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inform the ongoing work of the European Parliament's Committee on 
Employment and Social Affairs (EMPL) on an own-initiative implementation 
report on the RYG (2025/2184(INI)). 

The assessment is composed of two parts. The first part is an introduction 
by the European Parliamentary Research Service that provides the essential 
historical background, including an overview of selected evaluations, 
Parliament's position, and a complementary analysis on young people not 
in education, employment or training. The second part is an evaluation 
study undertaken by a team of external experts that aims to provide an 
updated assessment of the RYG's implementation. It is guided by three core 
objectives: (i) to assess current trends in implementation at Member State 
level; (ii) to analyse the impact of the 2020 reinforcement in addressing 
previously identified challenges; and (iii) to examine the role of EU funding 
and governance mechanisms. Based on interviews, a survey, desk research, 
and extended national research in 10 selected Member States, the study 
provides key findings and policy recommendations to tackle the 
implementation gaps identified. 
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I 

Executive summary 

About this European implementation assessment 
The evaluation study, together with this introductory analysis, are part of the European 
implementation assessments series produced by the European Parliamentary Research Service 
(EPRS). These European implementation assessments are made available to committees that work 
on implementation reports as part of the European Parliament's commitment to the Better 
Regulation agenda and notably its 'evaluate first' principle.  

This European implementation assessment of the reinforced Youth Guarantee (RYG) was produced 
by EPRS to support the work of the European Parliament's Committee on Employment and Social 
Affairs (EMPL) on an own-initiative implementation report on the RYG (2025/2184(INI)).  

The introductory analysis (Part I) 
The in-house introductory analysis provides a background to the origins of the initial Youth 
Guarantee from 2013 and the rationale for reinforcing it in 2020. Under the 2013 Youth Guarantee 
Council recommendation, Member States were to ensure that all young people under 25 receive a 
good-quality offer of employment, continued education, an apprenticeship or a traineeship within 
four months of leaving formal education or becoming unemployed. In addition to an overview of 
selected evaluations, both of the RYG and its predecessor, it also examines the RYG's main target 
group: young people not in education, employment or training (NEETs).  

In particular, the introductory analysis explains who NEETs are, why this indicator is used, and how 
NEET rates in the EU have evolved over time. In this context, it draws particular attention to a 
persisting NEET gender gap, with NEET rates among young women exceeding those of young men 
in the EU for more than a decade up until today. Based on recent statistics, it highlights that young 
women (and particularly those with caring responsibilities) are, on average, not only more likely to 
become a NEET than men; however, once they are NEETs, they are also more likely to be outside 
the labour force (i.e. not actively seeking work) than young male NEETs. This may be linked to 
structural barriers and, in particular, the unequal burden of caregiving responsibilities. 

Moreover, this part outlines the European Parliament's position on the RYG, as detailed in several of 
its resolutions and parliamentary questions.  

Finally, it outlines the scope, objectives, limitations and key findings of the external evaluation study. 

The evaluation study (Part II) 
The evaluation study on the implementation of the RYG was commissioned by EPRS from an external 
contractor (Milieu). The study was carried out between May and December 2025. It was guided by 
three core objectives: (i) to assess current trends in implementation at Member State level, focusing 
on the effectiveness of national YG schemes across multiple dimensions; (ii) to analyse the impact 
of the 2020 reinforcement in addressing previously identified challenges; and (iii) to examine the 
role of EU funding and governance mechanisms. The study scope extends to both the EU- and 
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Member-State level, with focused national research carried out across 10 selected Member States: 
Bulgaria, Germany, Ireland, Spain, Italy, Hungary, the Netherlands, Poland, Finland and Sweden. The 
study draws from desk research, semi-structured interviews with EU-level stakeholders, and 
national YG coordinators, as well as surveys distributed to the managing authorities (MAs) of 
relevant operational programmes (OPs). 

The study finds that the RYG has served as a catalyst for institutional reform and policy innovation 
across the sample of Member States, with EU funding levels appearing broadly adequate and 
accessible. Against a backdrop where average rates of NEETs have reached record lows, the RYG's 
impact has nonetheless been uneven, in terms of both the extent of national adoption of the 2020 
recommendation's new reinforced elements and the outcomes achieved. 

While the expanded age range has successfully increased participation, outreach remains difficult. 
In this context, equity concerns persist in terms of the ability of RYG schemes to reach vulnerable 
subgroups and to serve rural and remote areas, with structural barriers often limiting engagement. 
Moreover, the four-month offer target is not met in more than half of the cases, and flawed 
monitoring and data reporting by the Member States persists. On the impact of merging the Youth 
Employment Initiative (YEI) into the European Social Fund+ (ESF+), the study yielded mixed but 
largely positive feedback. Despite persisting challenges in implementation, the study also finds that 
the European Semester's engagement with Member States on the YG has declined considerably 
since 2014. 

The study proposes four policy recommendations addressed to the Member States and the 
European Commission respectively, relating to the capacity of authorities responsible for RYG 
implementation, outreach, offer quality and monitoring. 
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PART I. IN-HOUSE INTRODUCTORY ANALYSIS 

1. Introduction 

The Youth Guarantee is a commitment by EU Member States to all young people under the age of 
30 to be offered a good-quality offer of employment, continued education, apprenticeship or 
traineeship, within four months of becoming unemployed or leaving formal education.1  

In the aftermath of the 2008 economic crisis, the EU Member States faced high youth unemployment 
rates. The European Commission published a Youth Employment package in 2012, which included a 
proposal for a Council recommendation on a Youth Guarantee.2 The EU Member States created the 
Youth Guarantee on this basis in 2013.3 Since then, youth unemployment has fallen by almost 
10 percentage points but has stalled at around 15 % for the past three years, with high disparities 
between Member States. Youth unemployment in the EU is therefore still almost three times 
higher than the overall unemployment rate. The number of people not in education, employment 
or training (NEETs) also remains at an alarming level in several Member States, with particularly 
difficult situations for women and young people living in rural areas. The Youth Guarantee was 
reinforced in 2020 in the context of the pandemic, targeting an extended age range (15–29 years 
old instead of 15-24 years old), and putting an additional focus on aspects such as job quality and 
serving those hardest to reach.4 

In 2020, the European Parliament welcomed the Commission proposal for a Council 
recommendation on reinforcing the Youth Guarantee.5 It also stressed that a reinforced Youth 
Guarantee should 'overcome the shortcomings of the previous approach, which was based on 
employability, and must be conceived as a path aimed at ensuring, within a reasonable time, quality 
and permanent jobs for all young people involved'. In a 2022 resolution on empowering European 
youth, the European Parliament called for further strengthening the Youth Guarantee, notably 
with a binding instrument, criteria for quality offers, and additional EU funding.6 

On 20 March 2025, the European Parliament's Committee on Employment and Social Affairs (EMPL) 
requested the Ex-Post Evaluation Unit (EVAL) of the Directorate for Impact Assessment and 
Evaluation, within Directorate-General for Parliamentary Research Services of the European 
Parliament (DG EPRS), to provide expertise in support of a forthcoming implementation report on 

 
1  Council of the EU, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs – Reinforcing the Youth 

Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee. 
2  European Commission, communication 'Towards a job-rich recover', COM(2012) 173, 2012. 
3  Council of the EU, Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee. 
4  Council of the EU, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs – Reinforcing the Youth 

Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee. 
5  European Parliament, Resolution of 8 October 2020 on the Youth Guarantee. 
6  European Parliament, Resolution of 17 February 2022 on empowering European youth: post-pandemic employment 

and social recovery. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52012DC0173
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2013_120_R_0001_01
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2020-0267_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2022-0045_EN.html
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the reinforced Youth Guarantee (RYG). This European implementation assessment study is 
composed of two parts. This first part, which serves as an introduction to the external evaluation 
study, was drafted by the EVAL Unit of EPRS, while the evaluation in the second part was drawn up 
by an external contractor (Milieu). 
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2. Background 

2.1. The Youth Guarantee 

While national youth guarantee schemes have existed in Europe for around 40 years, with Sweden 
the first country to establish such scheme in 1984, a Youth Guarantee (YG) at EU level was adopted 
as late as in 2013, to combat high youth unemployment in the EU in the wake of the 2008 financial 
crisis.  

However, the importance of facilitating the transition from education to employment was already 
recognised at EU level back in 2005, when the Council offered young people the perspective of 'a 
new start before reaching six months of unemployment' in its employment guidelines.7 Pointing out 
that more than 5.5 million young people in the EU under the age of 25 were unemployed in 
December 2009 – which was equivalent to 21.4 % of all young people at the time – the European 
Parliament in 2010 called for a European Youth Guarantee, suggesting to shorten the period within 
which young people should receive an offer from six to four months.8 In December 2012, the 
European Commission put forward a Youth Employment package, including a proposal for a Youth 
Guarantee and financial assistance for its implementation. In October and December 2013 
respectively, the Youth Guarantee9 and the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI) were adopted.10 
Due to persistently high levels of youth unemployment, the initial total budget of the YEI 
(€6.4 billion for the 2014-2020 Multiannual Financial Framework programming period) was further 
increased to €8.9 billion later (in 2017, 2019 and 2020 respectively).11  

Under the 2013 YG, Member States were to ensure that all young people under 25 receive a good-
quality offer of employment, continued education, an apprenticeship or a traineeship within four 
months of leaving formal education or becoming unemployed (paragraph 1).12 As a 2017 EPRS 
analysis points out, this policy objective (to cover all young people) was ambitious (even if the policy 
instrument setting out this goal was a recommendation and thus not legally binding). At the same 
time, it was noted that the Council recommendation on the YG followed a pragmatic approach, 
stating that implementation of the YG 'should be geared to national, regional and local 

 
7  Council Decision 2005/600/EC of 12 July 2005, p. 21 
8  European Parliament, Resolution of 6 July 2010 on promoting youth access to the labour market, strengthening trainee, 

internship and apprenticeship status. 
9  Council of the EU, Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee; 2013/C 120/01. 
10  The Youth Employment Initiative was established as a separate financial instrument on the basis of Articles 16 to 23 of 

Regulation (EU) No 1304/2013 on the European Social Fund, providing additional EU funds to complement ESF 
funding.  

11  The YEI was aimed at directly supporting young NEETs in the regions with youth unemployment rates above 25 % in 
2012. See further info on the Commission's dedicated Youth Employment Initiative (YEI) website. 

12  The starting point should be the registration with an employment service or, for those not registered, any other 
moment as defined by the Member States. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32005D0600
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-7-2010-0262_EN.html
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2013_120_R_0001_01
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2013/1304/oj/eng
https://employment-social-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies-and-activities/eu-employment-policies/youth-employment-support/youth-employment-initiative-yei_en
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circumstances' (recital 20) and 'should take into account the diversity of the Member States and 
their different starting points' (recital 22).13  

The Council recommendation included comprehensive guidelines on how to implement the YG, 
defining: 

1 key elements of governance such as: 

• partnerships between employers and relevant labour market players;  
• development of outreach strategies, with a particular focus on young vulnerable 

people facing multiple barriers (such as social exclusion, poverty or discrimination) 
and NEETs; and  

• supportive measures for labour market integration (such as enhancing skills or using 
wage and recruitment subsidies for employers). 

and 

2 a multi-layered monitoring mechanism including: 

• monitoring and evaluation of measures under YG schemes by the Member States; 
• mutual learning activities at national, regional and local level between all parties 

involved in combating youth unemployment to ensure continuous improvement; 
• regular monitoring and reporting on developments concerning the design, 

implementation and results of YG schemes by the European Network of Public 
Employment Services (PES); and 

• monitoring of the implementation of YG schemes through multilateral surveillance of 
the Employment Committee (EMCO)14 under the European Semester (analysing the 
impact of the policies in place, and addressing, where appropriate, country-specific 
recommendations (CSRs) to Member States). 

As regards the latter, EMCO has developed a dedicated indicator framework for monitoring the 
YG and started data collection in 2014.The framework was subsequently revised in 2017 and 2021.15 

  

 
13  J. Tymowski, Youth Employment Initiative: European Implementation Assessment, EPRS, European Parliament, 2017, 

p. 16. 
14  EMCO is the advisory committee in the Employment and Social Affairs Council coordinating employment and labour 

market policies at European and national levels. 
15  A guide elaborated jointly by the International Labour Organization (ILO) and the European Commission sets out the 

indicator framework for monitoring the youth guarantee. It reviews the concepts and provides practical examples for 
the application of three sets of indicators that relate to the national implementation plans of the YG (i.e. indicators 
agreed upon by the members of the EMCO Indicators Group, those established by the European Social Fund (ESF) for 
the programming period 2014-2020, and those set under the YEI). 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_IDA(2017)603247
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/tools/neets/resources/indicator-framework-monitoring-youth-guarantee
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2.2. Assessing the initial Youth Guarantee's implementation 

Since its inception, implementation of the YG has been monitored closely. In addition to assessments 
provided by EMCO, the main EU entity responsible for reporting, other EU institutions and bodies 
have scrutinised the YG's impact in the Member States in the run-up to 2020, when the scheme was 
reinforced in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

In 2015 and 2017 respectively, the European Court of Auditors (ECA) identified persistent 
structural weaknesses of the YG schemes' implementation that risked undermining their 
effectiveness over the long term.16 In 2016, 2018 and 2019, the Council – in its Employment, Social 
Policy, Health and Consumer Affairs format (EPSCO) – endorsed a set of key messages provided 
by EMCO, underlining the importance of prevention, early intervention, strong partnerships within 
Member States, and the crucial role of PES.17 

In October 2016, the Commission reported on the YG's effects (as well as that of the YEI), finding - 
in contrast to ECA's point of view – that the instrument had been successful as a driver of policy 
reforms and better coordination in the fields of employment and education, and also in view of 
overall figures: according to the Commission, since 2014, more than 14 million young people had 
entered YG schemes, and around nine million young people had taken up an offer of employment, 
education, traineeship or apprenticeship under the YG. However, the Commission acknowledged 
the need to accelerate and broaden the YG, and to speed up implementation of the YEI. More efforts 
were needed to support 'hard-to-reach' young people and to improve the quality of offers and 
services provided. This, in particular, in view of the fact that in 2015, less than half of young NEETs 
(41.9 %) were registered under the scheme on average in the EU, with coverage rates of less than 
20 % in several Member States (such as Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia, Hungary, Italy, Malta and 
Romania); among those registered, almost half on average took up an offer within four months 
across the EU. In terms of sustainability, the Commission reported that on average, 40 % of young 
people having left the YG scheme were known to be in a positive situation, i.e. in a job, education, 
training or a traineeship six months afterwards. There were indications of sustainability being highest 
in countries with a focus on education (such as Denmark, Ireland, Italy and Malta), and lowest in a 
number of countries where most young people take up an offer of employment.18  

Moreover, in its 2016 Assessment report on PES capacity, the European Network of PES found 
that, in several Member States ranking lowest in terms of reform efforts and coverage of NEETs, 
public employment services were facing a combination of detrimental factors: difficult labour 

 
16  European Court of Auditors, Special Report No 3/2015: EU Youth Guarantee: first steps taken but implementation 

risks ahead, 2015; European Court of Auditors, Special Report No 5/2017: Youth unemployment – have EU policies 
made a difference? An assessment of the Youth Guarantee and the Youth Employment Initiative, 2017. Both reports 
are examined in detail in the external study in Part II. 

17  Council of the EU, 2016 EMCO review key messages for the Council, 2016; 2018 EMCO review key messages for the 
Council, 2018; 2019 EMCO review key messages for the Council, 2019. The 2023 EMCO review is further analysed in 
the external study in Part II. 

18  European Commission, communication on The Youth Guarantee and Youth Employment Initiative three years on, 
COM(2016) 646, and accompanying staff working documents SWD(2016) 323 and SWD(2016) 324, 2016. 

https://www.eca.europa.eu/lists/ecadocuments/sr15_03/sr15_03_en.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/lists/ecadocuments/sr15_03/sr15_03_en.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/lists/ecadocuments/sr17_5/sr_youth_guarantee_en.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/lists/ecadocuments/sr17_5/sr_youth_guarantee_en.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21845/st06781en16v2.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/33283/st07132-en18.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/33283/st07132-en18.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/42367/st14932-en19.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52016DC0646
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52016SC0323
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markets with high youth unemployment, a lack of capacities, and low engagement in capacity 
building.19 This combination of detrimental factors was also highlighted by academia, stating that 
precisely those Member States needing policies to reduce youth unemployment the most (such as 
southern European countries) were having the least developed institutional capacities and 
absorption rates. By contrast, countries with advanced PES (notably the Nordic countries and 
Austria) implemented YG measures successfully, and succeeded in reducing youth unemployment.20 

Many of these findings were raised at a workshop held at the European Parliament in March 2017. 
While overall entry and exit figures of the YG schemes were encouraging, according to the 
Commission representative, considerable challenges remained to ensure full implementation. In 
particular, outreach to non-registered NEETs and low-skilled young people had to be improved, and 
offers should be of better quality and more balanced, considering that, at the time, 70 % of offers 
under a YG scheme were employment offers, followed by education (13.2 %), traineeships (12.1 %) 
and apprenticeships (4.1 %). The Commission also pointed to insufficient institutional capacities of 
employment and other services; the need for improved integration of employment, education and 
youth policies; and further development of partnerships between governments and other 
stakeholders. While welcoming policy changes triggered by the YG, Members of the European 
Parliament (MEPs) across political groups expressed concerns regarding, among other things, 
coverage and sustainability of the scheme (and significantly divergent situations in the Member 
States in this context); its efficacy to fight youth unemployment (as the YG did not address 
underlying structural causes of unemployment and insufficient funding at EU level); and its efficacy 
to offer quality (suggesting that traineeships should be removed from the list of offers under the 
YG). Moreover, Members suggested extending the age limit up to 29 years, to cover young university 
graduates, as well.  

In September 2020, the Commission published an extensive evaluation of the support for youth 
employment by the European Social Fund (ESF) and the YEI from 2014 to 2018, finding that 
overall, youth employment operations had had a positive effect in terms of integrating young people 
in the labour market, although in different ways and to different extents.21 Operations were most 
effective in targeting and supporting young NEETs rather than economically inactive youth (i.e. 
young people not part of the labour force). In addition, measures that best helped participants 
improve their employability were typically linked to work experience or vocational skills with a direct 
link to employers, such as paid traineeships, apprenticeships and internships, vocational education 
and training (VET), and basic skills training for low-skilled young people. Moreover, the Commission 
stated that operations tailored to individual needs tended to be both more effective (particularly for 
more disadvantaged groups and those furthest away from the labour market) and more cost-

 
19  European Network of Public Employment Services, Assessment report on PES capacity, 2016. The PES network has 

been issuing annual assessment reports on PES capacity, complemented by reports on PES implementation of the YG, 
with its latest report on Trends in PES - Assessment of PES capacity 2023 published in April 2024. 

20  F. Pastore, 'The European Youth Guarantee: Labor market context, conditions and opportunities in Italy', IZA Journal 
of European Labor Studies, Vol. 4(1), 2025. 

21  European Commission, Evaluation of the ESF and YEI Support to Youth Employment, SWD(2020) 216, and Executive 
Summary of the Evaluation, SWD(2020) 2017, 2020. 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/5407aa8d-e13a-11e6-ad7c-01aa75ed71a1
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/482f2f86-1422-11ef-a251-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/277904779_The_European_Youth_Guarantee_labor_market_context_conditions_and_opportunities_in_Italy
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020SC0216
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52020SC0217
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52020SC0217
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efficient (as the low cost of delivering general guidance not tailored to individual needs did not 
compensate for the low effectiveness of this type of support). The evaluation found that the 
composition of the group of young NEETs had changed over the period analysed, with an increase 
in the proportion of inactive young people. The Commission also found that measuring the 
effectiveness of youth employment operations could be further improved by also tracking 'soft 
outcomes', among other things.22 

  

 
22  As set out in the Commission's evaluation (SWD(2020) 216, p. 42), managing authorities recognised the value of soft 

outcomes, particularly for disadvantaged groups with multiple problems; as such, outcomes were said to be highly 
valued by participants in the context of youth employment operations. The value was in the social skills built up (self-
esteem/confidence, cultural and community interaction) and in the non-vocational skills employers look for (including 
reliability, discipline, time keeping and personal organisation). The Commission acknowledges, however, that Member 
States seldom monitor soft outcomes; this may be due to difficulties in measuring and tracking of such data. 
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3. The reinforced Youth Guarantee 

Shortly after the outbreak of COVID-19, on 1 July 2020, the Commission put forward a proposal to 
reinforce the 2013 YG Council recommendation.23 In its explanatory memorandum, the 
Commission considered that, although the YG had become a reality across the EU – with 24 million 
young people having received a YG offer since the scheme's first implementation, and the YEI (and 
the ESF) having provided significant EU financial support for the YG's implementation over the 
2014-2020 programming period – challenges remained. Moreover, although youth unemployment 
and NEET rates had decreased substantially (down to 14.9 % of young unemployed on average, 
compared with its peak of 24.4 % in 2013), the ongoing pandemic was expected to jeopardise this 
positive development, with young people likely to be hit hardest. It was therefore important to 
reinforce the YG to contribute to 'alleviating the impact of the COVID-19 crisis and preventing 
another youth unemployment crisis'. 

3.1. Main objectives of the reinforced Youth Guarantee 

The 2020 Council recommendation on an RYG has built on its predecessor. It aims to ensure that all 
young people receive a good-quality offer of employment, continued education, an 
apprenticeship or a traineeship within four months of becoming unemployed or leaving formal 
education. 

It is specified that, to achieve that ambition, an RYG 'should provide young people with a path 
towards a stable labour market integration, and reach out and motivate greater numbers of young 
people regardless of the barriers they may face, making sure that none of them are left behind'.24 
Moreover, an RYG should strive to support young people in gaining valuable work experience and 
developing the right skills for a changing world of work, in particular those skills relevant to growth 
sectors and the green and digital transitions. The quality of apprenticeships is highlighted as being 
particularly important: 'There is a need to boost the supply of apprenticeships especially during the 
recovery phase and to promote the participation of companies in order to facilitate a smoother 
transition into employment.'25 

The RYG sought, in particular, to tackle the challenges that arose with its 2013 predecessor, and 
therefore (i) extended the age range from 25 to 29 years of age; (ii) put emphasis on delivering 
'good-quality' offers that are aligned with EU quality frameworks; (iii) focused more on serving hard-
to-reach vulnerable groups and inactive NEETs; and (iv) introduced a four-phased approach to 
implementation (mapping, outreach, preparation and offer) to promote more coherent and 
individualised service delivery. 

 
23  European Commission, proposal for a Council recommendation on A Bridge to Jobs – Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee 

and repealing Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee, COM(2020) 277, and 
communication on Youth Employment Support: a Bridge to Jobs for the Next Generation, COM(2020) 276, 2020. 

24  Council of the EU, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs – Reinforcing the Youth 
Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee. 

25  ibid. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0277
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0276
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
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Further to its adoption, implementation of the RYG has been assessed on several occasions and by 
different organisations and bodies. In 2022, the European Committee of the Regions (CoR) 
commissioned a study on the local implementation of the RYG, focusing on PES.26 In November 
2023, EMCO carried out yet another review of the RYG's implementation (the key messages of 
which were endorsed by the EPSCO Council in February 2024).27 In April 2024, the European 
Network of PES published its latest assessment report on PES capacity, including a focus on PES 
implementation of the RYG.28 A survey of 28 (out of 32) PES Network members, conducted between 
July and September 2023, found, among other things, that outreach activities by PES had been 
intensified, with almost all surveyed PES (86 %, or 24 out of 28) actively engaged with vulnerable 
groups. The survey also revealed that many new initiatives had been introduced since 2021, and that 
social media channels were becoming more popular among PES to reach out to unregistered NEETs, 
demonstrating the rising importance of digital outreach for PES. 

Observations on progress in implementing the RYG can also be drawn from a recent Eurofound 
report.29 Preliminary analysis of the state of the RYG in mid-2023 showed a mixed picture, with 
Member States standing at different levels of engagement with the RYG. While Nordic Member 
States (such as Finland and Sweden) had long had youth employment-promoting policies in place, 
and others, such as Estonia, were rapidly moving forward, several southern European Member States 
with historically high NEET rates and strong regional disparities (such as Portugal and Spain) had 
started to implement the RYG, albeit with concerns regarding the RYG's capacity to deliver in the 
most deprived regions. According to Eurofound, many authors and interviewees thus argued in 
favour of a territorial/regional perspective on addressing youth unemployment, with regional or 
even local decision-making structures involved in RYG implementation.  

As interviews also highlighted that unemployed young people were somewhat under-represented 
in other policy measures, such as the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) and the national 
recovery and resilience plans (which had, according to the interviewees and preliminary 
assessments of the RRF,30 a disproportionate emphasis on formal education over labour market 
integration), continued support for the implementation of the RYG was, according to Eurofound, 
important. The report also finds that the problems facing young NEETs are both economic and social 
(relating for instance to a caregiving role, an unintended pregnancy, mental health issues, an 
addiction, homelessness or poor health). For young people in such situations, a work-first approach 

 
26  Committee of the Regions, 'The local implementation of the Reinforced Youth Guarantee', June 2022. The study is 

presented in detail in the external study in Part II. 
27  Council of the EU, 2024 EMCO review key messages for the Council, 2024. The review is analysed in detail in the 

external study in Part II.  
28  European Network of PES, Trends in PES - Assessment of PES capacity 2023, 2024.  
29  Eurofound, Becoming adults: Young people in a post-pandemic world, 2024. The assessment of the RYG was based 

on desk research and 17 semi-structured interviews with stakeholders from 10 countries (Belgium, Estonia, Spain, 
France, Croatia, Lithuania, Malta, Portugal, Finland and Sweden). 

30  F. Simões, School to work transition in the Resilience and Recovery Facility framework, Economic Governance Support 
Unit, European Parliament, 2022. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/366792047_The_local_implementation_of_the_Reinforced_Youth_Guarantee
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6831-2024-INIT/en/pdf
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/482f2f86-1422-11ef-a251-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/publications/all/becoming-adults-young-people-post-pandemic-world
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/publications/all/becoming-adults-young-people-post-pandemic-world
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/publications/all/becoming-adults-young-people-post-pandemic-world
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/IPOL_STU(2022)699552
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is often not appropriate; this was also recognised by the RYG, which repeatedly stressed the 
importance of cooperation with the social sector.  

Nevertheless, the RYG was often seen as an employment or economic policy, perhaps partly 
because measuring employment indicators was easier than measuring social outcomes. In 
Eurofound's view, however, the success of the RYG was highly dependent on policies in other 
areas, such as family, housing, childcare, fighting gender and intersectional discrimination, 
sexual education in schools, and mental health, including the Commission's 2023 mental health 
strategy. Moreover, in light of the labour market remaining precarious and unfair to the young 
generation (with many jobs being unattractive, badly paid or unable to offer young people a decent 
living), the report points to the need for focusing on decent work in youth employment policy. Lastly, 
Eurofound highlights the need for an increased emphasis on the gender dimension of the NEET 
rate (see further details in the following Sub-section 3.2. on NEETs). 

3.2. Young people not in education, employment or training (NEETs)  

3.2.1. Definition 
As highlighted in research conducted for the European Parliament, the 'NEET' terminology was first 
used in the mid-90s in the United Kingdom to describe the social situation in which a growing 
category of the population found itself: young people who were not accumulating human capital in 
any of the usual ways – i.e. through work, education or training. As the traditional indicators of 
employment, professional training and academic success were no longer enough to track the 
changing nature of the difficulties many young people were facing on the labour market, and the 
lasting fragility that ensued, the 'NEET' indicator was established.31 

Young NEETs comprise the unemployed (who are not at the same time in education) and a (much 
larger) group of young people who do not have a job and are not involved in any formal learning 
activity but who are also, for one reason or another, not actively looking for work. 

The social group of NEETs is highly diverse, including short- and long-term unemployed, young 
people in transition, young people with family responsibilities, and people with disabilities or medical 
conditions. Statistically, young women are over-represented, and the probability of being a NEET 
increases with age. In addition to gender and age, a person's education level is also an important 
determinant for the risk of becoming a NEET – with, as a general rule, someone's probability of 
becoming a NEET inversely proportional to their level of education.32 

While the NEET indicator has been subject to criticism (notably because it describes, in a single 
term, groups with highly diverse characteristics, and possibly stigmatises young people in such 
situations by depicting them as a uniform group that is unwilling to work or study),33 its usefulness, 
among other things, as a more reliable indicator of vulnerability than unemployment has been 

 
31  M. Lecerf, NEETS: who are they? Being young and not in employment, education or training today, EPRS, European 

Parliament, 2017. 
32  ibid. 
33  ibid. 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2017)599360
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recognised. As pointed out by the ILO, even in high-income countries, young NEETs outside the 
labour market are demonstrably more at risk of long-term economic and social exclusion, 
particularly young women with care responsibilities.34  

3.2.2. Statistics 
Although the RYG was adopted ahead of the 2021 European pillar of social rights (EPSR) action 
plan35 – which aims to reduce the EU NEET rate among those aged 15–29 from 12.6 % in 2019 to 9 % 
by 2030 - its focus on improving outreach to vulnerable groups and inactive NEETs, among other 
goals, is well aligned with this target. It is also in line with the United Nations 2030 Agenda for 
Sustainable Development,36 adopted in 2015, under which all countries, including the EU and its 
Member States, committed, among other things, to substantially reducing the proportion of NEET 
youth (target 8.6).  

In 2025, however, worldwide around 262 million – or one in four – young people aged 15–24 
were NEETs, as estimated by the International Labour Organization (ILO).37 As pointed out by the 
ILO, one third of the world's young people still live in a country that is 'off track' in its progress to 
meet Sustainable Development Goal target 8.6, with primarily low-income countries experiencing a 
sustained increase in NEET rates in the years following COVID-19; the NEET rate in low-income 
countries in 2024 (28.6 %) was nearly triple that of the rate in high-income countries (10.4 %). 
Moreover, two out of every three young people in NEET status are female, and young women 
are twice as likely as young men to be NEET.38  

In the EU, 11 % of 15- to 29-year-olds were NEETs in 2024, with significant divergences across 
Member States, ranging from 5 % in the Netherlands to 19 % in Romania (see Figure 1). 

 
34  N. O'Higgins, Measuring what matters: NEET vs youth unemployment, ILO, 2025. 
35  On 17 November 2017, the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission proclaimed the European pillar of 

social rights, setting out 20 headline rights to promote social rights in the EU. On 7-8 May 2021, at the Social Summit 
in Porto organised by the Portuguese Council Presidency, the EU institutions reaffirmed their commitment, with three 
2030 headline targets adopted through the Commission's European pillar of social rights action plan, subsequently 
endorsed by the European Council on 25 June 2021. Under the general EU target to reach a 78 % employment rate 
among those aged 20–64, the action plan sets out three sub-targets, including a decrease in the rate of NEETs aged 
15-29 from 12.6 % in 2019 to 9 % in 2030. With a view to putting forward a new European pillar of social rights action 
plan to support Member States in reaching the 2030 targets, the Commission launched a public consultation in June 
2025. In its call for evidence, it highlighted, among other things, uneven progress in decreasing the NEET rate, one of 
the action plan's sub-targets.  

36  United Nations, Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, Target 8.6, 2015. 
37  N. O'Higgins, Measuring what matters: NEET vs youth unemployment, ILO, 2025. 
38  ILO, Handbook on policy areas to reduce youth in NEET status, 2025, and Global Employment Trends for Youth 2024, 

2024. 

https://www.ilo.org/resource/article/measuring-what-matters-neet-vs-youth-unemployment#:%7E:text=NEET%20rates%20%E2%80%93%20but%20not%20youth,women%20than%20amongst%20young%20men
https://employment-social-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies-and-activities/european-pillar-social-rights-building-fairer-and-more-inclusive-european-union/european-pillar-social-rights-action-plan_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/14736-The-new-Action-Plan-on-the-implementation-of-the-European-Pillar-of-Social-Rights-_en
https://sdgs.un.org/2030agenda
https://sdgs.un.org/goals/goal8#targets_and_indicators
https://www.ilo.org/resource/article/measuring-what-matters-neet-vs-youth-unemployment#:%7E:text=NEET%20rates%20%E2%80%93%20but%20not%20youth,women%20than%20amongst%20young%20men
https://www.ilo.org/publications/handbook-policy-areas-reduce-youth-neet-status
https://www.ilo.org/publications/major-publications/global-employment-trends-youth-2024
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Figure 1 – Young people (aged 15-29) neither in employment nor in education and training, 
2024 

 

Data source: Eurostat (online data code: edat_lfse_20). 

Between 2014 and 2024, despite the COVID-19 pandemic, overall NEET rates decreased in the 
EU by -4.7 percentage points (pp). Among EU Member States, the largest reduction by far in NEET 
rates (in terms of percentage points) between 2014 and 2024 was in Greece (-12.5 pp), followed by 
Bulgaria (-11.3 pp), Croatia (-11.1 pp), Italy (-11.0 pp) and Ireland (-10.2 pp). While Denmark 
recorded the same NEET rates in 2014 and 2024, there were more NEETs in Lithuania (+1.8 pp) and 
Luxembourg (+3.4 pp) in 2024 than in 2014.39 

Figures also show a persisting NEET gender gap, with NEET rates among young women exceeding 
those of young men in the EU for more than a decade up until today.40 In 2024, 12.1 % of young 
women aged 15–29 were NEETs, while the corresponding share among young men stood at 
10.0 % across the EU. The largest difference between the number of female and male NEETs was 
found in Romania (11.2 pp) and Czechia (9.4 pp). By contrast, in 2024, four Member States (Estonia, 
Finland, Belgium and Sweden) had (slightly) higher NEET rates for men than for women (see 
Figure 2).41 

 
39  Eurostat, Statistics on young people neither in employment nor in education or training, 2025. 
40  A. D'Alfonso, A. Delivorias, G. Sabbati, Monitoring the EU's economic recovery: A promising start threatened by an 

unstable backdrop, EPRS, European Parliament, 2022. 
41  Eurostat, Statistics on young people neither in employment nor in education or training, 2025. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/EDAT_LFSE_20/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Statistics_on_young_people_neither_in_employment_nor_in_education_or_training
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2022)729440
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2022)729440
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Statistics_on_young_people_neither_in_employment_nor_in_education_or_training
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Figure 2 – Young people (aged 15-29) neither in employment nor in education and training, 
by sex, 2024 

  

Data source: Eurostat (online data code: edat_lfse_20).    

In addition, as young women become older, they are more likely to be in a NEET situation. A 
Eurostat analysis of three different age groups of young people (15–19, 20–24 and 25–29) shows 
that the EU gender gap for NEETs increased in relation to age in 2024. While for the youngest group, 
men had a higher share of NEETs than women, a shift was observed in the age group of those aged 
20–24, with the NEET rate for young women about the same as that for men (only 0.2 pp higher 
than that of men). In the oldest group, the gap between the sexes widened significantly to 6.4 pp.42 

Finally, young female NEETs are more likely than young male NEETs to be outside the labour 
force (i.e. not actively seeking work). Accordingly, the share of young men outside the labour force 
in 2024 was 5.3 %, compared with 8.5 % among females (with Czechia and Romania having the 
largest differences between the sexes). In only one Member State (Estonia), the proportion of male 
NEETs outside the labour force was higher than that of female NEETs.43 

In the same vein, the European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training (CEDEFOP) 
recently highlighted that, while the overall NEET rate had declined since 2021, the gender gap 
persisted. In CEDEFOP's view, young women, in particular young mothers, are more likely than men 
to leave education or remain outside the workforce because of the unequal burden of caregiving 
responsibilities. This dynamic contributes to a widening NEET gender gap over time, as limited 
access to childcare and structural labour market inequalities further strain women's work-life 
balance. To effectively support female NEETs, CEDEFOP therefore suggests raising awareness 
among policymakers of women's unique challenges, the need to collect and analyse gender-
disaggregated NEET data in order to design targeted outreach and activation measures, and the 
need to promote vocational education and training (VET) for female NEETs, offering opportunities 
for reskilling, employment and long-term career growth. To allow women to take part in VET 

 
42  ibid. 
43  ibid. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/edat_lfse_20/default/table?lang=en


EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 
  
 

14 

programmes, CEDEFOP underlines the importance of a flexible approach, integrating part-time 
training, adaptable learning options, and offering accessible and affordable childcare support.44  

 
44  CEDEFOP, Breaking barriers for young women not in employment, education, or training, 2025. 

https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/news/breaking-barriers-young-women-not-employment-education-or-training
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4. European Parliament position 

4.1. Parliament resolutions 

The European Parliament has continuously attached importance to supporting young people in 
a meaningful way. Following the introduction of the RYG, Parliament adopted several resolutions 
on its implementation and impact. Shortly after the Council recommendation of October 2020 on 
the RYG, Parliament adopted its position on adding Article 92b to the Common Provisions 
Regulation,45 which stipulates that REACT-EU resources must extend youth employment measures 
in line with the RYG to foster quality employment opportunities.46 Similarly, in its position of 
February 2021 on the adoption of the RRF Regulation,47 Parliament underlined that the Member 
States must align their national multiannual investment strategies with the YG implementation plans, 
and invest in the next generation through policies that bridge the generational gap, in line with the 
YG objectives.48 

In February 2022, Parliament adopted a resolution on empowering European youth following the 
COVID-19 pandemic, highlighting the need of a 'both binding and inclusive for all Member States' 
RYG, particularly in the context of traineeships, apprenticeships and internships.49 Parliament also 
called on the Commission to monitor implementation of the RYG through EMCO, and invited it to 
establish a dedicated working group to monitor RYG implementation. 

