the analysis it was decided to stick to the initial implementation features to
focus on the way Member States initially aimed to combat youth unemployment.
26

27

See Pohl and Walther (2005) for details.
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the lowest in this group, potentially reflecting the already high importance of apprenticeships in these countries.
Cluster B (BG, CZ, EE, HU, LT, LV, RO, SK and SI) is made up of Member States that
joined the EU relatively recently, with a ‘transitional’ STW transition type and the lowest
share of firms employing IVETs. Their share of apprenticeships is lowest among the
timely exits, and their number for EAFA pledges is relatively the largest.
Compared to cluster A and B, cluster C (CY, DK, EL, ES, FI, HR, IE, IT, MT, PL, PT, SE
and UK) also consists of a mixture of STW types and a medium share of firms hiring
IVETs. Apprenticeship offers are of medium importance relative to the other two clusters.

3.2.7. Summary of first-step cluster analysis
The analysis of Member States’ similarities within the indicator sets shows that the resulting country clusters tend to be different depending on the set of indicators, although
certain tendencies are already apparent. For instance, countries that are included in the
same cluster for the YG design and implementation indicators tend to also be grouped
into the same finance cluster, meaning that some countries with a low estimated cost of
implementing the YG tend to also be countries that show implementation patterns that
closely followed the Recommendation. Similarly, countries in the same apprenticeship
cluster tend to be in the same “youth labour market challenges” cluster. While this already provides some suggestions for the final grouping of Member States with respect to
all indicators chosen, the overlap across clusters for the different indicator sets is not
complete so a more in-depth analysis is needed. Specifically, some clusters remain relatively heterogeneous in terms of the underlying empirical indicators, indicating that the
cluster analysis has some difficulties if Member States’ realisations of indicators do not
follow a simple pattern, making the interpretation of some cluster results more difficult
than others. For these reasons, and to further reduce the dimensionality of the problem,
the next section groups Member States based on all the chosen indicators. To make the
connection between the first-step analysis and the ensuing second step, the association
of first-step clusters with the final cluster results is also shown.
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3.3. Results and discussion of second-step clusters
The final cluster analysis uses all the indicators described in the previous section and
performs the clustering procedure for all variables in a combined step, thereby arriving
at clusters that take the individual sub-clusters as well as the interaction between them
into account. Table 2 shows the results by Member States, including their association
with the clusters uncovered in the first stage of the analysis, all ordered by the final results. Being in the same first-step cluster is visualised as having the same shade of the
colour in the respective column. It is important to note that the colours chosen imply no
qualitative or quantitative judgement apart from the cluster membership.
Table 2. Summary of Results of Cluster Analysis

Country

Financial
Design and
YG as part of Youth labour Heterogeneiresources for
implementanational
market chal- ty of the NEET
implementing
tion features
policymaking lenges
population
the YG
of the YG

