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An economic downfall, which started at the end of year 2008, had dramatic impact on increase of 
youth population from 15-24 aged group Not in Employment, Education or Training (NEET) in EU Member 
States. An identification of success factors driving positive changes in NEETs population by implementing 
Youth Guarantee (YG) initiatives in EU countries is the scientific problem analysed in this publication. The 
main purpose of investigation is identification of groups of EU countries according level of youth 
unemployment and the impact made by implementing the YG initiatives. The cluster analysis techniques is 
used and three groups of EU Member States revealded according both groups of indicators: a) the share of 
NEETs at start position of YG implementation and in year 2017; b) the share of NEETs attended YG and 
positive outcome in 6 month after compleating participation in this programme. Results of investigation show 
most progress reached those countries that have successfully developed public-private partnerships in process 
of implementation of YG programme.  

Keywords: youth unemployment, NEETs, Youth Guarantee, clustering, cross-country comparison in 
EU. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Many countries are dealing the problem of weak participation of young people in labour 
market. An economic downfall, which started at the end of year 2009, had dramatic impact on youth 
employment rate in the European Union and it reached an all-time low level of 32.9% in the first half 
of 2011 (Furlong, 2013). Due to that very important is search of new ways foreseeing possibilities to 
avoid loss of enthusiasm of youth on finding their place in labour market. European Commission 
(2016) underlined the need for Europe to strengthen its economic recovery and one measures, which 
could lead to success seeking this target is strong investment in youth and jobseekers. 

An employment rates are steadily improving in EU countries in recent years, but any case 
approximately 3.3 million of young people from 15-24 age group still were registered as unemployed 
at the begining of year 2019. In addition, in year 2018 more than 5.5 million young people (aged 15-
24 years) were neither in employment nor in education or training (NEETs). The difference in 
employment rates EU member states is very high – more than 30 percent points. (European 
Commission, 2019)  

Long-term exclusion from the labour market and education at young age is riskier than for 
representatives of any other age groups and may result in formation of lifelong barriers on future 
employment and earning prospects as well as self-confidence and quality of life. According 
Mascherini (2017), being excluded both from the labour market and education heightens the 
individual’s risk of social exclusion and the probability of engagement into negative behaviour 
activities affecting both individual wellbeing and their relationship with society, including withdrawal 
from participation in democratic, civil and political processes. 
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Fighting youth unemployment about 9 million young people have benefitted from the EU 
Youth Guarantee. The main purpose of this framework is improvement school-to-work transitions, 
investment into young people’s employability and prevention the risk of social exclusion. (European 
Commission, 2017a).  

The reasons of increase of number of NEETs as consequence of economic downfall in almost 
all EU Member States as well as problems in “school-to-work” transition analysed in publications of 
following authors: Roberts (2011), Yates, et al. (2011), Cahuc, Carcillo, Rinne, et al. (2013), Bruno, 
Marelli, Signorelli, (2014), Eichhorst, Neder (2014), Tamesberger, Leitgöb, Bacher (2014), 
Escudero, Mourelo (2015), Maguire (2015), Dhéret and Roden  (2016), Ferragina, Feyertag, Seeleib-
Kaiser (2016), Caliendo, Künn, SMahlstedt (2017), Driouchi, Harkat (2017), Mascherini (2017, 
2018), O'Reilly, et al. (2018).  

Many authors agree the financial support is crucial important, but not enough measure for 
increase of youth employment. Seeking efficient use of support from EU and national level programs 
are need a lot of efforts this support should be more targeted on reaching an expectable result. Many 
scientific publications investigate in measures on youth employment increase by improving pathway 
from education to labours market, by providing more light on nowadays interests of employers and 
wishes of young people, by proposing ways to avoid conflicts among representatives from different 
generations, but less attention is paid on assessment of measures applied for youth inclusion into 
labour market or, at least, returning to education, training or apprenticeship.  

An identification of success factors driving positive changes in NEETs population in EU 
countries is the scientific problem analysed in this publication. The main purpose of investigation is 
identification of groups of EU countries according level of youth unemployment and the impact made 
by implementing the Youth Guarantee iniciatives, to reveal the similarities and differences of 
intervention measures applied in particular countries to be reviled main success factors and identified 
problems has to be solved in the future.  