Parliament also highlighted the RYG at several instances, including its April 2022 resolution on 
protecting young people fleeing the war in Ukraine;50 its June 2022 resolution on cohesion 
policy, specifically addressing the vulnerabilities of young people living in rural areas and regions 

 
45  Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 laying down 

common provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the 
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund and laying down 
general provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund and 
the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006. 

46  European Parliament, Position of the European Parliament adopted at first reading on 16 December 2020 with a view 
to the adoption of Regulation (EU) 2020/… of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Regulation (EU) 
No 1303/2013 as regards additional resources and implementing arrangements to provide assistance for fostering 
crisis repair in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic and its social consequences and for preparing a green, digital 
and resilient recovery of the economy (REACT-EU), 2020. 

47  Regulation (EU) 2021/241 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 February 2021 establishing the Recovery 
and Resilience Facility. 

48  European Parliament, Position of the European Parliament adopted at first reading on 10 February 2021 with a view to 
the adoption of Regulation (EU) 2021/… of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing the Recovery and 
Resilience Facility, 2021. 

49  European Parliament, Resolution of 17 February 2022 on empowering European youth: post-pandemic employment 
and social recovery. 

50  European Parliament, Resolution of 7 April 2022 on the EU's protection of children and young people fleeing the war 
in Ukraine. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02013R1303-20240301
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TC1-COD-2020-0101_EN.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/241/oj/eng
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TC1-COD-2020-0104_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2022-0045_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2022-0120_EN.html


EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 
  
 

16 

with natural or demographic constraints;51 and its October 2022 resolution on Roma communities 
living in settlements in the EU.52 In June 2023, Parliament also adopted a resolution with 
recommendations to the Commission on quality traineeships, underscoring the YG's central role in 
boosting high-quality traineeship opportunities.53 This resolution subsequently informed the 
proposed traineeships directive, as noted in the explanatory memorandum accompanying the 
proposal.54 

More recently, Parliament called on the Member States to reinforce efforts in implementing the YG 
in the context of the European Semester and ESF+ post-2027,55 noting in its November 2023 
resolution, in particular, that the YG has so far not fully reached its objectives.56 

Over the years, Parliament has also commented on the implementation and impact of the YG with 
regard to the Commission progress reports for EU candidate countries, specifically North 
Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Montenegro. In its latest resolutions of 2025, Parliament 
welcomed the positive effects of the YG on reducing youth unemployment in North Macedonia.57 
Moreover, Parliament called on Bosnia and Herzegovina to finalise and adopt the YG, and 
encouraged Montenegro to effectively implement it in order to tackle continued high unemployment 
rates and ongoing brain drain.58 

4.2. MEPs' questions 

During the ninth and tenth legislative terms, MEPs submitted several questions, mainly to the 
Commission but also to the Council. Following the Commission's July 2020 proposal for a Council 
recommendation on an RYG, several MEPs, on behalf of the EMPL committee, submitted two 
thematically related questions for oral answer to the Commission and the Council.59 The questions 
concerned the Council's reduction of allocations for targeted actions for young people not in 
employment, from the 15 % proposed by the Commission to 10 %, prompting several sub-questions. 

 
51  European Parliament, Resolution of 7 June 2022 on EU islands and cohesion policy: current situation and future 

challenges. 
52  European Parliament, Resolution of 5 October 2022 on the situation of Roma people living in settlements in the EU. 
53  European Parliament, Resolution of 14 June 2023 with recommendations to the Commission on quality traineeships in 

the Union. 
54  European Commission, Proposal for a DIRECTIVE OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL on 

improving and enforcing working conditions of trainees and combating regular employment relationships disguised as 
traineeships ('Traineeships Directive'), COM(2024) 132, 20 March 2024. 

55  European Parliament, Resolution of 12 March 2025 on the European Semester for economic policy coordination: 
employment and social priorities for 2025; European Parliament, Resolution of 11 March 2025 on the European Social 
Fund Plus post-2027. 

56  European Parliament, Resolution of 23 November 2023 on job creation – the just transition and impact investments. 
57  European Parliament, Resolution of 9 July 2025 on the 2023 and 2024 Commission reports on North Macedonia. 
58  European Parliament, Resolution of 9 July 2025 on the 2023 and 2024 Commission reports on Bosnia and Herzegovina; 

European Parliament, Resolution of 18 June 2025 on the 2023 and 2024 Commission reports on Montenegro. 
59  Parliamentary question, Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee, Question for oral answer O-000059/2020 to the 

Commission, 2020; Parliamentary question, Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee, Question for oral answer 
O-000058/2020 to the Council, 2020. 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2022-0225_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2022-0343_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2023-0239_EN.html
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52024PC0132&qid=1713799947095
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-10-2025-0032_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-10-2025-0027_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2023-0438_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-10-2025-0157_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-10-2025-0156_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-10-2025-0130_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/O-9-2020-000059_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/O-9-2020-000058_EN.html
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The MEPs questioned the reasoning behind this reduction and the Commission's assessment 
thereof, particularly in view of the EU's efforts to combat youth unemployment. The MEPs also 
inquired how the two institutions intended to enhance the YG's proper implementation, reach and 
inclusiveness, and whether they supported Parliament's call to strengthen quality employment 
offers through binding quality criteria, such as remunerated traineeships. 

While the Council did not respond to the reduction in allocations, it reaffirmed its commitment to 
making the YG more inclusive by raising the age limit, paying particular attention to young women 
and disadvantaged groups, and encouraging Member States to prioritise digital skills, as well as 
facilitate further training and requalification.60 Likewise, the Commission did not comment on the 
Council's proposed allocation reduction either. Rather, it emphasised the crucial role Parliament and 
the Member States can play in implementing the YG, particularly regarding funding, synergies 
among funding instruments, and the quantitative monitoring of YG schemes through EMPL.61 
Furthermore, although the Commission expressed some scepticism about the legal feasibility of 
remunerated traineeships, it shared optimism that a joint understanding on this issue would be 
developed, also with civil society and social partners, and proposed a Council recommendation on 
vocational education and training, which was subsequently adopted in November 2020.62  

Following the adoption of the Council recommendation on the RYG in October 2020, Leila Chaibi 
(The Left) submitted a question for written answer to the Commission in May 2021, asking how it 
would monitor the quality of employment offers, particularly traineeships. In response, the 
Commission listed several initiatives aimed at promoting quality employment, including a review of 
the Quality Framework for Traineeships.63 Leila Chaibi also requested the Commission to disclose 
which Member States had already updated, or planned to update, their implementation plans in 
alignment with the RYG. However, the Commission refused, noting that the RYG does not oblige 
Member States to present their implementation plans.64 

In December 2021, several MEPs submitted, again, two thematically related questions for oral 
answer to the Commission and the Council on behalf of EMPL.65 Among other things, the questions 
focused on the implementation of the RYG, including how the Member States planned to update 
their RYG schemes, and how the Commission intended to monitor their progress, for example 
through the establishment of a working group. The questions also concerned the relationship 

 
60  Replies of the Council of the EU and the European Commission on reinforcing the Youth Guarantee, Verbatim report 

of proceedings, 2020.  
61  ibid. 
62  Council Recommendation of 24 November 2020 on vocational education and training (VET) for sustainable 

competitiveness, social fairness and resilience 2020/C 417/01. 
63  Parliamentary question, Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee, Question for written answer E-002653/2021 to the 

Commission, 2021. 
64  Answer given by Mr Schmit on behalf of the European Commission, E-002653/2021(ASW), 2021. 
65  Parliamentary question, Empowering European youth: post-pandemic employment and social recovery, Question for 

oral answer O-000075/2021 to the Commission, 2021; Parliamentary question, Empowering European youth: post-
pandemic employment and social recovery, Question for oral answer O-000077/2021 to the Council, 2021. 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/CRE-9-2020-10-05-ITM-024_EN.html
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_417_R_0001
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-9-2021-002653_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-9-2021-002653-ASW_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/O-9-2021-000075_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/O-9-2021-000077_EN.html
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between the RYG and the ALMA (Aim, Learn, Master, Achieve) initiative in promoting quality 
jobs, fair remuneration, and access to social protection, particularly for NEETs.  

Although the Council did not provide a targeted answer to the MEPs' questions in plenary, the 
Commission referred to EMCO's 2020 review of the RYG's national implementation, which identified 
remaining challenges in many areas, and highlighted ALMA's cross-cutting role, whose success is 
contingent on other successful initiatives financed by the ESF+ in Member States.66 

The question of implementation progress made by Member States was again raised by 
Ioan-Rareş Bogdan (EPP) in January 2023.67 In response, the Commission again alluded to the 2021 
EMCO review, which 'showed progress in mapping, reach-out to inactive and vulnerable [NEETs], 
and the quality of offers', while also highlighting some room for improvement on data protection 
issues that hindered the effective cross-sectoral exchange of personal information necessary for 
delivering integrated services.68 

  

 
66  Replies of the Council of the EU and the European Commission on Empowering European Youth: post-pandemic 

employment and social recovery, Verbatim report of proceedings, 2022. 
67  Parliamentary question, Business schemes for young people, Question for written answer E-000230/2023 to the 

Commission, 2025. 
68  Answer given by Mr Schmit on behalf of the European Commission, E-000230/2023(ASW), 2023. 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/CRE-9-2022-01-20-ITM-014_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-9-2023-000230_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-9-2023-000230-ASW_EN.html
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5. Presentation of the external evaluation study 

5.1. Scope, objectives and limitations 

The evaluation study in Part II on the implementation of the reinforced Youth Guarantee was 
commissioned by EPRS to an external contractor (Milieu). The study was carried out between May 
and December 2025. It aims to provide an updated assessment of the RYG's implementation, and 
was guided by three core objectives: (i) to assess current trends in implementation at Member State 
level, focusing on the effectiveness of national YG schemes across multiple dimensions; (ii) to 
analyse the impact of the 2020 reinforcement in addressing previously identified challenges; and 
(iii) to examine the role of EU funding and governance mechanisms.  

The study scope extends to both the EU and Member State levels, with focused national research 
carried out across 10 selected Member States: Bulgaria, Germany, Ireland, Spain, Italy, Hungary, the 
Netherlands, Poland, Finland and Sweden. The study draws from desk research, semi-structured 
interviews with EU-level stakeholders and national Youth Guarantee coordinators, as well as surveys 
distributed to the managing authorities (MAs) of relevant operational programmes (OPs). 

Because the MA survey received only a limited number of replies (from 15 out of 143 MAs across the 
27 EU Member States), the representativeness of the survey's key findings should be interpreted 
with this in mind. Moreover, variations in Member States' data collection and monitoring systems, as 
well as high proportions of 'unknown' YG outcomes in some countries, have challenged the study's 
ability to make direct cross-country comparisons of the RYG's performance. Similarly, the 
comparability of periods before and after the 2020 reinforcement is limited (as the reinforcement 
introduced significant changes to the YG's scope and objectives, while the external context was 
fundamentally altered by the impact of the pandemic on youth labour markets). Finally, establishing 
direct causality between the implementation of the RYG and its observed outcomes, such as a 
decline in NEET or youth unemployment rates, is inherently complex, particularly in view of 
significant macroeconomic shifts over the YG's implementation period, and the fact that the RYG is 
typically embedded within broader national active labour market policies, making it difficult to 
attribute outcomes solely to the YG framework, as opposed to complementary or related policy 
measures. 

Based on the key findings (see section below), the study proposes four policy recommendations 
relating to the capacity of authorities responsible for RYG implementation, outreach, offer quality 
and monitoring. 

5.2. Key findings 

5.2.1. Member State level trends in implementing the RYG 
The study finds considerable diversity in approaches to YG implementation across the ten 
Member States examined. For instance, institutional arrangements range from full policy 
mainstreaming within existing systems (as in Italy, the Netherlands and Finland) to the creation of 
distinct, branded national models (as in Ireland). Furthermore, national YG scheme delivery models 



EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 
  
 

20 

cluster around two main poles, with a notable imbalance in favour of employment-first approaches 
(i.e. Bulgaria and the Netherlands) over training-focused systems (i.e. Germany and Italy), with the 
governance structures of such schemes varying from decentralised municipal delivery to more 
centralised national coordination. 

The adoption of the four-phase implementation approach (mapping, outreach, preparation and 
offer), which is central to the 2020 reinforcement, has been uneven. The comprehensive mapping of 
support services, as envisioned by the Council recommendation, appears to be limited across the 
Member States. Outreach to inactive and vulnerable NEETs continues to face challenges, which 
in some cases is burdened by a 'creaming effect', whereby schemes primarily benefit young people 
who are already closer to the labour market. In part, this can stem from the structural limitations of 
PES, which lack the capacity to engage in proactive, community-based outreach. This is 
compounded by the passive, registration-based design of many schemes, which creates barriers for 
those facing institutional distrust or practical challenges, such as the lack of accessible 
transportation options or limited digital access in more rural and remote areas. 

In terms of the effectiveness of the national YG schemes, analysis of the revised Youth Guarantee 
indicator monitoring framework reveals clear gaps between the improving macroeconomic 
context and the direct performance of the schemes themselves. While average NEET rates in the 
EU reached their lowest recorded level of 11.1 % in 2024, the coverage rate of YG schemes stood at 
less than 50 % of the NEET population in many Member States. For those registered in the schemes, 
timeliness remains a primary challenge. Despite the RYG's emphasis on delivering timely offers, 
53.6 % of young people registered in a YG scheme in the EU had not yet taken up an offer after 
the four-month target in 2023, with particularly poor performance in Italy (86.1 %), Ireland (78.8 %), 
and the Netherlands (73.2 %). Similarly, the quality of offers also remains a challenge, as 
stakeholders report limited material improvements since the reinforcement. Post-placement 
support also appears underdeveloped, while follow-up data are often lacking, thereby inhibiting the 
ability to assess long-term outcomes. Equity concerns persist, too, as national YG schemes struggle 
to reach vulnerable groups as well as rural areas. 

5.2.2. Impact of the 2020 reinforcement 
The 2020 Council recommendation sought to address many of the key weaknesses previously raised 
by the ECA's 2015 and 2017 Special Reports, including the inadequacy of funding, the absence of a 
clear definition of 'good-quality offers', and insufficient monitoring and reporting frameworks. The 
reinforcement itself did formally address these criticisms by, for example, obliging Member States 
with NEET rates above the EU average to allocate at least 12.5 % of ESF+ funding to youth 
employment measures, offer quality standards being aligned with key EU quality frameworks,69 and 
a revised indicator monitoring framework for improved data collection. However, despite these 
improvements, the study identifies a gap between these ambitions and their practical 
implementation. 

In terms of funding adequacy, stakeholders express mixed views. While some, such as the 
European Youth Forum (EYF), maintain that total funding remains insufficient, others, including 

 
69  Specifically: Council of the EU, Council Recommendation of 10 March 2014 on a Quality Framework for Traineeships; 

and Council Recommendation of 15 March 2018 on a European Framework for Quality and Effective Apprenticeships. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014H0327(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32018H0502(01)
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BusinessEurope, note that the challenge has instead shifted from the amount of funding to its 
effective absorption and implementation at national level, particularly by the implementing PES. The 
latter view highlights a persistent lack of the necessary human capacity in some Member States, 
which impedes efficient utilisation of available funds. This distinction is key, as the latter view aligns 
with the broader evidence gathered for this study, including survey results from managing 
authorities (MAs) and interviews with national YG coordinators across the selected Member States, 
suggesting that perceived funding gaps may instead stem from bottlenecks in implementation 
rather than from an absolute lack of resources, informing one of the overall findings of this study 
that EU funding levels appear to be broadly adequate. 

The 2020 Council recommendation also introduced more specific criteria to determine what 
constitutes a 'good-quality offer'. However, the stakeholders consulted find that there has been 
little material improvement in practice. For instance, the European Trade Union Confederation 
(ETUC) observes that traineeships continue to have poorly designed learning objectives, while 
BusinessEurope raises concerns regarding the continued reliance of many national YG schemes on 
wage subsidies, questioning whether these create long-term or temporary positions that end when 
public funding does. The EYF also identifies low quality of offers as a persistent issue, resulting in 
precarious employment rather than sustainable labour market integration. Finally, in response to the 
third main criticism expressed by the 2017 ECA Special Report on insufficient monitoring, the RYG 
established a more robust framework for data collection, although – as the subsequent analysis 
confirms – notable gaps in reporting remain. 

Many key findings of the 2023 EMCO review remain largely valid in 2025, highlighting three 
enduring challenges: (i) persistent difficulties in outreach to vulnerable NEETs; (ii) diverging trends 
in service delivery, with a shift from personalised to generalised services in some Member States, 
contrasted by reinforced individualisation in others; and (iii) inconsistent monitoring and reporting 
of key indicators.  

Analysis of the RYG's reinforced elements demonstrates that Member-State level 
implementation has been uneven. The expanded age range to 15-29 years produced different 
outcomes among Member States: participation in Ireland nearly doubled, while the Netherlands has 
yet to even implement the change. The mapping requirement shows limited documented 
implementation. While some Member States have moved in the direction of more individualised 
approaches, as intended by the RYG, this has not been applied consistently across all cases 
observed. Furthermore, in response to the RYG's focus on enhancing skills relevant to the digital and 
green transitions, YG-specific data suggest that impact has been limited. For example, in Ireland, 
YG schemes offering continued education accounted for just 0.4 % of exits of young people leaving 
the scheme in 2023. 

5.2.3. EU funding and governance mechanisms 
The available EU-level funding mechanisms to support the RYG have evolved over both the 
2014-2020 and 2021-2027 programming periods examined. This was initially a combination of the 
Youth Employment Initiative (YEI) and the European Social Fund (ESF), but from 2021 to 2027, the 
ESF+ became the primary instrument. During the 2014-2020 period, the planned EU allocation for 
the relevant intervention field totalled €14.64 billion, with actual expenditure reaching 
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€12.85 billion. In comparison, the planned EU allocation through the ESF+ for the 2021-2027 period 
amounts to €10.84 billion, with the Just Transition Fund and Interreg programmes also providing 
modest support in a few cases.  

The study's analysis suggests that EU funding levels appear to be adequate and accessible, 
although this assessment varies across Member States. For instance, in countries such as Germany, 
Ireland and Sweden, funding is deemed sufficient, with the ESF/ESF+ playing a supplementary role. 
Rather, the main funding challenges lie in the insufficient administrative capacity, uneven 
coordination and unclear guidance. National co-financing has increased both in absolute and 
relative terms, increasing from €3.63 billion (20 % of total allocations) in 2014-2020 to €6.23 billion 
(37%) in 2021-2027. Beyond the ESF+, uptake of the RRF to support the YG appears mixed. Some 
Member States link RRF funding to targeted interventions (i.e. Ireland, Finland), while others use it 
to finance broader plans or interventions (Italy). According to the MAs, merging the YEI into the 
ESF+ is viewed as having both positive and negative implications. These include an extended 
target population and greater flexibility in implementation. However, challenges cited include 
frequent reporting requirements and limited visibility of YG-specific expenditure. 

Finally, the monitoring framework has data quality and completeness issues that undermine its 
effectiveness. While direct monitoring indicators are provided by all Member States, follow-up 
monitoring is not always available. Even among Member States providing follow-up data, high 
proportions of unknown outcomes persist: Sweden, Poland and Ireland report 24-30 % unknown 
situations at six months post-exit from national YG schemes. Furthermore, governance within the 
European Semester heavily utilises social monitoring tools (i.e. Joint Employment Report) to 
track RYG objectives, while the macroeconomic imbalance procedure has recalibrated its focus by 
downgrading youth unemployment to an auxiliary indicator. At the same time, direct political 
engagement within the European Semester shows declining responsiveness: country-specific 
recommendations (CSRs) relating to national YG schemes were issued only in 2013-2014, despite 
the COVID-19 pandemic's impact on the youth labour market in 2020 and beyond. Ultimately, the 
relationship between CSRs and actual conditions in the Member States suggest there is limited 
sensitivity to outcomes. 
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The implementation of 
the Reinforced Youth 

Guarantee 

Part II 
This study assesses the implementation of the Reinforced Youth Guarantee 
(RYG), as established by a 2020 Council Recommendation. The RYG is a 
commitment by the EU Member States to ensure all young people under 
the age of 30 receive a good-quality offer of employment, continued 
education, an apprenticeship, or traineeship within four months of 
becoming unemployed or leaving formal education. The RYG built on and 
updated the 2013 Youth Guarantee by: widening the target age to 15-29; 
improving offer quality; adding a four-phased implementation approach; 
and emphasising individualised service delivery. The study examines how 
the 2020 reinforcement has impacted implementation in 10 selected 
Member States by assessing: Member State trends, the impact of the 2020 
reinforcement against key longstanding challenges, and the role of EU 
funding and governance mechanisms.  

The study finds that the RYG has served as a catalyst for institutional reform 
and policy innovation across the Member States, with EU funding levels 
appearing broadly adequate and accessible. Against a backdrop where 
average NEET rates among young people have reached record lows, the 
RYG's impact has nonetheless been uneven in terms of both the extent of 
national adoption of the 2020 recommendation's new reinforced elements 
and the outcomes achieved. While the expanded age range has successfully 
increased participation, outreach remains difficult, the four-month offer 
target is not met in more than half of the cases, and flawed monitoring and 
data reporting by the Member States persists.  
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Executive summary 

Background and objectives 
The Youth Guarantee (YG) was established via a Council Recommendation in April 2013 in response 
to the persistent impacts of the 2008 financial crisis on youth employment across Europe. The aim 
of the initiative was to ensure that all young people under the age of 25 would receive a good-quality 
offer of employment, continued education, an apprenticeship, or training within four months of 
becoming unemployed or leaving the formal education system. 

The initiative made progress in its initial years, yet subsequent evaluative reports published by the 
European Court of Auditors (ECA) in 2015 and 2017 identified significant structural weaknesses 
with how the 2013 Council Recommendation was being translated into implementation in the 
Member States. Key issues raised by these ECA reports included inadequate funding, the absence 
of a clear definition of what constitutes a 'good quality offer', and incomplete monitoring 
frameworks. As the COVID-19 pandemic threatened to reverse years of progress in reducing youth 
unemployment, the European Union (EU) responded with the RYG through a new Council 
Recommendation in October 2020. The RYG introduced a number of concrete reforms over the 
initial instrument, namely: broadening the target age range to 15-29 years, emphasising 'good 
quality' offers that are aligned with key EU quality frameworks, focusing on hard-to-reach vulnerable 
groups, as well as introducing a four-phased approach to better structure implementation of the 
initiative (i.e., Mapping, Outreach, Preparation, and Offer). Three years after the introduction of the 
RYG, the Employment Committee (EMCO), which is the advisory committee in the Employment 
and Social Affairs Council coordinating employment and labour market policies at European and 
national levels, launched its own review in 2023. The EMCO review focussed on how the now 
reinforced YG was being implemented in the Member States, finding that many of the key challenges 
identified under the previous 2015 and 2017 ECA reports remain1.  

In this context, the study aims to provide an updated assessment of the RYG's implementation. It is 
guided by three core objectives: (1) to assess current trends in implementation at Member State 
level, focusing on the effectiveness of national YG schemes across multiple dimensions; (2) to 
analyse the impact of the 2020 reinforcement in addressing previously identified challenges via the 
ECA and EMCO reviews; and (3) to examine the role of EU funding and governance mechanisms. 

The study scope extends to both the EU and Member State level, with focused national research 
carried out across ten selected Member States: Bulgaria, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, 
Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain and Sweden. The study draws from desk research, semi-
structured interviews with EU-level stakeholders and national Youth Guarantee coordinators, as well 
as surveys distributed to the Managing Authorities (MAs) of relevant Operational Programmes 
(OPs). 

 

1  Employment Committee, EMCO review of the implementation of the Youth Guarantee – Key Messages, February 
2024. 

https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6831-2024-INIT/en/pdf
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Key findings 

Member State level trends in implementing the RYG 
The study finds that there is considerable diversity in approaches to YG implementation across 
the ten Member States examined. For instance, institutional arrangements range from full policy 
mainstreaming within existing systems (as in Italy, the Netherlands and Finland) to the creation of 
distinct, branded national models (as in Ireland). Furthermore, national YG scheme delivery models 
cluster around two main poles, with a notable imbalance in favour of employment-first approaches 
(i.e., the Netherlands, Bulgaria) over training-focused systems (i.e., Germany, Italy), with the 
governance structures of such schemes varying from decentralised municipal delivery to more 
centralised national coordination. 

The adoption of the four-phase implementation approach (Mapping, Outreach, Preparation, and 
Offer) that is central to the 2020 reinforcement has been uneven. The comprehensive mapping of 
support services, as envisioned by the Council Recommendation, appears to be limited across the 
Member States. Outreach to inactive and vulnerable NEETs (young people not in education, 
employment or training) continues to face challenges, which in some cases is burdened by a 
'creaming effect' whereby schemes primarily benefit young people who are already closer to the 
labour market. In part, this can stem from the structural limitations of public employment services 
(PES) that lack the capacity to engage in proactive, community-based outreach. This is compounded 
by the passive, registration-based design of many schemes, which creates barriers for those facing 
institutional distrust or practical challenges, such as the lack of accessible transportation options or 
limited digital access in more rural and remote areas. 

In terms of the effectiveness of the national YG schemes, analysis of the revised Youth Guarantee 
Indicator Monitoring Framework reveals clear gaps between the improving macroeconomic 
context and the direct performance of the schemes themselves. While average NEET rates in the 
EU reached their lowest recorded level of 11.1% in 2024, the coverage rate of YG schemes stood at 
less than 50% of the NEET population in many Member States. For those registered in the schemes, 
timeliness remains a primary challenge. Despite the RYG's emphasis on delivering timely offers, 
53.6% of young people registered in a YG scheme in the EU had not yet taken up an offer after 
the four-month target in 2023, with particularly poor performance in Italy (86.1%), Ireland (78.8%), 
and the Netherlands (73.2%). Similarly, the quality of offers also remains a challenge, as 
stakeholders report limited material improvements since the reinforcement. Post-placement 
support also appears underdeveloped, while follow-up data is often lacking, thereby inhibiting the 
ability to assess long-term outcomes. Equity concerns persist as well, as national YG schemes 
struggle to reach vulnerable groups as well as rural areas. 

Impact of the 2020 reinforcement 
The 2020 Council Recommendation aimed to address many of the key weaknesses previously raised 
by the 2015 and 2017 ECA Special Reports, including the inadequacy of funding, the absence of a 
clear definition of 'good quality offers', and insufficient monitoring and reporting frameworks. The 
reinforcement itself did formally address these critiques through, for example, obligating Member 
States with NEET rates above the EU average to allocate at least 12.5% of ESF+ funding to youth 
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employment measures, offer quality standards being aligned with key EU quality frameworks,2 and 
a revised Indicator Monitoring Framework for improved data collection. Yet despite these 
improvements, the study identifies a gap between these ambitions and their practical 
implementation. 

In terms of funding adequacy, stakeholders express mixed views. While some, such as the 
European Youth Forum (EYF), maintain that total funding remains insufficient, others, including 
BusinessEurope, note that the challenge has instead shifted from the amount of funding to its 
effective absorption and implementation at national level, particularly by the implementing PES. The 
latter view highlights a persistent lack of the necessary human capacity in some Member States that 
impedes efficient utilisation of available funds. This distinction is key, as the latter view aligns with 
the broader evidence gathered for this study, including survey results from Managing Authorities 
(MAs) and interviews with national YG coordinators across the selected Member States, suggesting 
that perceived funding gaps may instead stem from bottlenecks in implementation rather than from 
an absolute lack of resources, informing one of the overall findings of this study that EU funding 
levels appear to be broadly adequate. 

The 2020 Council Recommendation also introduced more specific criteria to determine what 
constitutes a 'good quality offer'. However, the stakeholders consulted find that there has been 
little material improvement in practice. For instance, the European Trade Union Confederation 
(ETUC) observes that traineeships continue to have poorly designed learning objectives, while 
BusinessEurope raises concerns regarding the continued reliance of many national YG schemes on 
wage subsidies, questioning whether these create long-term or temporary positions that end when 
public funding does. The EYF also identifies low quality of offers as a persistent issue, resulting in 
precarious employment rather than sustainable labour market integration. Finally, in response to the 
third main critique made by the 2017 ECA Special Report on insufficient monitoring, the RYG 
established a more robust framework for data collection, although as the subsequent analysis 
confirms, notable gaps in reporting remain. 

Many key findings of the 2023 EMCO review remain largely valid in 2025, highlighting three 
enduring challenges: (1) persistent difficulties in outreach to vulnerable NEETs, (2) diverging trends 
in service delivery, with a shift from personalised to generalised services in some Member States 
contrasted by reinforced individualisation in others, as well as (3) the inconsistent monitoring and 
reporting of key indicators.  

Analysis of the RYG's reinforced elements demonstrates that Member State level 
implementation has been uneven. The expanded age range to 15-29 produced different outcomes 
among Member States: participation in Ireland nearly doubled, while the Netherlands has yet to even 
implement the change. The mapping requirement shows limited documented implementation. While 
some Member States have moved in the direction of more individualised approaches as intended by 
the RYG, this has not been applied consistently across all cases observed. Furthermore, in response 

 

2  Specifically: Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 10 March 2014 on a Quality Framework for 
Traineeships, March 2014; and Council Recommendation of 15 March 2018 on a European Framework for Quality and 
Effective Apprenticeships, March 2018. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014H0327(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014H0327(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32018H0502(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32018H0502(01)


EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 

  

 

28 

to the RYG's focus on enhancing skills relevant to the digital and green transitions, YG-specific data 
suggests that the impact has been limited. For example, in Ireland, YG schemes offering continued 
education accounted for just 0.4% of exits in 2023.  

EU funding and governance mechanisms 
The available EU-level funding mechanisms to support the RYG have evolved over both the 
2014-2020 and 2021-2027 programming periods examined. This was initially a combination of the 
Youth Employment Initiative (YEI) and the European Social Fund (ESF), but from 2021 to 2027, the 
ESF+ became the primary instrument. During the 2014-2020 period, the planned EU allocation for 
the relevant intervention field totalled €14.64 billion, with actual expenditure reaching €12.85 billion. 
In comparison, the planned EU allocation through the ESF+ for the 2021-2027 period amounts to 
€10.84 billion, with the Just Transition Fund (JTF) and Interreg programmes also providing modest 
support in a few cases.  

The study's analysis suggests that EU funding levels appear to be adequate and accessible, though 
this assessment varies across Member States. For instance, in countries such as Germany, Ireland, 
and Sweden, funding is deemed sufficient, with the ESF/ESF+ playing a supplementary role. Rather, 
the main funding challenges lie in the insufficient administrative capacity, uneven coordination 
and unclear guidance. National co-financing has increased both in absolute and relative terms, 
increasing from €3.63 billion (20% of total allocations) in 2014-2020 to €6.23 billion (37%) in 2021-
2027. Beyond the ESF+, uptake of the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) to support the YG 
appears mixed. Some Member States link RRF funding to targeted interventions (i.e., Finland, 
Ireland), while others use it to finance broader plans or interventions (Italy). According to the MAs, 
merging the YEI into the ESF+ is viewed as having both positive and negative implications. 
These include an extended target population and greater flexibility in implementation. However, 
challenges cited include frequent reporting requirements and limited visibility of expenditure 
specific to the YG. 

Finally, the monitoring framework suffers from data quality and completeness issues that 
undermine its effectiveness. While direct monitoring indicators are provided by all Member States, 
follow-up monitoring is not always available. Even among Member States providing follow-up data, 
high proportions of unknown outcomes persist: Sweden, Poland, and Ireland report 24-30% 
unknown situations at six months post-exit from national YG schemes. Furthermore, governance 
within the European Semester heavily utilises social monitoring tools (i.e. Joint Employment 
Report) to track RYG objectives, while the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure has recalibrated its 
focus by downgrading youth unemployment to an auxiliary indicator. At the same time, direct 
political engagement within the Semester shows declining responsiveness: Country-Specific 
Recommendations (CSRs) related to national YG schemes were issued only in 2013-2014 despite 
the impacts to the youth labour market in 2020 and beyond due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Ultimately, the relationship between CSRs and actual conditions in the Member States suggest there 
is limited sensitivity to outcomes. 
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Policy recommendations 
Four policy recommendations are proposed in response to the implementation gaps identified:  

1 Member States should improve the administrative capabilities of national YG implementing 
authorities by strengthening interinstitutional coordination between ministries and PES 
and by investing in specialised staff training to enable more effective service delivery (e.g., 
individualised and tailored approaches). At EU level, the Commission should emphasise 
implementation capacity as a priority through CSRs within the European Semester, while 
separately supporting the dissemination of best practices via Commission-provided 
technical assistance and in DG EMPL-national YG coordinator meetings. 

2 Member States should invest in establishing more decentralised or community-driven 
outreach infrastructure to shift away from reliance on registration-based systems. This 
should be supported by formal partnerships between PES, social services and local 
community organisations to better engage with hard-to-reach NEETs and vulnerable 
subgroups (e.g., Roma communities, migrants) within their local context. 

3 Member States should restructure national schemes to rebalance RYG pathways towards 
skills development by reducing dependence on direct employment and wage subsidies as 
default measures. Instead, prioritisation should shift to a diversified portfolio of continued 
education, apprenticeships and traineeships that meet defined quality standards. In 
parallel, the Commission should enforce funding conditionality to ensure alignment with 
EU quality frameworks. 

4 The Commission should provide targeted technical assistance to Member States, 
particularly for the linking of administrative datasets across public services and promote 
the exchange of best practices via DG EMPL coordination meetings to support Member 
States in improving their monitoring systems and addressing data quality issues. 
Specifically, these efforts should aim to reduce the high rate of 'unknown' outcomes by 
fostering peer support on how to better track beneficiaries beyond their exit from the 
scheme.   
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background: The Youth Guarantee in the EU policy context 
The Youth Guarantee (YG) was established in April 2013 via a Council Recommendation in the years 
following the 2008 financial crisis. This instrument largely served as a response to the continued 
economic consequences of the crisis nearly 5 years after its inception that were having a significant 
effect on young people across Europe.3 As unemployment rates for youth aged 15-24 reached an 
average of 25% across the EU in 2013 (and nearly 20% for youth aged 15-29 – See Figure 1),4 the YG 
aimed to ensure that all individuals under the age of 25 would receive a good-quality offer of 
employment, continued education, an apprenticeship, or a traineeship within four months of 
becoming unemployed or leaving the formal education system.5 

Figure 1 – Youth unemployment rate & NEET rate, aged 15-29, EU27  

 

Source: Eurostat, Youth unemployment rate [yth_empl_100] & NEET rate [edat_lfse_22]. 

In its initial years, the YG framework catalysed action at the Member State level, with millions of 
young people across the EU registering with their national YG schemes and subsequently taking up 
offers as the policy instrument intended. However, this initial progress took place amid a backdrop 
of implementation challenges, many of which were identified by several key EU-level evaluative 
reports. Notably, Special Reports from the European Court of Auditors (ECA) in both 2015 and 
2017 highlighted persistent structural weaknesses of such YG schemes' implementation that risked 

 

3  Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee (2013/C 
120/01), April 2013. 

4  Eurostat, Youth unemployment rate - % of active population aged 15-24, September 2025. 
5  Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee (2013/C 

120/01), April 2013. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/yth_empl_100/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/edat_lfse_22/default/table?lang=en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2013:120:0001:0006:EN:PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2013:120:0001:0006:EN:PDF
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/tipslm80/default/table?lang=en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2013:120:0001:0006:EN:PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2013:120:0001:0006:EN:PDF
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undermining their effectiveness over the long term.6 Ultimately, these reports centred on three key 
issues: 1) the inadequacy of total funding to meet the scale of the challenge, 2) the absence of a 
clear, operational definition of what constitutes a 'good quality offer', which led to 
inconsistencies and concerns that some schemes were channelling young people into precarious, 
short-term positions, and finally, 3) an incomplete monitoring and reporting framework, resulting 
in an accountability gap. Yet several years later, the economic fallout resulting from the COVID-19 
pandemic in 2020 re-aggravated and exacerbated many of these pre-existing challenges, 
threatening to reverse years of progress in reducing both youth unemployment and the number of 
young people not in employment, education or training (NEET). This group, which is highly 
heterogeneous and includes not only the unemployed but also those who are inactive for various 
reasons (such as care responsibilities or health issues),7 constitutes a primary target population for 
the YG.  