Role of the
apprenticeship system
in the YG

Overall
cluster

Austria
Denmark
Finland
Germany

A

Ireland
The Netherlands
Sweden
The Czech Republic
Estonia
France
Hungary

B

Romania
The United Kingdom
Cyprus
Greece
Italy

C

Portugal
Spain
Belgium
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta

D

Poland
Slovenia
Bulgaria
Croatia
Latvia

E

Slovakia
Source: Own analysis.
Note: Countries that share the same first-stage cluster have the same shade of the colour in the respective
column. Note that the colour shades imply no qualitative or quantitative ranking of Member States.
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Cluster A: Member States with previous YG experience, lower initial NEET rates,
ambitious implementation and improved PES capacity, low educated NEETs and
diversified offers (AT, DK, DE, FI, IE, NL, SE)
The first cluster is a set of Member States that are mostly countries which already had
longer experience with YG-related schemes. On average, YG implementation in these
countries was quite ambitious: many of these Member States undercut the recommended four-month target for the preparatory phase, and formally defined their offer quality
and quality guidelines. Countries in this cluster tend to rely relatively strongly on their
PES for the YG, while upscaling their PES capacity through hiring additional staff. At the
same time, they also experienced the lowest average NEET rates in 2012 for all clusters
and they consequently had comparatively low estimated costs and therefore low levels of
funding allocated under the YEI. However, the cluster’s NEET population has the highest
share of individuals with low educational background and youth with a disability. Following this NEET challenge, they diversified their offers under the YG across types the most
compared to other clusters with the lowest focus on employment-type offers. Involvement and integration of partners within the YG framework in these countries was about
average compared to the other clusters.
Cluster B: Member States with intermediate NEET challenges, strong outreach
efforts by the PES, relatively poor monitoring data quality, high NEET rates due
to family responsibilities and strong focus on employment offers (CZ, EE, FR, HU,
RO, UK)
On average, these Member States mostly observed a NEET challenge of intermediate
magnitude, relative to other clusters at the time of the YG roll-out. The labour markets
for youth in this cluster were under more stress and characterised by high rates of shortterm unemployment among their youth – for some of them also as a consequence of the
great recession. Furthermore, this cluster also had by far the highest share of youth that
were NEETs due to family responsibilities, and the largest gap between youth and adult
unemployment rates. As a result, most of them received some funding under the YEI. It
is also notable that countries in this cluster showed the largest increase in ALMP expenditure between 2012 and 2015. However, compared to the other clusters, countries
in this cluster showed particularly poor monitoring data quality, so their information has
a high degree of unknown destinations and situations for previous YG participants. On
implementation, a significant fraction of Member States from cluster B chose slightly
different targets (for example through targeting long-term unemployed, introducing a
legal entitlement to a YG offer and extending the age limit up to age 29). They could
build on a comparatively advanced outreach system through the PES, which they also
relied on in their YG implementation. Furthermore, four of the seven countries in this
cluster follow the post-socialist/transitional STW model (the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, and Romania). On average, these countries showed the lowest level of involvement of the social partners and youth organisations, and relatively few efforts at
reform. On average, countries in this cluster had the highest rate of timely exits into
employment, indicating a tendency towards an “employment-first” approach.
Cluster C: Member States hit by the economic recession, with highest initial
NEET rates, severe long-term unemployment, large support via EU funding,
highest reform efforts and highest entry rates into apprenticeship offers (CY, EL,
ES, IT, PT)
The third cluster consists mainly of Member States that were hit particularly hard by the
economic recession following the financial crisis in the years after 2008, and they were
struggling to revive their labour markets in the ensuing recovery. As a consequence,
most countries had a severe problem with long-term youth unemployment into 2012.
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Moreover, countries in this cluster had on average the highest rate of early schoolleavers. Almost all these Member States received significant funds from the EU to support the YG implementation and delivery. In contrast to Member States in Clusters A and
B, none of the countries in cluster C had any kind of experience of a YG type of framework before the Recommendation, making its implementation even more difficult in
these countries. However, in terms of policy integration, these Member States rank at
the top of youth-related ALMP reform efforts. At the same time, most of these countries
still have monitoring systems with relatively poor data quality, and their PES used relatively few channels for outreach activities compared to countries in the other clusters.
Regarding partnerships built, countries in this cluster show an average degree of effort.
While the share of low educated NEET is comparable to those in Cluster B and average
exits rates into education are only slightly smaller than among countries from Cluster B,
the share of individuals entering apprenticeships is highest among these countries, suggesting a stronger focus on the provision of both training and work experience to combat
the NEET challenge.
Cluster D: Member States characterised by relatively low initial NEET rates and
short-term unemployed rather than inactive NEETs, some funding under YEI,
strong outreach efforts through the PES and partnership approach, and diversified offers with a stronger focus on education offers (BE, MT, LT, LU, PL, SI)
The challenge for most Member States in this cluster was the high proportion of youth in
unemployment, rather than a structural NEET challenge, as most of their NEETs are
short term unemployed rather than discouraged NEETs or inactive for other reasons.
Most of the countries in cluster D have medium-level estimated costs of fully implementing the YG. Consequently, most of these Member States did not receive particularly large
amounts of funding from the EU (except Lithuania and Poland). At the same time, these
are mainly Member States that put the most weight on building partnerships, involving
social partners and youth organisations as well as outreach efforts, including through the
PES. Many of the Member States in this cluster followed the Recommendation quite
closely in terms of the time-frame for the YG, but they did not establish strong monitoring systems, and they did not carry out many youth-related reforms in recent years,
relative to other Member States. In terms of the offer distribution, these countries generally showed diversified offers with the strongest focus on education measures, shown
by the largest share of timely exits from the YG into education and the lowest focus on
employment offers. This is despite the fact that, on average, clusters B, C and D had
very similar shares of low and medium educated NEETs at the onset of the YG, suggesting a very different policy response.
Cluster E: Member States that joined the EU relatively recently, with ‘transitional’ STW regimes, high initial NEET rates, structural challenges and substantial EU funding, focus on employment offers, rather high reform efforts (BG, HR,
LV, SK)
This cluster consists entirely of countries that joined the EU relatively recently compared
to the other Member States. They are countries with a ‘transitional’ STW regime and
without prior experience in YG-type of frameworks before the Recommendation. While
these countries have the lowest rate of early school-leavers and a substantially lower
share of low educated individuals among the NEETs compared to the other clusters, this
cluster has the second largest share of NEETs with family responsibilities and the largest
share of discouraged youth. This suggests that they struggled with more significant
structural NEET challenges compared to the other clusters. The high NEET rates resulted
in high estimated costs for implementing the YG and consequently these Member States
also received substantial funding from the EU.
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Moreover, these Member States also put in place a significant number of youth-related
ALMP reforms between 2013 and 2016, only outpaced by cluster C. In terms of design
and implementation, all of these countries chose to target youth under 30 and most put
particular emphasis on long-term unemployed individuals. The degree of outreach efforts
through the PES is of average magnitude, but the involvement of social partners and
youth organisations is highest among countries in this cluster. This may indicate a certain degree of mismatch regarding outreach activities and the efforts likely to be required to activate the substantial share of discouraged NEETs in the youth population.
However, this cluster is the only in which all the Member States have YG-specific staff at
the PES and where all of them increased PES staff in recent years. Due to the relatively
well-qualified nature of the NEET population, Member States in this cluster concentrated
mostly on employment-type offers.