The main tasks of research are: 
1. To make an analysis of scientific publications and official documents on EU policies and measures 
targeted to decrease NEETs population and Youth unemployment; 
2. To make clustering of EU countries according chosen indicators showing results in implementation 
of Youth Guarantee; 
3. To make assessment of success factors in each cluster of countries included into investigation. 

Seeking to detect EU countries types according success of YG implementation, cluster 
analysis techniques is used. The goal of which use is to find groups of EU Member States – that are 
most similar within clusters while being as dissimilar as possible across clusters. For this purpose, 
the hierarchical agglomerative clustering methods are employed. Use of these methods it was started 
out by specifying each included country as one individual cluster. The cluster approach then gradually 
combines Member States into clusters. The choice of the number of clusters need to be determined 
their similarities and dis-similarities. The Ward method is chosen as the way the clustering algorithm 
combines similar observations into clusters which are of similar importance. Seeking to choose the 
number of clusters to be generated, the Duda-Hart optimality criterion was applied. In case of 
investigation, the comparison is restricted to between two and five clusters and optimal value index 
is detected. 

The empirical application follows a two-step procedure. In the first step, a cluster analysis for 
each empirical indicator was defined. In the second step, the main cluster analysis based on all 
indicators determines a final cluster analysis which allows analyse of their correspondence to the sub 
clusters from the first stage. As far as it was met difficulties to make clear interpretation of results 
were obtained, the variables used for investigation were divided into two groups. This decision 
allowed to make interpretation-friendly clustering of countries according their success in 
implementation of YG initiatives. 
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2. Reserch results and discussions 
 

First real step toward strengthening labour market in EU countries it was made in March 2000 
when the European Council set out a ten-year strategy which aimed to make the Union “the most 
competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable to deliver sustainable 
economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion” and set means of specific 
indicators have be achieved by 2010 (Rodriguez, 2010). Unfortunately, global economic downturn 
which started in year 2009 not allowed to reach foreseen target and almost all the progress achieved 
since the approval of the strategy was lost.  

The economic downturn was followed by decrease of total employment level and especially 
among youth under age of 25. The Member States of the EU dealt challengers not only in speeding 
up in recovery of economics, but and in motivating young people to seek an employment, education 
or training to prepare themselves for participation in the labour market. As it was stated in report 
written by Caliendo, Künn and Mahlstedt (2018), facing nowadays problems are necessary changes 
in the world of work which may further impede the labour market prospects among young people, 
for example, increase number of problematic cases of school-to-work transitions and new challenges 
arising from rapid technological progress. 

The main task of the policies oriented to economic growth promotion and social equity 
ensuring is creation of conditions young people should be adequately educated, their transition to the 
labour market should be smooth and their participation in the labour market should be sustainable 
through all their lifetime in employment. 

It is very important to stress out that problems in youth unemployment and inactivity appeared 
before the economic downturn started. Quintini et al. (2007) already before the beginning of 
economic recession stated young people face a wide range of structural challenges – frequently 
perceived as increasingly complex and connected with problems in school-to-work transition process 
and indeterminacy of long-term labour market perspectives. Dealing challengers of economic 
recovery, companies concentrated on maximisation of performance even more than in previous 
phases of their operations and tend to employ highly experienced professionals, whose supply become 
higher in this period of time. This situation affected the level of demand for young people and limited 
employers’ absorption capacities in providing jobs, training and apprenticeships places for young 
people (Eurofound, 2015). Due to that young people more frequently could find themselves as labour 
market ‘outsiders’ in comparison to their older counterparts as well as due to lower probability access 
the permanent contracts with high levels of workers’ rights protection including shorter notice periods 
and reduced severance payment (European Parliament, 2015; European Commission, 2018a).  