In response to the impacts of the pandemic, a new Council Recommendation was adopted in 
October 2020 which established the Reinforced Youth Guarantee (RYG),8 and was designed 
explicitly to address many of the key challenges that had been previously identified with the original 
instrument. To do so, the reinforcement introduced a number of concrete reforms, including: 

• An extended target age range, increasing from up to 25 to 29 years of age. 
• An enhanced focus on delivering 'good quality' offers that are aligned with EU Quality 

Frameworks. 
• A stronger emphasis on serving hard-to-reach vulnerable groups and inactive NEETs.9 
• The introduction of a structured four-phased approach to implementation (Mapping, 

Outreach, Preparation, and Offer) to promote more coherent and individualised service 
delivery. 

Despite these reforms and the general downward trend in NEET rates since the pandemic, a 2023 
review by the Employment Committee (EMCO) found that notable challenges with implementation 
of the now reinforced YG remain.10 Specifically, the review highlighted persistent challenges in 
outreach to the most vulnerable, declining coverage rates, and the poor quality of follow-up data. It 
is within this context of an advanced yet still-challenged policy that this study takes place. 

 

6  European Court of Auditors, Special Report No 3/2015: EU Youth Guarantee: first steps taken but implementation 
risks ahead, March 2015; European Court of Auditors, Special Report No 5/2017: Youth unemployment – have EU 
policies made a difference? An assessment of the Youth Guarantee and the Youth Employment Initiative, May 2017. 

7  Lecerf, M., NEETs: who are they? Being young and not in employment, education or training today, EPRS, March 2017. 
8  Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs - Reinforcing the 

Youth Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee, 
November 2020. 

9  According to the International Labour Organisation (ILO) definition, the NEET population is divided into two main 
subgroups: the unemployed (i.e., who are actively seeking work but cannot find it) and the inactive (i.e., who are not 
actively seeking work). This latter group is highly diverse and can include young people with caring responsibilities, 
those with disabilities or health issues, and others who are disengaged from the labour market for various reasons. 
See: O'Higgins, N., Young People Not in Employment, Education or Training, ILO Technical Brief N° 3, 2019. 

10  Employment Committee, EMCO review of the implementation of the Youth Guarantee - Key Messages, February 
2024. 

https://www.eca.europa.eu/lists/ecadocuments/sr15_03/sr15_03_en.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/lists/ecadocuments/sr15_03/sr15_03_en.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/lists/ecadocuments/sr17_5/sr_youth_guarantee_en.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/lists/ecadocuments/sr17_5/sr_youth_guarantee_en.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2017)599360
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/26634NEET_Sida_brief.pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6831-2024-INIT/en/pdf
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1.2. Objectives and scope of the study 
The overarching objective of this study is to provide an up-to-date assessment of the 
implementation of the RYG. In doing so, the research carried out for this study was guided by three 
core objectives: 

1 To assess the current trends in implementation of the RYG at the Member State level, 
focusing on the effectiveness of national YG schemes across multiple dimensions. 

2 To analyse the impact of the 2020 reinforcement in addressing the previously key 
identified challenges and how this translated into material impacts on the ground. 

3 To examine the role of EU governance mechanisms, in terms of both funding and 
monitoring systems, in supporting the implementation of the RYG. 

To achieve these objectives, the study's scope combines EU- and Member State-level research 
across ten Member States, which serve as the primary source of evidence in terms of the 
implementation of the RYG on the ground. The selected Member States are Bulgaria, Finland, 
Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain and Sweden. The research for 
this study also draws on EU-level perspectives comprised of key sources of academic, policy, and 
grey literature; interviews with EU-level stakeholders and National Youth Guarantee coordinators; 
and surveys distributed to the Managing Authorities' (MAs) of Operational Programmes relevant to 
the RYG's funding.  

1.3. Structure of the report 
This report is structured over six chapters. Following this introduction, Chapter 2 details the 
methodological approach of this study, including the research design, the tools used, as well as its 
limitations. Next, Chapter 3 presents findings on current implementation trends in the selected 
Member States. Then, Chapter 4 analyses the impact of the 2020 reinforcement itself, assessing the 
extent to which the 2020 Council Recommendation addresses the specific challenges identified by 
prior key EU evaluations. Chapter 5 examines the EU governance framework, starting with the use 
of EU funds for implementing the YG as well as the role of EU level data and monitoring systems. 
Finally, Chapter 6 concludes by synthesising the key findings and proposing a set of policy 
recommendations.  



EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 

  

 

40 

2. Methodology 

2.1. Research design and approach 
This study uses a mixed-methods approach, consisting of both qualitative and quantitative data 
collection methodologies. The study is structured around the three core research objectives as 
previously described. This enabled multiple research activities to be carried out in parallel, from 
analysing EU funding data to conducting national and EU-level interviews as well as a survey with 
MAs implementing projects funded by the ESF+/RRF. The methodological approach combined both 
EU-level analysis, including relevant literature, interviews and quantitative funding data, with more 
focused, in-depth research at the Member State level. 

2.2. Data collection methods 
The evidence base for this study was constructed using three data collection methods: desk 
research, semi-structured stakeholder interviews, and an online survey. 

At both the EU and Member State level, desk research was carried out to establish a thorough 
understanding of the RYG's policy context, implementation, and performance. At EU level, this 
involved a wide ranging and up-to-date review of policy and legal documents, including both the 
2013 and 2020 Council Recommendations, and key evaluative reports published by the ECA in 2015 
and 2017, and by the EMCO in 2023. Statistical data from Eurostat was also examined, as well as 
academic literature focusing on the effectiveness of active labour market policies (ALMPs), youth 
employment trends, and EU governance mechanisms. This was complemented by a review of 
reports and position papers from think tanks and stakeholder organisations offering different 
perspectives on the implementation of the RYG. For instance, key sources included policy 
recommendations and assessments from EU-level social partners such as the European Youth 
Forum (EYF), BusinessEurope, and the European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC) in order to gain 
an understanding of the most prominent and recurring issues surrounding the pre- and post-2020 
reinforcement of the YG.11 

At the national level, the desk research focused on documentation from the ten Member States 
selected for this study. Critically, this review included a consistent set of published reports related 
to the implementation of the YG in these countries, including their official National Youth Guarantee 
Implementation Plans (YGIPs) for 2013 and 2020 where available, YG-specific Country Fiches, 
Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs) via the European Semester, as well as national fact 
sheets on data monitoring concerning the implementation of the YG in the observed Member States, 
all of which are publicly accessible and published by the European Commission.12 Beyond these EU-
level sources, the national analyses were deepened by a review of national documentation such as 

 

11  The full list of sources consulted for this study is located in the References section. 
12  European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, Reinforced Youth 

Guarantee, July 2025. 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/bc7ce982-be4b-4e51-9f1d-3d65f65ba0be
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/bc7ce982-be4b-4e51-9f1d-3d65f65ba0be
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country-specific academic articles, assessments of national YG schemes, as well as reports from 
national-level social partners and non-governmental organisations (NGOs), among others, in order 
to capture the nuances in national RYG implementation and to assess the on-the-ground impact of 
the RYG. 

Beyond desk research, 18 targeted semi-structured interviews were key to gathering evidence for 
this study as well. These interviews were conducted with EU-level stakeholders and Member State-
level actors involved in the implementation of the national YG schemes. Together, this enabled the 
collection of qualitative insights into the operational realities of the RYG from both high-level and 
on-the-ground perspectives. More specifically, a two-tiered strategy was followed: 

• EU-level interviews were held with relevant officials at the European Commission (DG 
EMPL) with extensive knowledge on the design and intended aims of the RYG, as well as 
with representatives from major EU-level stakeholder organisations. These included social 
partners, such as ETUC and BusinessEurope, in addition to the civil society organisation, the 
EYF13. 

• At least one national-level interview was conducted in each of the ten selected Member 
States to gather first-hand evidence on the implementation of national YG schemes 
following the 2020 Council Recommendation14. Specifically, the interviews were held with 
the National Youth Guarantee Coordinators, who possess in-depth knowledge of the 
structure, management and delivery of their respective YG schemes, and are responsible for 
communicating with the Commission on matters related to the YG. 

Finally, an online survey was also developed and administered between 25 July and 5 September 
to gather data specifically on the EU funding and governance elements of the RYG, with questions 
also posed regarding monitoring. Aiming to fill specific gaps within the data, the surveys posed 
questions relating to the use and tracking of EU funds, both for youth employment generally as well 
as the YG more specifically, and how this was impacted by the absorption of the Youth Employment 
Initiative (YEI) into the European Social Fund Plus (ESF+) for the 2021-2027 programming period. 
The survey was distributed to the MAs responsible for overseeing the relevant ESF+ and Recovery 
and Resilience Facility (RRF) operational programmes across all 27 EU Member States, collecting 
data on funding allocations, the tracking of expenditures, administrative experiences amid the 
transition to the ESF+, as well as national monitoring practices and indicators, among others. 

 

13  During the study, the following five EU-level interviews were conducted: Interview with DG EMPL, conducted on 
26.06.2025; Interview with Business Europe, conducted on 03.07.2025; interview with DG EMPL, ESF+ Unit, 
23.07.2025 Interview with ETUC, conducted on 22.07.2025; interview with European Youth Forum, conducted on 
03.07.2025. 

14  Thirteen interviews were conducted for this study. Nine interviews were held with Youth Guarantee coordinators and 
experts from Sweden (24.09.2025), Spain (04.08.2025), Ireland (13.08.2025), Hungary (30.07.2025), Poland 
(17.07.2025, 22.07.2025 and 01.08.2025), the Netherlands (28.07.2025) and Finland (31.07.2025). Additionally, 
interviews were held with a Senior Evaluator at INAPP – the National Public Policy Analysis Institute of Italy 
(17.07.2025), an employee of the Italian Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs (30.07.2025), a representative of 
Bulgaria’s Ministry of Labour and Social Policy (04.07.2025), and a representative from Intreo, Ireland’s Public 
Employment Service (13.08.2025). One written input was also received from Germany’s Federal Ministry of Labour 
and Social Affairs on 29.08.2025. 
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Responses were received from 25 MAs located in 13 Member States: Poland (9), Portugal (2), 
Belgium (2), France (2), Italy (2), Malta (1), Slovenia (1), Cyprus (1), Ireland (1), Luxembourg (1), 
Spain (1), Latvia (1) and Lithuania (1). 

2.3. Member State selection criteria 
A set of well-defined criteria was used to select the ten case-study Member States, to ensure that 
the sample reflects the varied experiences and outcomes of the RYG across the EU. The process 
used criteria across two primary analytical dimensions, 1. Youth unemployment and 2. 
Macroeconomic context, which were then supplemented by a cross-cutting criterion for achieving 
geographic balance. The core purpose of this approach was to better distinguish between the policy 
impacts of the RYG and the positive outcomes that may be attributable to broader macroeconomic 
tailwinds, enabling a more nuanced assessment. These criteria include the following:15 

1 Youth unemployment (2013-2025): The first dimension assessed the full spectrum of 
Member State experiences with youth unemployment (aged 15-24) from the YG's 
inception to the present. The selection includes: Member States with the highest (e.g., 
Sweden, Spain) and lowest (e.g., Germany, the Netherlands) current YU rates in order to 
identify persistent challenges and notable successes, Member States demonstrating 
substantial improvements to highlight effective strategies in national contexts recovering 
from high initial rates, as well as Member States exhibiting minimal improvement or 
worsening trends to reveal potential policy implementation barriers and ongoing 
challenges. 

2 Macroeconomic context (2013-2024): This dimension categorises Member States by 
their real GDP per capita growth to reflect varied macroeconomic environments. This 
allows for subsequent analyses to factor in the extent to which improvements in youth 
employment can be attributed specifically to the RYG, as opposed to benefiting from 
broader economic tailwinds.  

3 Geographical balance: Finally, a cross-cutting criterion was applied to ensure the Member 
State selection reflects the diversity of governance structures, public administration 
cultures, and socio-economic contexts across the EU's distinct northern, southern, eastern, 
and western regions. 

On the basis of these criteria, the study selected the following ten Member States for in-depth 
analysis: Bulgaria, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain and 
Sweden. 

2.4. Limitations of the study 
In view of the mixed-methods approach described above, there are a number of limitations that 
should be acknowledged. The first and most significant issue concerns the MA survey. The survey 

 

15  Further details concerning how the following three criteria were used to categorise the Member States can be found 
in the Annex (See Table 14). 
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was limited by a small and not fully representative pool of respondents (N=25) relative to the total 
number of MAs contacted across the EU27 (143). Additionally, responses came from only 13 Member 
States, with an overrepresentation of respondents from Poland (9) and with no contributions from 
Managing Authorities in 14 Member States. This includes six of the ten Member States selected for 
in-depth analysis in this study (i.e., Bulgaria, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Netherlands, and Sweden), 
in addition to the remaining eight Member States for which no responses were received (i.e., Austria, 
Croatia, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Greece, Romania, and Slovakia). As such, the 
representativeness of the interviews' and survey's key findings should be interpreted with this in 
mind. 

Next, while efforts were made to ensure consistency and comparability of national-level data, this 
has been ultimately constrained by variations in Member States' data collection and monitoring 
systems. More specifically, these variations manifest as inconsistent approaches to follow-up 
monitoring, high proportions of 'unknown' YG outcomes in certain countries, as well as the use of 
differing national indicators or timeframes, all of which challenge the ability to make direct cross-
country comparisons of the RYG's performance. 

Furthermore, establishing direct causality between the implementation of the RYG and its observed 
outcomes, such as a decline in NEET or youth unemployment rates, is inherently complex. The period 
of the YG and RYG's implementation has coincided with significant macroeconomic shifts, including 
economic recovery after 2013 and the subsequent fallout of the COVID-19 pandemic. Separating 
the specific impact of the RYG from these powerful external factors therefore poses a considerable 
analytical challenge to this study. This is compounded by the fact that the RYG is rarely implemented 
in isolation. Rather, it is typically embedded within a broader suite of national active labour market 
policies, which in turn makes it difficult to attribute outcomes solely to the YG framework as opposed 
to complementary or related policy measures. 

Finally, the comparability of periods before and after the 2020 reinforcement is limited. The 
reinforcement introduced significant changes to the scope and objectives of the YG, while the 
external context was fundamentally altered by the impact of the pandemic on youth labour markets. 
Consequently, while this study analyses the evolution of the instrument, direct comparisons of its 
performance across these distinct and, at times, destabilising periods, must be approached with 
caution.
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3. Implementation of the RYG in the Member States 

 

This chapter provides an overview of how the RYG via the 2020 Council Recommendation has been 
taken up across Member States. Since the 2013 Council Recommendation establishing the original 
YG, several countries have mainstreamed the programme into their pre-existing policy frameworks, 
while in others, it has been launched as a distinct, branded initiative within their national employment 
strategy. Member States have therefore taken on the changes recommended by the RYG from 
different institutional baselines, which explains the variety of implementation pathways observed. 
To make sense of these differences, the chapter tracks cross-cutting trends and groups countries 
based on similar approaches taken to RYG adoption.  

This chapter is divided into four sections. First, it maps the starting points of countries and contrasts 
the different governance structures observed (Section 3.1.). Next, it examines the level of awareness 
of the RYG among public authorities and target beneficiaries, and then explores the preparedness 
of such authorities for its implementation (Section 3.2.). Third, it assesses the effectiveness and 
equity of national YG schemes using the revised Indicator Monitoring Framework for the YG (Section 
3.3.). Fourth and finally, the chapter synthesises the main benefits and best practices observed 
among the selected Member States in implementing the RYG alongside the shortcomings and key 
barriers that continue to inhibit their effectiveness.  

3.1. Overview of national implementation of the RYG 
The ten Member States that were reviewed in-depth for this study demonstrate a variety of 
approaches with respect to the delivery and scope of offers provided under national YG schemes. 

Key findings 
• National implementation of the RYG ranges from full policy mainstreaming (e.g. the Netherlands, 

Finland, and Germany), to branded national models (e.g. Ireland), with a notable imbalance in favour of 
employment-first approaches (i.e., the Netherlands, Bulgaria) over training-focused systems (i.e., 
Germany, Italy), with their governance structures varying from decentralised municipal delivery to 
more centralised national coordination. 

• Awareness of the RYG among authorities and young people and implementation capacity vary widely 
across Member States. Staff capacity is seen as insufficient in several Member States (e.g., Italy, Spain), 
with PES lacking sufficient resources and the pedagogical capacity to deliver the individualised support 
that is intended by the 2020 reinforcement. 

• Clear gaps remain between the improving macroeconomic context and the direct performance of the 
schemes themselves when using the YG’s direct monitoring indicators. While NEET rates reached their 
lowest recorded level of 11.1% in 2024, over half of participants remained registered in their scheme 
beyond the four-month target without having taken up an offer. Equity concerns persist, as national 
YG schemes struggle to reach vulnerable groups (e.g., migrants, Roma) as well as rural areas. 
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Delivery structures 
The institutional set-up of national YG schemes largely mirrors existing national public 
administration structures and cultures; significant variation has been observed across the ten 
selected Member States. Most countries have decentralised YG schemes, in recognition of the need 
to serve distinct local and regional labour markets and demographics. The degree of steering carried 
out by national authorities varies considerably between Member States. 

Finland, Sweden and the Netherlands rely on municipal delivery of the YG scheme. For example, in 
the Netherlands, the implementing municipalities are given responsibility under a national 
framework entitled 'From school to sustainable work',16 which strengthens school-municipality-
transfer cooperation. Furthermore, municipalities received dedicated budgets for the 2024-2025 
school year to address youth unemployment.  

Finland institutionalised the YG within a multi-ministry model supported by 80 dedicated centres.17 
Established in over 80 municipalities across the country, they reflect interministerial collaboration 
and offer access to employment guidance, education counselling, health and social support and 
youth work.18 Sweden's YG scheme, which dates back to 2007, is administered by the PES in close 
contact with municipalities, social partners and other labour market actors. Since schools in Sweden 
have been run by municipalities since 1991, they also play a key role in helping NEETs return to school 
or enter employment.19 

Germany's model focuses on coordinated youth employment agencies (Jugendberufsagenturen). 
In line with their federal structure, responsibility for implementing the YG is shared between the 
Federation and the Länder.20 At the local level, this translates into networks that bring together the 
local employment agency and job centre with youth welfare services and schools. As a result, young 
people get a single, coordinated entry point into guidance, benefits and employment and training 
pathways. Efforts have also been made to foster cooperation at local level between those who 
provide employment promotion services and basic social security benefits for job seekers, and the 
municipal administration and schools to better manage the transition from school to employment.21 
This integrated model aligns with recent findings from the literature regarding community-based 
engagement, which suggest that a 'collaborative approach' is essential for success.22 Specifically, 

 

16  Eerste Kamer der Staten-Generaal, From school to sustainable work,Wet van school naar duurzaam werk (36.667), 
December 2024. 

17  Youth employment policies are implemented by the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment, which leads labour 
market integration, the Ministry of Education and Culture focused on education and vocational pathways as well as 
the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health, responsible for inclusion and vulnerable youth. 

18  Finnish Government, Youth Guarantee Implementation Plan: Finland, April 2013. 
19  Interview with Sweden’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 24.09.2025. 
20  Written input from Germany's Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received on 29.08.2025. 
21  SMEunited, Position paper on the council recommendation on a bridge to jobs - reinforcing the youth guarantee, 2020. 
22  Jonsson, F., Gotfredsen, A. C., & Goicolea, I., How can community-based (re)engagement initiatives meet the needs 

of ‘NEET’ young people? Findings from the theory gleaning phase of a realist evaluation in Sweden, June 2022, p. 3. 

https://www.eerstekamer.nl/wetsvoorstel/36667_wet_van_school_naar_duurzaam
https://ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=25176&langId=en
https://smeunited.eu/admin/storage/smeunited/201005-smeunited-position-paper-reinforcing-youth-guarantee.pdf
https://bmcresnotes.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13104-022-06115-y
https://bmcresnotes.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13104-022-06115-y
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employment initiatives must coordinate effectively with other public services, such as health and 
social support, in order to provide the holistic support that is required to address the complex 
barriers facing NEETs. 

Italy has rolled out and decentralised its YG scheme.23 Under this multi-level governance model, 
implementation is largely entrusted to regional and autonomous provincial authorities, which act as 
intermediate bodies responsible for designing and managing interventions tailored to their specific 
territorial needs. This decentralisation operates within a centrally designed national framework that 
ensures a degree of coherence and standardisation of services across the country. At the same time, 
however, analysis from the literature indicates that the implementation environment in Italy is 
challenged by structural issues, including a sub-protective welfare system, high labour market 
rigidities, and significant skills mismatches between the education system and the labour market.24 
Key programmes have included the YEI until 2023, and subsequently, national and regional 
programmes supported by ESF+, NextGenerationEU, and the RRF.25 

Meanwhile, Ireland's system is centrally managed: the PES is branded as 'Intreo' and acts as a one 
stop shop (OSS) for referrals to all employment support and services. Entry starts when a young 
person applies for income support, and referrals include work placements, apprenticeships, training 
and back-to-education options.26  

Finally, Spain uses a hybrid model: the national YG scheme is implemented by the Ministry of Labour 
and Social Economy, specifically the Servicio Público de Empleo Estatal, but delivery of programmes 
and services is delegated to the regional level.27 

Type of service offered 
Some Member States focus on employment-related services, while others have emphasised 
apprenticeships and training. 

In the Netherlands, for example, regional partnerships between educational institutions, employers 
and municipalities help in matching young people with educational or employment trajectories.28 
However, in this case, YG outcomes appear to prioritise employment-focused outcomes, as 89 % of 

 

23  Ministry of Labour and Social Policies of Italy, Italian Youth Guarantee Implementation Plan, 2017; Ministry of Labour 
and Social Policies, Facilitare l’ingresso dei giovani al lavoro, n.d.; Ministry of Labour and Social Policies, Il Programma 
di Garanzia di Occupabilità dei Lavoratori, December 2021. 

24  Gaspani, F., Recchi, S., Rio, A., Young People NEET in Italy: Exploring the Phenomenon and Evolving Policies, in 
Pulcher, S., et al. (eds) Diversity and Inclusion in Italy, May 2025, p. 641. 

25  Ibid. 
26  Department of Social Protection of Ireland, Youth Guarantee Implementation Plan, 2013. 
27  Interview with Spain’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted 04.08.2025. 
28  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Netherlands, 

November 2024. 

https://www.lavoro.gov.it/temi-e-priorita/poverta-ed-esclusione-sociale/focus-on/Reddito-di-Inclusione-ReI/Documents/Garanzia-Giovani.pdf
https://www.lavoro.gov.it/pn-giovani-donne-lavoro/programma/priorita/facilitare-l%E2%80%99ingresso-al-lavoro-dei-giovani
https://www.fipe.it/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Allegato-2-CIRCO-188-21_allegato-A.pdf
https://www.fipe.it/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Allegato-2-CIRCO-188-21_allegato-A.pdf
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-81938-4_29
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-81938-4_29
https://www.youth.ie/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Youth-Guarantee-Implementation-Plan.pdf
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/7e90cc17-a2ba-4974-8ca6-ec6269bba2b5/details
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all offers made in 2023 were for employment, which aligned with the Netherlands' employment-
centred activation policy more broadly.29 

Likewise, the national YG scheme in Bulgaria is focused on employment and traineeship offers 
through active labour market policy instruments, such as wage subsidies for employers to hire young 
people, job-search training and employer-youth matching events. The main difference between 
traineeships and employment is the presence or absence of on-the-job training and mentorship. 
Employment offers cover both full-time positions and part-time positions. More specifically, these 
offers are generally structured as fixed-term contracts due to their duration being tied to the period 
of the wage subsidy that is provided to the employer as part of the subsidised employment measure. 
There are no specific education offers, nor any measures to support re-entry into education for those 
outside the 15–18 age range.30 

As part of the focus on employment, many Member States rely heavily on wage subsidies for 
employers to incentivise hiring young people under the YG scheme. Payments can cover the salary, 
social and health insurance contributions or commuting costs, as is the case in Bulgaria. Additionally, 
Hungary offers a 90-day job trial wage subsidy under their national YG scheme, which covers the 
wage costs of young employees for three months.31 This measure provides employers with a low-
risk opportunity to assess the practical abilities of candidates who may not meet formal educational 
criteria or have a fragmented employment history, thereby creating a pathway to employment based 
on demonstrated skills rather than on educational credentials alone. 

In Sweden, the national approach has been to invest in short-term, targeted measures rather than 
long-term subsidies. In addition to subsidies for employers, the country offers a development 
allowance paid to young people who participate in labour-market programmes.32  

Spain has a strong dependence on public incentives, such as reductions and exemptions in 
employer's social security contributions for job placements.33 In 2023, 65.7 % of timely employment 
offers were subsidised, well above the EU average of 11.8 %.34 This reliance on subsidies extends 
across all types of timely offers, as 2023 data indicates that 100 % of YG scheme exits towards 
continued education, apprenticeships, and traineeships within the four-month period were 
subsidised as well.35 

Conversely, Germany and Italy place greater emphasis on apprenticeships and training. In Italy, 
short courses are offered in digital, green, linguistic and entrepreneurial skills. Some regions 
implement school-to-work transition schemes, student mobility, guidance for post-secondary 

 

29  Ibid. 
30  Republic of Bulgaria, National Implementation Plan for European Youth Guarantee (NIPEYG) 2014-2020, April 2014. 
31  Government of Hungary, Hungary’s National Youth Guarantee Implementation Plan, 2013. 
32  Ministry of Employment of Sweden, Youth unemployment policies in Sweden - the Swedish response to the Council 

recommendation on a bridge to jobs - Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee, June 2022. 
33  Interview with Spain’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted 04.08.2025. 
34  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Spain, 

November 2024. 
35  Ibid. 

http://yg.mlsp.government.bg/en/download/15119/
https://ngmszakmaiteruletek.kormany.hu/download/9/4c/c0000/Youth%20Guarantee%20Implementation%20Plan.pdf
https://www.regeringen.se/rapporter/2022/06/youth-employment-policies-in-sweden--the-swedish-response-to-the-council-recommendation-on-a-bridge-to-jobs--reinforcing-the-youth-guarantee/
https://www.regeringen.se/rapporter/2022/06/youth-employment-policies-in-sweden--the-swedish-response-to-the-council-recommendation-on-a-bridge-to-jobs--reinforcing-the-youth-guarantee/
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/728f4045-51de-4f0b-a625-5dedeaba26b1/details
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choices and support for disadvantaged youth. Apprenticeships are structured as open-ended 
employment contracts with training components and can be for vocational qualification, 
professional qualification or higher education and research. More broadly, their dual system focuses 
on the integration of classroom learning and practical work experience.36 While the design of the 
national policy emphasises training, findings from the literature indicate that the Italian YG has 
primarily succeeded in activating NEETs towards employment, though such offers tend to be of low 
quality and a precarious nature, rather than focusing on outcomes that are geared towards 
apprenticeships or training.37 By contrast, in Germany apprenticeships and vocational training 
constitute the main offerings: here these are channelled through counselling and support services 
provided by the PES and other actors.38 

Poland takes a similar approach by channelling young people into apprenticeships, traineeships and 
vocational training. Poland's RYG framework was strengthened by the addition of requirements for 
quality of offers, digital skills development, active outreach and a more individualised approach.39 
Apprenticeships are used as first-entry pathways into recognised qualifications and stable jobs.40 A 
specific best practice identified in this context is the 'traineeship voucher', which requires employers 
to commit to hiring the specific individual beneficiary for six months after the traineeship concludes, 
thereby creating a clear pathway to more sustainable labour market integration.41 

3.2. Awareness and preparedness for implementation 
This subsection assesses two key dimensions of the effective implementation of the RYG. First, it 
highlights the awareness of the national implementing authorities and the target beneficiaries (i.e. 
young people) of the scheme and the services available. It then examines the implementation 
capacity of national YG service providers in view of their ability to deliver the objectives of the 2020 
Council Recommendation. The findings presented are based on a synthesis of official 
documentation, such as country fiches on data collection for monitoring of national YG schemes as 
of 2023,42 in addition to qualitative evidence from stakeholder interviews. Accordingly, statements 
reflecting interviewee feedback represent the professional perspectives of the experts consulted.  

 

36  EURES, Living and working conditions : Italy, June 2025.  
37  Gaspani, F., Recchi, S., & Rio, A., Young People NEET in Italy: Exploring the Phenomenon and Evolving Policies, in 

Pulcher, S., et al. (eds) Diversity and Inclusion in Italy, May 2025, p. 646. 
38  Bundesministerium für Arbeit und Soziales, Nationaler Implementierungsplan zur Umsetzung der EU-Jugendgarantie 

in Deutschland, December 2024; Written input from Germany's Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received 
on 29.08.2025. 

39  Interviews with Poland’s national Youth Guarantee experts, conducted on 17.07.2025, 22.07.2025 and 01.08.2025. 
40  Sejm, Labour Market and Public Employment Services Act, March 2025. 
41  Eleveld, A., Bazzani, T., De Le Cour, A., & Staszewska, E., Implementation of the European Youth Guarantee and the 

Right to Work: A Comparative Analysis of Traineeship Programmes Under the EU Active Labour Market Policy, 2022, 
p. 293. 

42  CIRCABC, Youth Guarantee data collection – MS factsheets, July 2025. 

https://eures.europa.eu/living-and-working/living-and-working-conditions-europe/living-and-working-conditions-italy_en
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-81938-4_29
https://www.bmas.de/EN/Services/Publications/a761-24e-eu-youth-guarantee-national-implementation-plan.html
https://www.bmas.de/EN/Services/Publications/a761-24e-eu-youth-guarantee-national-implementation-plan.html
https://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/download.xsp/WDU20250000620/T/D20250620L.pdf
https://son.uni.lodz.pl/info/article/UL6fbaa89728b045af96921555bb1ab8e4?r=publication&ps=100&lang=en&title=Publication%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BImplementation%2Bof%2Bthe%2BEuropean%2BYouth%2BGuarantee%2Band%2Bthe%2BRight%2Bto%2BWork%253A%2BA%2BComparative%2BAnalysis%2Bof%2BTraineeship%2BProgrammes%2BUnder%2Bthe%2BEU%2BActive%2BLabour%2BMarket%2BPolicy%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BUniversity%2Bof%2BLodz&pn=1&cid=3188053
https://son.uni.lodz.pl/info/article/UL6fbaa89728b045af96921555bb1ab8e4?r=publication&ps=100&lang=en&title=Publication%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BImplementation%2Bof%2Bthe%2BEuropean%2BYouth%2BGuarantee%2Band%2Bthe%2BRight%2Bto%2BWork%253A%2BA%2BComparative%2BAnalysis%2Bof%2BTraineeship%2BProgrammes%2BUnder%2Bthe%2BEU%2BActive%2BLabour%2BMarket%2BPolicy%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BUniversity%2Bof%2BLodz&pn=1&cid=3188053
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/9a466bda-5ae1-49b1-9cdc-7ad63b06ca11
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Although the YG has been progressively mainstreamed into the policy frameworks of many Member 
States since its introduction in 2013 and reinforcement in 2020, this has also limited the visibility 
of the RYG as a distinct policy instrument. Conversely, when considering Member States' 
preparedness to implement the RYG, it emerges that implementation capacity, rather than 
financial resources committed to the schemes themselves, is the main constraint in several 
national systems. 

3.2.1. Awareness among implementing public authorities and business 
Awareness of the RYG and its reinforced elements among the implementing public authorities varies 
considerably across the Member States observed. In several countries, the mainstreaming of YG-
related measures into existing policy frameworks has strengthened institutional integration, albeit 
at the expense of the RYG's visibility as a distinct instrument with links to EU policy. 

In Italy, awareness among public authorities was quite high during the initial implementation of the 
YG.43 However, the absence of direct references to the reinforced YG in official documents could 
imply a decrease in explicit visibility of the scheme. Similarly, in the Netherlands,44 Germany,45 
and Finland,46 where the programme is implemented through existing policies, explicit awareness 
of the YG as an EU-level initiative is quite limited. As a result, mainstreaming the YG into national 
policy frameworks would appear to have the benefit of improving its coherence with pre-existing, 
complementary policy instruments, though at the expense of the visibility of the scheme's 'brand' 
(i.e., the Youth Guarantee). 

In Ireland, the national YG coordinator highlighted that public authorities are well aware of the 
scheme as it is integrated into the national employment strategy.47 Similarly, in Hungary, awareness 
of public authorities is considered high,48 while the national YG coordinator of Spain highlighted the 
strong communication and data exchange that takes place to support their YG scheme between 
autonomous communities, the state and regional and local authorities, indicating strong institutional 
awareness and engagement overall.49 A similarly high level of awareness is also evident in Bulgaria, 
where a national framework agreement was signed in 2023 between various ministries (e.g., Labour, 
Education, Youth and Sports), social partners, as well as youth organisations to coordinate 
implementation at both national and local levels.50 Likewise, in Poland, the RYG is implemented 
through a well-defined structure involving the Ministry of Family and Social Policy, regional and local 

 

43  Interview with a Senior Evaluator at INAPP (the National Public Policy Analysis Institute), conducted on 17.07.2025; 
interview with an employee of the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, conducted on 30.07.2025. 

44  Interview with the Netherlands’ national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 28.07.2025. 
45  Written input from Germany's Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received on 29.08.2025. 
46  Interview with Finland’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 31.07.2025. 
47  Interview with Ireland’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 13.08.2025. 
48  Interview with Hungary’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 30.07.2025. 
49  Interview with Spain’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted 04.08.2025. 
50  Interview with a representative of the Bulgarian Ministry of Labour and Social Policies (MLSP), conducted on 

04.07.2025. 
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labour offices, the Voluntary Labour Corps, and a dedicated Youth Guarantee Monitoring Team, 
representing a coordinated institutional approach.51 In Sweden, the evidence suggests that there is 
a strong level of institutional awareness as well.52 For instance, there are school-based campaigns, 
information sessions and cooperation between the PES and schools, suggesting a high level of 
awareness, mainly among those in contact with public services. 

Regarding the level of engagement among social partners, ETUC indicated that general awareness 
of the scheme among young trade unionists and workers representatives is very low.53 Furthermore, 
they noted that trade unions are not meaningfully involved in the implementation of the RYG across 
the EU, with their participation often being reduced to a superficial 'box-ticking exercise' rather 
than genuine consultation that would allow their expertise to inform the knowledge base of labour 
market needs. 

Awareness within the business community remains mixed. For instance, BusinessEurope reported 
that its members in Sweden and Hungary were critical of the level of business involvement in 
implementation.54 The situation in Hungary may be attributed to a challenging environment for 
cooperation, illustrating how the level of engagement is often contingent upon the broader context 
of social dialogue and government-business relations.55 Another determining factor identified is the 
degree of proactivity in outreach efforts. Where businesses are integrated into the coordination 
of national YG schemes, they tend to play a more prominent role in the outreach activities.56 

3.2.2. Awareness of available support services among young people 
The awareness of available youth employment support services among the target beneficiaries of 
the RYG, i.e. young people aged 15-29, is inherently more difficult to assess by comparison. Yet, 
based on the limited evidence available, it appears to be uneven across the selected Member States 
observed. In Italy, the coverage of the national YG scheme remains low, reaching only 10.6% of the 
total NEET population aged 15-29, which could indicate that a large share of the youth population 
might be unaware of these services.57 This challenge may well persist, as following the conclusion of 
the dedicated national operational programme (PON IOG) in 2023, Italy no longer implements the 
YG as a single, branded initiative.58 Instead, support for young people is now mainstreamed into 
broader active labour market policy frameworks that are funded primarily by the ESF+ and RRF. 
These new instruments, such as the GOL (Garanzia di Occupabilità dei Lavoratori, Guarantee of 

 

51  Ministry of Family and Social Policy, The Implementation Plan for the Youth Guarantee, August 2022. 
52  Ministry of Employment of Sweden, Youth unemployment policies in Sweden - the Swedish response to the Council 

recommendation on a bridge to jobs - Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee, June 2022.  
53  Interview with ETUC, conducted on 22.07.2025.  