3.4. Conclusion of second-step clusters
Breaking down the differences between clusters in a simple way is evidently challenging
due to the many aspects considered and highlighted in the cluster-specific characterisations. This section therefore only provides a short conclusion to the findings in the final
cluster analysis, indicating several sorts of Youth Guarantee models in place in the European Union. It shows three clusters with comparatively low initial NEET rates at the outset of the YG: Cluster A, Cluster B and Cluster D. What distinguishes these clusters from
one another, among other issues, is that Member States in Cluster A already had a longer experience of YG-related schemes, they observed fewer youth-related challenges and
hence they received less additional funds from the EU.
In contrast to this, most Member States with the most pressing NEET challenges in 2012
are found in the other two clusters. Cluster C and Cluster E include Member States with
particular NEET challenges, mostly related to the financial crisis and recession for countries in Cluster C. Member States in Cluster E also had a particular structural NEET challenge, partially stemming from the transitional STW regime, and they all received significant funding from the EU.

3.5. Measures of performance
Before investigating the correlation between the types of European YG models identified
and the performance of the YG implementation, the analysis needs to define the relevant
outcome measures employed for this last step of the empirical analysis. The correlation
analysis will make substantive use of information from the YG monitoring data. The most
recent data available at the time of writing are from 2016 and they include information
on the main dimensions of the Recommendation:
i.

“Coverage” rate: provides an estimation of the degree to which the NEET population was reached by the YG (the estimated proportion of the NEET population
aged 15-24 that was enrolled in the YG scheme at any point during the reference
year).28

These figures are based on the indicator "average annual stock of young people in the YG preparatory phase / NEET population (annual average)" included in the Indicator Framework for Monitoring the Youth Guarantee. This indicator combines administrative and survey data. Whilst this is
not ideal, the indicator is useful to give an approximate indication of the proportion of NEETs registered in the YG scheme at any point during the year. Results should therefore be interpreted as an
estimation, rather than a definitive measurement, of the extent to which YG schemes achieve the
objective of reaching all young people that become, or are already, NEET.
28
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ii.

iii.

iv.