Greet challenge, which is facing youth, is labour market segmentation. This resulted young 
people particularly involuntary had to agree be involved in part-time, casual, a-typical or precarious 
work on temporary or part-time contracts. (European Commission, 2017b)  

According Caliendo, Künn and Mahlstedt (2018), there are several reasons due to which 
dramatically raised youth unemployment and increased NEETs population during the recession in 
most EU countries:  
a) Prolonged, complicated, unstable, and non-linear studies-to-work transitions;  
b) Deterioration in the quality of youth employment and increase of precariousness;  
c) Week availability of quality work experience, which had a crucial negative impact on success in 
studies-to-work transitions;  
d) Increase of youth inactivity, ignorance of labour market realities and detachment from them;  
e) Greater labour market unfriendliness for disadvantaged young people – i.e. low-skilled, migrants 
and those with a disability. 

In addition, the Report on Public Employment Service Implementation of the Youth 
Guarantee payed attention to (European Commission, 2017b):  
1) Imperfectly functioning education and training systems with poor outcomes and mismatched skills;  
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2) Segmented labour markets, influencing skills polarisation;  
3) Poor Public Employment Service, in general not allowing provision of the youth-related tailored 
services;  
4) Attempts to concentrate the disposable resources only on vulnerable, hard-to-reach young people, 
in particular, including certain sub-groups of NEETs. 

Possible negative consequences of youth unemployment and inactivity could be very painful 
for both – youth and society. Ferragina et al. (2016) stated that one of the most possible dramatic 
consequences of this growing divergence could be explained by the disenfranchisement of labour 
market outsiders, especially young people, from social and political participation. In addition, 
unsatisfactory early labour market experience, long-lasting and complicate studies-to-work 
transitions can lead to negative long-term effects on young people life threw reduced earnings, 
increased probability of further periods of short or long-term unemployment and complications in 
returning an employment after these periods (Gregg and Tominey, 2005) as well as poor health and 
well-being (Scarpetta et al, 2010). 

Seeking to solve the problem of youth inactivity and increase of NEETs inclusion there were 
made efforts to reform or strengthen education and training systems at resent years, including 
improvement of vocational education and training combining it with apprenticeships, applied other 
educational measures aimed to bring back to education and training young people with low levels of 
skills and competences. We need to ensure that the education and training systems should be able to 
equipped young people with relevant professional knowledge and skills actual in dynamic 
environment as well as to develop personal features such as adaptability, resilience and ability of own 
career management. According Caliendo, Künn and Mahlstedt (2018), an apprenticeship involves in-
class education together with on-the-job training and could play important role in studies-to-work 
transitions. Unfortunately, only in few countries across EU – i.e. Germany, Austria and Denmark, 
amount of young people who undertake an apprenticeship is above 5%, but in all other EU countries 
this indicator is below 1.5%.  

Advanced idea for decrease of NEETs population come from the Nordic countries, where 
initiatives, targeted to solve this problem, have been first implemented in year 1984 in Sweden and 
later on in year 1996 in Denmark and Finland (Escudero and Mourelo, 2017). The essence of these 
initiatives it was introduction of structural reforms to modernise overall labour market policies 
focusing on support for young people. The aim of such reforms was improvement the functioning of 
the labour market by rethinking institutional and regulatory framework, allowing reaching better 
matching of demand and supply (Caliendo, Künn and Mahlstedt, 2018). A similar initiative, titled as 
a Youth Guarantee programme, in EU level adopted by the Council in April 2013 in response to 
unprecedented levels of youth unemployment, which raised until 23.5% in average across EU at the 
end of 2012 and in some countries increased by more than 50% (Escudero, Mourelo, 2015). The 
European Youth Guarantee could be valuated as the commitment of EU Member States to ensure that 
all young people should receive an offer, suited to their abilities and experiences, for employment, 
training, apprenticeship or continued education within four months after becoming unemployed or 
leaving formal education. (Council of the European Union, 2013).  

The Council not only initiated start of Youth Guarantee programme, but also recommended 
member states to implement the following labour market-related measure (Council 
Recommendations, 2013): a) to reduce the non-wage labour costs where it is possible in order to 
stimulate young people‘s possibilities for recruitment; b) to promote labour mobility for young people 
and to create possibilities to receive information about the job offers, traineeships and apprenticeships 
as well as an available support in different areas, regions or countries; c) to create more services for 
start-up support and coordination of activities between employment providers and business support 
services to increase awareness of the possible chances and perspectives for self-employment. 