54 Interview with BusinessEurope, conducted on 03.07.2025. 
55  Ibid.  
56  Ibid. 
57  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Italy, 

November 2024. 
58  Interview with a Senior Evaluator at INAPP (the National Public Policy Analysis Institute), conducted on 17.07.2025; 

interview with an employee of the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, conducted on 30.07.2025. 

https://www.funduszeeuropejskie.gov.pl/media/147227/Plan_realizacji_Gwarancji_dla_mlodziezy_w_Polsce_Aktualizacja_2022.pdf
https://www.regeringen.se/rapporter/2022/06/youth-employment-policies-in-sweden--the-swedish-response-to-the-council-recommendation-on-a-bridge-to-jobs--reinforcing-the-youth-guarantee/
https://www.regeringen.se/rapporter/2022/06/youth-employment-policies-in-sweden--the-swedish-response-to-the-council-recommendation-on-a-bridge-to-jobs--reinforcing-the-youth-guarantee/
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/3daa8714-99e2-465b-a9d1-bc0a56875355/details
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Workers' Employability) programme and the National Programme for Youth, Women and Labour (PN 
GDL), lack one unified, branded entry point for the YG, which may in turn reduce its visibility to 
intended beneficiaries.59 

In Ireland, the coordinator considers awareness of the Intreo OSS among young people to be high, 
given its prominence.60 However, in Hungary, the national YG coordinator finds that gauging young 
people's knowledge of the scheme is more complex due to the existence of several youth 
employment related measures in parallel, such as personal income tax exemptions for those aged 
25 and under as well as reduced social security contributions for young workers.61 This challenge 
may be reflected in the national YG scheme's low uptake: of the estimated NEET population, only 
1% entered the YG. By contrast, both public authorities and young people in Bulgaria are considered 
to be well-informed of the national services on offer.62 For instance, the Employment Agency and 
other authorities inform youth of different support opportunities and organise information days, 
career forums and use various information channels, including through the deployment of youth 
and Roma mediators for direct outreach, cooperation agreements with youth organisations, and 
mobile employment bureaus to reach remote settlements.63 

As indicated by their national YG coordinator, public authorities in Spain have implemented a wide 
range of actions aimed at increasing the programme's visibility.64 Despite these efforts, recent 
research highlights that social organisations still play an important role in bridging the information 
and support gap left by public institutions, which includes providing the personalised guidance that 
is necessary for vulnerable youth to navigate and access their YG scheme.65 In Sweden, many 
citizens know of the activities of the PES, even if they would not know of the YG per se.66 At the 
same time, young people distant from the labour market, particularly those coming from 
disadvantaged backgrounds, have very limited contact with PES and educational institutions. 
Similarly, while the knowledge of young people on the YG in Poland is very limited, especially among 
those who are most distant from the labour market, a national communication strategy has been 
developed to improve outreach using multiple channels, including social media campaigns, 
establishing dedicated youth service points, and leveraging the extensive network of the Voluntary 
Labour Corps (OHP). Despite these efforts, national stakeholders note that communication mainly 
reaches students, employers, relevant stakeholders and labour market institutions.67 Consequently, 

 

59  Ibid. 
60  Interview with Ireland’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 03.07.2025. 
61  Interview with Hungary’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 30.07.2025. 
62  Interview with a representative of the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy, conducted on 04.07.2025. 
63  Ibid. 
64  Interview with Spain’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted 04.08.2025. 
65  Escamilla, A., & Molina, M., ‘The Youth Guarantee: learning from the experiences of young migrants, refugees and 

asylum seekers in Spain', Transitions on hold?, October 2023, p. 139. 
66  Interview with Sweden’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted 24.09 2025. 
67  Interviews with Poland’s national Youth Guarantee experts, conducted on 17.07.2025, 22.07.2025 and 01.08.2025.  

https://shs.cairn.info/transitions-on-hold--9789287194459-page-133?lang=en
https://shs.cairn.info/transitions-on-hold--9789287194459-page-133?lang=en
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the hardest-to-reach remain the least aware of such schemes and services that are available to 
them. 

The EYF highlights recurring feedback regarding a lack of programme awareness among both its 
members and young people themselves.68 Indeed, many beneficiaries remain unaware that they are 
participating in a YG scheme.69 Furthermore, a key barrier to engagement might be that many young 
people do not self-identify with the 'NEET' label, rendering outreach based on such terminology 
potentially ineffective.70 Consequently, visibility and ownership of the scheme vary considerably 
across stakeholders and administrative levels. 

3.2.3. Preparedness: implementation capacity of YG service providers 
Beyond awareness, the capacity of national YG service providers to effectively implement the RYG 
represents a critical success factor. Based on stakeholder consultations at EU level, representatives 
from both EYF and BusinessEurope indicate that the staff capacity of YG implementers is 
inadequate, suggesting that PES require greater resources and support. This lack of resources is 
seen as a key barrier to effective implementation and more personalised service delivery that the 
RYG intended.71 Recent academic literature corroborates this, suggesting that in order to effectively 
engage vulnerable NEETs, YG service providers must not only have the time but the specific set of 
skills required to adopt a 'caring approach', building the trusting, non-judgemental relationships that 
are key to fostering motivation among the target group.72 The national and EU-level evidence 
gathered also indicates that PES staff need to be better equipped to engage effectively with 
young people facing complex barriers, as better staff capacity would also address the problem of 
absorption capacity, which hinders the effective use of available EU funds. Moreover, literature 
suggests that the professional status and support for frontline staff are also key factors, as research 
finds that practitioners working with NEET youth often perceive their status as lower than that of 
teachers.73 This perception can directly impact the advice provided, as practitioners may be more 
inclined to encourage young people to accept low-skilled and low-paid jobs similar to their own 
perceived standing, which in turn can negatively influence the quality of career guidance that they 
provide to vulnerable youth.74 Furthermore, feedback obtained from BusinessEurope suggests that 
funding itself is not the issue, but rather the implementation and use of such funding.75 

 

68  Interview with European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025. 
69  European Youth Forum, Youth Guarantee: how to support young people finding a pathway, April 2025. 
70  Paabort, H., Flynn, P., Beilmann, M., & Petrescu, C., Policy responses to real world challenges associated with NEET 

youth: a scoping review, May 2023, p. 4. 
71  Interview with European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025. 
72  Jonsson, F., Gotfredsen, A. C., & Goicolea, I., How can community-based (re)engagement initiatives meet the needs 

of ‘NEET’ young people? Findings from the theory gleaning phase of a realist evaluation in Sweden, June 2022, p. 3. 
73  Paabort, H., Flynn, P., Beilmann, M., & Petrescu, C., Policy responses to real world challenges associated with NEET 

youth: a scoping review, May 2023, p. 7; Beck, V., Learning providers’ work with NEET young people, August 2015. 
74  Ibid. 
75  Ibid. 

https://www.youthforum.org/files/250415-PP-YouthGuarantee.pdf
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-cities/articles/10.3389/frsc.2023.1154464/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-cities/articles/10.3389/frsc.2023.1154464/full
https://bmcresnotes.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13104-022-06115-y
https://bmcresnotes.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13104-022-06115-y
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-cities/articles/10.3389/frsc.2023.1154464/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-cities/articles/10.3389/frsc.2023.1154464/full
https://figshare.le.ac.uk/articles/journal_contribution/Learning_providers_work_with_NEET_young_people/10142588
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Accordingly, administrative capability appears to be a binding constraint in many of the national YG 
implementing systems observed.  

However, while EU-level stakeholders point to widespread capacity constraints, the findings from 
the national-level research conducted for this study reveal a more nuanced picture. Indeed, staff 
capacity – at least in terms of numbers - has been found to be adequate in Ireland, Sweden, 
Hungary, Finland and Bulgaria, despite the range of different service delivery models between 
them. In Ireland, case officers are assigned based on geographical needs, and while there are no 
specialist staff, officers can opt to take part in additional training in order to provide better support 
in response to specific needs. The Irish system is also flexible and can bring in additional workers if 
unemployment suddenly rises.76 In Sweden, the PES employs around 6 500 case workers across 
regions and age groups who support unemployed individuals of all ages rather than focusing 
exclusively on youth.77 Even so, caseload pressure is a recurring issue.78 In Hungary, by contrast, 
staff numbers are generally found to be adequate, but youth support specialists are difficult to find 
and keep as the public sector is not as attractive as other sectors.79 

In Spain, Italy and Poland, staff capacity is found to be inadequate for meeting the specific 
objectives of the RYG. In Spain, for example, studies indicate that insufficient staffing levels for 
guidance and support services represent an ongoing barrier to effective implementation.80 This 
challenge is then compounded by complex registration processes and a lack of user-friendly 
communication, which together limit the provision of the face-to-face, individualised support that 
is needed by the most vulnerable youth. Similar challenges can be observed in Poland, where staff 
shortages occur in smaller and rural PES offices, which are also faced with the increasing 
complexity of support needs such as mental health.81 Complementing this finding, the OECD 
observes that, while staff capacity improved over time, there is the need to hire more specialised, 
frontline employees to engage new client groups.82 More broadly, comparative studies on Italy, 
Poland and Romania confirm that the effectiveness of PES is constrained by a lack of financial and 
sufficiently personalised resources, as well as inadequate tools that are needed for the profiling of 
beneficiaries' needs.83 Collectively, these factors hinder the PES from effectively reaching the most 
vulnerable youth. 

Actions taken to combat this issue have included increasing staff training and upskilling and 
developing standardised service procedures and quality benchmarks. For instance, in Italy, PES 

 

76  Interview with Intreo, Ireland's Public Employment Service, conducted on 13.08.2025. 
77  Interview with Sweden’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted 24.09 2025. 
78  Ibid. 
79  Interview with Hungary’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 30.07.2025.  
80  Jiménez, N., & Sánchez, S., El impacto de la Garantía Juvenil Reforzada en la juventud en pobreza y vulnerabilidad 

social, 2022. 
81  Interviews with Poland’s national Youth Guarantee experts, conducted on 17.07.2025, 22.07.2025 and 01.08.2025. 
82  OECD, Developing Public Employment Services for Economically Inactive People, September 2025. 
83  Neagu, G., Pizzolante, F., Rocca, A. & Smoter, M., The role of public employment services in young people's job search: 

a comparative study of Italy, Poland, and Romania, January 2025, p. 3. 

https://www.eapn.es/publicaciones/518/estudio-el-impacto-de-la-garantia-juvenil-reforzada-en-la-juventud-en-pobreza-y-vulnerabilidad-social
https://www.eapn.es/publicaciones/518/estudio-el-impacto-de-la-garantia-juvenil-reforzada-en-la-juventud-en-pobreza-y-vulnerabilidad-social
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/developing-public-employment-services-for-economically-inactive-people-in-poland_7daca138-en.html
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13676261.2024.2447857
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13676261.2024.2447857
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have long-standing structural weaknesses linked to understaffing, digitalisation, specialised 
training and fragmented governance, especially in less developed regions.84 Analysis from the 
literature also finds that public employment offices (PEOs) in Italy have been chronically 
underfunded and understaffed over the past two decades.85 This lack of administrative capacity has 
measurable consequences on, for example, the timeliness of service delivery, as data indicates that 
Italian PEOs often fail to ensure prompt service, starting 151 days after the signing of the 'activation 
pact' on average, compared to 63 days for private employment agencies.86 These weaknesses, 
including the inability to engage in adequate networking with key labour market actors,87 affect the 
ability to support jobseekers, leading to under-utilisation of the YG scheme by potential 
beneficiaries and ultimately lower employment outcomes.88 

Finally, the remaining national cases present yet another picture. Implementation of the YG in 
Germany relies on a robust institutional framework, including the Federal Employment Agency (BA) 
alongside a nationwide network of Youth Employment Agencies (Jugendberufsagenturen), and 
staff capacities were not identified as a significant bottleneck.89 On the other hand, staff capacity 
was identified as a point of concern in the Netherlands, even though the country does not have a 
dedicated national scheme in response to the YG.90 

3.3. Assessing the effectiveness and equity of the RYG 
Having examined national trends in the implementation of the RYG within the selected Member 
States, this section now examines the effectiveness and equity of national YG schemes. Revised 
in 2021, the Indicator Framework for Monitoring the Youth Guarantee provides a standardised set 
of indicators that allow for a comparative assessment of schemes' performance across Member 
States and over time.91 In turn, subsection 3.3.1. will start with a quantitative assessment of whether 
the national schemes were effective in achieving their core objectives through the lens of the 
Indicator Framework's three main indicators. This is followed by subsection 3.3.2, which considers 

 

84  Interview with a Senior Evaluator at INAPP (the National Public Policy Analysis Institute), conducted on 17.07.2025; 
interview with an employee of the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, conducted on 30.07.2025. 

85  Gaspani, F., Recchi, S., Rio, A., Young People NEET in Italy: Exploring the Phenomenon and Evolving Policies, in 
Pulcher, S., et al. (eds) Diversity and Inclusion in Italy, May 2025, p. 647. 

86  Ibid. 
87  Eleveld, A., Bazzani, T., De Le Cour, A., & Staszewska, E., Implementation of the European Youth Guarantee and the 

Right to Work: A Comparative Analysis of Traineeship Programmes Under the EU Active Labour Market Policy, 2022, 
p. 286. 

88  Interview with a Senior Evaluator at INAPP (the National Public Policy Analysis Institute), conducted on 17.07.2025; 
interview with an employee of the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, conducted on 30.07.2025. 

89  Based on the written input from Germany's Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs (BMAS) and desk research 
conducted for this study, which did not identify staff capacity as a major implementation barrier. 

90  Interview with the Netherlands’ Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 28.07.2025. 
91  European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, Indicator Framework for 

Monitoring the Youth Guarantee, March 2021.  

https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-81938-4_29
https://son.uni.lodz.pl/info/article/UL6fbaa89728b045af96921555bb1ab8e4?r=publication&ps=100&lang=en&title=Publication%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BImplementation%2Bof%2Bthe%2BEuropean%2BYouth%2BGuarantee%2Band%2Bthe%2BRight%2Bto%2BWork%253A%2BA%2BComparative%2BAnalysis%2Bof%2BTraineeship%2BProgrammes%2BUnder%2Bthe%2BEU%2BActive%2BLabour%2BMarket%2BPolicy%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BUniversity%2Bof%2BLodz&pn=1&cid=3188053
https://son.uni.lodz.pl/info/article/UL6fbaa89728b045af96921555bb1ab8e4?r=publication&ps=100&lang=en&title=Publication%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BImplementation%2Bof%2Bthe%2BEuropean%2BYouth%2BGuarantee%2Band%2Bthe%2BRight%2Bto%2BWork%253A%2BA%2BComparative%2BAnalysis%2Bof%2BTraineeship%2BProgrammes%2BUnder%2Bthe%2BEU%2BActive%2BLabour%2BMarket%2BPolicy%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BUniversity%2Bof%2BLodz&pn=1&cid=3188053
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/tools/neets/resources/indicator-framework-monitoring-youth-guarantee
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/tools/neets/resources/indicator-framework-monitoring-youth-guarantee
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the equity of the schemes by investigating whether they cater to diverse beneficiaries and the 
extent to which they serve both urban and rural users. 

3.3.1. Assessing effectiveness: Indicator Framework for Monitoring the RYG 
Following the 2020 Council Recommendation, the Indicator Framework for Monitoring the Youth 
Guarantee was revised in March 2021 to align with the policy instrument's expanded scope,92 
including the widening of the target age range to 15–29-year-olds. The revised Indicator Framework 
is therefore structured to assess the performance of the RYG at three distinct levels, each of which 
provides a different perspective on the scheme's impact. Specifically, these are aggregate 
monitoring, which tracks the overall macroeconomic context that the scheme operates within, 
direct monitoring, which tracks the efficiency of the scheme's delivery in the Member States 
concerned, and follow-up monitoring, which assesses the sustainability of outcomes for 
participants that are generated by the scheme itself. Accordingly, analysis from the literature 
emphasises the importance of robust monitoring of actual labour market integration as a core 
requirement for achieving a rights-based approach to the YG, ensuring that traineeships effectively 
enhance employability rather than serve as a precarious stopgap.93 

Aggregate monitoring indicators 

While progress has slowed, the aggregate monitoring indicators indicate a continued positive trend 
in the EU youth labour market. Concretely, the main indicator, the NEET rate for young people 
aged 15-29, saw its lowest recorded level in 2024.94 This positive trajectory is further corroborated 
by the supplementary indicators, which show that the youth employment rate, unemployment rate, 
and unemployment ratio have all reached their most favourable levels since the introduction of the 

 

92  Ibid. 
93  Eleveld, A., Bazzani, T., De Le Cour, A., & Staszewska, E., Implementation of the European Youth Guarantee and the 

Right to Work: A Comparative Analysis of Traineeship Programmes Under the EU Active Labour Market Policy, 2022, 
p. 277. 

94  European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion, Data collection for monitoring 
of Youth Guarantee schemes: 2023, March 2025. 

Box 1 – Revised Indicator Monitoring Framework for the Youth Guarantee, Aggregate 
monitoring indicators 

Defining aggregate monitoring 
'Macroeconomic indicators based on the EU-LFS are intended to monitor the general situation of young 
people in the EU. They represent an indirect means of monitoring the effects of implementing the YG 
and may also be taken to reflect the impact of preventive measures to avoid young people falling into 
unemployment or inactivity in the first place.' 

'[the indicators] describe the context for YG implementation in each country and their evolution through 
time may give some indication of the impact of the YG.' 

Source: European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, Indicator 
         

https://son.uni.lodz.pl/info/article/UL6fbaa89728b045af96921555bb1ab8e4?r=publication&ps=100&lang=en&title=Publication%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BImplementation%2Bof%2Bthe%2BEuropean%2BYouth%2BGuarantee%2Band%2Bthe%2BRight%2Bto%2BWork%253A%2BA%2BComparative%2BAnalysis%2Bof%2BTraineeship%2BProgrammes%2BUnder%2Bthe%2BEU%2BActive%2BLabour%2BMarket%2BPolicy%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BUniversity%2Bof%2BLodz&pn=1&cid=3188053
https://son.uni.lodz.pl/info/article/UL6fbaa89728b045af96921555bb1ab8e4?r=publication&ps=100&lang=en&title=Publication%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BImplementation%2Bof%2Bthe%2BEuropean%2BYouth%2BGuarantee%2Band%2Bthe%2BRight%2Bto%2BWork%253A%2BA%2BComparative%2BAnalysis%2Bof%2BTraineeship%2BProgrammes%2BUnder%2Bthe%2BEU%2BActive%2BLabour%2BMarket%2BPolicy%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BUniversity%2Bof%2BLodz&pn=1&cid=3188053
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/tools/neets/resources/indicator-framework-monitoring-youth-guarantee
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/tools/neets/resources/indicator-framework-monitoring-youth-guarantee
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YG.95 Nevertheless, this overall improvement at EU level masks considerable disparities in 
performance in several of the selected Member States. 

At the EU level, the NEET rate for 15–29-year-olds fell marginally from 11.3% in 2023 to a new low 
of 11.1% in 2024 (see Figure 2).96 Looking at the trend over the last five years, a clear positive 
trajectory can be seen for most of the selected Member States. Their 2024 NEET rates are now 
well below both the 2020 pandemic peak and their pre-pandemic levels in 2019. Italy, for instance, 
despite having one of the highest NEET rates in 2024 (15.2%), has made the most significant 
progress, reducing its NEET rate by 6.9 percentage points since 2019. Similarly, Ireland (-3.8 p.p.), 
Bulgaria (-3.9 p.p.) and Spain (-2.9 p.p.) have all made notable progress from their relatively high 
pre-pandemic levels. At the same time, consistent strong performers such as the Netherlands 
(4.9%) and Sweden (6.3%) have generally maintained their positions. However, the positive trend is 
not universal, with countries such as Germany indicating an uptick from 7.6% in 2019 to 8.7% in 2024, 
running counter to the broader EU-level trend. Finland has also experienced a slight increase over 
the same period, rising from 9.5% to 10.0%. 

Figure 2 – NEET rate of selected Member States, 2019, 2020 (COVID-19), & 2024 

 

Source: Eurostat, NEET rates [edat_lfse_20] 

These findings must be contextualised within the methodological design of the Indicator Framework. 
For instance, these aggregate indicators are drawn from the EU Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS), 
thereby providing an indirect measure of the YG's effectiveness.97 While they can provide a 
valuable overview of the broader macroeconomic environment in which the national YG schemes 
operate, they cannot be used to ascribe changes in certain labour market indicators (e.g., youth 
unemployment) directly to the YG itself. Rather, delineating the specific impact of YG policies from 

 

95  Ibid. 
96  Ibid. 
97 European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion, Data collection for monitoring 

of Youth Guarantee schemes: 2023, March 2025. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/EDAT_LFSE_20/default/table?lang=en
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broader macro-level trends requires analysis of the direct and follow-up indicators, which will be 
addressed accordingly. 

Direct monitoring indicators 

In clear contrast to the modestly positive trends observed from the NEET rate as part of the Indicator 
Framework's aggregate monitoring data, the direct monitoring indicators suggest the presence of 
significant and persistent operational challenges in delivering YG schemes across the EU. 
Specifically, the data indicates that national YG schemes are facing difficulties in meeting the 2020 
Council Recommendation's core objectives concerning reach, with fewer than half of the total 
NEET population covered by the scheme, and timeliness, as a majority of registered young people 
are waiting longer than the four-month target for an offer.98  

Table 1 – Performance of direct monitoring indicators, 202399 

 

98  European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion, Data collection for monitoring 
of Youth Guarantee schemes: 2023, March 2025. 

99  Note: data presented in this table is limited to the 10 selected Member States that are the focus of this study. 

Member State In YG beyond 4-month target (%) Timely & positive exits (%) 

Italy 86.1 61.1 

Ireland 78.8 38.4 

Netherlands 73.2 30.2 

Bulgaria 67.4 46.1 

Spain 61.9 9.6 

Poland 58.1 47.5 

Germany 55.6 47.7 

Box 1 – Revised Indicator Monitoring Framework for the Youth Guarantee, Direct 
monitoring indicators  

Defining direct monitoring 
'Direct monitoring is reliant on administrative data following individual pathways through YG schemes. 
Such data were not systematically collected at European level before the establishment of this Indicator 
Framework but are now routinely available for all Member States.' 

'A key objective of the monitoring is to assess the compliance of Member States with the Council 
Recommendation, which requires that every young person should receive a good quality YG offer within a 
period of 4 months.' 

Source: European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, 
Indicator Framework for Monitoring the Youth Guarantee, March 2021, p.7.  

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
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Source: European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion, Data 
collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes: 2023, March 2025. 

Focusing on the main direct monitoring indicator, a look at the share of young people aged 15-29 
in the YG preparatory phase for more than four months reveals a challenge related to the 
effectiveness of the national schemes (see Table 1). For instance, in 2023, the EU average was 53.6%, 
indicating that over half of young people registered with a national YG scheme had not yet taken 
up an offer within the four-month timeframe,100 despite this being a core element of the 2020 
reinforcement.101  

This finding is heavily shaped by weak performance in some of the largest Member States, 
particularly Italy (86.1%) and France (72.0%). The issue is then compounded further by the data on 
timely and positive exits: only 45.6% of young people leaving a YG scheme did so to take up an offer 
within the four-month window. Accordingly, these results highlight a dual challenge in 
implementation: a large proportion of participants remain in the preparatory phase for too long, 
meanwhile, the share of those who do successfully exit with a timely offer is less than half. 

 

100  It is important to note the divergence between the target of the RYG and the indicator used to measure it. While the 
Council Recommendation establishes a target for young people to receive an offer within four months of entering a 
YG scheme, the indicator measures those who take up an offer (i.e. successfully exit the preparatory phase to a 
positive destination). As such, offers that are made by the provider but declined by the beneficiary are not captured 
by this indicator. 

101  Ibid. 

Member State In YG beyond 4-month target (%) Timely & positive exits (%) 

Finland 55.2 42.5 

EU average 53.6 45.6 

Sweden 47.3 39.1 

Hungary 33.3 91.7 
   

Legend 10 p.p. < EU Worse than EU avg. Better than EU avg. 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
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Follow-up monitoring indicators 

Designed to assess the long-term sustainability of outcomes for participants, the YG follow-up 
monitoring indicators present a mixed and methodologically limited picture in terms of the 
effectiveness of the national YG schemes.  

Although the available data suggests that the majority of young people are in a positive situation 
six months after leaving a YG scheme, at the same time, this finding is undermined by considerable 
data gaps. The issue of incomplete reporting is particularly pronounced for the Netherlands and 
Finland, which have not provided follow-up data since the introduction of the RYG in 2020. A similar 
challenge can be observed for Germany, where the latest available follow-up data is from 2022. This 
persistent gap remains a weak point of the YG's Indicator Monitoring Framework which, in turn, limits 
the ability to draw definitive conclusions about the scheme's effectiveness. 

Examining the 2023 data, it was found that 58.3% of young people in the EU who had left a national 
YG scheme were in a positive situation (i.e., in employment, continued education, an 
apprenticeship, or a traineeship) six months later. This overall figure contains outcomes from 
different exit pathways, whose effectiveness varies. For instance, of those who originally exited into 
an apprenticeship, 81% were in a positive situation six months later, compared to 74.3% for those 
who took up an employment offer, 63.4% for traineeships, followed by 58.3% for continued 
education.102 While these figures are encouraging at first glance, they must be interpreted with 
caution, as the capacity of Member States to track young people after they exit the scheme varies 
considerably, resulting in issues with the quality of the data observed. For example, six Member 
States failed to report follow-up data in 2023, while in others, a substantial share of individuals 
was categorised as 'unknown', such as in Romania (70.0% unknown) and Luxembourg (53.9%). 
Furthermore, in Bulgaria, monitoring is structurally exclusionary, omitting approximately 80% of the 
country's NEET population due to their tracking system only covering youth registered with the 

 

102  European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion, Data collection for monitoring 
of Youth Guarantee schemes: 2023, March 2025. 

Box 3 – Revised Indicator Monitoring Framework for the Youth Guarantee, Follow-up 
monitoring indicators 

Defining follow-up monitoring 
'Follow up indicators are needed to show whether sustainable labour market outcomes were achieved 
for individuals passing through the YG system. They contribute to monitoring the quality of the offers 
received by young people going through the YG scheme.' 

'The indicators defined below aim to identify the labour market status of individuals some time after exiting 
the YG preparatory phase... The main follow-up indicator covers all young people who have been through 
the YG scheme, irrespective of whether they took up an offer or not.' 

Source: European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, Indicator 
Framework for Monitoring the Youth Guarantee, March 2021, p.9.  

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/tools/neets/resources/indicator-framework-monitoring-youth-guarantee
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/tools/neets/resources/indicator-framework-monitoring-youth-guarantee
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National Employment Agency, leaving a significant data gap regarding the true effectiveness of their 
national YG scheme.103  

More broadly, country-level monitoring often fails to account for regional disparities. For instance, 
research on the implementation of the YG in Italy finds that national-level data can mask the 
scheme's true impact, as key factors related to multilevel governance and disparate regional labour 
market conditions are ignored.104 

Table 2 – Situation of young people (15-29) 6 months post YG scheme, 2023 

Source: European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion, Data 
collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes: 2023, March 2025. 

Shifting focus to the selected Member States in particular (see Table 2), the results indicate that YG 
scheme performance and data quality are linked. For instance, countries that report a high share of 
positive outcomes, such as Italy (66.3%), Ireland (66.9%), and Poland (58.7%), also report very low 
proportions of unknown cases (at 1.6%, 21.4%, and 28.1% respectively). Accordingly, this would 
suggest the presence of robust national tracking systems that are able to link PES registers with 
employment registers. By contrast, Bulgaria reports a lower positive outcome rate of 41.7%, which 
is directly correlated with a very high proportion of unknown cases (53.9%), indicating that in 

 

103  Yakova, L., The Youth Guarantee in Bulgaria and its uptake among Roma youth, 2018, p. 25. 
104  Monti, L., The Italian Puzzle of the European Youth Guarantee, August 2022, p. 9. 

Member State Positive situation (%) Negative situation (%) Unknown situation (%) 

Ireland 66.9 11.7 21.4 

Italy 66.3 32.0 1.6 

Hungary 63.3 19.3 17.4 

Spain 61.6 33.6 4.8 

Poland 58.7 13.2 28.1 

EU average 58.3 14.3 27.4 

Sweden 49.1 21.5 29.3 

Bulgaria 41.7 4.5 53.9 

Germany N/A N/A N/A 

Finland N/A N/A N/A 

Netherlands N/A N/A N/A 
    

Legend 10 p.p. < EU Worse than EU avg. Better than EU avg. 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
https://csd.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/publications_library/files/2018_10/The_Youth_Guarantee_in_Bulgaria_and_Its_Uptake_among_Roma_Youth.pdf
https://journals.openedition.org/poldev/5058
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Member States with weaker national tracking systems, the reported effectiveness of the YG could 
be significantly understated, as many positive outcomes may simply be going unrecorded. 

The results of the three tiers of the Indicator Framework highlight a discrepancy between the 
improving macroeconomic context and the operational performance of the YG itself, even with 
the reforms of the RYG. Despite various national YG schemes benefiting from a favourable macro-
level environment of falling NEET rates over the past several years, the investigation of more direct 
monitoring data indicates that the RYG often falls short of its core delivery objectives in terms of 
timeliness and reach. This issue is then exacerbated by the observed methodological weaknesses 
in the form of data gaps in the follow-up monitoring indicators, which in turn prevents a complete 
assessment of the scheme's long-term impact on sustainable employment. Ultimately, while 
underlying conditions for the youth labour market have improved, the RYG's own performance 
benchmark via the revised Indicator Monitoring Framework indicates that its delivery mechanisms 
often struggle to operate effectively. 

These challenges in achieving the RYG's core objectives raise important questions regarding the 
equity of the scheme's delivery for different vulnerable subgroups within its target NEET population. 
The following analysis will therefore assess how national YG schemes cater to diverse beneficiaries 
and adapt to different local contexts. 

3.3.2. Assessing equity: a diversity of beneficiaries and the urban-rural divide 
Another dimension by which the effectiveness of the RYG must be assessed is whether and to what 
extent it provides equitable support to all young people, regardless of their circumstances or 
location. Accordingly, this principle of equity was highlighted as a key tenet of the 2020 Council 
Recommendation, which placed an emphasis on those most at risk of being left behind as well as 
the provision of help tailored to local needs. Despite these initial aims of the policy, the evidence 
suggests the presence of gaps between the policy ambition and the reality on the ground. Many 
of the selected Member States have formally adopted various strategies with an intended focus to 
cater to different groups of beneficiaries. However, structural barriers and inconsistent national 
implementation limit equitable access, particularly for vulnerable youth and those living in rural 
areas. 

Reaching a diversity of beneficiaries 
The approaches taken by Member States in supporting vulnerable subgroups of the NEET 
population vary widely among the select cases observed, ranging from those that are highly 
targeted, pathway-based models, to more universalist systems.  

Italy, for example, has designed its GOL programme to prioritise individuals facing multiple barriers, 
including the more fragile and vulnerable (such as NEETs).105, 106 This is achieved through the creation 
of a dedicated 'Employment and Inclusion' pathway that activates a network of relevant social, 

 

105  Interview with a Senior Evaluator at INAPP (the National Public Policy Analysis Institute), conducted on 17.07.2025; 
interview with an employee of the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, conducted on 30.07.2025. 

106  Ministry of Labour and Social Policies, Il Programma di Garanzia di Occupabilità dei Lavoratori, December 2021. 

https://www.fipe.it/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Allegato-2-CIRCO-188-21_allegato-A.pdf
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health and educational services. In parallel, this network is complemented by a profiling system that 
categorises target groups according to how far they are from the labour market in order to ensure 
that intensive support is provided to those who need it most.107 The National Programme 'Giovani, 
Donne e Lavoro' (2021–2027) also supports the implementation of the RYG, partly by promoting the 
development of skills and improving employment prospects for young people, women and 
disadvantaged individuals.108 Spain has adopted similarly extensive measures for certain vulnerable 
subgroups of the population, namely LGBTI youth, migrants, people with disabilities and young 
people with family responsibilities, directly into the pillars of its YG Plus Plan which was introduced 
shortly following the 2020 reinforcement of the YG.109 Less extensively, the approach taken by 
Poland identifies certain vulnerable subgroups, including women raising young children and young 
people leaving foster care, and tracks their participation in active labour market programmes.110 

Beyond these more targeted systems, the national evidence also identified several cross-cutting 
approaches. For example, rather than having a separate YG outreach programme, Ireland provides 
support to vulnerable groups primarily via synergies with existing national strategies, including the 
National Traveller and Roma Inclusion Strategy.111 More specifically, the Irish approach is comprised 
of specific measures such as enhanced financial incentives for employers who hire from certain 
vulnerable groups. Alternatively, Finland takes a more universalist approach.112 Rather than 
providing programming tailored to specific groups, the Finnish model operates on the principle that 
improvements to the accessibility and quality of services more broadly will benefit all vulnerable 
young people as well. While this approach contributes to a more resilient system from the 
perspective of service delivery, it has also been acknowledged to result in slower progress for certain 
vulnerable groups.113 Similarly, some Member States, such as Hungary, have yet to implement 
specific outreach strategies for vulnerable individuals beyond the existing profiling tools made 
available to counsellors to determine the support needs of potential YG scheme beneficiaries.114 

In addition to the targeted support for specific vulnerable groups, an analysis of EU-level monitoring 
data reveals the presence of significant disparities along demographic lines, particularly as they 
concern gender and age (within the target range of the RYG).115 For instance, there is a clear gender 
gap in the ability of YG schemes across the EU to reach target beneficiaries. In 2023, the average 
coverage rate for young men participating in a YG scheme (43%) was notably higher than for 
young women (37.3%). Yet the gap widens further when focusing on some Member States in 

 

107  Interview with a Senior Evaluator at INAPP (the National Public Policy Analysis Institute), conducted on 17.07.2025; 
interview with an employee of the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, conducted on 30.07.2025. 

108  Ministry of Labour and Social Policies, PN Giovani, donne e lavoro 2021-2027, 2021. 
109  Gobierno de España, Youth Guarantee Plan Plus 2021 - 2027 of decent work for young people, June 2021. 
110  Interviews with Poland’s national Youth Guarantee experts, conducted on 17.07.2025, 22.07.2025 and 01.08.2025. 
111  Government of Ireland, National Traveller and Roma Inclusion Strategy II 2024-2028, July 2024; Interview with 

Ireland’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 13.08.2025. 
112  Interview with Finland’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 31.07.2025. 
113  Ibid. 
114 I nterview with Hungary’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 30.07.2025. 
115  European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion, Data collection for monitoring 

of Youth Guarantee schemes: 2023, March 2025. 

https://www.inapp.gov.it/linapp-per-il-fondo-sociale-europeo/pn-giovani-donne-e-lavoro-2021-2027
https://www.sepe.es/HomeSepe/en/encontrar-trabajo/Garantia-Juvenil/plan-garantia-juvenil-plus.html
https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of-children-disability-and-equality/publications/national-traveller-and-roma-inclusion-strategy-ii-2024-2028/
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
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particular, such as Germany, where the coverage rate for men (73.5%) is nearly double that for 
women (40.6%). A similar trend can be observed across age cohorts as well, where coverage is 
highest for the 15-19 age group at 55.2%, before progressively declining for older NEETs, dropping 
to just 32.0% for those aged 25-29. This age-related drop-off is especially stark in Spain, where the 
coverage rate falls from 98% among the 15-19 age cohort, to 50.2% among 20-24 year olds, and just 
22.1% for those aged 25-29, which represent the upper end of the RYG's expanded age range.116 
These findings may indicate that, in addition to the challenges of reaching vulnerable sub-groups of 
the NEET population, broader structural barriers may be hindering access for women and older 
NEETs to access their national YG schemes. At the same time, however, another look into the data 
presents a more complex picture in terms of outcomes. Specifically, 2023 reporting finds that while 
women on average wait slightly longer to receive an offer (e.g., 63.8% of women in Poland wait 
longer than four months compared to 48.9% of men), their positive outcomes six months after 
leaving a scheme are comparable to those of men.117 

Despite the wide range of formal strategies, both targeted and universalist, the findings suggest 
that some of the YG's prior challenges in reaching the most vulnerable persist. As the EYF has 
noted, national YG schemes often remain passive and largely dependent on who is registering at 
the PES, leading to a 'creaming effect' where those closer to the labour market benefit most.118 
Recognising that it is often the most vulnerable who are furthest from these formal bodies 
responsible for YG implementation, such as the PES, it follows that Member States lacking targeted 
outreach measures for these vulnerable groups will then continue to underserve them. At the same 
time, official monitoring and statistics may also undercount these groups for similar reasons. 
Additionally, challenges remain in supporting young people with migrant backgrounds. This was 
confirmed in the Netherlands,119 where this vulnerable group is disproportionately represented in 
poor-performing segments of employment and education statistics. 