The share beyond the four-month target: the share of young people in the preparatory phase beyond the four-month goal, measured as a percentage of the
average annual stock of participants.
Positive and timely exits: the share of positive and timely exits shows how successful Member States were at providing offers within the envisaged four-month
preparatory phase, measured in percentage of all exits.
Positive situations after six months: this measure gives the percentage of YG participants being in a positive situation at six months after exiting the programme the share of individuals either in education, training or employment as a percentage of all exits.

These performance indicators provide the most comprehensive and direct evidence on
the performance of the YG. However, there are some data limitations regarding the degree to which the entire NEET population can be identified, relevant for the comparability
of the coverage rate across Member States. The quality of information on positive and
timely exits as well as the share of participants in a positive situation after exiting the YG
depends on the degree to which the destination of exits is known, and how well individuals can be followed up. Again, to a certain degree, this limits comparability across countries. The distribution of these indicators across Member States is depicted in Figure 6.
For the interested reader, a separate cluster analysis solely based on the measures of YG
performance in Table 4 is included in the Annex.
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Figure 6. YG-monitoring data performance indicators by Member States, 2016
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To account for measuring issues in the monitoring data, and because the main goal of
the YG was to lower youth unemployment and the prevalence of NEETs in general, the
reduction from 2012 to 2017 in NEET rates and youth unemployment rates based on
Eurostat indicators is used as additional outcome measures:
v.
vi.

Youth unemployment: this measure gives the percentage of the 15-24 year old
young people in the labour force that are unemployed.
NEET rates: the NEET rate indicator is defined as the share of the youth population (active or inactive), aged 15-24, that is not in employment, education or
training.

The distribution of these indicators is shown in Figure 7.
Figure 7. Eurostat performance indicators by Member States, 2012-2017
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3.6. Assessing the correlation between Youth Guarantee models
and performance
The goal of this section is to compare the performance of the YG as implemented in each
Member State across the clusters identified in section 3.4, and then to assess emerging
patterns. This will be done by using box plots, shown for each of the performance indicators separately. Box plots allow the comparison of the distribution of indicators across
clusters. The median, i.e. the observation in the middle in terms of outcomes (for instance, the middle value of all coverage rates within a cluster, Figure 8 upper left panel),
is shown by the horizontal lines within each box. Furthermore, the size of the box shows
the location of the 50% closest observations to the median. Observations outside this
box are shown in the graph by the so-called ‘whiskers’. Extreme values that are far away
from the box are displayed as dots. Figure 8 shows the distribution of performance
measures for the YG monitoring data.
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Figure 8. YG monitoring data performance indicators by clusters

Source: Own analysis.

The graph for the coverage rate (upper left panel) shows that clusters A and D have the
highest median coverage rates among the five clusters. This appears quite natural as
these countries have had the lowest NEET rates at the onset of the YG, making it easier
to cover a large portion of vulnerable youth compared to other countries. Clusters B, C
and E perform relatively similarly in terms of coverage, with median values in the range
of 20 to 40% coverage rate, despite the fact that clusters C and E had considerably larger NEET rates when the YG was first introduced. Among other factors, these two clusters
have in common is that they received substantial funds from the EU to support YG
measures and that countries from both clusters enacted a significant number of youthrelated ALMP reforms.
The upper right panel displays results for the share of participants still being in the preparatory phase beyond the envisaged four months: in each of the clusters A, B, D, and E
this share is in the range of 45 to 50% in terms of the median values; in cluster C this
value is 60%. Clusters B and D show considerably more variation than the other clusters. The figure indicates therefore that the countries in cluster C appear to have put in
comparatively lower effort to upscaling their PES to provide YG services in time, reflected
in the fact that these countries have the highest share of individuals in the preparatory
phase beyond the four month target.
With respect to positive and timely exits (bottom left panel) there is no pronounced variation in terms of median outcomes across the clusters. All of the clusters have positive
and timely exit rates of around 40% or slightly higher. Finally, looking at the share of
positive situations for YG participants after 6 months of leaving the programme (bottom
right panel), one can see that the median outcomes are quite similar for all clusters except cluster B, which has substantially lower positive outcomes after 6 months. In addition, there appear to be substantial differences in the within-cluster variation of this out-
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come: however, this finding is probably due to the lack of data, since for some Member
States these figures are not available (and coded as zero in the monitoring data). A similar reasoning can be used to explain the large variation between clusters A and D.
Figure 9. Aggregate performance measures

Source: Own analysis.