It is very important to stress the Youth Guarantee is not a source for funding by itself. It is a 
political commitment of EU and Member States to provide financial contributions from the EU and 
national budgets and to attract financing as well as involve into implementation the private and non-
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profit institutions. There were foreseen following channels for the funding of the Youth Guarantee 
implementation (Caliendo, Künn and Mahlstedt, 2018):  

1) Youth Employment Initiative (YEI), support from which could be delivered for young 
people aged 16-25 who are not in employment, education or training and who are living only to 
regions where youth unemployment was higher than 25% in year 2012;  

2) European Social Fund (ESF) for support of structural reforms and implementation of 
further employment-related programmes directly or indirectly benefiting youth without requirement 
to focus specifically only on NEETs;  

3) Other EU sources, for example, European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the 
ERASMUS programme and the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), which could 
provide the support for employment-related and education-related programmes in Member States.  

As a European Court of Auditors highlighted in their report, the YEI/ESF funding covers only 
a small part of the required amount of support for the implementation of Youth Guarantee measures. 
Therefore, Member States need to find out significant additional resources from national budgets and 
other public and private sources to achieve foreseen goals of this programme (European Court of 
Auditors, 2017). 

Assessment of the progress of EU countries in implementing YG is a complex task for a 
number of reasons, including different levels of particular country economic development, different 
levels of overall and youth unemployment in each country, differences in the evolution and present 
situation of education systems, cultural traditions and business development experiences. In addition, 
the objectives of the program are known, but there are no clear criteria for reliably measuring progress 
in this area. It would be naive to expect that youth activity and inclusion into labour market could 
increase at the same rate over few years in all EU countries. Therefore, the following indicators sets 
were chosen for YG impact assessment: 

1. Percentage of NEETs aged 15-24 in comparison with the total youth of this age in year 2013. 
2. Level of NEETs aged 15-24 in percent at the end of the year 2017 in comparison with the year 

2013. 
3. Percentage of NEETs aged 15-24, who first time were involved in YG activities in period 

2014-2017. This indicator does not include those NEETs, who repeatedly were involved in 
activities of YG program after some time. 

4. Positive outcome in 6 month after completing participation in YG in period 2014-2017 – i.e. 
young people aged 15-24 were involved into labour market, education or training in 6 month 
period after completing participation in YG. 
The data used for investigation are received from officialy published sources such as 

Eurostat as well as reports on progress in YG implementation from particular countries (European 
Commission (2018b) and presented in table 1. 

According the share of NEETs aged 15-24 in comparison with total youth population of this 
age (shown in table 1), EU countries preliminary were splited into three groups. The first group 
include countries with less or 10% of inactive youth in comparison with the total number of young 
people in this age group, the second group include countries with more than 10% and less or 15% of 
young people in this age group and the third group include countries in which share of inactive youth 
is more than 15%. 

According the percentage of NEETs aged 15-24, who first time were involved in YG activities 
in period 2014-2017 (shown in table 1), EU countries preliminary were split into three groups. The 
first group include countries with less or 40% of NEETs of this age. The second group include 
countries with more than 40 and less or 75% of NEETs of this age and the third group – countries in 
which share of involved NEETs is more than 75%, including case of Luxembourg with 100% of 
involvement. 

According the percentage of NEETs with positive outcome in 6 month after completing 
participation in YG (shown in table 1), EU countries preliminary were split into three groups also. 
The first group include countries with positive outcome less or equal to 50%, the second group include 
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countries with positive outcome higher than 50% and less or equal to 75% and the third group include 
countries in which the level of positive outcome equal 75% and above. 

According the level of NEETs aged 15-24 at the end of the year 2017 in comparison with the 
year 2013 (shown in table 1), EU countries were split into two groups: a) countries in which level of 
NEETs decreased in this period of time and b) countries in which level of NEETs not changed or, 
unfortunately, increased despite all the efforts of those countries. 
 