 

116  Ibid. 
117  Ibid. 
118  Interview with the European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025. 
119  Interview with the Netherlands’ national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 28.07.2025. 
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Addressing the urban-rural divide 

The urban-rural divide poses a distinct and widespread challenge to ensuring equitable access to 
national YG schemes. One study notes that as rural NEETs are not defined as a priority target within 
the RYG, no measures dedicated to this group have been introduced in most countries.120 Looking 
further, comparative analysis indicates that rural NEETs as such are generally not a priority target 
group in national RYG plans. However, while Poland's RYG does not define NEETs as a distinct 
priority group, it does specifically focus on enhancing the outreach capabilities of PES to better serve 
individuals in rural or remote locations.121 These challenges are highlighted in a 2022 report by the 
European Committee of the Regions (CoR) on the local implementation of the RYG, which found 
that while 61% of Bulgarian PES at the local level had implemented support measures for remote 
and rural areas in particular, just 31% of local PES in other EU Member States had done so.122  

At first glance, this finding suggests that, rather than tailored territorial approaches being the 
universal standard, rural and remote youth who are already struggling to access the labour market 
or education also face additional disadvantages. These include limited access to services via their 
national YG scheme or equivalent service, limited awareness of such services, and fewer education 
and training opportunities in their local context. More concretely, in Italy, this divide is quantifiable, 
with research finding that the employment rate for YG beneficiaries in Southern regions is 26.1 

 

120  Simoes F. and Erdogan E., NEETs in European rural areas. Individual features, support systems and policy measures, 
February 2024. 

121  Petrescu, C., et al., Rural Dimension of the Employment Policies for NEETs. A Comparative Analysis of the Reinforced 
Youth Guarantee, February 2024, pp. 70-71. 

122  European Committee of the Regions, The local implementation of the Reinforced Youth Guarantee, 2022. 

Box 2 – Cross-cutting barriers for youth in rural and remote areas 

By synthesising the evidence gathered from the national-level research, stakeholder 
consultations, and literature, several cross-cutting barriers for young people in rural and 
remote areas emerge: 
Limited access to services. There are fewer physical PES offices and support centres, which often require 
long and costly travel. 

Limited transport options. There is a lack of reliable and affordable public transportation options that can 
be used to access employment, training, or support services. 

Fewer job opportunities. Rural and remote areas are faced with less diverse local labour market with fewer 
available jobs, apprenticeships and traineeships, particularly in high-skill sectors. 

Digital proficiency gaps. Online portals and digital service delivery are limited in their effectiveness due 
to rural and remote areas having inconsistent access to high-speed internet. 

Reduced social support infrastructure. There are fewer specialised social support services (e.g. mental 
health and disability services) available, coupled with a smaller network of civil society organisations to 
partner with for much needed outreach. 

https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-031-45679-4
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-45679-4_4
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-45679-4_4
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/2d9924bf-f753-11ec-b94a-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
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percentage points lower than in the North-East, which directly correlates with a lower programme 
coverage index in those territories.123 

Further investigation at the Member State level reveals that a variety of strategies have been 
adopted with the aim of mitigating these geographic barriers, often combining physical 
infrastructure with digital solutions. The CoR report highlights several local initiatives, such as 
Spain's Agrotreballa al Solsonès project which, via the national YG scheme, provides training for 
young people in rural areas to prepare them for self-employment in the agriculture sector.124 Looking 
into the Spanish context further, their YG scheme is notable for explicitly linking the creation of 
youth employment opportunities to the regeneration of declining rural and urban spaces, framing 
the YG as a tool for broader territorial development rather than offering solely individual support.125 
Romania's approach is also highlighted, which categorises support programmes by 'territorial 
scope', with specific projects targeting NEETs in less developed regions in particular.126 While the 
ability of national YG schemes to carry out effective outreach to rural areas is generally 
acknowledged as a challenge, evidence from Hungary offers an opposing view, with the results of 
an impact evaluation suggesting that rural participants in YG programmes may actually see lower 
drop-out rates than their counterparts in urban settings, indicating that while access is difficult, 
programme retention for those beneficiaries reached can be positive.127 

The national-level research carried out for this study reinforces many of these findings, which found 
that Ireland is developing a 'blended' delivery model that uses online meetings in order to overcome 
travel-related barriers preventing potential beneficiaries from accessing their PES.128 Even so, these 
initiatives may ultimately struggle to overcome the structural limitation of simply having fewer 
access points to such services (often via the PES) in rural and remote areas. As the EYF warns, 
providing an online portal alone is insufficient to ensure genuine accessibility in the absence of 
physical infrastructure.129 

3.4. Synthesis of benefits, shortcomings and barriers 
Having examined the Member State level trends, including the effectiveness and equity of the 
implementation of the RYG, this section synthesises these findings to provide an evidence-based 
overview of how the scheme operates in practice. To do so, subsection 3.4.1. will start by outlining 
the primary benefits and noteworthy best practices that have emerged from across the selected 
Member States. This is followed by subsection 3.4.2., which will present an analysis of the scheme's 

 

123  Monti, L., The Italian Puzzle of the European Youth Guarantee, August 2022, p. 8. 
124  European Committee of the Regions, The local implementation of the Reinforced Youth Guarantee, 2022. 
125  Petrescu, C., et al., Rural Dimension of the Employment Policies for NEETs. A Comparative Analysis of the Reinforced 

Youth Guarantee, February 2024, p. 69. 
126  European Committee of the Regions, The local implementation of the Reinforced Youth Guarantee, 2022. 
127  Petrescu, C., et al., Rural Dimension of the Employment Policies for NEETs. A Comparative Analysis of the Reinforced 

Youth Guarantee, February 2024, p. 71. 
128  Government of Ireland, Pathways to Work Strategy 2021-2025, July 2021. 
129  Interview with European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025. 

https://journals.openedition.org/poldev/5058
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/2d9924bf-f753-11ec-b94a-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-45679-4_4
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-45679-4_4
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/2d9924bf-f753-11ec-b94a-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-45679-4_4
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-45679-4_4
https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of-social-protection/publications/pathways-to-work-strategy-2021-2025/
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key shortcomings and the persistent implementation barriers that continue to limit its 
effectiveness overall. 

3.4.1. Main benefits and best practices 
Evidence gathered from both national and EU-level stakeholders indicates that the YG framework, 
particularly in its reinforced form (RYG) as set out via the 2020 Council Recommendation, has 
established itself as an important and resilient policy instrument. More specifically, the main benefit 
of the instrument is that it has served as a catalyst for institutional reform and innovation in youth 
employment policy within Member States.  

According to the EYF, the YG is one of the biggest youth employment initiatives at EU level, and its 
role as a stabilising force was proven by the fact that youth unemployment rates did not skyrocket 
during COVID.130 This assessment is echoed by DG EMPL, which considers the scheme instrumental 
in establishing comprehensive youth employment support structures where, in many Member 
States, this was lacking completely.131 This has had a significant impact on shaping national systems, 
leading to tangible developments such as the creation of 'youth one-stop shops' offering holistic 
support to programme beneficiaries. 

At the Member State level, the implementation of the RYG has led to significant and varied 
improvements, which can be broadly categorised into several key areas of best practice: 

• Institutional innovation and systemic reform. The RYG has often provided the impetus for 
the development of new public service infrastructure. Notably, the One-Stop Guidance 
Centres (OSGCs) that are central to delivery of the YG in Finland utilise an innovative 
structure,132 through which they bring together employment, education, social welfare and 
health services under one, more easily accessible hub.133 Another example is Italy's 
Information System for Social and Labour Inclusion (SIISL), a transformative digital platform 
that connects previously separate administrative systems (e.g. social security, PES and 
training providers).134 More broadly, academic research suggests that the YG has provided 
an opportunity to reflect on the reorganisation of responsibilities and operational 
governance mechanisms in the ALMP domains, even if the reform path remains incomplete 
and has not led to full-fledged structural changes across all Member States.135 

• Strengthening policy coherence and mainstreaming. In certain Member States, a key 
benefit has been the successful integration of the RYG into broader national policy. Ireland 
is a leading example in this regard, as the YG is not a standalone initiative, but is instead 

 

130  Interview with European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025. 
131  Interview with DG EMPL, conducted on 26.06.2025. 
132  Ohjaamo, What is a One-Stop Guidance Center?, n.d. 
133  Interview with Finland’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 31.07.2025. 
134  INPS (Italian National Institute for Social Security), Sistema Informativo per l’Inclusione Sociale e Lavorativa – SIISL, 

August 2023. 
135  Vesan, P., Lizzi, R., The Youth Guarantee in Italy and the New Policy Design Approach: Expectations, Hopes and 

Delusions, December 2017.  
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operationalised through the national employment services strategy, 'Pathways to Work'.136 
More specifically, this delivery via the 'Intreo' one-stop-shop (OSS) model ensures RYG 
objectives are embedded within the primary vehicle for labour market activation.137 

• Strengthened partnerships and decentralised delivery. The significance of multi-level 
collaboration emerges as a recurring theme for two of the best performing selected Member 
States. Specifically, the Netherlands benefits from a highly decentralised model in which 
municipalities play the central role, enabling them to apply tailored responses to local 
needs.138 Beyond the municipal level, in Germany, the focus has been on strengthening 
existing partnership frameworks and the network of decentralised Youth Employment 
Agencies (Jugendberufsagenturen).139 This aligns with the perspective offered by 
SMEunited,140 who observed that the greatest benefits of the RYG are realised when 
partnerships address local labour market needs. Accordingly, this finding is supported by 
Eurocities as well,141 which emphasised how the YG enables cities to 'improve cooperation 
between local stakeholders (e.g. education providers, employers, businesses, NGOs, etc.)'. 

• Development of tailored and individualised support models. In line with the reinforced 
elements of the RYG, several Member States have developed tools to further individualise 
the services provided by their national YG schemes. Namely, Poland has strengthened its 
use of Individual Action Plans (IAPs) and skills profiling to better align the support it provides 
with the personal needs of the beneficiary.142 This approach is complemented by more data-
driven models, such as in Sweden, which moved towards more individualised case 
management, with the support of an automated assessment tool that evaluates multiple 
factors to determine support needs.143 Similarly, Ireland uses its Probability of Exit (PEX) 
statistical profiling tool to enable evidence-based service segmentation and better inform 
the type of support that is best suited for the beneficiary.144 The importance of implementing 
tailored approaches in interventions supporting NEETs is also underscored in recent 
academic research.145 

These national-level developments demonstrate the capacity of the RYG framework to be 
adapted to diverse institutional contexts, while still resulting in tangible improvements to service 
delivery. Although the specific approaches differ, they all share a common thread: the use of the YG 

 

136  Government of Ireland, Pathways to Work Strategy 2021-2025, July 2021. 
137  Interview with Intreo, Ireland's Public Employment Service, conducted on 13.08.2025. 
138  Interview with the Netherlands’ national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 28.07.2025. 
139  Written input from Germany's Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received on 29.08.2025. 
140  SMEunited, Position paper on the council recommendation on a bridge to jobs - reinforcing the youth guarantee, 2020. 
141  Eurocities, Cities role in fighting youth unemployment. Reinforcing Youth Guarantee. Lessons learnt by cities in 

implementing the Youth Guarantee 2014-2020 – technical report, March 2020. 
142  Interviews with Poland’s national Youth Guarantee experts, conducted on 17.07.2025, 22.07.2025 and 01.08.2025. 
143  Interview with Sweden’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 24.09.2025. 
144  Government of Ireland, Pathways to Work Strategy 2021-2025, July 2021. 
145  Paabort, H., Flynn, P., Beilmann, M., & Petrescu, C., Policy responses to real world challenges associated with NEET 

youth: a scoping review, May 2023, p. 4. 
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framework to build more coherent, integrated and user-centric support systems for young people 
seeking employment, education or training opportunities. 

Taken together, the benefits and best practices identified from the range of Member State 
approaches demonstrate the extent to which the RYG has advanced youth employment and skills 
policy across the EU, as well as driven further institutional reforms among the authorities 
responsible for implementing such national YG schemes. Even so, this positive assessment must be 
balanced against the significant and persistent operational challenges that limit the scheme's 
effectiveness overall, which will be examined in the following section. 

3.4.2. Key shortcomings and implementation barriers 
The national level evidence collected and analysed has revealed clear benefits and effective 
practices in working towards the intended aims of the RYG. However, the Member State-level 
findings show that the scheme's overall success remains hindered by recurring challenges and 
shortcomings in national implementation, which vary in scope and severity across the Member 
States studied. While the 2020 Council Recommendation aimed to address many of these same 
issues, the evidence presented throughout this chapter has revealed that notable gaps remain 
between the policy ambition of the EU level instrument versus its practical implementation on the 
ground. 

The most prevalent recurring challenges can be categorised into the following key themes: 

• Structural barriers to outreach and equity. A primary and recurring shortcoming is the 
limited capacity of national YG schemes to reach the most marginalised and inactive NEETs. 
EU-level stakeholders, such as the EYF, describe a systemic 'creaming effect', whereby 
schemes tend to support individuals who are already closer to the labour market, leaving the 
most vulnerable behind. This described effect is in large part rooted in the operational design 
of such national schemes. In Ireland, for example, there is a structural dependency on the 
unemployment 'live register' as its main entry point which, in turn, systematically excludes 
the majority of inactive NEETs as a result.146 Similarly, in Spain, outreach efforts prove far 
less effective for older NEETs (25-29) who typically face more complex barriers. The 
underlying barrier, as noted by DG EMPL and others, is that the PES often lacks the specific 
capacity and resources for the proactive, community-oriented outreach that is often needed 
in order to meaningfully engage these groups.147 In this respect, recent comparative research 
notes that Italian and Romanian PES struggle to reach out to vulnerable youth, such as those 
with lower educational level or living in certain regions, reinforcing the 'creaming effect' 
mentioned above.148 

 

146  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Ireland, 
November 2024. 

147  Interview with DG EMPL, conducted on 26.06.2025. 
148  Neagu, Gabriela, Federica Pizzolante, Antonella Rocca, & Mateusz Smoter, The role of public employment services in 

young people's job search: a comparative study of Italy, Poland, and Romania, January 2025. 
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• Operational challenges and capacity constraints. Even when young people are registered 
with national YG schemes, such systems often struggle to provide timely and effective 
support. Frequent delays in the ability of such schemes to result in an offer remains a key 
issue, undermining a key principle of the 2020 reinforcement in particular. This can be seen 
in Spain, where only 9.6% of participants took up a timely offer within the four-month target 
in 2023,149 while in Ireland, the share of participants waiting longer than four months has 
even worsened since the reinforcement.150 These operational challenges are often linked to 
capacity issues. For instance, as noted by ETUC and BusinessEurope, the PES and other 
public services in Member States are under-resourced, lacking the staff, training, and 
'pedagogical capacity' to manage complex cases effectively, an issue exacerbated by the 
RYG's expanded target age group.151 This is noted in Italy, where the YG's limited impact is 
primarily linked to low management skills within PES and poor digitalisation.152 Capacity 
challenges can be compounded by structural fragmentation, as in Finland and Spain, where 
decentralised governance without strong national coordination sometimes leads to regional 
disparities in both service quality and access.153 

• Quality and relevance of offers. A recurring criticism from EU stakeholders is the low 
quality of offers that national YG schemes provide, which, as the EYF notes, can trap young 
people in a cycle of precarious employment rather than fulfilling the RYG's intended aim of 
sustainable labour market integration.154 This critical point is further corroborated by 
findings from the literature, which argue that traineeships under the YG are often more 
precarious than regular jobs, raising the risk of systematically disadvantaging the 
beneficiaries of the scheme.155 The evidence from several Member States supports this 
concern, such as in Italy, where despite the national model placing formal emphasis on 
apprenticeships, stakeholders report that practical implementation often results in an over-
reliance on traineeships that are of lower quality.156 Similarly, the evidence gathered also 
indicates that the Spanish YG scheme is over-reliant on subsidised employment offers.157 

 

149  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Germany, 
November 2024.  

150  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Ireland, 
November 2024. 

151  Interview with Business Europe, conducted on 03.07.2025; Interview with ETUC, conducted on 22.07.2025. 
152  Monti, L., The Italian Puzzle of the European Youth Guarantee, August 2022. 
153  Jiménez, N., & Sánchez, S., El impacto de la Garantía Juvenil Reforzada en la juventud en pobreza y vulnerabilidad 

social., October 2022. 
154  Interview with European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025. 
155  Eleveld, A., Bazzani, T., De Le Cour, A., & Staszewska, E., Implementation of the European Youth Guarantee and the 

Right to Work: A Comparative Analysis of Traineeship Programmes Under the EU Active Labour Market Policy, 2022, 
p. 293. 

156  Interview with a Senior Evaluator at INAPP (the National Public Policy Analysis Institute), conducted on 17.07.2025; 
interview with an employee of the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, conducted on 30.07.2025. 

157  Analysis of data from: European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion, Data 
collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes: 2023, March 2025. 
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While this can be useful for activating participants and absorbing funds, it also raises 
concerns in terms of the ability of national YG schemes to achieve long-term employment 
sustainability and transitions into the labour market. Furthermore, there is often a 
disconnect between the RYG's stated emphasis on skills and the actual outcomes. In Ireland, 
despite a significant policy focus on upskilling, just 0.4% of exits in 2023 were to education 
offers, with direct employment remaining the dominant outcome.158 This suggests the skills 
component of the RYG relative to its focus on employment, is not functioning as a primary 
pathway for registered youth. 

In overview of the findings presented throughout this chapter, it is clear that the 2020 Council 
Recommendation, which reinforced the initial YG instrument, has further strengthened the value of 
the policy instrument as a catalyst for institutional reform at Member State level. Accordingly, these 
key benefits have given rise to a number of best practices in the form of different institutional 
arrangements and delivery models across the EU, adapted to their respective national contexts. At 
the same time, this chapter has also demonstrated that the effectiveness of the RYG is impeded by 
multiple factors, ranging from structural barriers that limit outreach to key target groups (e.g. NEETs 
and vulnerable subgroups) to the operational capacity of the implementing authorities and the 
quality offers, as well as limited monitoring. 

Having now established a detailed picture of how the RYG has been implemented on the ground, 
the next chapter will assess the impact of the 2020 reinforcement itself. This will involve assessing 
the reforms introduced via the Council Recommendation and determining the extent to which these 
reforms address the long-standing challenges previously identified in key EU-level evaluative 
reports. 

 

158  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Ireland, 
November 2024. 
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4. The impact of the RYG 

 

This chapter provides an assessment of the impact of the RYG following its introduction via the 2020 
Council Recommendation. The chapter is divided into three sections. First, it revisits the initial 
critiques and weaknesses of the instrument that were made against the original 2013 YG, prior to 
its reinforcement. This is achieved through an in-depth analysis of each of the three key evaluations 
from EU-level bodies, namely a pair of reports from the European Court of Auditors (ECA) in 
2015159 and 2017160 (Section 4.1.), as well as a review from the Employment Committee (EMCO) in 
2023 (Section 4.2.).161 Having then established a clear baseline of the pre-existing challenges that 
the RYG sought to address, Section 4.3. then aims to assess the impact of the initiative's key 
reforms on implementation, including the broadening of the target age group (4.3.1.) as well as of 
the four-phased implementation approach (4.3.2-5). In doing so, this will aim to determine whether 
the identified challenges, both pre-and-post-reinforcement, have been substantively addressed.  

 

159  European Court of Auditors, Special Report No 3/2015: EU Youth Guarantee: first steps taken but implementation 
risks ahead, March 2015. 

160  European Court of Auditors, Special Report No 5/2017: Youth unemployment – have EU policies made a difference? 
An assessment of the Youth Guarantee and the Youth Employment Initiative, May 2017. 

161  Employment Committee, EMCO review of the implementation of the Youth Guarantee - Key Messages, February 
2024. 

Key findings 
• The 2020 Council Recommendation on the RYG formally addressed many structural weaknesses 

identified by past evaluative reports, namely inadequate funding, ambiguous criteria concerning offer 
quality, and incomplete monitoring frameworks. Still, gaps remain between the Council 
Recommendation’s policy ambition, and its material impacts on the ground. While reforms in terms of 
offer quality standards, monitoring framework, and ESF+ thematic concentration have been welcome, 
underlying challenges with implementation remain. 

• The 2023 review of the RYG by EMCO identified three key challenges that largely remain valid today: 
1) persistent difficulties in outreach to vulnerable NEETs; 2) a mixed picture in terms of service delivery 
with a shift towards generalised services in some Member States offset by renewed personalisation 
efforts in others; and 3) patchy monitoring paired with declining scheme coverage rates.  

• The adoption of the RYG’s five core reinforced elements has been uneven among the selected Member 
States. While the broadening of the target age group to 15-29 was already in place in several Member 
States before 2020 (e.g., Bulgaria, Finland, Italy), certain Member States have yet to implement this 
reform (e.g. the Netherlands). Conversely, the requirement for a detailed mapping of supporting social 
services appears to be poorly evidenced across the selected Member States. Similarly, the emphasis 
on skills yielded mixed results: while it aligned with major investments in Italy and Spain, this trend 
was not universal. Finally, although inclusion components spurred targeted measures in some Member 
States, fundamental barriers persist. 

https://www.eca.europa.eu/lists/ecadocuments/sr15_03/sr15_03_en.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/lists/ecadocuments/sr15_03/sr15_03_en.pdf
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4.1. Identifying challenges: ECA reports 
As the independent external auditor of the EU, the ECA is responsible for assessing the 'economy, 
efficiency and effectiveness' of EU policies and programmes, thereby enhancing accountability and 
promoting sound financial management throughout the Union.162 In this capacity, shortly after the 
inception of the YG in 2013, the ECA undertook its first audit to assess the appropriateness and 
sufficiency of the Commission's support for Member States in setting up their national schemes, and 
to review potential risks arising from their initial implementation. A follow-up audit was then 
conducted to assess the performance of the scheme. The resulting Special Reports, published in 
2015 and 2017 respectively, provide an authoritative overview of the scheme's key structural 
weaknesses prior to its reinforcement in 2020.  

4.1.1. 2015 ECA report 
The core commitment of the original 2013 YG was to ensure that all individuals under the age of 25 
would receive a high-quality offer, education, apprenticeship or traineeship within four months of 
becoming inactive. Shortly after its establishment, the ECA carried out the first key external 
evaluation of this policy instrument in Special Report 03/2015, titled 'EU Youth Guarantee: first 
steps taken but implementation risks ahead'.163 The audit focused on the instrument's setup phase 
from April 2013 to June 2014 and reviewed the initial YGIPs. While the report recognised that the 
Commission had provided timely support, the ECA concluded that three major implementation 
risks had the potential to jeopardise the scheme's success from the outset. 

Risk 1: Adequacy of funding 
The first risk identified concerned the adequacy of total funding available to support 
implementation of the Youth Guarantee. Specifically, the ECA found that insufficient information 
was available on the potential total cost of implementing the instrument, noting that no impact 
assessment had been carried out prior to its establishment. For instance, the 2015 audit revealed a 
significant gap between the available EU funding, which the report estimated at €12.7 billion for the 
2014–2020 period, versus external cost estimates for the scheme, such as the annual figure 
produced by the International Labour Organisation (ILO) of €21 billion for the EU-27.  

Compounding these concerns, the report also found that the YGIPs submitted by Member States, 
which were intended to provide detailed breakdowns of precisely how the instrument would be 
implemented in their jurisdiction, often failed to provide credible estimates on costs, and lacked 
clear information on the sources of complementary national funding. This finding is supported by 
analysis from the literature, which suggests that the 'funding gap' identified by the ECA in 2015 was 
further exacerbated by an 'additionality gap'.164 Even where EU funding was available, research 

 

162  European Court of Auditors, Guide to our methodology, July 2023, p. 18. 
163  European Court of Auditors, Special Report No 3/2015: EU Youth Guarantee: first steps taken but implementation 

risks ahead, March 2015. 
164  Caliendo, M., Kluve, J., Stöterau, J., & Tübbicke, S., Study on the Youth Guarantee in light of changes in the world of 

work: Part 1 – Youth Guarantee: Intervention Models, Sustainability and Relevance, November 2018, p. 13. 
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indicates that it often substituted national spending on pre-existing measures rather than creating 
new capacity or additional coverage, thereby limiting the scheme's ability to scale up to meet 
demand.165 In view of these findings, the ECA concluded that 'there is a risk that total funding may 
not be adequate to implement the Youth Guarantee scheme' as its establishing Council 
Recommendation intended.166  

Risk 2: Definition of a 'good quality offer' 
Next, the ECA drew attention to a key discrepancy emerging from the absence of a clear definition 
of what constitutes a 'good quality offer'. While the 2013 Council Recommendation established 
the provision of such offers as the scheme's core objective, it simultaneously failed to provide 
operational criteria defining precisely what a 'good quality' offer entails. In turn, the audit warned 
that this gap could result in inconsistent and ineffective implementation across Member States, 
whereby some offers may not lead to sustainable labour market integration as the instrument 
intended.  

Furthermore, in its assessment of the YGIPs, the ECA found that the Commission itself had accepted 
offers of temporary employment as 'good quality', even in cases where the remuneration provided 
was below the national poverty threshold of the Member State concerned. As a result, the ECA 
emphasised that 'absence of a set of qualitative attributes for a good quality job offer leads to 
the risk that the Youth Guarantee schemes might be implemented inconsistently and 
ineffectively'.167  

Risk 3: Monitoring and reporting framework 
Third and finally, the ECA report indicated that the monitoring and reporting framework 
surrounding the Youth Guarantee was incomplete. Specifically, the audit found that, while 
monitoring and evaluation requirements were being implemented for the aspects of the scheme that 
were EU-funded, primarily via the YEI, no monitoring systems had been put in place to ensure 
consistent reporting on the nationally funded components of the Youth Guarantee. The result was 
an accountability gap which, the ECA warned 'carries the risk that stakeholders will not have a 
clear overview of how and to what extent the Youth Guarantee as a whole contributes to 
tackling youth unemployment'.168 Without a robust monitoring system in place to track the results 
achieved by the instrument in the relevant Member State, the capacity to implement timely, 
evidence-based reforms would be severely limited. 

  

 

165 Ibid. 
166 European Court of Auditors, Special Report No 3/2015: EU Youth Guarantee: first steps taken but implementation risks 

ahead, March 2015, p. 34. 
167 Ibid., p. 28. 
168 Ibid., p. 32. 
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The key risks identified in the 2015 ECA report are summarised in Table 3 below. 

Table 3 – Summary of key implementation risks identified in ECA Special Report 03/2015 

Identified 
risk area 

ECA's key finding and observations 
Implications for the Youth 
Guarantee 

Adequacy 
of funding 

• No EU-level impact assessment was conducted to 
estimate the overall cost to fund the instrument. 

• Clear gaps between EU funding available versus cost 
estimated generated externally (e.g., from the ILO). 

• Member State YGIPs lacked detailed costings. 

 High likelihood of an EU-
wide funding gap, which 
would have undermined the 
scheme's capacity to reach 
all eligible young people 
and deliver on its main 
objective. 

Definition 
of a 'good 

quality 
offer' 

• The Council Recommendation did not provide a clear 
definition of what constitutes a 'good quality offer', 
nor were any EU-level qualitative criteria provided for 
jobs, traineeships, or apprenticeships filled by the 
scheme. 

• This led to inconsistent standards in offer quality 
being applied both across and within the Member 
States. 

 Effectiveness of the 
scheme was at risk, as the 
offers may not have led to 
long-term employment, but 
instead temporarily reduce 
unemployment figures. 

Data and 
monitoring 
framework 

• The monitoring framework focused only on EU-
funded measures, mainly via the YEI. 

• No requirements for Member States to report 
national funding for measures implementing the 
Youth Guarantee, limiting EU-wide comparisons. 

 The lack of complete data 
would limit the ability to 
make evidence-based 
policy decisions and 
prevent a full assessment of 
the scheme's overall impact 
and value for money. 

This initial assessment by the ECA focused on the design and structural integrity of the 2013 YG, 
identifying fundamental risks relating to its sufficiency and stability of funding, as well as the quality 
of interventions and monitoring. These findings then formed the basis of a subsequent, more in-
depth evaluation of the instrument's initial results and performance against its objectives, which the 
ECA presented in its 2017 follow-up report. 

4.1.2. 2017 ECA report 
Following its initial review of the design of the YG, the ECA then conducted a more in-depth 
performance audit of the instrument two years later, and published its findings in Special Report 
05/2017, entitled 'Youth unemployment – have EU policies made a difference?'.169 The report 
assessed the implementation of the scheme as well as its early results over a more extended period, 
from April 2013 to May 2016, drawing on evidence from in-depth look across seven Member States.  

 

169  European Court of Auditors, Special Report No 5/2017: Youth unemployment – have EU policies made a difference? 
An assessment of the Youth Guarantee and the Youth Employment Initiative, May 2017. 
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While acknowledging that some progress has been made, the ECA's conclusion was ultimately 
critical, stating that the situation on the ground 'falls short of initial expectations',170 adding that 
the YG had not fully met its core objectives. More concretely, the 2017 report identified a series of 
persistent shortcomings, many of which confirmed the risks highlighted in the prior 2015 audit, while 
also drawing attention to new setbacks in implementation of the scheme. 

Implementation setback 1: Inadequacy of funding and limited reach 
Confirming the risks it had identified in the 2015 report, the ECA found in its 2017 follow-up that 
funding was persistently inadequate and, consequently, that the reach of the instrument was 
limited. Furthermore, the ECA determined that 'it is not possible to address the whole NEET 
population with the resources available from the EU budget alone'.171 At the same time, Member 
States had not stepped in to fill this funding gap, as none of the countries visited were able to 
provide an estimate of the total cost of implementing their national scheme. Due to this shortfall, 
Member States were failing to reach the entirety of their scheme's target group.  

This assessment was reinforced by stakeholder analysis arguing that the lack of funding resulted in 
'very poor outreach' strategies.172 Empirical research further builds on this finding, observing that 
while headline NEET rates did improve over this period, the reduction was largely a result of a 
decrease in youth unemployment, while the share of inactive NEETs remained effectively 
unchanged.173 Accordingly, these findings indicate that the funding shortfall identified by the ECA 
may have contributed to a structural 'creaming effect', where limited resources were directed to the 
most easy-to-reach beneficiaries, leaving the most vulnerable and inactive cohorts untouched by 
the scheme. 

The 2017 audit also found that national strategies in place to identify and register the most 
disengaged and inactive NEETs were insufficient. Compounding these issues, the ECA revealed that 
in some cases, national schemes deliberately targeted a narrower, more easily reachable target 
group, thereby excluding up to 30% of their NEET population from the outset. Turning to the 
literature, research finds that consistently across Member States, the subgroups of young NEETs 
who are most vulnerable (e.g., those with disabilities) are the least likely to register with their PES, 
which in turn renders their national YG scheme inaccessible to them.174 

Implementation setback 2: Lack of timely and good-quality offers 
Next, the audit found that Member States were failing to deliver timely and good quality offers within 
four months. This four-month window, which is a central feature of the policy, was still not being 

 

170  Ibid., p. 71. 
171  Ibid., p. 8. 
172  European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC), Resolution on Reinforced Youth Guarantee; The revisited fight against 

youth unemployment, July 2020, p. 8. 
173  O’Higgins, N., & Brockie, K., The Youth Guarantee, Vulnerability, and Social Exclusion Among NEETs in Southern 

Europe, January 2024, p. 3. 
174  Ibid., p. 19. 
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met consistently. Rather, average performance among the selected Member States had fallen since 
2015.  

Additionally, the issue of 'offer quality' remained a significant concern, as the ECA observed that 
Member States had not consistently analysed skills mismatches in order to align their interventions 
with the needs of the labour market. This, in turn, resulted in a mismatch between participants' 
qualifications and the offers they received, contributing to poor outcomes while reinforcing 
concerns that offers were not leading to sustainable labour market integration on the required scale. 

Key findings from the literature supports the ECA's noted concerns, providing evidence that the YG 
failed to meaningfully increase the uptake of skills-based pathways such as apprenticeships. 
Specifically, one study shows that in 2016, just 3.4% of timely exits from the YG in Portugal were the 
result of apprenticeship offers, with the share being close to zero in several other Member States.175 
This, in turn, indicates that the implementation of the YG in certain Member States followed a work-
first approach that prioritises subsidised employment offers over upskilling opportunities, which 
then risks trapping young people in cycles of precarious work. Evidence from Spain quantifies this 
risk, finding that 76% of contracts subsidised by the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI) were 
temporary full-time positions between 2013 and 2017, with young workers in subsidised contracts 
being more likely to leave their jobs within two years than those in non-subsidised roles.176 

Implementation setback 3: Insufficient data quality and monitoring systems 
The 2017 report then revealed major shortcomings in the quality of data and monitoring systems 
in place. To start, the ECA noted considerable inconsistencies and reliability issues in the data 
reported by Member States, hindering the ability to compare and assess results at EU level. One 
major issue was the large share of 'unknown' exits of young people leaving the scheme, making it 
impossible to establish whether their integration into the labour market was sustainable. 
Simultaneously, the available follow-up data showed that the positive status of participants often 
deteriorated over time, with many returning to NEET status 12 or 18 months after exiting the 
scheme. 

Recommendations to the European Commission 
In response to these key setbacks, the ECA concluded their audit by detailing a series of 
recommendations to the European Commission, with the aim of addressing the identified structural 
issues. Specifically, the Commission was advised to:177 

1 'together with EMCO, develop and propose standards for quality criteria for offers to be 
made under the Youth Guarantee'; 

 

175  Caliendo, M., Kluve, J., Stöterau, J., & Tübbicke, S., Study on the Youth Guarantee in light of changes in the world of 
work: Part 1 – Youth Guarantee: Intervention Models, Sustainability and Relevance, November 2018, p. 26. 

176  Cabasés, M. À., & Úbeda, M., The Youth Guarantee in Spain: A worrying situation after its implementation, 2021, pp. 
96-97. 

177  European Court of Auditors, Special Report No 5/2017: Youth unemployment – have EU policies made a difference? 
An assessment of the Youth Guarantee and the Youth Employment Initiative, May 2017, p. 9. 

https://www.dgert.gov.pt/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/YG-study_YG-intervention-models.pdf
https://www.dgert.gov.pt/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/YG-study_YG-intervention-models.pdf
https://www.economics-sociology.eu/files/5I_1018_Cabases_Ubeda.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/lists/ecadocuments/sr17_5/sr_youth_guarantee_en.pdf
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2 'identify and diffuse good practice in monitoring and reporting based on its overview of 
the existing systems'; 

3 'ensure through its approval process for Operational Programme (OP) amendments that 
Member States perform a global assessment of the characteristics of the NEET population 
in order to ensure that the YEI measures included in the OPs will adequately address the 
needs of young person'; and 

4 'revise its guidance on data collection to minimise the risk of overstatement of results. 
Member States should revise their baselines and targets accordingly'. 

Taken together, the 2015 and 2017 ECA reports reached consistent conclusions in terms of the 
original YG's structural issues, finding that the instrument was well-intentioned, yet under-
resourced, facing challenges related to NEET outreach, the timeliness and quality of its 
interventions, and its capacity to monitor and demonstrate sustainable results. To tackle these 
challenges, the 2017 report and its recommendations provided a potential roadmap for reform. It is 
in this context that the RYG must be assessed. In doing so, the following subsection analyses the 
extent to which the 2020 Council Recommendation addressed the weaknesses identified by the 
initial ECA assessments. 

4.1.3. Responsiveness of the Youth Guarantee's Reinforcement 
The 2020 Council Recommendation, 'A Bridge to Jobs – Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee', emerged 
as a response to many of the structural challenges that were identified during the initial years of the 
policy.178 This subsection will therefore investigate the extent to which the 2020 reforms have 
addressed the three key challenges noted above, considering the content of the proposed reforms 
and the views of key EU-level stakeholders on its practical impact over the five years that have 
followed since. 

Addressing funding adequacy 
The consistent findings of the ECA over its two key publications regarding the extent of 
underfunding in national implementation of the scheme were addressed by the 2020 reinforcement 
through two channels. First, the 2020 Recommendation calls on Member States explicitly to 
'dedicate adequate national resources' and to 'make full and optimal use of the current Union 
instruments',179 including the ESF+.180 Second, the accompanying ESF+ regulation for the 2021–2027 
period introduced a key provision in which Member States with a NEET rate above the EU average 
were legally obligated to allocate at least 12.5% of their ESF+ funding to youth employment 
measures which, in many cases were channelled through the YG scheme of the Member State 

 

178  Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs - Reinforcing the 
Youth Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee, 
November 2020. 

179  Ibid. 
180  European Parliament and Council of European Union, Regulation (EU) 2021/1057 of the European Parliament and of 

the Council of 24 June 2021 establishing the European Social Fund Plus (ESF+) and repealing Regulation (EU) No 
1296/2013, June 2021. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/1057/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/1057/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/1057/oj/eng
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concerned. This change, which coincided with the merging of the YEI into the ESF+, appeared to 
target securing a more appropriate level of investment where it was needed most. 

However, stakeholder feedback indicates that these reforms have not resolved such underlying 
issues. For instance, the EYF maintains that post-reinforcement, total EU-level funding remains 
insufficient and has advocated for a considerably higher budget to address what they view as the 
actual scale of the challenge. More specifically, the EYF cites a 2015 Eurofound estimate that an 
effective YG would cost €50 billion per year.181 At the same time, however, BusinessEurope notes 
that the main challenge has shifted from the amount of funding to its effective absorption and 
implementation at the national level. Furthermore, they highlight a persistent lack of necessary 
administrative and human resources in some Member States, thereby impeding their ability to utilise 
the available funds efficiently. Together, these views would suggest that, although the 2020 
reinforcement marks an improvement on paper, barriers facing its practical implementation continue 
to limit the amount and impact of the funding that is available to the scheme. 