Figure 9 investigates the reductions in youth unemployment rates and NEET rates from
2012 to 2017, respectively. Both graphs display a similar pattern, although the reduction
in youth unemployment is generally larger, implying that a larger reduction was
achieved among those youth closer to the labour market. Focusing on the cluster medians, the figure indicates that cluster A – the cluster with the lowest initial NEET and unemployment rates – shows the smallest decline. Clusters B, C and D show relatively
similar reductions in youth unemployment, cluster E being at the top of the distribution.
The picture is slightly different when looking at the reduction of NEET rates. Here, cluster
C has the largest median reduction in NEETs, and clusters B, D and E display similar performance, despite differences in variability. Thus, cluster E – the cluster with a combination of high initial NEET rates and more structural issues (such as a high share of discouraged NEETs) – was more successful in reducing youth unemployment, while cluster C (with similarly high NEET rates for 2012 but lower educated NEETs and the highest
apprenticeship take-up rate in terms of timely exits among all clusters) was more successful in reducing its NEET rates.

4. Summary and conclusions
This report provides an updated overview of the implementation of the YG across EU
Member States based on the recent literature and data on the YG and European labour
markets. On this basis, six aspects of the Youth Guarantee implementation are discussed: (1) financial resources for implementing the YG, (2) the YG as part of national
policy making, (3) youth labour market challenges, (4) the heterogeneity of the NEET
population, (5) the design and implementation features of the YG, and (6) the role of the
apprenticeship system in the YG.
The overall findings of the desk research and data analysis can be summarised as follows: EU funding initiatives via the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI) and the European
Structural Fund (ESF) played a key role in supporting YG measures financially, especially
for those countries suffering from high NEET rates, and a significant economic downturn
or structural challenges. Many of these countries increased spending on active labour
market policy, which may be cautiously interpreted as an indirect effect of the YG. In
some Member States, the YG also fostered introduction of reforms of national youth poli-
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cies, improvements in monitoring systems for activation policies among young people,
and the building of partnerships. These changes are likely to outlast the YG initiative and
therefore provide sustained and ongoing benefits.
Whereas these are substantive, positive changes brought about by the YG, not all of its
objectives were achieved. First, neither reducing labour market segmentation through
quality offers nor providing a remedy for imperfectly performing education systems was
fully achieved. One reason was a prevalence of employment offers compared to relatively few education or apprenticeship offers. The low share of apprenticeship offers in some
Member States appears to be related to the existing institutional setup and STW transition regime: increasing the prominence of the apprenticeship system would need to be
accompanied by broader institutional change. Second, several Member States were not
able to fully address the heterogeneity of the NEET population – especially those furthest
away from the labour market. In contrast, countries that performed well generally improved the capacity of their Public Employment Services (PES) and developed partnerships to implement strong outreach programmes.
Based on desk research of the six key aspects that are likely to influence the performance of the YG as delivered by Member States, a set of empirical indicators was defined to measure the components of these six aspects using available quantitative and
qualitative data. These empirical indicators feed into the main part of the analysis that
identifies the YG typology in terms of the key aspects: specifically, this approach groups
together Member States that share similar outputs across all the features included in the
analysis. In practice, the typology is derived from a two-step cluster analysis using an
agglomerative clustering algorithm.
The first step of the typology discusses the similarity between Member States regarding
implementation-related and contextual features within six pre-defined sets of indicators,
each corresponding to one of the six key aspects of the YG. The cluster analysis generates different group compositions regarding Member States for each of the sets of empirical indicators defined, so a low-dimensional analysis is only partially informative. This
result indicates that many aspects of the YG – and their interrelation – need to be considered in a comprehensive typology. The second-step cluster analysis therefore simultaneously takes into account all of the 76 empirical indicators and identifies five final
clusters:
Cluster A: Member States with previous YG experience, lower initial NEET rates, ambitious implementation and improved PES capacity, low educated NEETs and diversified
offers (AT, DK, DE, FI, IE, NL, SE).
Cluster B: Member States with intermediate NEET challenges, strong outreach efforts by
the PES, relatively poor monitoring data quality, high NEET rates due to family responsibilities and strong focus on employment offers (CZ, EE, FR, HU, RO, UK).
Cluster C: Member States hit by the economic recession, with highest initial NEET rates,
severe long-term unemployment, large support via EU funding, highest reform efforts
and highest entry rates into apprenticeship offers (CY, EL, ES, IT, PT).
Cluster D: Member States characterised by relatively low initial NEET rates and shortterm unemployed rather than inactive NEETs, some funding under YEI, strong outreach
efforts through the PES and partnership approach, and diversified offers with a stronger
focus on education offers (BE, MT, LT, LU, PL, SI).
Cluster E: Member States that joined the EU relatively recently, with ‘transitional’ STW
regimes, high initial NEET rates, structural challenges and substantial EU funding, focus
on employment offers, rather high reform efforts (BG, HR, LV, SK).
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Obviously, these explicit labels for the clusters tend to simplify the other factors of heterogeneity across Member States that determine the typology. However, some conclusions can be drawn regarding the fit of underlying challenges to be addressed with the
policy response observed. In particular, it appears that countries in Cluster A, C and D
reflected the challenges observed in the design and implementation of the YG to a higher
degree compared to cluster B and E, as policies implemented – for example regarding
outreach efforts, the extent of partnerships and the offer mix introduced – seem to better match key factors of heterogeneity in the NEET population.
Based on these insights, the analysis continues with a correlation analysis relating the
identified YG models to basic performance indicators. The findings highlight that there is
no evident pattern regarding the clusters’ performance in general. Cluster A performs
well in terms of the NEET “coverage” rate but less well regarding the reduction in NEET
and unemployment rates over time. Clusters B and D perform relatively similar across all
outcome measures, although there is some variation that probably stems from measurement issues in the monitoring data. Cluster C shows the largest share of youth in the
preparatory phase beyond the envisaged four months but also the largest median decline in NEET rates. Cluster E has the lowest share of positive and timely exits but the
largest decline in youth unemployment out of all clusters.
While the evidence is thus far from conclusive, partly due to the number and complex
inter-relation of the aspects in which clusters differ, the report’s findings nonetheless
indicate that not only initial conditions but also the way Member States implement the
YG has affected its success.
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Annex
Table 3. List of indicators
Indicator name and time
of measurement