Table 1. The indicators used for cluster analysis seeking to identify EU Member States groups 
according percentage of NEETs aged 15-24 and results of implementation of YG activities in 

period of time 2014-2017 
Country’s Percentage of NEETs 

population aged 15-24 in 
comparison with the 
total youth of this age, % 

Level of 
NEETs at the 
end of 2017 
in comparison 
with 2013, % 

Percentage of NEETs 
population aged 15-24 in year 
2014-2017, % 
Partici-
pated in 
YG 

positive 
outcome after 
completing YG 

title acro-
nym 

in year 
2013 

in year 
2017 

Belgium BE 12.7 9.3 73.2 46.9 75.3 
Bulgaria BG 21.6 15.3 70.8 85.2 61.3 
Czech 
Republic CZ 9.1 6.3 69.2 53.5 68.1 
Denmark DK 6.0 7.0 1.0/116.7 73.2 81.0 
Germany DE 6.3 6.3 0.0 63.2 71.6 
Estonia EE 11.3 9.4 83.2 50.5 68.3 
Ireland IE 16.4 10.9 66.5 58.6 78.0 
Greece EL 20.4 15.3 75.0 73.3 54.3 
Spain ES 18.6 13.3 71.5 56.6 99.5 
France FR 11.2 11.5 102.7 27.4 62.4 
Croatia HR 19.6 15.4 78.6 59.7 66.7 
Italy IT 22.2 20.1 90.5 96.8 98.2 
Cyprus CY 18.7 16.1 86.1 35.4 33.5 
Latvia LV 13.0 10.3 79.2 69.7 75.5 
Lithuania LT 11.1 9.1 82.0 67.7 60.0 
Luxembourg LU 5.0 5.9 118.0 100.0 69.3 
Hungary HU 15.5 11.0 71.0 89.1 95.6 
Malta MT 9.9 8.6 86.9 90.2 79.1 
Netherlands NL 5.6 4.0 71.4 40.3 72.1 
Austria AT 7.3 6.5 89.0 26.2 68.1 
Poland PL 12.2 9.5 77.9 56.3 64.4 
Portugal PT 14.1 9.3 66.0 56.3 64.4 
Romania RO 17.0 15.2 89.4 14.9 46.5 
Slovenia SI 9.2 6.5 70.7 65.7 74.1 
Slovakia SK 13.7 12.1 88.3 59.9 72.3 
Finland FI 9.3 9.4 101.1 46.1 69.7 
Sweden SE 7.5 6.2 82.7 53.2 69.9 
United 
Kingdom UK 13.2 10.3 78.0 18.9 37.4 

Source: developed by author using Eurostat and European Commission data 
 
Cluster analysis based on use of all chosen indicators allowed see their correspondence to the 

sub clusters from the first stage. There were determined two clusters (optimal meaning of value index 
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equal 0.5456), first of which covers 23 countries (IT, HU, LU, MT, EE, CZ, SE, NL, BE, FI, IE, SK, 
HR, PL, PT, BG, EL, LT, ES, DK, LV, DE, SI) and the second – 5 countries (FR, AT, CY, RO, UK). 
Cluster dendrogram of this investigation presented in the Figure 1. Average meanings of indicators 
in the first and the second cluster are respectively: a) 12.62174 and 13.48 for indicator „Percentage 
of NEETs aged 15-24 in comparison with the total youth of this age in year 2013“; b) 68.1 and 71.4 
for indicator „Level of NEETs aged 15-24 at the end of the year 2017 in comparison with the year 
2013“; c) 65.739 and 24.56 for indicator „Percentage of NEETs aged 15-24, who first time were 
involved in YG activities in period 2014-2017“ as well as d) 73.42 and 49.56 for indicator „Positive 
outcome in 6 month after completing participation in YG in period 2014-2017“. Unfortunately, the 
obtained result hampered the interpretability of results even on sub clusters level.  