Defining and implementing a 'good quality offer' 
The ambiguity surrounding what a 'good quality offer' entails emerged as core criticism of both ECA 
reports. In response, the 2020 Council Recommendation introduced more specific criteria. As 
detailed in Table 4, the RYG states that offers of employment should be aligned with the principles 
of the European Pillar of Social Rights and, that traineeships and apprenticeships adhere to 
established EU Quality Frameworks.182 Beyond this, the Recommendation then introduces new 
principles, including the requirement to 'expand continued post-placement support... to ensure a 
quality offer was provided'.183 

Table 4 – Assessment of the reinforced 'good quality offer' framework 

ECA (2015/17) 
identified issue 

Key provision in the 2020 
Council Recommendation 

Stakeholder perspective on the practical impact 

Lack of a clear, 
operational 

definition of a 
'good quality 

offer' 

• Aimed to align employment 
offers with relevant 
principles of the European 
Pillar of Social Rights & EU 
Quality frameworks 

• Ensure offers for 
apprenticeships and 
traineeships adhere to the 

• ETUC: No significant improvement observed, as 
traineeships continue to have poorly designed 
learning objectives. Simultaneously, the four-
month offer deadline remains a challenge, with 
some reports of it being considerably longer. 

• BusinessEurope: Finds that long-standing issues 
persist, namely in regard to the use of wage 
subsidies, critical of their ability to ensure 

 

181  Eurofound, Beyond the Youth Guarantee: Lessons learned in the first year of implementation, July 2015. 
182  Specifically: Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 10 March 2014 on a Quality Framework for 

Traineeships, March 2014; and Council Recommendation of 15 March 2018 on a European Framework for Quality and 
Effective Apprenticeships, March 2018. 

183  Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs - Reinforcing the 
Youth Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee, 
November 2020. 

https://www.eu2015lu.eu/en/actualites/notes-fond/2015/07/info-epsco-documents/WL_Beyond-the-Youth-Guarantee_Eurofound---June-2015_EN.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014H0327(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014H0327(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32018H0502(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32018H0502(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
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ECA (2015/17) 
identified issue 

Key provision in the 2020 
Council Recommendation 

Stakeholder perspective on the practical impact 

minimum standards as per 
the EU Quality Frameworks 

• Expand continued post-
placement support for 
young people 

sustainable employment considering such 
positions often end when the subsidy does. 

• EYF: Notes that 'Low quality of offers' remains a 
central issue, resulting in precarious employment, 
rather than providing a path to sustainable 
integration into the labour market. 

Despite these reforms, stakeholder feedback and national-level evidence suggest that progress on 
the ground has been limited. As Table 4 demonstrates, stakeholders representing trade unions and 
youth groups have seen few material improvements. ETUC, for example, finds that traineeships 
continue to lack meaningful learning content, while the EYF identifies the low quality of job offers 
as a persistent issue. BusinessEurope also raised a key point of contention: the continued reliance 
on wage subsidies, which echoes the ECA's original concern that it is often unclear whether these 
subsidies are creating sustainable jobs or merely temporary positions that end once their public 
funding does. This concern is validated by analysis from the literature which sees beneficiaries in 
Spain cycle between YG measures and NEET status rather than exiting the system.184 In turn, 
beneficiaries are caught transitioning between different forms of precarity rather than entering 
long-term, sustainable labour market integration as intended by the scheme. 

This assessment is supported by limited findings from the Member States as well, which 
demonstrate a lack of consistent definitions in addition to gaps in offer quality in certain cases. For 
instance, while Poland has introduced clearer standards in line with the aims of the 2020 
reinforcement,185 Italy has not introduced major changes regarding the definition of offer quality,186 
and the Netherlands still lacks national criteria to verify the quality of YG offers.187 Furthermore, 
specific cases from the national research appear to validate EU-level stakeholder concerns, as in the 
case of Ireland's Work Placement Experience Programme (WPEP),188 which does not include 
certification for traineeships, echoing a critique made by ETUC. Ultimately, feedback from these key 
stakeholder groups and national evidence indicates that, while the reinforcement has provided a 
clearer definition on paper, it has not yet been successfully translated into consistent 'good quality 
offers', as intended. 

 

184  Cabasés, M. À., & Úbeda, M., The Youth Guarantee in Spain: A worrying situation after its implementation, 2021, pp. 
93. 

185  Ministry of Family and Social Policy, The Implementation Plan for the Youth Guarantee, August 2022. 
186  Interview with a Senior Evaluator at INAPP (the National Public Policy Analysis Institute), conducted on 17.07.2025; 

interview with an employee of the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, conducted on 30.07.2025. 
187  European Commission, Dutch initiatives to prevent and tackle youth unemployment, April 2014. 
188  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Ireland, 

November 2024. 

https://www.economics-sociology.eu/files/5I_1018_Cabases_Ubeda.pdf
https://www.funduszeeuropejskie.gov.pl/media/147227/Plan_realizacji_Gwarancji_dla_mlodziezy_w_Polsce_Aktualizacja_2022.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=16481&langId=en
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/db9ba5b7-ef4a-4d34-91cf-0f871a008981/details
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Improving the monitoring and reporting framework 
The ECA's critique of the initial youth guarantee's monitoring framework called for a more robust 
system capable of tracking long-term employment outcomes. In response, the 2020 Council 
Recommendation explicitly calls on Member States to 'step up efforts to enrich follow-up data by 
strengthening systems that allow young people to be tracked after taking up an offer, in order 
to monitor long-term, sustainable labour market integration'.189 This new requirement aimed to 
address the ECA's issues concerning what constitutes a 'quality' offer in a data-driven way by using 
a participant's long-term status as an indicator of quality. A sustainable outcome, such as a young 
person remaining in employment 18 months after leaving, is used as evidence that the initial offer 
was of good quality. This approach was intended to shift the focus towards tangible, lasting results, 
thereby creating the results-oriented framework that the ECA had called for. 

Nevertheless, as highlighted in Table 5, although stakeholders view this progress as a step in the 
right direction, they ultimately consider it insufficient to address the core problem. 

Table 5 – Evolution of the RYG monitoring framework - policy change vs. stakeholder views 

ECA (2015/17) 
identified issue 

Key provision in 2020 
Council Recommendation 

Commission's view 
on progress (DG 
EMPL) 

Stakeholder assessment of 
practical impact 

Weak data 
quality 

Lack of long-
term tracking 

• Member States are 
recommended to 'step 
up efforts to enrich 
follow-up data' to 
'monitor long-term, 
sustainable labour 
market integration' 

• The Indicator 
Framework was 
subsequently updated 
to track outcomes at 6, 
12, and 18 months 

• The new long-
term tracking 
capability was 
specifically 
designed to 
provide a proxy 
for the quality of 
the youth 
guarantee offers 
and their ability 
to lead to 
sustainable 
labour market 
outcomes. 

• EYF: The monitoring 
framework does not reflect the 
quality of employment offers, 
focusing instead on certain 
quantitative indicators, e.g., 
NEET rates, rather than 
qualitative outcomes, such as 
contract type and wages. Also, 
data comparability remains 
weak. 

• BusinessEurope: The lack of an 
ex-post evaluation of the first 
Youth Guarantee means that 
the 2020 reinforcement was 
not based on sufficient 
evidence. 

While acknowledging the updated monitoring framework represents an improvement, the EYF finds 
that the RYG remains flawed due to its focus on certain quantitative performance indicators, such 
as NEET rates, rather than on indicators that serve as a better proxy for the quality of outcomes 
(e.g., contract type, wage levels, and job stability). They also point out that inconsistent data 

 

189  Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs - Reinforcing the 
Youth Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee, 
November 2020. 
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collection practices persist among Member States, thereby undermining the comparability of the 
new long-term data. Additionally, BusinessEurope identifies another concern: the absence of an ex-
post evaluation of the original YG by the European Commission meant that the design of its 2020 
reinforcement was not informed by a complete evidence basis of what did and did not work. 

In light of the above findings, it would appear as though the 2020 Council Recommendation formally 
addressed each of the core challenges identified in the initial ECA reports: funding adequacy, quality 
of offers, and data monitoring. However, considering the view of the consulted stakeholders, there 
remains a clear discrepancy between the intended ambitions of such reforms and their reality on the 
ground. Although the reinforcement introduced key structural changes, particularly through the 
ESF+ thematic concentration, persistent challenges regarding national implementation capacity, 
the quality of offers, and the depth of monitoring frameworks, indicate that the RYG has not 
yet resolved the long-standing issues that have limited the ultimate effectiveness of the scheme 
since its inception. 

4.2. 2023 review by the EMCO 
In addition to external audits conducted by the ECA, the implementation of the YG is subject to 
ongoing monitoring by EMCO. Positioned as the main advisory committee for EU Employment and 
Social Affairs Ministers (EPSCO), EMCO carries out multilateral surveillance and peer reviews among 
Member States, thereby providing a distinct and complementary perspective to that of the ECA by 
focusing on the current situation, progress achieved, and the longstanding operational challenges 
faced by national authorities. Several years after the 2020 Council Recommendation that reinforced 
the Youth Guarantee, EMCO conducted its latest review of the enhanced instrument in late 2023, 
with its 'Key Messages' subsequently endorsed by the Council (EPSCO) in February 2024.  

The following subsections analyse the key findings of this recent review, providing an up-to-date 
assessment of the scheme. This assessment is based on national and EU-level data collection, 
focusing on the scheme's performance and the challenges that persist despite the reforms 
introduced in 2020. 

4.2.1. Key issues identified 
While recognising that Member States had maintained a 'strong political commitment to the 
scheme', and that the share of young NEETs had resumed its downward trend in the post-pandemic 
period, the 2023 EMCO review (hereinafter 'the review') ultimately found that considerable 
challenges and data gaps remain.190 Specifically, its key messages highlight several areas where the 
implementation of the RYG continues to fall short, indicating that many of the policy's long-standing 
barriers persist. 

Implementation setback 1: Outreach to vulnerable NEETs 
First, the review identified the need to strengthen outreach measures, particularly for the most 
vulnerable NEET individuals, including those in rural areas. Despite the renewed focus on 

 

190  Council of the EU, EMCO review of the implementation of the Youth Guarantee - Key Messages, February 2024. 
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inclusion, this finding suggests that activating those furthest from the labour market remains a 
primary implementation challenge. This assessment is shared by the literature as well, which notes 
that addressing the heterogeneity of the NEET population requires more individualised and 
evidence-based engagement, yet local outreach initiatives that are capable of delivering such 
tailored support under national YG schemes have been largely overlooked.191 This lack of evidence-
based outreach is identified as a key gap among subgroups facing different school-to-work 
transitions, for which singular support mechanisms are often insufficient. Furthermore, scoping 
reviews indicate that a significant knowledge gap remains regarding exactly which specific 
subgroups of the NEET population are out of reach, thereby preventing the development of the 
precise outreach strategies that are called for by EMCO.192 

The EMCO review, in turn, calls for greater coordination between the main implementing bodies in 
the Member States, ministries and PES to address this issue, as existing structural arrangements are 
not yet fully effective in identifying and engaging with all segments and subgroups within the target 
population. This corroborates a long-standing weakness: both the 2015 and 2017 ECA reports 
identified inadequate outreach as a key barrier inhibiting the scheme's success. 

Implementation setback 2: Shift in approach to service delivery 
The next key issue highlighted by the EMCO review is the significant variation in both quality and 
effectiveness of service delivery on the ground. Notably, there is an observed 'shift from the 
provision of personalised services to more generalised services', which carries the 'risk of 
considering young NEETs as regular job seekers and of leaving inactive NEETs behind.'193 This trend 
therefore stands in stark contrast to the intended emphasis of the RYG on more individualised, 
person-centred support, as set out in the 2020 Council Recommendation. Findings from the 
research offer a complementary explanation for this observed shift, suggesting that the failure to 
personalise RYG service delivery may also be due to programme designs that fail to account for the 
structural problems that inform the individual's situation.194 By basing such measures on the 
acquisition of individual skills and competencies, schemes may leave the beneficiary 'responsible for 
his or her precarious situation', while at the same time, failing to consider factors such as gender, 
social class, or origin. Consequently, these omissions can create a disconnect between the 
generalised approach of such individual measures and the heterogeneous reality of the 
implementation that is needed on the ground. Therefore, what is required are personalised services 
that actively account for the socio-economic and individual context of beneficiaries.195 

 

191  Jonsson, F., Gotfredsen, A.C. & Goicolea, I., How can community-based (re)engagement initiatives meet the needs of 
‘NEET’ young people? Findings from the theory gleaning phase of a realist evaluation in Sweden, June 2022, p. 1. 

192  Paabort, H., Flynn, P., Beilmann, M., & Petrescu, C., Policy responses to real world challenges associated with NEET 
youth: a scoping review, May 2023, p. 10. 

193  Ibid. 
194  Cabasés, M. À., & Úbeda, M., The Youth Guarantee in Spain: A worrying situation after its implementation, 2021, p. 

100. 
195  Paabort, H., Flynn, P., Beilmann, M., & Petrescu, C., Policy responses to real world challenges associated with NEET 

youth: a scoping review, May 2023, p. 1. 
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Accordingly, these findings suggest there is a gap between the intended ambition of the policy to 
provide more tailored support versus the operational reality observed in Member States, where 
institutional constraints, for example, may limit its impact. 

Implementation setback 3: Data monitoring and a declining coverage rate 
The final core challenge identified by the review concerns the ongoing weakness in monitoring and 
data collection for the RYG which limits its capacity to assess effectiveness over time. While 
recognising that the proportion of timely and positive exits from the scheme has improved, EMCO 
notes that 'waiting times remain too long', and at the same time, the 'coverage rate also decreased' 
(the specific implications of these trends on the EU monitoring framework are discussed further in 
Chapter 5 on Governance).196 In response, the review states that, in order to achieve improved and 
sustainable outcomes, 'efforts are still needed, in general, to improve the quality of follow-up data 
in many Member States.'197  

This conclusion, provided in 2023, echoes the persistent issues identified by the pair of ECA reports 
on the initial YG in 2015 and 2017, indicating that, even with the updated Indicator Framework 
introduced alongside the 2020 reinforcement, challenges in collecting high-quality, comparable 
follow-up data remain a considerable challenge.  

In light of these new and longstanding challenges, the 2023 EMCO review provides a valuable and 
timely look at the state of the RYG's implementation, highlighting longstanding issues related to 
outreach, service delivery quality, as well as data monitoring and coverage rates. This raises the 
question: to what extent do these challenges, as noted in 2023, persist within the Member States in 
2025? 

4.2.2. Assessing the current state of play 
To achieve a complete understanding of the impact of the RYG, the key messages of the 2023 EMCO 
review must be tested against the operational reality in the Member States concerned. To do so, the 
subsequent analysis is informed by the most recent national-level research findings and 
consultations with EU-level stakeholders to assess the extent to which the 2023 EMCO review's 
findings remain valid today. 

The enduring challenge of outreach to vulnerable NEETs 
In view of the national-level research and stakeholder consultations, the findings suggest that 
effective outreach to the most vulnerable and inactive NEETs remains one of the most 
prominent unresolved issues facing the RYG, thereby validating the key message of the 2023 
EMCO review. The EYF partly attributes the persistence of this challenge to a 'creaming effect', 
whereby schemes primarily benefit those closer to the labour market while struggling to engage 
individuals facing multiple barriers. In part, this is due to a lack of capacity and specific competencies 
within PES to carry out the proactive, community-based work that is required to overcome 

 

196  Council of the EU, EMCO review of the implementation of the Youth Guarantee - Key Messages, February 2024. 
197  Ibid, p. 3. 
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institutional distrust among vulnerable groups. Although the situation varies from one Member State 
to another, the core challenge is widespread, as demonstrated by the national examples in Box 5.  

As evidenced in Box 5 (below), the RYG's renewed focus on vulnerable groups has yet to materialise 
in consistent, effective outreach mechanisms across the Member States. Moreover, in Spain, one 
study finds that administrative and legal barriers, such as the lack of work permits, continue to 
prevent young migrants and refugees from accessing job offers through the YG, even when they are 
formally registered in the national scheme.198 Alongside these national-level considerations, 
BusinessEurope notes that this challenge is closely linked to the resources and capacity of national 
PES. They cite the reform of the Italian PES as a good blueprint for improving engagement, as it 
substantially improved both how they operate as well as how they engage with the target audience. 
At the same time, however, the stakeholder also emphasises that such deep reforms are not 
widespread as of yet.  

 

198  Escamilla, A., & Molina, M., The Youth Guarantee: learning from the experiences of young migrants, refugees and 
asylum seekers in Spain, October 2023, p. 138. 

Box 3 – National examples of persistent outreach challenges 

Ireland: structural barriers to reaching inactive NEETs 
Due to the national scheme's reliance on the 'live register' of the unemployed as its primary entry point, 
this creates a structural barrier to reaching the most disengaged. Under this system, the majority of 
inactive NEETs who are not claiming unemployment benefits are not targeted, resulting in a significant 
disadvantage, particularly given the increasing share of inactive individuals within the NEET population, 
and is exacerbated by a gender disparity, with women being substantially less likely (38.6%) to be covered 
than men (58.2%).  

Source: Interview with Ireland's national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 13.08.2025; 
European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 – Country fiche: 
Ireland, November 2024. 

Spain: the demographic gap 
While the Spanish scheme achieves a very high coverage rate (98%) among the youngest NEET cohorts 
(15-19-year-olds), this figure drops sharply for older age groups (50.2% for 20-24 and just 22.1% of 25-
29-year-olds). Together, these findings indicate longstanding challenges in reaching disengaged youth, 
particularly as they grow older, pointing to a demographic gap in the effectiveness of their outreach 
strategies.  

Source: European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 – 
Country fiche: Spain, November 2024. 

Sweden: fragmented division of responsibilities for outreach 
The Swedish PES does not conduct outreach activities for its national scheme. Instead, this responsibility 
lies with the municipalities. In turn, this division of labour can hinder the development and implementation 
of a coherent, unified national strategy for effectively reaching all NEETs, particularly those who are not 
actively seeking support from public institutions.  

Source: Interview with Sweden's national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 24.09.2025.  
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https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/db9ba5b7-ef4a-4d34-91cf-0f871a008981/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/728f4045-51de-4f0b-a625-5dedeaba26b1/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/728f4045-51de-4f0b-a625-5dedeaba26b1/details
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Personalised versus generalised services: diverging national approaches 
The 2023 EMCO review identified a trend of national implementation shifting away from 
personalisation towards more generalised service delivery. However, based on evidence gathered 
from the selected Member States, the situation on the ground appears to be more complex and, in 
certain cases, contradictory. Countering this trend, national level evidence suggests that several 
Member States are in fact implementing or reinforcing their implementation systems to ensure that 
support is more personalised, often as a direct response to the 2020 Council Recommendation itself. 

In Poland, for example, the government is taking steps to restore and reinforce more 
individualised support, in part by re-prioritising IAPs and launching training for PES counsellors to 
promote tailored, person-centred pathways to employment.199 In a similar vein, Spain's 'Youth 
Guarantee Plus 2021–2027 Plan' places personalisation as a core tenet of their renewed scheme, 
including through the promotion of tailored pathways for each participant based on their specific 
needs and barriers.200 Shifting focus to Ireland, their service model is centred on a profiling tool 
(the PEX score) in addition to the development of a Personal Progression Plan for every jobseeker 
that takes part in the scheme.201 Conversely, in Italy, literature suggests that the YG faced setbacks 
precisely because it treated the diversity of the NEET population as a 'substantially homogeneous 
category', resulting in standardised service delivery packages that did not respond to the specific 
risk profiles of its beneficiaries.202  

Nevertheless, despite some of the positive national examples identified, the challenges raised by 
the 2023 review remain prevalent among the EU level stakeholders consulted. BusinessEurope 
offers one such example, stating that its national members have reported a concerning trend 
towards more generalised service delivery. In parallel, the EYF expressed a similar view, noting a 
tendency for certain Member States to apply the same policy to different groups of young people, 
citing France's use of RRF funding for youth employment as an example of a more 'universal' 
approach, which in turn risks leaving the most vulnerable at an even greater disadvantage.203 
Considering both the national and EU level perspectives, these findings suggest that despite signs 
certain countries embraced personalisation, as intended by the 2020 reinforcement, others may 
have in fact shifted towards more generalised service provision, resulting in inconsistent 
implementation across the EU-27. 

Data monitoring and the coverage rate 
The EMCO review's finding that monitoring systems and coverage rates remain inadequate is 
strongly corroborated by national data collected from the selected Member States. Despite one of 
the intended purposes of the RYG being to improve follow-up data, significant gaps persist, and 
coverage remains low in several countries observed. For instance, Bulgaria's national YG scheme 

 

199  Sejm, Labour Market and Public Employment Services Act, March 2025. 
200  Gobierno de España, Youth Guarantee Plan Plus 2021 - 2027 of decent work for young people, June 2021. 
201  Government of Ireland, Pathways to Work Strategy 2021-2025, July 2021. 
202  Gaspani, F., Recchi, S., & Rio, A., Young People NEET in Italy: Exploring the Phenomenon and Evolving Policies, in 

Pulcher, S., et al. (eds) Diversity and Inclusion in Italy, May 2025, p. 646. 
203  Interview with European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025. 

https://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/download.xsp/WDU20250000620/T/D20250620L.pdf
https://www.sepe.es/HomeSepe/en/encontrar-trabajo/Garantia-Juvenil/plan-garantia-juvenil-plus.html
https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of-social-protection/publications/pathways-to-work-strategy-2021-2025/
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-81938-4_29
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only reached 14.3% of NEETs in 2023, falling far short of the EU average of around 40%.204 This low 
coverage is largely due to the fact that the monitoring framework of the scheme does not include 
inactive NEETs who are not registered with employment offices, effectively rendering a large 
portion of the target population invisible. Meanwhile, although Poland205 and Spain206 report 
coverage rates above the EU average alongside Ireland207 seeing a significant increase since the 
2020 Council Recommendation, these positive cases are not representative of the wider trend 
among the Member States observed. 

The comparative analyses presented in this chapter, covering both the pre-reinforcement ECA 
audits and the 2023 EMCO review, find that many of the challenges identified in these key 
assessment documents are still relevant today. Nevertheless, the findings at the national level 
reveal that many of these trends, both positive and negative, cannot be applied uniformly to the 
implementing Member States. This asymmetric outcome suggests that, although the 2020 
reinforcement provided an improved policy framework, its specific elements have yet to be 
implemented consistently and effectively across all Member States to resolve the scheme's most 
persistent challenges. 

Table 6 – Summary of 2023 EMCO review challenges versus the current state of play 

EMCO challenge Current state of play in selected Member States 

Strengthen 
outreach to 
vulnerable 

NEETs 

Validated: This remains a key challenge. For instance, Italy and Ireland report 
persistent difficulties in reaching inactive and peripheral youth, while EU-level 
stakeholders confirm the existence of a 'creaming effect' that leaves the most 
vulnerable behind. 

Trend from 
personalised to 

generalised 
services 

Mixed: Although stakeholders confirm that this trend is a real concern, some Member 
States (e.g. Spain, Poland and Ireland) have reinforced personalisation as a core part 
of their national strategy, indicating there may be diverging approaches to 
implementation among the Member States observed. 

Weak 
monitoring & 

declining 
coverage rate 

Validated: National data would appear to confirm that coverage rates remain low in 
many Member States, such as Italy and Bulgaria, indicating that outreach strategies 
remain insufficient. In parallel, monitoring challenges persist, as stakeholders still 
highlight weaknesses in the quality and comparability of long-term follow-up data. 

 

204  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Bulgaria, 
November 2024. 

205  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Poland, 
November 2024. 

206  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Spain, 
November 2024. 

207  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Ireland, 
November 2024. 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/beabf338-db64-43a8-b3b0-ba71d009af61/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/c8ef2929-85f5-4da0-985e-7e92a20ec8d9/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/728f4045-51de-4f0b-a625-5dedeaba26b1/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/db9ba5b7-ef4a-4d34-91cf-0f871a008981/details
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This raises the question of how the specific elements introduced by the 2020 Council 
Recommendation have performed in practice and what impact they have had since their 
introduction. The following section will therefore turn to a detailed analysis of these policy reforms. 

4.3. Impact of the 2020 reinforcement elements 
The preceding analysis, drawing on key EU-level evaluations, has established that many of the YG's 
original structural challenges remain relevant today. This section now shifts from a broad assessment 
of the scheme's performance to a detailed analysis of the five key reinforcement elements 
introduced via the 2020 Council Recommendation that aimed to both expand and strengthen 
the YG. These elements can be understood as follows: 

First, the broadening of the target group to 15-29 years of age represents a core reform impacting 
all four phases of the structured implementation approach. Next, the remaining four key elements 
of the 2020 reinforcement focus on strengthening each phase of the RYG's implementation pathway: 

1 Mapping: The comprehensive mapping of services and identification of NEETs (4.3.2.); 
2 Outreach: Enhanced inclusion components for harder-to-reach NEETs as their vulnerable 

subgroups (4.3.3.); 
3 Preparation: An emphasis on individualised approaches, such as through profiling tools 

and more tailored support (4.3.4); and 
4 Offer: The focus on skills improvement and the provision of quality offers aligned with EU 

quality frameworks (4.3.5.). 

The objective is to assess the discernible impact of each of these elements, drawing on evidence 
gathered from interviews with EU level stakeholders as well as national research.  

4.3.1. Broadening the target group to 15-29 years of age 
Expanding the YG target group to include all young people up to the age of 29, an increase from the 
previous age limit of 25, formed a key pillar of the 2020 reinforcement (see Box 6), and represents 
a cross-cutting change that impacts all four phases of implementation. At the EU level, this 
expansion of the instrument has had a clear and tangible impact on the numbers of beneficiaries, as 
data for 2023 indicates that the inclusion of the 25-29 age group represents a significant share of 
the scheme's reach. While the total average stock of young people aged 15-29 registered in YG 
schemes was approximately 3.2 million in 2023, the stock for the 15-24 age group stood at 2.0 
million.208 Accordingly, this would suggest that the expansion of the scheme's target age range to 
29 resulted in approximately 1.2 million additional beneficiaries, representing nearly one-third of 
the registered beneficiaries in total. Nevertheless, reaching this older cohort remains a challenge, 

 

208 European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion, Data collection for monitoring 
of Youth Guarantee schemes: 2023, March 2025. 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
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as data shows that YG schemes across the EU only covered 32% of NEETs aged 25-29 in 2023, 
compared to 55.2% for those aged 15-19.209 

The Council Recommendation itself was widely welcomed by stakeholders as a reform that brought 
the policy in line with what had become the well-documented reality of an expanding and 
increasingly complex transition from education to the labour market. In practice, however, the 
resulting impact of this reinforced element has been uneven, particularly among the selected 
Member States examined in this study. As both national and EU-level evidence shows, the effect of 
the 2020 reinforcement has ranged from being a driver of policy reform and increased scheme 
participation in some countries, to a more incremental centralisation of existing practices in others.  

Based on the evidence collected from certain Member States, the formal extension of the age 
range had a direct and measurable impact on the scale and scope of their national schemes. 
In Ireland, for example, the national strategy explicitly sought to widen the target age range, which 
led to a significant effect on overall participant numbers. More specifically, in 2022, the inclusion of 
the 25-29 age group added 19,106 individuals to Ireland's national scheme, nearly doubling the total 
number of participants.210 This expansion, in turn, has been credited with contributing to a reduction 
in the NEET rate for the 25-29 age group, falling from approximately 14% in 2019 to 11%.211 
Interestingly, Spain had already introduced a temporary extension to their national scheme in 2015 
which, following the 2020 Council Recommendation, then made a structural feature of their renewed 

 

209  Ibid. 
210  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Ireland, 

November 2024. 
211  Ibid. 

Box 6 – Reinforced element of the 2020 Council Recommendation, expanding the target 
group 

A Bridge to Jobs – Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee: Key provisions broadening the 
target group to 15-29 years of age 

• (22) 'Widening the age bracket to include young people aged 25‐29 acknowledges that school-
to-work transitions and sustainable labour market integration are taking longer because of the 
changing nature of work, extended periods spent in education and the skills in demand. It is 
important to recognise that the economic downturn resulting from the COVID‐19 pandemic will 
lead to a larger proportion of 25‐29-year-olds falling into unemployment and requiring support.' 

The Council recommends that Member States:  
• (1) 'ensure that all young people under 30 years of age receive a good quality offer of employment, 

continued education, an apprenticeship or a traineeship within a period of four months of 
becoming unemployed or leaving formal education…' 

Source: Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs 
- Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on 
establishing a Youth Guarantee, November 2020.  

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/db9ba5b7-ef4a-4d34-91cf-0f871a008981/details
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
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'Youth Guarantee Plus Plan'.212 In part, this change responded to the reality that YG coverage of a 
significant share of inactive or unemployed youth declined within the 25-29 age bracket in particular. 
According to 2023 data, 44.8% of all NEETs aged 15-29 in Spain were covered by the national YG 
scheme, a figure slightly above the EU average (39.6%).213 

Yet, for other countries, the 2020 reinforcement served primarily as a means to formalise their 
existing practices, rather than introduce entirely new measures. Accordingly, national legislation 
in Bulgaria had considered 'youth' as those aged 15-29 since the scheme's inception in 2014,214 while 
the target age group of the national scheme in Finland had also been 15-29 all along as well.215 
Representing a unique case, in Germany, most YG-related offers were already not subject to a 
strictly defined age limit. Nevertheless, their public authorities saw the age expansion as the right 
decision, as it more accurately reflects the German context, where young people typically take 
longer to enter the labour market.216 However, not all Member States have implemented this key 
element of the reinforcement. The Netherlands, for example, continues to focus its national YG 
monitoring on persons aged 15-26,217 while Hungary has not made changes to the target age group 
of their national YG scheme.218 

Table 7 – National implementation of the broadened RYG target age range 

Member 
State 

Implementation status of 
the broadened target age 
range 

Key impact(s) observed 

Spain 
Fully implemented: made 
temporary since 2015, then 
structural in 2021. 

Contributed to the formalisation of the temporary extension of 
the target age group. Although implemented, coverage is highly 
skewed towards younger cohorts. While coverage for 15–19-
year-olds reaches 98.0%, it drops to 50.2% for those aged 20-24 
and falls significantly to just 22.1% for the 25-29 age group. 

Ireland Fully implemented in 2021. 
Participant numbers nearly doubled, resulting in a reduction of 
the NEET rate for the 25-29 age group. 

Italy 
Already in place before 
2020. 

The 2020 reinforcement confirmed existing national policy. 

Germany Implemented. 
It was considered the correct decision by certain public 
authorities, as it reflects the usually longer period for youth to 
enter the labour market in Germany. 

 

212  Gobierno de España, Youth Guarantee Plan Plus 2021 - 2027 of decent work for young people, June 2021. 
213  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Spain, 

November 2024.  
214  Interview with Bulgaria’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 04.07.2025. 
215  Interview with Finland’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 31.07.2025. 
216  Written input from Germany's Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received on 29.08.2025. 
217  Interview with the Netherlands’ national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 28.07.2025. 
218  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Hungary, 

November 2024. 

https://www.sepe.es/HomeSepe/en/encontrar-trabajo/Garantia-Juvenil/plan-garantia-juvenil-plus.html
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/728f4045-51de-4f0b-a625-5dedeaba26b1/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/e263f50d-511b-44f3-b1a1-6ffd87b98af2/details
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Member 
State 

Implementation status of 
the broadened target age 
range 

Key impact(s) observed 

Sweden Implemented. 
This change is considered useful given that even older youth 
(aged 25-29) often lack work experience despite having 
university degrees. 

Finland 
Already in place before 
2020. 

The 2020 reinforcement confirmed existing national policy. 

Bulgaria 
Already in place before 
2020. 

The 2020 reinforcement confirmed existing national policy. 

Poland 
Already in place before 
2020 

The 2020 reinforcement confirmed existing national policy. 

Netherlands Not fully implemented. 
Despite the 2020 reinforcement, national monitoring and 
outreach efforts remain focused on the 15-26 age group. 

Hungary Not fully implemented. No discernible changes for the 25-29 age group in particular. 

Source: National-level research findings. 

The demonstrably wide range of approaches in national implementation and outcomes is reflected 
in the perspectives of EU-level stakeholders as well.219 While the EYF welcomed broadened target 
age range, which it had long advocated for, it noted that implementation was not immediate, with 
some Member States taking two to three years to make the adjustment. In a similar vein, 
BusinessEurope found that the widened age range has generally been helpful, though its positive 
effect has not been universal. More critically, however, ETUC finds that in certain respects, the 
impact has been negative, as the target age group was expanded while, at the same time, the 
financial and human resources for PES responsible for implementation were not increased 
proportionately. This results in a system under greater strain, where the same number of staff have 
more people to serve. 

 

219  Interview with ETUC, conducted on 22.07.2027; interview with European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025; 
interview with DG EMPL, conducted on 26.06.2025; Interview with DG EMPL, ESF+ Unit, 23.07.2025. 
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4.3.2. Mapping phase: requirement for mapping available services and 
identification of NEETs 

Key to the RYG's new four-phased implementation approach is the 'Mapping' phase, which requires 
that Member States better identify and understand the NEET population (including its hard-to-
reach subgroups), the support services that are available, and the current needs of the labour market 
(see Box 7).  

Together, these factors would ensure that the scheme's outreach is more effective, and its offers 
are more relevant. In practice, however, the evidence collected indicates that, despite this renewed 
emphasis, the implementation and impact of mapping mechanisms vary considerably across the 
Member States. For example, evidence from national and EU-level stakeholders suggests that while 
some progress has been made, evidence of that comprehensive mapping of services as envisioned 
by the Council Recommendation remains limited. 

The national research reveals relatively few instances in which the mapping of services has been 
carried out across the selected Member States. Focusing on these cases, in Italy, the national YG 
scheme evolved from a single, standalone instrument (the PON IOG) into a broader framework of 
active labour market policies which includes a specific focus on mapping and outreach.220 
Conversely, while the Netherlands has not implemented any significant structural changes in direct 
response to the 2020 reinforcement, related reforms were introduced. These include the 2023 
Proposal for a law entitled 'From School to Sustainable Work' (Wetsvoorstel van school naar 
duurzaam werk), which includes proactive and early intervention mechanisms necessitating a 
certain degree of mapping.221 Furthermore, the focus in Germany has been on improving 
coordination rather than creating new mapping systems. This work has included strengthening the 
existing network of 365 different youth employment agencies. Specifically, in 2021, the national 
government (BMAS) established a central Service Centre for these agencies to promote information 

 

220  Interview with a Senior Evaluator at INAPP (the National Public Policy Analysis Institute), conducted on 17.07.2025; 
interview with an employee of the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, conducted on 30.07.2025. 

221  Eerste Kamer der Staten-Generaal, Wet van school naar duurzaam werk (36.667), December 2024.  

Box 7 – Reinforced element of the 2020 Council Recommendation, mapping services 

A Bridge to Jobs – Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee: Key provisions on mapping services 
The Council Recommends that Member States:  

• (2) 'map the services available for different support needs, use national skills forecasts together with 
available local skills forecasts (informed by, for example, big data labour market intelligence) to 
identify skills in demand on the labour market, with particular attention to regional labour market 
specificities and the barriers faced by young people living in rural, remote or disadvantaged urban 
areas.' 

Source: Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs 
- Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on 
establishing a Youth Guarantee, November 2020.  

https://www.eerstekamer.nl/wetsvoorstel/36667_wet_van_school_naar_duurzaam
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001


EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 

  

 

92 

exchange and the sharing of best practices, thereby enhancing mapping as well as the level of 
understanding of needs and services across its different regions.222 

Beyond these few national examples, the limited frequency with which such reforms can be 
observed suggests that the mapping of available services has not been a prominent aspect of the 
reinforced elements of the 2020 Council Recommendation, nor has it been well documented. This 
observation is strongly supported by scoping reviews of the literature, which find that there is highly 
limited research aiming to identify the specific groups of young people who are out of reach of YG 
interventions, thereby indicating the presence of a knowledge gap regarding specific NEET 
subgroups.223  

In turn, this finding aligns with perspectives from EU-level stakeholders, such as SMEunited, which 
emphasised prior to the 2020 reinforcement that mapping needed to be strengthened in order 
better understand NEET sub-groups and regional job market specificities.224 Similarly, the EYF has 
identified mapping and outreach as persistent challenges with implementation of the RYG, even 
leading to cases in which beneficiaries are unaware that they are participating in a YG scheme.225  

  

 

222  Written input from Germany's Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received on 29.08.2025. 
223  Paabort, H., Flynn, P., Beilmann, M., & Petrescu, C., Policy responses to real world challenges associated with NEET 

youth: a scoping review, May 2023, p. 10. 
224  SMEunited, Position paper on the council recommendation on a bridge to jobs - reinforcing the youth guarantee, 2020.  
225  European Youth Forum, Youth Guarantee: How to support young people finding a pathway, April 2025, p.7. 