Source

Explanation

Financial resources for implementing the Youth Guarantee
Initial YEI allocation (20142017)

EC (2016b), Eurostat (nama_10_gdp)

YEI allocation in % of GDP

YEI+ESF EU eligible cost
(2017)

EC (2018k), Eurostat (nama_10_gdp)

YEI+ESF eligible cost in % of GDP

Other ESF eligible cost
(2017)

EC (2018k), Eurostat (nama_10_gdp)

Other ESF eligible cost in % of GDP

Share of declared YEI+ESF
funds (2017)

EC (2018k)

Declared YEI+ESF funds as a share of eligible
cost

Estimated cost of the YG
(2015)

Eurofound (2015)

Change in ALMP expenditure
(2012 to 2015)

Eurostat
(lmp_expsumm)

Binary indicator for medium cost (0.3%-0.6% of
GDP); reference category: low cost
Binary indicator for high cost (>0.6% of GDP);
reference category: low cost
Difference in ALMP expenditure in % of GDP

YG as part of national policy-making
Number of youth-related
ALMP reforms (2013-2016)
Number of additional
measures beyond Recommendation implemented in
the context of the YG (2016)
Share of YG exits with unknown destination (2016)

LABREF database

Absolute number of reforms

EC (2016c)

Sum of binary indicators for additional measures
regarding school dropout, social and welfare
policies, volunteering, social economy and other.

EC (2018b)

Binary indicator for an unknown share of 1030%; reference category: 0-10%
Binary indicator for an unknown share of more
than 30%; reference category: 0-10%
Binary indicator for an unknown share of 4099%; reference category: 0-39%

Share of unknown situations
in the six month follow up
(2016)

EC (2018b)

Involvement of social partners (2016)

EC (2016c)

Sum of binary indicators for the involvement of
social partners in design, implementation and
evaluation/monitoring.

Involvement of youth organisations (2016)

EC (2016c)

Sum of binary indicators for the involvement of
social partners in design, implementation and
evaluation/monitoring.