Seeking to provide an interpretation-friendly cluster analysis, the variables used for 
investigation, were divided into two groups. The first group included indicators reflecting the baseline 
of NEETs in year 2013 and level of NEETs in percent at the end of the year 2017 in comparison with 
the year 2013. The second group included indicators reflecting the percentage of NEETs who first 
time were involved in YG activities in period 2014-2017 and the share of participants of YG with 
positive outcome in 6 month after completing participation in this programme at the same period of 
time. 

Seeking to reveal similarities and differences of EU Member States according the share of 
NEETs at start position of YG implementation in year 2013 and the level of NEETs at the end of the 
year 2017 in comparison with the year 2013 in percent, the cluster analysis of first two indicators 
defined before is conducted. Cluster dendrogram of this investigation presented in the Figure 2. This 
investigation as optimal reviled three clusters, first of which covers 10 countries, the second – 13 
countries and the third – 5 countries.  
 

 
Figure 1. Cluster dendrogram of EU Member States participated in YG programme 

according all indicators used for investigation 
 

The first cluster (let's call it as cluster A) include countries (IT, CY, RO, PT, IE, HU, BG, ES, 
EL, HR), in which indicator „Percentage of NEETs aged 15-24 in comparison with the total youth of 
this age in year 2013“ is highest among EU Member States and varies in an interval from 14.1% to 
22.2% with average meaning of 18.41% as well as decrease of number of NEETs until the end of 
year 2017 variate from 70.83% in Bulgaria until 89.41% in Romania with average meaning equal to 
79.36%. To make it easier the description of this cluster in the text of the article, let's call it as cluster 
A. Most of the countries included into this cluster are located at the southern part of Europe, not 
depending on time they joined EU and slightly depending on level of economic development. Also, 
high unemployment rates are common for citizens of all age groups in these countries (European 
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Commission, 2018b). Progress in decrease of share of NEETs population is clearly seen in analysed 
period of time, but does not guarantee a major breakthrough in reducing the number of youth who are 
not in employement, education or training.  

The second cluster (let's call it as cluster B) includes countries (BE, PL, LV, UK, SK, MT, 
EE, LT, AT, SE, NL, CZ, SI), in which indicator „Percentage of NEETs aged 15-24 in comparison 
with the total youth of this age in year 2013“ varies in relatively wide interval from 5.6% in 
Netherland until 13.7% in Slovakia with average meaning of this indicator equal to 10.446% inside 
of cluster as well as decrease of the number of NEETs variate from 73.228% in Belgium until 
89.041% in Poland at the end of year 2017 (average meaning is 76.53%). Some of countries included 
into this cluster are located in the Western, some in Eastern Europe, but their inclusion into this cluster 
has no correlation with level of economic development or the deepness its downturn at the end of 
2008. The relative decline in the share of NEETs in the countries of this cluster is almost the same as 
in the countries belonging to the cluster A. 

The third cluster (let's call it as cluster C) include countries (DK, LU, DE, FR, FI), in which 
are relatively lowest meanings of indicator „Percentage of NEETs aged 15-24 in comparison with the 
total youth of this age in year 2013“, which varies in the interval from 5.0% in Luxembourg until 
11.2% in France with average meaning of this indicator equal to 7.56%. The share of NEETs in this 
group of countries not changed until the end of year 2017 (in Germany) or even increased by 18.0% 
in Luxembourg (average meaning of increase of number of NEETs in these countries is 7.68%). These 
countries are the EU's leaders in terms of the level of economic development, with relatively little 
impact from the economic downturn at the end of 2008.  

The reason why share of NEETs increased in these countries are not clear looking even at the 
percentage of the NEETs participated in YG activities with exception of France, in which there were 
involved only 27.4% of NEETs and partly of Finland where level of participation in YG was equal 
to 46.1%. 