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-cities/articles/10.3389/frsc.2023.1154464/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-cities/articles/10.3389/frsc.2023.1154464/full
https://smeunited.eu/admin/storage/smeunited/201005-smeunited-position-paper-reinforcing-youth-guarantee.pdf
https://www.youthforum.org/files/250415-PP-YouthGuarantee.pdf
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4.3.3. Outreach: inclusion components for harder-to-reach NEETs 
As part of the outreach phase, activating the most marginalised and hard-to-reach young NEETs 
was a core objective of the RYG's inclusion components. Specifically, the 2020 Council 
Recommendation called for a stronger focus on reaching vulnerable groups, as well as improved 
outreach strategies and more holistic support in partnership with social services (see Box 8).  

However, despite this policy emphasis, the practical impact of these inclusion components in terms 
of outcomes has been relatively limited. For example, the period following the 2020 reinforcement 
has seen many Member States introduce new targeted measures in line with this reinforced element 
of the YG, yet fundamental structural barriers and the persistent 'creaming effect' continue to hinder 
effective outreach to those furthest from the labour market.226 In response to the 2020 
reinforcement, several Member States developed more specific strategies to support vulnerable 
groups and hard-to-reach groups. For example, Spain introduced a range of targeted measures 
under its 'Youth Guarantee Plus Plan',227 including dedicated programmes for marginalised youth, 
support for young women with family responsibilities, and tailored guidance for migrants as well as 
people with disabilities. Meanwhile, the post-reinforcement period saw Ireland launch plans such as 
the 'Early Engagement Roadmap for young people with disabilities' and the 'Traveller and Roma 
Training, Employment and Enterprise Plan', reserving at least 1,000 places on state employment 
schemes for young people.228 In Italy, the GOL programme was designed to prioritise individuals 
facing multiple barriers with a dedicated 'Employment and Inclusion' pathway that activates 

 

226  Interview with the European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025. 
227  Gobierno de España, Youth Guarantee Plan Plus 2021 - 2027 of decent work for young people, June 2021. 
228  Government of Ireland, Pathways to Work Strategy 2021-2025, July 2021. 

Box 4 – Reinforced element of the 2020 Council Recommendation, inclusion components 

A Bridge to Jobs – Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee: Key provisions on inclusion 
components  
The Council Recommends that Member States:  

• (7) 'strengthen the focus on NEETs (in particular those belonging to vulnerable groups, including those 
with disabilities and with multidimensional problems), using specifically-trained service providers and 
complementary strategies such as youth work, young "ambassadors" and cooperation with partners 
that are in contact with specific groups of young people.' 

• (14) 'allow for a more holistic approach to counselling, guidance and mentoring by referring young 
people to partners (such as education and training institutions, social partners and youth 
organisations, as well as youth work, health and social services), who can help to motivate and support 
those young people in overcoming other barriers to employment.' 

Source: Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs 
- Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on 
establishing a Youth Guarantee, November 2020.  

https://www.sepe.es/HomeSepe/en/encontrar-trabajo/Garantia-Juvenil/plan-garantia-juvenil-plus.html
https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of-social-protection/publications/pathways-to-work-strategy-2021-2025/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001


EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 

  

 

94 

territorial networks of social and health services.229 Similarly, Germany has built on its existing close 
cooperation between careers advice and specialist rehabilitation services, and is piloting more 
intensive careers guidance in special schools.230 

However, these strategies may not achieve their intended outcomes in practice. In Ireland, for 
instance, the outreach strategy primarily targets the registered unemployed, which, by definition, 
excludes the majority of inactive NEETs. One potential consequence of this is the gender gap in 
coverage: in 2023, the coverage rate for young men was 58.2%, compared to 38.6% for young 
women, which suggests that a significant proportion of the NEET population remains unreached.231 
Yet this challenge is not unique to Ireland either, as several YG schemes across the EU cover a higher 
share of male NEETs (44.6%) than females (35.9%).232 Among the selected Member States, a 
significant gender gap in coverage can be observed in Germany (73.5% vs 40.6%) and Finland 
(72.7% vs 50.4%), while Spain shows the inverse, with a higher coverage for women (46.0% vs 
43.6%), thereby highlighting the heterogeneity of the challenge.233 Moreover, studies on YG 
implementation in Spain have also shown that outreach strategies have not adapted sufficiently to 
the linguistic or digital realities of the most excluded youth, while institutional fragmentation inhibits 
effective coordination efforts from taking place.234  

In the Netherlands, no clear policy changes in outreach or support for vulnerable groups have 
been identified, as YG-related implementation is left to the discretion of municipalities and 
therefore lacks national coordination or monitoring.235 Even where there has been a focus on 
outreach to hard-to-reach groups, as in Hungary where PES employees are tasked with this work, 
coordination with organisations and programmes serving vulnerable groups depends heavily on local 
implementers.236 Conversely, the impact of this reinforced element appears to be weakest among 
the selected Member State of Sweden, where the PES explicitly does not conduct outreach, while 
its service model has no specific inclusion components.237 This aligns with the broader finding from 
the literature that national YG implementation can overlook local outreach initiatives, resulting in a 

 

229  Council of the European Union, ANNEX to the COUNCIL IMPLEMENTING DECISION amending Implementing Decision 
of 13 July 2021 on the approval of the assessment of the recovery and resilience plan for Italy, November 2023. 

230  Written input from Germany's Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received on 29.08.2025. 
231  European Commission, 2020, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: 

Ireland, November 2024. 
232  European Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion, Data collection for monitoring 

of Youth Guarantee schemes: 2023, March 2025. 
233  Ibid. 
234  Jiménez, N., & Sánchez, S., El impacto de la Garantía Juvenil Reforzada en la juventud en pobreza y vulnerabilidad 

social, October 2022. 
235  Interview with the Netherlands’ national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 28.07.2025. 
236  Interview with Hungary’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 28.07.2025. 
237  Interview with Sweden’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 24.09.2025. 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/a0e7539e-8d32-11ee-8aa6-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/a0e7539e-8d32-11ee-8aa6-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/db9ba5b7-ef4a-4d34-91cf-0f871a008981/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/db9ba5b7-ef4a-4d34-91cf-0f871a008981/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/35b39ab5-7861-4421-8a39-08705b0a440d/details
https://www.eapn.es/publicaciones/518/estudio-el-impacto-de-la-garantia-juvenil-reforzada-en-la-juventud-en-pobreza-y-vulnerabilidad-social
https://www.eapn.es/publicaciones/518/estudio-el-impacto-de-la-garantia-juvenil-reforzada-en-la-juventud-en-pobreza-y-vulnerabilidad-social
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key gap for vulnerable subgroups who require contextualised, multi-component support rather than 
standardised solutions.238 

EU-level stakeholders strongly echo this gap between policy and practice.239 According to the EYF, 
the reinforcement has had a limited impact on activating hard-to-reach youth, whereby schemes 
primarily benefit those already closer to the labour market, persisting as 'one of the biggest issues'. 
BusinessEurope also acknowledges that engaging with the most vulnerable remains a significant 
challenge, attributing this to the varying capacity and competence of national PES staff in being 
able to engage with young people facing complex barriers. Research supports these findings by 
highlighting the existing knowledge gap regarding the effectiveness of outreach to specific 
subgroups of the NEET population.240 While the 'NEET' label covers a wide range of multifaceted 
individual conditions and needs, they are often not met with targeted solutions within a high-level 
policy design. The fact that many NEETs do not self-identify with the label further amplifies 
difficulties in effective outreach.241 Taken together, these findings suggest that, although the RYG 
provided a stronger mandate for inclusion, certain institutional and structural barriers continue to 
prevent effective engagement with the hardest-to-reach NEETs. 

  

 

238  Jonsson, F., Gotfredsen, A.C. & Goicolea, I., How can community-based (re)engagement initiatives meet the needs of 
‘NEET’ young people? Findings from the theory gleaning phase of a realist evaluation in Sweden, June 2022, p. 1. 

239  Interview with ETUC, conducted on 22.07.2027; interview with European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025; 
interview with DG EMPL, conducted on 26.06.2025; Interview with DG EMPL, ESF+ Unit, conducted on 23.07.2025. 

240  Paabort, H. et al., Policy responses to real world challenges associated with NEET youth: a scoping review, May 2023. 
241  Ibid. 

https://bmcresnotes.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13104-022-06115-y
https://bmcresnotes.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13104-022-06115-y
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-cities/articles/10.3389/frsc.2023.1154464/full


EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 

  

 

96 

4.3.4. Preparation: focusing on individualised approach and tailored support 
Key to the preparation phase, the 2020 reinforcement placed significant emphasis on shifting from 
a 'one-size-fits-all' model to a more individualised approach, acknowledging the wide range of 
circumstances and needs of the NEET population that the instrument is intended to support (see 
Box 9).  

The intention was for this reform to result in more tailored support through, for example, improved 
profiling, person-centred counselling, and individualised action plans. However, in practice, the 
research findings reveal a notable discrepancy between this policy ambition and its 
implementation. While many of the selected Member States appear to have formally incorporated 
the principle of individualised service delivery into their YGIPs or equivalent national strategies, the 
practical impact of these changes has been inconsistent. Beyond these observations at Member 
State level, EU-level stakeholders report a competing trend towards more generalised service 
delivery, raising greater questions about the extent to which the intended shift towards 
personalisation has materialised (see examples on the following pages). 

Even before the 2020 reinforcement, several Member States had introduced the principle of 
individualisation into their YG-relevant measures (see Table 8).  

  

Box 5 – Reinforced element of the 2020 Council Recommendation, an individualised 
approach 

A Bridge to Jobs – Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee: Key provisions on an individualised 
approach 
• (23) '...A reinforced Youth Guarantee should recognise that NEETs require an individualised approach: 

for some NEETs a lighter approach may be sufficient, whereas other, more vulnerable, NEETs may 
need more intensive, lengthy and comprehensive interventions.' 

The Council Recommends that Member States:  
• (8) 'improve profiling and screening tools and practices to match needs and responses, by adopting a 

multivariate, gender-sensitive approach...' 

• (10) 'step up the preparatory phase with person-centred counselling, guidance and mentoring by 
trained advisors in response to the needs of the individual concerned and with due attention to gender 
bias and other forms of discrimination.' 

Source: Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs 
- Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on 
establishing a Youth Guarantee, November 2020.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
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Table 8 – Reinforcement as consolidation of pre-existing individualised approaches 

Member 
State 

Mechanism for individualisation Key impact(s) observed 

Bulgaria 
Already part of national implementation plan 
since 2014. 

The 2020 reinforcement confirmed and 
continued a pre-existing approach. 

Finland 
Has historically provided individualised 
coaching and counselling pre reinforcement. 

The RYG reinforced a pre-existing national 
trend toward individualised support. 

Germany 
Individualisation is a key principle of the 
national labour market administration system. 

Individualisation was already a consistent 
practice. The RYG therefore reinforced this 
existing principle. 

For example, Germany's labour market administration system has long been based on providing 
customised, needs-based support.242 Similarly, the competent authorities in Finland have a long-
standing tradition of providing individualised coaching and counselling,243 while in Bulgaria, the 
use of IAPs was established via its 2014 YGIP, with public authorities confirming that this mechanism 
continues to underpin service delivery, including the use of labour intermediaries for developing 
personalised profiles for youth registered under their scheme.244 For these countries, the RYG thus 
served to confirm and reinforce existing practices rather than introduce a new paradigm. 

In other Member States, however, the 2020 Council Recommendation prompted more concrete 
changes to the operational arrangements of the implementing bodies (see Table 9).  

Table 9 – Formal operational shifts towards individualisation post-2020 reinforcement 

Member 
State 

Mechanism for individualisation Key impact(s) observed 

Ireland 
Personal Progression Plans, dedicated case 
officers, and the PEX profiling tool. 

Although formal commitment is strong, system-level 
outcomes such as waiting times for offers have 
worsened since the 2020 reinforcement. 

Poland Strengthened use of IAPs. 
The legislative changes observed reflect a formal shift 
towards a more individualised approach. 

Spain 
The 'Youth Guarantee Plus Plan' (e.g., Re-
Orienta network, a focus on individualised 
pathways). 

Although the formal adoption of individualisation is 
significant, its practical implementation remains 
partial and is limited by operational barriers. 

Sweden 
An automated assessment tool, evaluating 
around 30 factors, as well as a return to 
individualised case management. 

There has been a clear shift towards a more data-
driven and individualised model. 

 

242  Written input from Germany's Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received on 29.08.2025.  
243  Jokinen, E., Spangar, T. and Ihanainen, P., Monenkeskinen dialoginen koordinaatio: Kohtaamo-hankkeen kehittävä 

arviointi [Multilateral dialogical coordination: Developmental evaluation of the Kohtaamo project], October 2020. 
244  Republic of Bulgaria, National Implementation Plan for European Youth Guarantee (NIPEYG) 2014-2020, April 2014; 

Interview with a representative of the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy (MLSP), conducted on 04.07.2025; and 
Yakova, L., The Youth Guarantee in Bulgaria and Its Uptake among Roma Youth, 2018. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/354746478_Monenkeskinen_dialoginen_koordinaatio_-_Kohtaamo-hankkeen_kehittava_arviointi
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/354746478_Monenkeskinen_dialoginen_koordinaatio_-_Kohtaamo-hankkeen_kehittava_arviointi
http://yg.mlsp.government.bg/en/download/15119/
https://lab.pixaro.net/fileadmin/user_upload/publications_library/files/2018_10/The_Youth_Guarantee_in_Bulgaria_and_Its_Uptake_among_Roma_Youth.pdf
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Accordingly, Spain formally introduced reforms to strengthen the provision of tailored support 
through its 'Youth Guarantee Plus Plan 2021-2027', including personalised guidance via the 'Re-
Orienta' network alongside the design of individualised training pathways.245 Furthermore, Poland 
strengthened its use of IAPs to better tailor service delivery to the needs and professional situation 
of the individual.246 In Ireland, the RYG placed a greater emphasis on providing tailored support as 
well, committing to assign a dedicated Case Officer to every unemployed person alongside the 
development of a Personal Progression Plan for each individual.247 Similarly, Sweden has also seen 
a clear shift, moving back towards more individualised case management supported by an 
automated assessment tool as of 2020.248 More specifically, this tool evaluates around thirty key 
factors, including education, work experience and place of residence, to better identify the exact 
needs of jobseekers. 

Despite these formal commitments, the effective implementation of a truly individualised approach 
has encountered significant obstacles in many instances. In Spain, for example, studies indicate that 
the practical implementation of individualisation is limited by complex registration processes, 
inadequate staffing levels, and digital exclusion, with the impact being uneven across its 
decentralised regions.249 Furthermore, in Ireland, the aforementioned emphasis on more tailored 
support has not resulted in more timely service delivery. Rather, the proportion of participants 
waiting longer than four months for an offer has risen since the 2020 reinforcement, from 57.5% 
in 2019 to 78.8% in 2023, although it must be noted that this increase is partly attributed to 
methodological changes in national data collection over this same period.250 A similar mixed picture 
emerges in the Netherlands, where no shift towards a more individualised approach has been 
observed,251 and Hungary, where there is little evidence that greater individualisation has been 
realised in practice.252 While Italy has an established profiling mechanism, its effectiveness is yet to 
be determined.253  

  

 

245  Gobierno de España, Youth Guarantee Plan Plus 2021 - 2027 of decent work for young people, June 2021. 
246  Sejm, Labour Market and Public Employment Services Act, March 2025. 
247  Interview with Ireland’s national Youth Guarantee Coordinator, conducted on 03.07.2025. 
248  Ministry of Employment of Sweden, Youth unemployment policies in Sweden - the Swedish response to the Council 

recommendation on a bridge to jobs - Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee, June 2022.  
249  Jiménez, N., & Sánchez, S., El impacto de la Garantía Juvenil Reforzada en la juventud en pobreza y vulnerabilidad 

social., October 2022. 
250  European Commission, 2020, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: 

Ireland, November 2024. 
251  Interview with the Netherlands’ national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 28.07.2025. 
252  Interview with Hungary’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 30.07.2025. 
253  Interview with a Senior Evaluator at INAPP (the National Public Policy Analysis Institute), conducted on 17.07.2025; 

interview with an employee of the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, conducted on 30.07.2025. 

https://www.sepe.es/HomeSepe/en/encontrar-trabajo/Garantia-Juvenil/plan-garantia-juvenil-plus.html
https://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/download.xsp/WDU20250000620/T/D20250620L.pdf
https://www.government.se/contentassets/92e8785ae4c6468fb60291118acffddd/youth-employment-policies-in-sweden--the-swedish-response-to-the-council-recommendation-on-establishing-a-youth-guarantee/
https://www.government.se/contentassets/92e8785ae4c6468fb60291118acffddd/youth-employment-policies-in-sweden--the-swedish-response-to-the-council-recommendation-on-establishing-a-youth-guarantee/
https://www.eapn.es/publicaciones/518/estudio-el-impacto-de-la-garantia-juvenil-reforzada-en-la-juventud-en-pobreza-y-vulnerabilidad-social
https://www.eapn.es/publicaciones/518/estudio-el-impacto-de-la-garantia-juvenil-reforzada-en-la-juventud-en-pobreza-y-vulnerabilidad-social
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/db9ba5b7-ef4a-4d34-91cf-0f871a008981/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/db9ba5b7-ef4a-4d34-91cf-0f871a008981/details
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Table 10 – Member States with limited or undocumented impact on individualisation 

Member 
State 

Key mechanism for individualisation Key impact(s) observed 

Hungary 

There have been several policy changes made 
since 2023 that could lead to a more 
individualised approach, primarily due to the 
increased guidance provided during the 
preparatory phase of the scheme. 

While certain formal mechanisms exist, 
there is little evidence of increased 
individualisation in practice. 

Italy 
A quali-quantitative profiling mechanism was 
integrated into the national GOL programme. 

A formal profiling mechanism is in place, 
but evidence of its effectiveness is not yet 
available. 

These national-level findings are corroborated by EU-level stakeholder feedback, as both 
BusinessEurope and the EYF report that the intended focus on individualisation has not materialised, 
instead pointing to a problematic trend towards more generalised service delivery in some 
countries.254 The ETUC, meanwhile, views the reinforced element as largely theoretical: a concept 
'written on paper', but not implemented in practice. These concerns are also reflected in a recent 
study, which finds that the scheme lacks individualised support as participants are expected to 
proactively seek opportunities rather than being offered tailored guidance.255 

4.3.5. Offer: emphasis on skills improvement and quality offers 
Another key pillar of the 2020 reinforcement was the sharpened focus on improving skills, as part 
of the offer phase, focusing on ensuring good quality offers for employment, continued education, 
apprenticeships or traineeships (see Box 10). In this respect, Member States were urged to align 
their national YG schemes with the demands of the digital and green transitions. Concretely, the aim 
was to move beyond basic labour market activation measures and ensure that youth are equipped 
with the relevant, future-proof skills in demand from employers. In practice, the available evidence 
has since revealed that many Member States have launched new initiatives that integrate skills 
development more deeply into their labour market policies since the 2020 Council 
Recommendation.  

 

254  Interview with ETUC, conducted on 22.07.2027; interview with European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025; 
interview with DG EMPL, conducted on 26.06.2025; Interview with DG EMPL, ESF+ Unit, 23.07.2025. 

255  Escamilla, A. and Molina, M., The Youth Guarantee: learning from the experiences of young migrants, refugees and 
asylum seekers in Spain, October 2023. 

https://shs.cairn.info/transitions-on-hold--9789287194459-page-133?lang=en
https://shs.cairn.info/transitions-on-hold--9789287194459-page-133?lang=en


EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 

  

 

100 

Nevertheless, this strategic shift has yet to result in significant improvements in terms of 
continued education or training outcomes for beneficiaries of YG schemes, with direct 
employment remaining the most common exit route rather than dedicated upskilling or education 
pathways. 

At the national level, several Member States have made significant advances in integrating a 
stronger focus on skills improvement into their national YG frameworks. Looking at one such 
example, Italy's GOL programme introduced dedicated pathways for upskilling and reskilling 
alongside a €600 million investment in its 'Sistema Duale' programme.256 The programme aims to 
increase the number of enrolments into vocational training programmes by 90 000 between 2021 
and 2025 by introducing training activities, increasing funds for training in marginalised territories 
and creating an inclusive governance system with economic and social partners.257 In close alignment 
with the intended aim of the Reinforcement, Spain's 'Youth Guarantee Plus Plan' explicitly prioritises 
professional, technical, and digital skills, including programmes for personalised training itineraries, 
all of which is supported by a dedicated €600 million investment for alternating employment-
training schemes.258 Beyond funding, Poland's national YG scheme has adopted a more targeted 
approach to skills development by embedding skills profiling in its IAPs, as well as by granting 
young people access to competence screenings, allowing YG interventions to be tailored based on 
the real skill gaps identified.259 In addition, Germany expanded its careers portal to include 'green 
skills', in line with the intended focus of the reinforcement, and introduced new internship 
programmes focusing on climate protection and sustainability.260 

 

256  Ministry of Labour and Social Policies, Il Programma di Garanzia di Occupabilità dei Lavoratori, December 2021. 
257  Italiadomani, Sistema Duale, n.d. 
258  Gobierno de España, Youth Guarantee Plan Plus 2021 - 2027 of decent work for young people, June 2021. 
259  Sejm, Labour Market and Public Employment Services Act, March 2025. 
260  Written input from Germany's Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received on 29.08.2025. 

Box 6 – Reinforced element of the 2020 Council Recommendation, skills improvement 

A Bridge to Jobs – Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee: Key provisions on skills improvement  
• (21) 'A reinforced Youth Guarantee should strive to support young people in gaining valuable work 

experience and developing the right skills for a changing world of work, in particular those skills relevant 
to growth sectors and the green and digital transitions.' 

The Council Recommends that Member States:  
• (14) 'ensure that the preparatory phase facilitates upskilling and re-skilling where deemed appropriate, 

geared mainly towards digital, green, language, entrepreneurial and career management skills, using 
existing competence frameworks... to help young people seize the opportunities in growing sectors, and 
preparing them for the needs of the changing labour market.' 

Source: Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs - 
Reinforcing the Youth Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing 
a Youth Guarantee, November 2020. 

https://www.fipe.it/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Allegato-2-CIRCO-188-21_allegato-A.pdf
https://www.italiadomani.gov.it/it/Interventi/investimenti/sistema-duale.html
https://www.sepe.es/HomeSepe/en/encontrar-trabajo/Garantia-Juvenil/plan-garantia-juvenil-plus.html
https://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/download.xsp/WDU20250000620/T/D20250620L.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
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Despite these policy investments and reforms, the impact on the types of offers taken up by 
young people participating in the scheme appears to be more limited in certain cases. In Ireland, 
for instance, the national strategy includes funding an additional 50,000 places in further and higher 
education, as well as establishing a 'Skills to Compete' initiative.261 Yet, monitoring data shows that 
dedicated skills measures had a minimal impact on exit pathways for unemployed youth in 2023, as 
direct employment (88.6%) and apprenticeships (11.0%) were the dominant exit routes, while offers 
related to continued education accounted for just 0.4% of timely and positive exits.262  

This reliance on employment over training is mirrored in the Netherlands, where research finds that 
traineeships provided by municipalities for young unemployed people via the national YG scheme 
do not need to ensure vocational training, instead focusing on instilling basic workplace discipline 
(e.g., being on time) rather than valuable transferable skills.263 At the same time, key stakeholders 
expressed scepticism regarding the material impact of this reinforced measure.264 The EYF, for 
example, noted that, while certain skills programmes exist, their direct link to the 2020 
reinforcement of the YG is often unclear. Similarly, ETUC also expressed doubt concerning the 
impact of the reinforcement on skills improvement, noting that the advancements in terms of 
digitalisation have focused more on administrative aspects, such as online portals, rather than on 
the content of the training provided.  

 

261  Government of Ireland, Pathways to Work Strategy 2021-2025, July 2021. 
262  European Commission, 2020, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: 

Ireland, November 2024. 
263  Eleveld, A., et al., Implementation of the European Youth Guarantee and the Right to Work: A Comparative Analysis 

of Traineeship Programmes Under the EU Active Labour Market Policy, 2022, pp. 290-291. 
264  Interview with ETUC, conducted on 22.07.2027; interview with European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025; 

interview with DG EMPL, conducted on 26.06.2025; Interview with DG EMPL, ESF+ Unit, conducted on 23.07.2025. 

https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of-social-protection/publications/pathways-to-work-strategy-2021-2025/
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/db9ba5b7-ef4a-4d34-91cf-0f871a008981/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/db9ba5b7-ef4a-4d34-91cf-0f871a008981/details
https://son.uni.lodz.pl/info/article/UL6fbaa89728b045af96921555bb1ab8e4?r=publication&ps=100&lang=en&title=Publication%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BImplementation%2Bof%2Bthe%2BEuropean%2BYouth%2BGuarantee%2Band%2Bthe%2BRight%2Bto%2BWork%253A%2BA%2BComparative%2BAnalysis%2Bof%2BTraineeship%2BProgrammes%2BUnder%2Bthe%2BEU%2BActive%2BLabour%2BMarket%2BPolicy%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BUniversity%2Bof%2BLodz&pn=1&cid=3188053
https://son.uni.lodz.pl/info/article/UL6fbaa89728b045af96921555bb1ab8e4?r=publication&ps=100&lang=en&title=Publication%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BImplementation%2Bof%2Bthe%2BEuropean%2BYouth%2BGuarantee%2Band%2Bthe%2BRight%2Bto%2BWork%253A%2BA%2BComparative%2BAnalysis%2Bof%2BTraineeship%2BProgrammes%2BUnder%2Bthe%2BEU%2BActive%2BLabour%2BMarket%2BPolicy%2B%25E2%2580%2593%2BUniversity%2Bof%2BLodz&pn=1&cid=3188053
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5. EU funding and governance of the RYG 

 

Following the launch of the RYG and the merger of the YEI into the ESF+ for the 2021-2027 
programming period, the EU-level funding and governance of this instrument has evolved 
considerably since the 2013 Council Recommendation that established the original YG.265 At the 
same time, the Indicator Framework for Monitoring the Youth Guarantee, the European Semester, 
and synergies between the RYG and other instruments at both EU and Member State level play a 
key role in promoting the alignment of national YG schemes with the 2020 Council Recommendation. 
Against this backdrop, this chapter examines the various EU funding and governance mechanisms 
that support the RYG. 

First, Section 5.1. analyses the utilisation and adequacy of EU funds, providing an overview of the 
evolution of relevant EU funding instruments from the 2014-2020 to 2021-2027 programme periods, 

 

265  Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee, April 
2013. 

Key findings 
• The provision of EU funding has evolved between the 2014-2020 and 2021-2024 programming periods, 

with YEI and ESF covering YG-related interventions in the former period and mostly ESF+, with modest 
contributions from the JTF and Interreg programmes in the latter period. The main challenges identified 
relate to administrative capacity issues facing beneficiaries, insufficient interinstitutional cooperation 
(2014-2020) and the lack of clear guidance and procedures (2021-2027), while the impact of merging the 
YEI into ESF+ appears to be mixed. Uptake of the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) is mixed, with 
some MAs reporting none. In some cases, RRF funding is linked to targeted interventions (e.g. Finland 
and Ireland), while in others, it finances broader youth-related programmes (e.g. Italy). National funding 
allocations have increased both in absolute and relative terms. 

• The RYG is monitored via the revised Indicator Framework for Monitoring the Youth Guarantee using 
three sets of indicators: aggregate, direct, and follow-up. While aggregate and direct monitoring 
indicators are broadly sufficient, with data available for all Member States, follow-up monitoring 
indicators contain gaps in the form of inconsistent national reporting and structural limitations.  

• Governance within the European Semester heavily utilises social monitoring tools, such as the Social 
Scoreboard and Joint Employment Report, to track RYG objectives, while the Macroeconomic Imbalance 
Procedure has recalibrated its focus by downgrading youth unemployment to an auxiliary indicator. At 
the same time, the Commission’s direct political engagement with Member States through the issuance 
of Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs) has been limited primarily to 2013 and 2014, with few 
subsequent follow-ups surrounding the 2020 period. The sensitivity of the CSRs to the on-the-ground 
outcomes in terms of key YG indicators appear to be weak, suggesting limited responsiveness of the tool. 

• Following the RYG, most Member States have integrated their national YG schemes into broader youth 
and labour activation policies. At the EU level, the RYG's interoperability with the European Pillar of Social 
Rights Action Plan, ALMA, the European Child Guarantee and the Roma Strategic Framework offer 
potential complementarities, yet awareness among stakeholders of these synergies remains quite 
limited.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2013_120_R_0001_01
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their adequacy and accessibility, the impact of the merging of the YEI into the ESF+, as well as the 
use of funds from the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF). Next, Section 5.2. reviews the 
monitoring and data collection tools used to track the implementation of the RYG, followed by 
Section 5.3., which assesses the engagement of the RYG with the European Semester, examining its 
process, the use of economic and social monitoring instruments, the timing of the Country-Specific 
Recommendations (CSRs), and the effectiveness of CSRs based on the actual conditions on the 
ground. Finally, Section 5.4. concludes with assessing RYG's synergies with other EU and national 
level instruments. 

5.1. Utilisation and adequacy of EU funds 
Funding for the YG, both before and after its 2020 reinforcement, has evolved over the last 
decade. This subsection reviews this context and assesses the utilisation and adequacy of EU 
funds. Starting with an overview of the relevant EU funding streams, examining their evolution 
across the two most recent programming periods, the subsection then assesses the sufficiency and 
accessibility of financial resources to support YG-related policy measures and interventions. 

5.1.1. Cohesion Policy funding, 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 
The transition from the 2014-2020 to the 2021-2027 programming period has led to important 
changes in the key funding streams responsible for financing YG-related interventions in the 
Member States observed. To better understand the material impact of such changes, this subsection 
quantifies funding allocation across the two programming periods, examining the main tools used 
for each, and then assessing the impact of merging the YEI into ESF+. 

2014-2020 programming period 
During the 2014-2020 period, EU-funded interventions in support of the YG were primarily financed 
via the Intervention Field 103 (IF 103) ('Sustainable integration of youth into the labour market'). 
At the EU level, IF 103 was supported by a mix of two EU funding sources:  

 The YEI. This funding instrument was launched in 2013 to support NEETs, including the long-
term unemployed and young people not registered as jobseekers, particularly in NUTS-2 regions 
where youth unemployment rates exceeded 25%.266 Actions supported by the YEI only cover IF 
103.  

 The ESF. Included as one of the European Structural Investment Funds, the ESF sought to 
enhance employment and fairer life opportunities for all.267 More specifically, the fund also 
supported interventions linked to the IF 103, matching YEI funding, while also covering regions 
that were not supported by the YEI.  

According to 2023 European Commission data (see Figure 3), the planned EU allocation reported 
for IF 103 amounted to €14.64 billion (€5.68 billion from the ESF and €8.96 billion from the YEI). 

 

266  European Commission, Youth Employment Initiative, n.d. 
267  Fi-compass, The European Social Fund – Financial instruments, 2015.  

https://employment-social-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies-and-activities/eu-employment-policies/youth-employment-support/youth-employment-initiative-yei_en?
https://www.fi-compass.eu/sites/default/files/publications/ESF_The_european_social_fund_EN.pdf
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National co-financing topped up EU funding for a planned total allocation of €18.26 billion.268 As the 
funding period concluded, actual EU expenditure reached €12.85 billion (€4.98 billion covered by 
the ESF and €7.87 billion from the YEI), for a total expenditure of €16.21 billion including national 
co-financing. For both funding streams, the absorption rate, i.e. the share of funding spent over 
funding allocated, is about 88%. 

Figure 3 – Planned allocation and expenditure for IF 103, 2014-2020, breakdown by 
programme (EUR millions) 

 

Source: Cohesion Data, ESIF 2014-2020 categorisation ERDF-ESF-CF planned vs implemented, April 2024. 

Country-level patterns reflect this split between the YEI and the ESF (see Figure 4), with those 
having more regions with higher youth unemployment rates more likely to have higher shares of YEI 
funding. In total, Member States allocated just over 11% more funds than they actually spent 
(including both EU funds and national contribution), indicating a lower absorption capacity than 
expected; this is discussed further in the following section.  

 

268  Cohesion Data, ESIF 2014-2020 categorisation ERDF-ESF-CF planned vs implemented, April 2024. 

https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/2014-2020-Categorisation/ESIF-2014-2020-categorisation-ERDF-ESF-CF-planned-/3kkx-ekfq/about_data
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/2014-2020-Categorisation/ESIF-2014-2020-categorisation-ERDF-ESF-CF-planned-/3kkx-ekfq/about_data
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Figure 4 – Planned allocation and expenditure for IF 103, 2014-2020, breakdown by 
programme and Member State (EUR millions)269 

 

Source: Cohesion Data, ESIF 2014-2020 categorisation ERDF-ESF-CF planned vs implemented, April 2024.  

2021-2027 programming period 
Under the 2021-2027 programming period, YG-linked projects are supported through the 
Intervention Field 136 (IF 136) ('Specific support for youth employment and social economic 
integration of young people'). A key reform distinguishing the 2014-2020 programming period from 
the next is the merging of the YEI into the newly created ESF+, which now represents the main 
source of funding for IF 136. Furthermore, the ESF+ Regulation mandates Member States with a 
NEET rate above the EU average over 2017-2019 to spend at least 12.5% to support youth-related 
measures and programmes.270 Additionally, other Cohesion policy instruments can also support 
youth unemployment beyond what is provided by ESF+ via IF 136. These include, for example, the 
JTF and Interreg Programmes. 

Data provided by the European Commission gives an estimate of the planned amounts for 2021-
2027 but does not specify actual expenditure, as the programming period is still ongoing (Figure 5). 
The planned EU allocation for IF 136 based on 2023 data amounts to €10.84 billion, almost entirely 
channelled through the ESF+ (€10.70 billion), with far more modest contributions flowing from the 
JTF (€86 million) and Interreg programmes (€51 million), respectively. The planned total allocation, 
including national co-financing, reaches €17.14 billion. As with the 2014-2020 period, Italy and 
Spain are set to become the largest beneficiaries of EU-level funding for youth unemployment, 
receiving €2.77 billion and €1.99 billion respectively via the ESF+. Furthermore, the ESF+ serves as 

 

269  Note: For each Member State, the first stacked bar indicates the amount allocated, while the second indicates the 
amount spent. 

270  European Commission, REGULATION (EU) 2021/1057 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 
24 June 2021 establishing the European Social Fund Plus (ESF+) and repealing Regulation (EU) No 1296/2013, June 
2024. 

https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/2014-2020-Categorisation/ESIF-2014-2020-categorisation-ERDF-ESF-CF-planned-/3kkx-ekfq/about_data
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/1057/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/1057/oj/eng
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the exclusive EU-level funding instrument in support of the RYG across nearly all Member States 
observed, apart from the Netherlands, whose entire allocation is covered by the JTF, and Interreg 
projects. 

Figure 5 – Planned EU and total allocation for IF 136, 2021-2027, breakdown by programme 
(EUR millions) 

 

Source: European Commission, 2021-2027 Planned finances detailed (categorisation, multi funds). 

Figure 5 – Planned allocation for IF 136, 2021-2027, breakdown by programme and Member 
State (EUR millions)271 

 

Source: European Commission, 2021-2027 Planned finances detailed (categorisation, multi funds).  

The impact of merging the YEI into the ESF+ 
When moving from the 2014-2020 to 2021-2027 programming period, the YEI was merged into the 
ESF+, becoming the primary EU-level financial instrument for channelling EU funds to Member 

 

271  Note: ‘TC’ indicates Interreg projects. 

https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/2021-2027-Categorisation/2021-2027-Planned-finances-detailed-categorisation/hgyj-gyin/about_data
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/2021-2027-Categorisation/2021-2027-Planned-finances-detailed-categorisation/hgyj-gyin/about_data
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States in order to implement the RYG, as well as youth employment and skills measures more 
broadly.  

Based on the survey of MAs, opinions are mixed as to the impact of this change, with a mostly 
positive reception, yet some criticisms as well (see Figure 7). Specifically, 11 out of 25 respondents 
find that the merging simplified procedures to either a great or some extent, while 7 do not know, 
and 7 believe that this has not been the case.272  

Figure 6 – Has the merging of the YEI into the ESF+ led to a simplification of procedures 
and a reduction of the administrative burden?  

 

Source: Survey with MAs. 