PES involvement of youth in
design of YG (2017)

EC (2017a)

Binary indicator

PES involvement of youth
organisations in design of YG
(2017)

EC (2017a)

Binary indicator

EC (2017a)

Sum of binary indicators for PES partnerships
aimed at increasing information availability,
increasing work/education opportunities and
easing the transition into employment from
education/unemployment

Partnerships formed by PES
(2017)

Binary indicator for an unknown share of 100%;
reference category: 0-39%
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Indicator name and time
of measurement

Source

Explanation

Youth labour market challenges
Youth share of total population (2012)

Eurostat
(lfsa_pgaed)

Number of youth (15-24) expressed as % of
total population

Youth-to-adult unemployment ratio (2012)

Eurostat (une_rt_a)

Youth (15-24) unemployment rate divided by
adult unemployment rate (25-74)

NEET rate among 15-29 year
olds (2012)

Eurostat
(edat_lfse_21)

Total number of NEETs aged between 15 and 29
in % of total youth population

Difference in temporary employment shares (2012)

Eurostat (lfsi_pt_a)

Difference in temporary employment rates between youth (15-24) and adults (25-54)

Share of early school-leavers
(2012)

Eurostat
(edat_lfse_14)

Share of early school-leavers as % of youth
population (18-24)

Share of low-educated NEETs
(2012)
Share of medium-educated
NEETs (2012)

Eurostat
(edat_lfse_21)

Number of NEETs with low education background divided by total number of NEETs (1524)
Number of NEETs with medium education background divided by total number of NEETs (1524)

Share of employment offers
(2016)

European Commission (2018b)

Number of employment offers as % of total
offers typically made to participants

Share of timely exits into
employment (2016)

European Commission (2018b)

Number of exits into employment as % of total
timely exits from the YG

Share of education offers
(2016)

European Commission (2018b)

Number of education offers ias % of total offers
typically made to participants

Share of timely exits into
education (2016)

European Commission (2018b)

Number of exits into education as % of total
timely exits from the YG

The heterogeneity of the NEET population
Share of re-entrants among
NEET (2013)
Share of short-term unemployed among NEET (2013)
Share of long-term unemployed among NEET (2013)
Share of individuals with
illnesses/disabilities among
NEET (2013)

Eurofound (2016)

Number of individuals in the respective group in
% of total NEET population

European Commission (2017b)

Binary indicator for the PES responsibility

Share of individuals with
family responsibilities among
NEET (2013)
Share of discouraged workers
among NEET (2013)
PES responsibility regarding
paying of unemployment
benefits (2017)
PES responsibility regarding
administering unemployment
benefits (2017)
PES responsibility regarding
other types of benefits
(2017)
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Indicator name and time
of measurement

Number of responsibilities of
the PES within the YG (2017)

Source

Explanation

European Commission (2017a)

Sum of binary indicators for the PES being responsible for managing the YG scheme, registering unemployed youth, providing (placement)
services to youth, coordinating partners, outreach to NEETs, follow-up of participants, and
design and maintenance of the monitoring
scheme.
Binary indicator for the PES having awareness
raising initiatives
Binary indicator for the PES having outreach
programmes for pro-active work with schools
Binary indicator for the PES to cooperate with
NGOs and youth organisations for outreach

PES outreach activities
(2017)

European Commission (2017a)

Binary indicator for the PES to have specific
outreach caseworkers
Binary indicator for the PES to have new points
of entry (via new media)
Binary indicator for the PES to provide singlepoint services/one-stop shops
Binary indicator for the PES to have mobile PES
initiatives
Binary indicator for the PES to have follow-up
programmes to reach out to YG drop-outs

PES programme for preventing high school dropout
(2017)

European Commission (2017a)

Binary indicator

Design and implementation features of the Youth Guarantee
Binary indicator for YG eligible age group being
under 25 year and recent graduates; reference
category: under 25
Eligible age group (2016)

European Commission (2016c)

Binary indicator for YG eligible age group being
under 26; reference category: under 25
Binary indicator for YG eligible age group being
under 27; reference category: under 25
Binary indicator for YG eligible age group being
under 30; reference category: under 25