Seeking to reveal similarities and differences of EU Member States in share of NEETs 
attended YG programme for first time in period 2014-2017 and positive outcome in 6 month after 
completing participation in this programme at the same period of time, an indicator „Percentage of 
NEETs aged 15-24, who first time were involved in YG activities in period 2014-2017“ and indicator 
„Positive outcome in 6 month after completing participation in YG in period 2014-2017“ there were 
used. Cluster dendrogram of this investigation is presented in the Figure 3. Optimal number of clusters 
in this case also are three, first of which covers 19 countries (DK, LV, SI, BG, EL, LT, ES, NL, BE, 
FI, IE, DE, SK, EE, CZ, SE, HR, PL, PT), the second – 4 countries (IT, HU, LU, MT) and the third 
– 5 countries (FR, AT, CY, RO, UK).  
 

  
Figure 2. Cluster dendrogram of EU Member 
States which participated in YG programme 

according the level of NEETs aged 15-24 in year 
2013 and the level of NEETs in percent at the 

end of the year 2017 in comparison with the year 
2013 

Figure 3. Cluster dendrogram of EU Member 
States according the share of NEETs attended 
YG programme for first time in period 2014-
2017 and positive outcome in 6 month after 

completing participation in this programme at 
the same period of time 
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The first cluster from this investigation (let's call it as cluster D) include most part of EU 
Member States (DK, LV, SI, BG, EL, LT, ES, NL, BE, FI, IE, DE, SK, EE, CZ, SE, HR, PL, PT). 
An indicator „Percentage of NEETs aged 15-24, who first time were involved in YG activities in 
period 2014-2017“ has very wide range of variation from 40.3% in Netherland until 85.2% in 
Bulgaria with average meaning of 59.784% as well as indicator „Positive outcome in 6 month after 
completing participation in YG in period 2014-2017“ variate from 54.3% in Greece until 99.5% in 
Spain with average meaning of 70.868%. Countries of this cluster are scattered across Europe and 
differ in terms of their level of economic development, duration of EU membership, number of 
population and overall level of unemployment. It is very important to stress relatively high level of 
positive outcome (more than 50%) in 6 month after completing participation in YG and a significant 
impact on the decline in NEETs population.  

The second cluster from this investigation (let's call it as cluster E) include only four countries 
(IT, HU, LU, MT), in which an indicator „Percentage of NEETs aged 15-24, who first time were 
involved in YG activities in period 2014-2017“ variate from 89.1% in Hungary until 100% in 
Luxembourg with average meaning of 94.025% as well as indicator „Positive outcome in 6 month 
after completing participation in YG in period 2014-2017“ variate from 69.3% in Luxembourg until 
98.2% in Italy with average meaning of 85.55%. Very high share of NEETs who were involved in 
YG activities and high level of positive outcome in 6 month after completing participation in YG 
promotes the belief that a major breakthrough has been achieved in solving of youth unemployment 
in countries of this cluster, but data on reduction of NEETs population (table 1) do not show this, 
especially in Hungary, where the percentage of NEETs declined from 15.5% until 11.0% in period 
of time from 2014 until 2017, and in Italy, where the percentage of NEETs declined only from 22.2% 
until 20.1% at the same period of time. The reasons of this phenomenon are unclear and require 
deeper investigation.  

The third cluster from this investigation (let's call it as cluster F) include five countries (IT, 
HU, LU, MT), in which an indicator „Percentage of NEETs aged 15-24, who first time were involved 
in YG activities in period 2014-2017“ variate from 14.9% in Romania until 35.4% in Cyprus with 
average meaning of 24.56% as well as indicator „Positive outcome in 6 month after completing 
participation in YG in period 2014-2017“ variate from 33.5% in Cyprus until 68.1% in Austria with 
average meaning of 49.58%. This group of countries could be characterised as having very low level 
of NEETs involvement into YG and having weak outcome in 6 month after completing participation 
in this programme. 

The list of countries included into this cluster is exactly the same as the list of countries in 
cluster C. Taking into consideration the fact these countries has relatively low level of NEETs, low 
attention of these countries for implementation of YG is understandable, but unjustifiable because it 
not affected on decrease of NEETs population or, at least, influenced increase of this indicator in 
some countries. 
 