Envisaged time-frame of
intervention (2016)

European Commission (2016c)

YG scheme specifically targeting long-term unemployed
(2016)

Escudero and
Mourelo (2017)

Main YG provider (2016)

European Commission (2016c)

Binary indicator for the target time frame being
below 4 months; reference category: 4 months
Binary indicator for the target time frame being
above 4 months; reference category: 4 months
Binary indicator
Binary indicator for the YG to be provided mainly by the PES and other institutions; reference
category: only PES
Binary indicator for the YG to be provided mainly by other institutions; reference category: only
PES
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Indicator name and time
of measurement

Source

Degree to which online registration for the YG is possible
(2016)

European Commission (2016c)

Legal entitlement to offer
(2016)

European Commission (2016c)

Explanation
Binary indicator for online registration being
partly possible; reference category: not at all
Binary indicator for online registration being
possible everywhere; reference category: not at
all
Binary indicator for whether there exists an
entitlement for young people to receive an offer
in line with, or similar to, the Youth Guarantee
Binary indicator for having recent experience
with a YG-type of framework; reference category: none

Previous experience with a
YG-type of framework (2014)

European Commission (2016c)

Formal definition of quality
offer (2016)

European Commission (2016c)

Binary indicator having formally defined offer
quality

National quality guidelines
(2017)

European Commission (2017a)

Binary indicator having national quality guidelines from the national administration to all PES
offices/other organisations involved in the YG

PES has YG-specific staff
(2017)

European Commission (2017a)

Binary indicator for having YG-specific staff

PES training (2017)

European Commission (2017a)

Binary indicator for the PES providing training
specifically tailored working with youth

PES staff increase (20142017)

European Commission (2017a)

Binary indicator for the PES having increased/unchanged staff from 2014-2017

PES has youth-specific targets (2017)

European Commission (2017a)

Binary indicator for the PES having youthspecific targets

Binary indicator for having longer experience
with a YG-type of framework; reference category: none

The role of the apprenticeship system in the YG
Share of firms with IVET
participants (2010)

Eurostat
(trng_cvt_34s)

Share of firms hiring initial vocational training
participants, expressed as a % of all firms

Share of apprenticeship offers (2016)

European Commission (2018b)

Number of offers of apprenticeships as % of
total offers typically made to participants

Share of timely exits into
apprenticeships (2016)

European Commission (2018b)

Number of exits into apprenticeships as % of
total timely exits from the YG
Binary indicator for STW being of type transitional/post-socialist; reference category: missing
Binary indicator for STW being of type subprotective; reference category: missing

School-to-work transition
cluster (2005)

Pohl/Walther (2005)

Binary indicator for STW being of type universalistic; reference category: missing
Binary indicator for STW being of type liberal;
reference category: missing
Binary indicator for STW being of type employment-centred; reference category: missing

Number of EAfA pledges
(2018)

European Commission (2018j)

Number of pledges to increase apprenticeships
by firms or organisations, normalised by the
share of firms hiring IVETs
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Table 4. Outcome cluster means
Cluster A

Cluster B

Cluster C

Cluster D

“Coverage” rate (in %)

48.8

7.6

47.9

44.8

Share in preparatory phase beyond four
months (in %)

43.3

28.4

60.6

51.9

Share of positive and timely exits (in %)

51.1

74.0

36.6

37.2

Share with positive situation after six
months (in %)

57.6

52.1

56.2

6.0

Reduction in youth unemployment (in
%-points)

3.7

12.1

14.5

6.2

Reduction in NEET rates (in %-points)

1.1

4.2

4.3

1.8

Note: This table shows cluster means (averages) for a cluster analysis, solely based on the authors’ measures
of performance (see section 3.5 for their description). The analysis creates: Cluster A (AT, BE, DK, IT, LT, LU
and SE), Cluster B (BG, HU and MT), Cluster C (EL, ES, HR, IE, PT and SK) and cluster D (CY, CZ, DE, EE, FI,
FR, LV, NL, PL, RO, SI and UK).
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• via one of the sales agents of the Publications Office of the European Union
(http://publications.europa.eu/others/agents/index_en.htm).

58

KE-01-19-128-EN-N

doi: 10.2767/371432