3. Conclusions and policy recommendations 
 

The launch of the European Youth Guarantee raised great attention among stakeholders in 
Europe. This happened due several reasons: a) an innovative view on ways unemployment and 
inactivity of youth, especially those who depend to age group from 15 to 25; b) this measure arrived 
in a moment when high youth unemployment levels that had persisted in the region since the 
economic downturn in 2008 required an urgent response. Commitment of EU Member States’ to 
ensuring that young NEETs should receive a good continued education and employment, training or 
apprenticeship opportunity within a psychologically acceptable period of time seems as an 
appropriate political response to this very serious problem. Looking at the seriousness and the 
magnitude of this problem from nowadays perspective, the implementation of such programme it 
should have be launched few years early.  
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The different commitments outlined in the YG scheme have been implemented in practice. A 
regular analysis of the results achieved shall be carried out in order to identify the advantages and 
disadvantages of implementing this program and to suggest improvements of measures are taken. 
Various statistical data are regularly collected and published reflecting the results of YG 
implementation, official reports on the progress made are drawn up and published by the EU Member 
States. However, there is a significant lack of research reflecting the impact of different decisions on 
the scale of achievement and the rational use of allocated funds.  

An analysis of statistical data and reports presented by particular countries (European 
Commission, 2018b) allow to make conclusion that the implementation of the YG scheme is a 
welcome initiative, especially in terms of the actions were planed and implemented. The 
implementation process is still underway. The majority of European countries have already applied 
many measures towards the establishment of this programme. Investigation into plans prepared by 
particular European countries and presented in annual reports reveals a wide spectrum of measures 
which they are going to implement within the framework of the YG. The plans of majority of 
countries include most elements recommended by Council: a) preparation of the programmes 
focussed on improvement of education and training for more successful transition from education to 
employment; b) intensive work on initiatives to reduce school dropout and provide possibilities for 
remedial education; c) creation of services for employment intermediation; d) developement specific 
measures targeting the most vulnerable young people according clear eligibility criteria. 

Analysis of the data provided in the reports presented by particular countries allow to conclude 
the measures, suggested by European Commission, have produced significant change and yielded 
positive results where these measures were designed and implemented properly, taking into 
consideration real situation, youth and employers wishes.  

Moreover, social dialogue and participation of all social partners in planning, implementation, 
execution and monitoring of measures has very important role on the way to success. Analysis of 
reports from various EU Member States (European Commission, 2018b), especially those with 
greeter success show that most countries concentrated on the partnership approach while 
implementing Youth Guarantee programme and established cooperation with participation among 
employers’ organizations, trade unions, schools and training centres and non-governmental 
organizations. But, as Dhéret and Roden (2016) rightly observed, most cases cooperation between 
ministries and other governmental institutions, dealing employment and educational policies, it was 
foreseen and less frequently the cooperation with Non-Governmental Organisations, social partners 
and youth organisations was established.  

The European Court of Auditors as one of the risks factors on successful implementation of 
the Youth Guarantee highlighted the fact 60% of countries analysed have submitted proposed 
expenditures in their implementation plans below the recommended levels (European Court of 
Auditors, 2015). These countries need to make greater financial commitments in order to meet their 
target of reducing youth unemployment. However, some countries allocated more funds for 
implementation of YG program in comparison with official recommendation. One of the countries 
that have done this is Ireland, in which the share of NEETs declined from 16.4% to 10.9% until the 
end of 2017 and this is one of the best results among EU countries. 

The challengers, which EU member States deal in reducing youth unemployment and 
decreasing NEETs population, are very serious and complicated. No one can say exactly what needs 
to be done to get things done quickly and reliably. This investigation provided more light on success 
of YG implementation processes, on countries whose success is greater than others. This investigation 
provides an opportunity to focus on the credibility of the countries that have made the most progress 
in implementation of YG. Especially positive is sharing experiences with other countries, even those 
with significantly lower achievements, understanding that the expectations of societies in these 
countries, believable, are the same as in countries which succeed. Any case more detailed 
investigation is needed to assess the efficiency of spendings focusing on public-sector and private-
sector partnerships in particular countries for more successful youth involvement into the labour 
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market as a guarantee for the success of EU economic and sustainable social development, especially 
in countries with high rates of long-term youth unemployment.  
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