When given the opportunity to elaborate further, additional responses on this same question by the 
25 MAs who took part in the survey point out several positive impacts, including an end to double 
reporting, an extended target group due to an increased age threshold, the removal of the 
obligation to include only NEETs, and unified reporting rules. Furthermore, these changes seem 
to have reduced the administrative burden, making project implementation easier and more 
streamlined. At the same time, the noted criticisms highlight the need for more frequent reporting 
rounds in the post-RYG period and draw attention to the ongoing complexity of national rules, as 
well as the difficulty of identifying YG-linked expenditure within broader policy priorities. 

In parallel, findings from the Member State-level research reflect the evidence from the MAs, 
indicating that the merger of the YEI into the ESF+ has resulted in both improvements and 
challenges. In Hungary, the merger has led to simpler planning and monitoring of programme 
implementation.273 In Poland, three key positive effects are identified in the post-RYG period, 
namely greater flexibility, with the possibility of combining youth activation with broader labour and 
social objectives, simplified management thanks to a unified funding framework, and strategic 
integration, as YG-linked measures have a stronger connection to areas such as skills development, 
regional development and cross-sectoral services.274  

 

272  The survey targeted the Managing Authorities in all 27 EU Member States. Responses were received from 25 
authorities located in the following 13 Member States: Poland (9), Portugal (2), Belgium (2), France (2), Italy (2), Malta 
(1), Slovenia (1), Cyprus (1), Ireland (1), Luxembourg (1), Spain (1), Latvia (1) and Lithuania (1).  

273  Interview with Hungary’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 30.07.2025. 
274  Interviews with Poland’s national Youth Guarantee experts, conducted on 17.07.2025, 22.07.2025 and 01.08.2025. 
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EU-level interviews and survey responses align with this mixed picture, highlighting some positive 
elements while also raising certain challenges. One positive result identified is that the streamlined 
funding via the ESF+ is expected to reduce the risk of duplication and align more closely with the 
European Semester.275 However, respondents also highlight monitoring gaps as a challenge resulting 
from the current system not requiring Member States to report ESF+ funding that is allocated to the 
RYG in particular.276  

5.1.2. Recovery and Resilience Fund 

Looking beyond these core Cohesion Policy instruments, the National Recovery and Resilience 
Plans (NRRPs) funded by the RRF as part of the NextGenerationEU, are also supporting actions 
linked to the RYG over the 2021-2027 period. Both the Council and the Commission have recognised 
the crucial role of the NextGenerationEU in supporting youth employment measures277 and called 
on Member States to step up investment in this area with a target of €22 billion for the 2021-2027 
period.278 

However, as NRPPs are not delineated using specific intervention fields as the ESF+ or JTF, it is 
difficult to provide precise estimates of the planned allocations covered by the 
NextGenerationEU in support of the RYG.279 Still, according to the European Commission's 
estimates, about €56.4 billion has been allocated to NRRPs in support of the pillar 'Policies for the 
next generation, children and the youth, such as education and skills'.280 Roughly 10% of this amount 
(approximately €5.6 billion) has been allocated to supporting and creating jobs for young people, 
out of which interventions linked to the national implementation of the YG are likely to be 
supported.281 

The survey of MAs reveals that the uptake of RRF to support the implementation of YG schemes is 
not uniform, at least across the 13 Member States in the sample. Furthermore, only seven MAs 
reported using the RRF for projects linked to the YG, while 17 said they do not use it.282 

 

275  Interview with DG EMPL, conducted on 26.06.2025. 
276  Interview with DG EMPL, ESF+ Unit, conducted on 23.07.2025. 
277  Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs - Reinforcing the 

Youth Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee, 
November 2020.  

278  European Commission, Youth employment support, n.d.  
279  The European Parliament and the Council of the European Union, Regulation (EU) 2021/241 of the European 

Parliament and of the Council of 12 February 2021 establishing the Recovery and Resilience Facility, February 2021. 
280  European Commission, Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on the 

implementation of the Recovery and Resilience Facility, October 2024.  
281  European Commission, Policies for the next generation, children and the youth, such as education and skills, n.d. 
282  MAs that replied ‘Yes’ to the question on the use of the RRF to support national YG schemes are based in Italy, Poland, 

Lithuania, Cyprus, Belgium and Ireland. MAs that replied ‘No’ are based in Portugal, Malta, Poland, Spain, Slovenia, 
France, Latvia, Belgium and Italy. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://employment-social-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies-and-activities/eu-employment-policies/youth-employment-support_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32021R0241
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32021R0241
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52024DC0474
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52024DC0474
https://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/recovery-and-resilience-scoreboard/policies.html
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5.1.3. Sufficiency of financial resources and accessibility of funds  
As the previous section has shown, the planned total funding amounts for IF 103 exceeded actual 
expenditure in 2014-2020 by around 11 %. This could suggest that EU funding was adequate rather 
than constrained by scarcity or a lack of prioritisation by Member States. At the same time, however, 
the results of the survey found that a notable number of MAs report either no major difficulties in 
spending the allocated funding, or were uncertain about it, over both programming periods (9 
out of 25 in 2014-2020, and 12 out of 25 in 2021-2027).  

Sufficiency of EU funding 
The Member State-level research, when triangulated with the findings from the MA survey as noted 
above, suggests that funding in support of the YG has been adequate across both programming 
periods, despite some divergences.283 Two main trends can be identified based on input from public 
authorities: 

 Sufficient resources, no major challenges identified. This appears to be the case of Germany, 
Ireland, and Sweden. For instance, in Germany, financial resources are deemed sufficient, with 
ESF/ESF+ playing a supplementary role, being integrated into Länder and federal programmes 
and reinforcing existing statutory measures.284 Similarly, funding in Ireland is considered to be 
sufficient, with no periods suffering from underfunding, even throughout the COVID-19 
pandemic.285 The national YG coordinator for Sweden also finds that its youth-specific 
resourcing is adequate, with no significant bottlenecks reported, despite some municipalities 
requesting additional resources.286 

 Sufficient resources, with some challenges. A generally positive view of their available 
resources is shared in Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Italy and Poland, albeit with some operational 
challenges. In Bulgaria,287 rising expenses related to project implementation (e.g. higher 
minimum wages) erode purchasing power despite rising nominal budgets. In Finland, funding 
was seen as strong in the 2010s due to the YG being a political priority backed by state funding 
during this period.288 However, national funding has since been reduced, with additional cuts 
being made by regional authorities in 2024. Despite these changes, the Finnish YG coordinator 
still considers funding levels to be manageable overall. In Poland, their multi-layered funding 
system, combining EU, state and local funding, is considered to be sustainable and flexible. 
However, uneven resource availability across regions can impact the quality and intensity of 
support that is provided to beneficiaries.289  

 

283  Country-level research focuses on the 10 Member States covered by the study and is based on a mix of desk research 
and consultation with relevant stakeholders. 

284  Written input from Germany's Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received on 29.08.2025.  
285  Interview with Intreo, Ireland's Public Employment Service, conducted on 13.08.2025. 
286  Interview with Sweden’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 24.09.2025. 
287  Interview with a representative of Bulgaria’s Ministry of Labour and Social Policy, conducted on 04.07.2025. 
288  Interview with Finland’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 31.07.2025. 
289  Interviews with Poland’s national Youth Guarantee experts, conducted on 17.07.2025, 22.07.2025, and 01.08.2025. 
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Taking these national perspectives into account, it would appear as though funding is generally 
considered adequate, though some challenges remain. The following section illustrates how some 
of these challenges shape Member States' access to EU funds. 

Accessibility of EU funding 
In terms of the accessibility of EU funds from the perspective of the implementing Member States, 
both the survey and the country-level research find that it is generally sufficient, while at the same 
time, highlighting several key issues as well (Figure 8). The main challenges identified include the 
following: 

 Administrative issues from the beneficiary side. This is the main challenge identified for both 
the 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 periods. Investigating further, several MAs underscore issues with 
reporting requirements, long and complex procedures, and the limited capacity of those 
responsible for YG implementation (i.e., PES) as obstacles to accessing and spending YG-
related funding. For instance, Italy's PES face long-standing structural weaknesses, such as 
understaffing, inadequate specialisation and inconsistent service delivery at the national level, 
particularly in less developed regions.290  

 Lack of smooth interinstitutional cooperation. Focusing on the 2014-2020 period, one MA 
from Luxembourg points to weak coordination between ministries and other administrations, 
while a respondent from Lithuania connects inadequate coordination to the limited capacity of 
smaller actors (e.g. NGOs and municipalities). For 2021-2027, one MA from Poland reports that 
there is a lack of coordination and consistent guidance since the YG falls within the remit of 
another Ministry. At the national level, in Italy, territorial disparities and fragmented governance 
are identified as challenges.291 

 Lack of clear guidance and procedures. Polish MAs reported that a lack of guidance was found 
to hinder effective planning, implementation, and accountability. This resulted in delays and an 
inability to utilise available resources to their full potential. 

Overall, these findings suggest that spending-related challenges are more likely to be operational in 
nature, being linked to issues such as limited administrative capacity, weak coordination and unclear 
procedures, rather than a result of insufficient allocations of EU funding.  

 

290  Interview with a Senior Evaluator at INAPP (the National Public Policy Analysis Institute), conducted on 17.07.2025; 
interview with an employee of the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, conducted on 30.07.2025. 

291  Ibid. 
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Figure 7 – Challenges identified by Managing Authorities 

 

Source: Survey MAs, n=25. 

5.1.4. Funding YG-linked interventions 
The national research carried out for this study found that there are a variety of ways in which 
Member States channel direct support from EU and national funding sources to YG-related plans 
and schemes. The table below provides several illustrative examples. 

Table 11 – National funding, overview of illustrative approaches 

Member 
State 

Action and 
approaches 

Programme 
period 

Description 

ES 

Youth Guarantee 
Plus Plan & the Plan 
Estratégico 
Juventud Avanza 

2021-2027 
The programme (€4.95 billion) combines ESF+, RRF 
and other sources to support actions in the field of 
youth employment. 292 

IT GOL Programme 2021-2027 

Introduced in 2021 under the NRRP, the programme 
aims to support labour market integration of various 
groups, including vulnerable workers, such as young 
ones.293 It is further complemented by ESF+ funding, 
under the National Programme 'Giovani, Donne e 
Lavoro', allocating €2.8 billion to support youth labour 
market integration.294 

 

292  Gobierno de España, Youth Guarantee Plan Plus 2021 - 2027 of decent work for young people, June 2021. 
293  ANPAL, Garanzia di occupabilità dei lavoratori – Gol, n.d. 
294  Ministry of Labour and Social Policies, Facilitare l’ingresso dei giovani al lavoro, n.d. 

https://www.sepe.es/HomeSepe/en/encontrar-trabajo/Garantia-Juvenil/plan-garantia-juvenil-plus.html
https://storicoanpal.politicheattive.lavoro.gov.it/programma-gol.html
https://www.lavoro.gov.it/pn-giovani-donne-lavoro/programma/priorita/facilitare-l%E2%80%99ingresso-al-lavoro-dei-giovani
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Member 
State 

Action and 
approaches 

Programme 
period 

Description 

PL 
Labour Fund 
(Fundusz Pracy) 

2014-2020; 
2021-2027 

The Labour Fund can co-finance activities to support 
employment-related measures and vocational 
training. It complements ESF+ funding. 295 

DE 
Länder and federal 
frameworks 

2014-2020; 
2021-2027 

Funding linked to the Youth Guarantee is embedded 
into the Länder- and Federal-led programmes, 
complementing them.296 

IE 

Work Placement 
Experience 
Programme and the 
SOLAS Green Skills 
Action Programme 

2021-2027 

The RRF is providing €27 million to the Work 
Placement Experience Programme and €114 million to 
the SOLAS Green Skills Action Programme, both of 
which are central to the national YG scheme. 297, 298 

FI 
One-Stop Guidance 
Centres  

2021-2027 
The RRF is providing €6.5 million to strengthen the 
almost 70 OSGCs across the country. 299 

SE 

Transfers to 
municipalities to 
expand 
Sommarjobb and 
Jobb för ungdomar 
programmes 

2021-2027 

The government tasked the Swedish PES 
(Arbetsförmedlingen) to transfer SEK 250 milllion in 
2025 to high-unemployment municipalities to create 
jobs for young people, especially during summer.300, 301  

  

 

295  Interviews with Poland’s national Youth Guarantee experts, conducted on 17.07.2025, 22.07.2025 and 01.08.2025. 
Additionally, Article 270 of the Labour Market and Public Employment Services Act provide the basis for spending 
ESF+ at the regional level. The text of the legislation is available: Sejm, Labour Market and Public Employment Services 
Act, May 2025. 

296  Written input from Germany's Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received on 29.08.2025. 
297  Interview with Ireland's National Youth Guarantee Coordinator, conducted on 13.08.2025. based on investments 

highlighted in Ireland's National Recovery and Resilience Plan 
298  Government of Ireland, Ireland’s National Recovery and Resilience Plan 2021, June 2021.  
299  European Commission, Finland’s Recovery and Resilience Plan, February 2024.  
300  Interview with Sweden’s Youth Guarantee representative, conducted on 24.09.2025. 
301  Swedish Government, 250 miljoner till sommarjobb och jobb för unga, April 2025. 

https://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/download.xsp/WDU20250000620/T/D20250620L.pdf
https://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/download.xsp/WDU20250000620/T/D20250620L.pdf
https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of-public-expenditure-infrastructure-public-service-reform-and-digitalisation/publications/irelands-national-recovery-and-resilience-plan-2021/
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/a816719d-e254-40e2-882c-358fc657be63_en?filename=Recovery_and_resilience_FS_FI_1.pdf
https://www.regeringen.se/pressmeddelanden/2025/04/250-miljoner-till-sommarjobb-och-jobb-for-unga/
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5.2. Monitoring and data collection 
As recognised by the 2013 Council Recommendation that established the YG, monitoring is an 
integral part of its successful implementation. This was echoed by the 2020 Council 
Recommendation reinforcing the YG, aiming to improve monitoring and data reporting further.302 
For this purpose, EMCO has established the Indicator Framework for Monitoring the Youth 
Guarantee, composed of aggregate monitoring (macroeconomic indicators), direct monitoring (YG 
delivery), and follow-up monitoring (participants who have exited the YG preparatory phase).303  

Table 12 – Summary of YG monitoring indicators reported by Member States 

Member State Direct monitoring  Follow-up monitoring  

Bulgaria ✓ ✓ 

Finland ✓ X 

Germany ✓ ✓ 

Hungary ✓ ✓ 

Italy ✓ ✓ 

Ireland ✓ ✓ 

Netherlands ✓ X 

Poland ✓ ✓ 

Spain ✓ ✓ 

Sweden ✓ ✓ 

Source: European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country 
fiches for Bulgaria, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Ireland, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain and Sweden, 
November 2024. 

As noted in Section 3.3, the Commission is responsible for monitoring and reporting aggregate data 
on the macroeconomic situation of young people in the EU.304 Aggregate monitoring uses the NEET 
rate for young people aged 15-29, tracking the proportion of this age group who are NEET. As this 
indicator relies on the data from the EU Labour Force Survey (LFS), it ensures comparability across 
Member States. Accordingly, trends in this rate serve as a high-level proxy for the impact of YG 
implementation.305  

This is complemented by direct and follow-up monitoring which aim to provide more direct insight 
into the performance of the national YG scheme, with data for these indicators provided by national 

 

302  Council of the European Union, Council Recommendation of 30 October 2020 on A Bridge to Jobs - Reinforcing the 
Youth Guarantee and replacing the Council Recommendation of 22 April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee, 
November 2020. 

303  EMCO, Indicator Framework for Monitoring the Youth Guarantee, March 2021. 
304  Ibid. 
305  Ibid. 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/9a466bda-5ae1-49b1-9cdc-7ad63b06ca11?p=2&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/9a466bda-5ae1-49b1-9cdc-7ad63b06ca11?p=2&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=oj:JOC_2020_372_R_0001
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/51f88f1c-7bd1-44d5-931d-0724ff350e62/details
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administrations at Member State level.306 The direct monitoring indicators, and in particular, the 
main indicator tracking the share of young people in the YG preparatory phase beyond the 4-month 
target, and the supplementary indicator, measuring positive and timely exits from the YG 
preparatory phase, are provided by all Member States, with some exceptions. For instance, in 
Finland, direct monitoring indicators use the national 3-month target, instead of the recommended 
4 months.307 

The follow-up monitoring is concerned with the sustainability of outcomes for beneficiaries of 
the YG scheme, including the quality of offers received.308 The main indicator tracks the situation of 
participants 6, 12, and 18 months after exiting the YG preparatory phase and is used by 8 out of the 
10 selected Member States. The Netherlands and Finland do not provide these data, which can be 
partly explained by certain national implementation measures, such as the Finnish OSGCs services. 
These centres operate as low-threshold services, often on a walk-in basis. Consequently, the 
anonymity afforded to its users precludes the systematic tracking of scheme beneficiaries.309 

However, even among Member States providing follow-up monitoring, reporting practices remain 
inconsistent. For instance, Germany submits data only when full-year beneficiary exit figures are 
available at the time of collection, a condition that was not the case in 2023.310 Similarly, while linking 
administrative datasets renders long-term tracking feasible, Hungary's regional PES focus 
predominantly on short-term (6 months) outcomes.311 Furthermore, the quality of follow-up 
monitoring suffers from missing data in several Member States, particularly in Sweden, Poland and 
Ireland, where there is a high proportion of 'unknown situations' after exiting (ranging from 24% to 
30% at 6 months post-exist).312  

Additionally, several Member States have undertaken methodological adjustments to their follow-
up monitoring. For instance, Ireland's statistics are affected by data quality issues, and the data is 
not comparable between 2014-2018 and between 2019-2021 due to database alterations.313 The 
Netherlands implemented several methodological changes in 2021, such as providing breakdowns 

 

306  Ibid. 
307  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Finland, 

November 2024. 
308  EMCO, Indicator Framework for Monitoring the Youth Guarantee, March 2021. 
309  Määttä, M., One-Stop Guidance Center (Ohjaamo) – Ready to offer multi-agency services for the young, September 

2018.  
310  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Germany, 

November 2024. 
311  Interview with Hungary’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 30.07.2025. 
312  European Commission, 2020, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: 

Ireland, November 2024; European Commission, 2020, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 
2023 - Country fiche: Poland, November 2024; European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth 
Guarantee schemes 2023 – Country fiche: Sweden, Novembre 2024.  

313  European Commission, 2020, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: 
Ireland, November 2024. 
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by age for all variables and changing the reference period for stocks,314 thus hampering data 
comparability over time. 

Country-level monitoring is affected by structural limitations inherent in its design. One common 
constraint found across the monitoring systems observed is that results can only be captured for 
beneficiaries formally enrolled within the national YG scheme. This is a particular challenge in 
Member States where youth employment support is fragmented, such as Italy.315 In such cases, the 
outcome of beneficiaries registered with PES beyond the YG are not recorded, despite them being 
able to receive offers and benefit from national and regional measures. Accurately capturing the 
situation of the NEETs is even more complex in countries with low baseline registration rates in the 
national employment agencies, such as Bulgaria, where the outcomes of 80% of NEETs are not 
captured and reported.316 In addition to low national coverage rates, and despite policy-level 
commitments to addressing the specific needs of vulnerable populations such as the Roma, ethnicity 
is not systematically tracked within the current indicators.317 Moreover, a significant limitation in 
national monitoring is that it often insufficiently captures the multi-level governance structures and 
regional disparities, both of which can materially affect the scheme's outcomes.318 

In light of the national reporting approaches and structural limitations described above, a 
discrepancy remains. Although the Commission's collection and reporting of aggregate data is 
robust and comparable, the quality of the data provided by Member States varies. While direct 
monitoring data is generally consistent, follow-up monitoring is frequently unavailable or subject to 
methodological changes. Consequently, this challenges the ability to make both national and cross-
country comparisons. 

5.3. Governance and monitoring within the European Semester 
As the overarching framework for the coordination of economic and employment policies of the EU, 
the European Semester can serve as an important governance mechanism for steering the 
implementation of the RYG at Member States level. The Semester process itself advances over an 
annual cycle of policy guidance, technical monitoring, and political engagement. Against this 
background, this subsection examines the effectiveness of this governance framework across three 
key parts, starting in 5.3.1. by analysing the role of policy guidance and social monitoring tools such 
as the Employment Guidelines and Joint Employment Report, then assessing how youth 
employment is integrated within the EU's macroeconomic surveillance instrument via the 
Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure in 5.3.2., before concluding with an analysis of the 

 

314  Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Netherlands, 
November 2024. 

315  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Italy, 
November 2024.  

316  Yakova, L., The Youth Guarantee in Bulgaria and its uptake among Roma youth, October 2018. 
317  Ibid. 
318  Monti, L., The Italian Puzzle of the European Youth Guarantee, August 2022. 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/7e90cc17-a2ba-4974-8ca6-ec6269bba2b5/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/3daa8714-99e2-465b-a9d1-bc0a56875355/details
https://csd.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/publications_library/files/2018_10/The_Youth_Guarantee_in_Bulgaria_and_Its_Uptake_among_Roma_Youth.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4000/poldev.5058


EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 

  

 

116 

Commission's engagement with Member States through the issuance and implementation of 
Country Specific Recommendations. 

5.3.1. Policy guidance and social monitoring tools 
The foundation of the European Semester's engagement in terms of youth employment in particular 
is established through the Employment Guidelines (the Guidelines). Proposed annually by the 
Commission and adopted by the Council, these Guidelines provide the legal basis for CSRs and set 
a common set of priorities for the national employment policies of the Member States. An analysis 
of the latest Proposal for a Council Decision on guidelines for the employment policies of the 
Member States for 2025 reveals that,319 while the text itself does not explicitly refer to the 
'Reinforced Youth Guarantee', or even 'youth employment' more generally, it does offer specific 
guidance that is consistent with the objectives central to the implementation of the RYG. 
Specifically, Guideline 6 ('Enhancing labour supply and improving access to employment, lifelong 
acquisition of skills and competences') calls on Member States to 'address labour and skills shortages 
and promote quality jobs as well as quality and inclusive education and training for all... especially 
among disadvantaged students and adults'.320 Furthermore, Recital 4 of the 2025 proposal 
emphasises the need for active labour market policies that are effective, offering another example 
of guidance directed to Member States that is consistent with the core aims of the RYG. 

In terms of operational monitoring, the Joint Employment Report (JER) serves as a key instrument 
for tracking the implementation of these Guidelines, providing an overview of key employment and 
social developments, their corresponding policy measures, as well as identifying where and in which 
Member States there is a need for greater policy action.321 It also functions as a key vehicle for 
monitoring the performance of the European Pillar of Social Rights (EPSR), which is operationalised 
through the range of indicators that are comprised by the Social Scoreboard, acting as a reference 
point for tracking progress towards upward social convergence across the EU.322 Crucially for the 
governance of the RYG in particular, the Scoreboard includes the NEET rate (for those aged 15-
29), which also features as the main aggregate monitoring indicator under the YG Indicator 
Monitoring Framework, and as a headline indicator in the JER, alongside 'Early leavers from 
education and training'. These indicators enable the Commission and the Council to identify critical 
situations and divergences across Member States and within specific countries, providing the 
quantitative evidence base required to trigger policy interventions. 

The effectiveness of this monitoring architecture has been recently strengthened by the addition of 
the Social Convergence Framework (SCF). As detailed in the 2025 JER Proposal, this framework 
responds to Regulation (EU) 2024/1263 on the effective coordination of economic policies and on 

 

319  European Commission, Proposal for a Council Decision on guidelines for the employment policies of the Member 
States, COM(2025) 230 final, June 2025. 

320  Ibid., p. 4.  
321  European Commission, Proposal for a Joint Employment Report from the Commission and the Council, COM(2025) 

958 final, November 2025. 
322  Ibid. 
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multilateral budgetary surveillance,323 and introduces a two-stage analysis designed to detect risks 
to upward social convergence.324 Concretely, the 'first-stage analysis' relies on the Social Scoreboard 
and the JER's traffic-light methodology to identify potential risks, where Member States flagged in 
this first stage are then subject to a deeper, 'second-stage analysis'. For the latest 2025 cycle of this 
analysis, nine Member States,325 including Bulgaria, Spain, Italy, and Finland were found to require 
greater scrutiny due to their potential risks to social convergence.326 This mechanism, in turn, 
ensures that key performance indicators, including those that are central to assessing effectiveness 
of the RYG, are not merely reported on, but are actively used to flag negative structural changes 
in the youth labour market. Consequently, the JER serves as an important mechanism through 
which the 'social' dimension of the European Semester enforces accountability for the RYG, ensuring 
that youth employment remains a priority, even in the absence of specific recommendations issued 
in this area (see Section 5.3.3). 

While the JER and its use of the Scoreboard focus on social convergence, the monitoring of youth 
employment is also integrated into the broader economic surveillance mechanisms of the European 
Semester. As the following subsection explores, the inclusion of youth unemployment indicators 
within the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure is another monitoring mechanism through which 
significant deteriorations in the youth labour market can be flagged as potential risks to 
macroeconomic stability. 

5.3.2. Youth indicators in the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure (MIP) 
Complementing the social monitoring framework described above, the governance of youth 
employment is also embedded within the European Semester's macroeconomic surveillance 
instrument, the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure (MIP). Unlike the JER, which focuses on 
social convergence and employment performance, the MIP aims to identify, prevent, and correct 
trends that could adversely affect the proper functioning of the economy of a Member State or the 
EU as a whole.327 The detection of such imbalances relies on a scoreboard of headline and auxiliary 
indicators, which are used to trigger the publication of the Alert Mechanism Report (AMR).328 
Consequently, the specific inclusion and classification of youth-related datapoints within this 
scoreboard determines the extent to which challenges facing the youth labour market are framed 
not just as a social concern, but as a systemic risk to economic stability. 

 

323  European Parliament and Council of European Union, Regulation (EU) 2024/1263 of the European Parliament and of 
the Council of 29 April 2024 on the effective coordination of economic policies and on multilateral budgetary 
surveillance and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1466/97, April 2024. 

324  European Commission, Proposal for a Joint Employment Report from the Commission and the Council, COM(2025) 
958 final, November 2025, p. 3. 

325  Note: these include Bulgaria, Spain, Italy, Greece, Luxembourg, Lithuania, Finland, Romania, and Latvia. 
326  Ibid., p. 5. 
327  European Commission, The Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure. Rationale, Process, Application: A Compendium, 

November 2016. 
328  Ibid. 
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Recent technical adjustments to the MIP scoreboard, as detailed in the Commission Staff Working 
Document on the 2024 review of the procedure, reveal a shift in how youth employment is prioritised 
within this economic surveillance instrument.329 Notably, the youth unemployment rate has been 
reclassified: while previously elevated to a headline indicator in 2015 to better capture the social 
consequences of the financial crisis, the latest review has downgraded it to an auxiliary indicator 
as part of an effort to 'streamline' the employment and social indicators block.330 Conversely, the 
revision of the NEET rate (also an auxiliary indicator) within the MIP demonstrates stronger 
alignment with the specific objectives of the RYG.331 This revision saw the definition of the NEET 
rate within the scoreboard expand from 15-24 years of age to 15-29, thereby mirroring the change 
adopted in the 2020 Council Recommendation establishing the RYG (as well as the Social 
Scoreboard). 

Taken together, these technical adjustments may signal a recalibration of the MIP's role in the 
governance of the RYG. For instance, the alignment of the NEET age definition strengthens the level 
of coherence between the social and economic surveillance instruments of the EU (i.e., the 
Employment Guidelines, JER, and Social Scoreboard), ensuring that the structural exclusion of 
young adults is measured consistently across both the JER and MIP. However, the simultaneous 
downgrading of youth unemployment from a headline to an auxiliary indicator would also signal that 
the European Semester's core economic instability surveillance instrument (i.e. the MIP) no longer 
views youth-specific challenges as a potential standalone driver of macroeconomic stability that 
could independently trigger an alert. From a governance perspective, this shifts responsibility for 
driving RYG-specific policy action away from the macroeconomic alert mechanism and more heavily 
onto the social monitoring tools discussed in the previous section. This change, in turn, would appear 
to frame youth employment largely as a challenge of social convergence, rather than of 
macroeconomic systemic risk. While data on youth unemployment will continue to be monitored via 
the auxiliary indicator, its removal from the headline set means it no longer carries an indicative 
threshold and therefore cannot independently signal a potential imbalance during the initial phase 
of the AMR screening, making it less likely to trigger an in-depth review as a result. 

5.3.3. Engagement through Country-Specific Recommendations 
Existing literature on the European Commission's engagement in other policy domains highlights 
specific limitations regarding the effectiveness of the European Semester, notably the weak 
implementation of guidelines by Member States.332 Against this background, this subsection 
assesses the effectiveness of the Commission's engagement with Member States on the RYG 
through the issuance of Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs). 

 

329  European Commission, Commission Staff Working Document on the changes in the scoreboard of the Macroeconomic 
Imbalance Procedure, December 2024. 
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Country Specific Recommendations 
While subsections 5.3.1 and 5.3.2 examined the various component parts of the economic and social 
monitoring tools that are used throughout the various phases of the European Semester, the 
process culminates in the issuing of CSRs. Member States, in turn, are expected to act upon these 
recommendations by incorporating them into reform plans and budgets for the following year. The 
CSRs address a broad range of policy areas, translating EU-level priorities into the national context 
through tailored guidance for the subsequent 12 to 18-month period.333 

Timing of CSRs' release 

Table 13 – YG- and RYG- specific CSRs 
In order to assess the nature and effectiveness of this 
engagement regarding the RYG, both the CSRs and Member 
State actions over the 2013-2024 period are analysed below, 
focusing on the following three dimensions: the timing of 
CSRs, the policy responsiveness of Member States, and the 
sensitivity of CSRs to the actual conditions observed in the 
Member States concerned. Each dimension is assessed for 
both the pre- and post-YG reinforcement periods. 

An examination of the release timing of relevant CSRs (see 
Table 13) reveals that YG-related recommendations were 
issued exclusively in 2013 and/or 2014, corresponding with 
the initial launch of the original YG. Overall, YG-specific CSRs 
were issued to 11 Member States in 2013 and 8 in 2014, 
including 3 Member States that received their first YG-
related CSR in the latter year.334 Additionally, some Member 
States received CSRs related to youth employment more 
broadly without explicit mention of the YG: Finland between 
2013 and 2015, and Sweden in 2013.335 

 

Notably, no new YG-specific CSRs were issued following the reinforcement of the YG in 2020. 
Only Italy received a youth employment-related CSR during this later period, in 2024.336 This 
suggests that the initial CSRs served as a signalling mechanism to propose an overarching 
framework but did not follow-up with further guidelines explicitly related to the reinforced YG.  

 

333  Delivorias, A., & C. Scheinert, Introduction to the European Semester: Coordinating and monitoring economic and 
fiscal policies in the EU, December 2019. 

334  European Commission, Country-specific recommendations database, n.d. 
335  Ibid. 
336  Ibid.  

Member State 
2013 2014 

YG CSR YG CSR 
Bulgaria ✓ ✓ 

Croatia  ✓ 

France ✓  

Hungary ✓  

Ireland  ✓ 

Italy ✓ ✓ 

Latvia ✓  

Lithuania ✓  

Poland ✓ ✓ 

Portugal  ✓ 

Romania ✓  

Slovakia ✓ ✓ 

Spain ✓ ✓ 

Sweden ✓  

Source: European Commission, 
Country-specific recommendations, 
n.d. 
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As discussed in Chapter 4, the 2020 reinforcement introduced several key changes to the YG: an 
expanded target age group (up to 29 years of age), greater emphasis on the quality of offers, and 
enhanced monitoring requirements. The absence of reinforced YG-specific CSRs is therefore 
noteworthy for two reasons. First, as highlighted earlier in this report, Member States implemented 
these reinforced elements inconsistently. Second, data from the YG Indicator Monitoring Framework 
showed that certain direct monitoring indicators fell short of the ambition of the 2020 Council 
Recommendation.  

Accordingly, the concentrated engagement of the European Semester in 2013-2014, followed by the 
absence of further YG-specific CSRs during and after the 2020 reinforcement, suggests limited 
effectiveness of the Commission's engagement with Member States using this specific mechanism. 

Follow-up actions by national authorities 

Examining Member State actions in response to the CSRs received provides another means by which 
the effectiveness of the Semester's engagement can be assessed. Accordingly, examining national-
level actions highlights a few cases of alignment with the relevant CSRs, suggesting that there is 
some degree of responsiveness to Commission recommendations. These cases include the 
following: 

• Following its 2014 CSR, which called for a stronger focus on youth employment issues in line 
with the core aims of the 2013 YG, Ireland adapted its existing instruments, such as the 
employer incentive, 'JobsPlus',337 and launched the Youth Employment Support Scheme in 
2018,338 later replaced by the Work Placement Experience Programme.339, 340  

• In a similar vein, following its 2013 and 2014 CSRs, Poland focused on activation offers and 
their quality, extending the scheme to all young people under 29 years old in 2015.341  

• In response to its 2014 youth employment-related CSR, Finland established a network of 
OSGCs providing low-threshold multidisciplinary guidance services for youth.342  

• Following its 2013 YG-specific CSR, Hungary established a three-month hiring subsidy in 
2015 to allow employers to assess young jobseekers' skills in practice.343 In 2019, Hungary 
also reformed its vocational training and education system to better align with labour market 
needs through increased partnerships with companies and curricula adaptation.344  

 

337  Government of Ireland, JobsPlus, August 2019. 
338  Citizens Information, Youth employment support scheme (YESS), n.d. 
339  Citizens Information, Work placement experience programme, n.d. 
340  European Commission, 2020, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: 

Ireland, November 2024. 
341  European Commission, 2020, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: 

Poland, November 2024. 
342  European Commission, One-Stop-Shop Guidance Centres for young people (Ohjaamo), April 2018. 
343  OECD, Youth employment subsidies – Multiple countries, 2024. 
344  European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training (CEDEFPOP), Vocational education and training in 

Hungary, October 2024. 
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These examples illustrate some degree of alignment between CSRs and subsequent national 
measures, suggesting that Member States consider and respond to Commission recommendations 
received from the European Semester. However, establishing direct causality is difficult. Several 
Member States had already implemented similar measures before the 2013 Council 
Recommendation establishing the YG, indicating that national policy developments were largely 
domestically driven rather than explicitly CSR-induced.345 Therefore, while the CSRs may have 
reinforced the existing direction of national policy developments, the evidence suggests that they 
have had a more limited direct influence on Member States' actions. 

CSR issuance versus conditions on the ground 
Focusing on the relationship between CSR issuance and the prevailing conditions in Member States, 
the findings reveal the mixed effectiveness of the Commission's engagement via the European 
Semester.  

At the macro level, CSRs have generally distinguished between high-performing Member States and 
those facing evident youth employment challenges. Between 2013 and 2024, no YG-related CSRs 
were issued to countries with low youth unemployment rates. The Netherlands and Germany, for 
example, did not receive any YG-specific CSRs during the observed period, even in 2013 and 2014 
when such CSRs were issued to most Member States.346, 347 The positive situation in these countries 
is reflected in their consistently low and stable NEET rates: in Germany, the rate stood at 8.7% and 
8.8% in 2023, while in the Netherlands, it fell from 7.6% to 4.7% over the same period.348 Sweden 
represents an exception to this pattern: despite its consistently low NEET rate (ranging from 7.8% 
to 5.7% over the examined period),349 the country nonetheless received a YG-related CSR in 2013. 

Conversely, CSRs were issued to Member States facing high levels of youth unemployment 
alongside NEET rates ranging from around 10% to over 25% over the 2013-2014 period (see Figure 
9). While a general downward trend in NEET rates has been observed since then, coinciding with the 
discontinuation of YG-relevant CSRs after the initial phase, closer examination reveals a notable gap. 
In specific cases, there appears to be a relative disconnect between the issuance of CSRs and 
prevailing labour market conditions.  

For example, Lithuania received a YG-specific CSR in 2013, despite its NEET rate of 14.1%, as 
compared to the EU average of 16.1%.350 While the national NEET rate steadily improved and 

 

345  Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), Local Implementation of Youth Guarantees: 
Emerging Lessons From European Experiences, October 2014. 

346  European Commission, Country-specific recommendations database, n.d. 
347  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: 

Netherlands, November 2024.  
348  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Germany, 

November 2024. 
349  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Sweden, 

November 2024.  
350  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Lithuania, 

November 2024. 

https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2015/06/local-implementation-of-youth-guarantees_db2fb0eb/5475def9-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2015/06/local-implementation-of-youth-guarantees_db2fb0eb/5475def9-en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/country-specific-recommendations-database/
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/7e90cc17-a2ba-4974-8ca6-ec6269bba2b5/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/7e90cc17-a2ba-4974-8ca6-ec6269bba2b5/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/2b1e023b-5333-4cd4-862f-14ceeefacbc3/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/5f457520-5155-4653-8530-1cd12ff49fc0/details
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/96d5650b-816b-451a-bb35-701cc758df14/details
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remained significantly below the EU average, with nearly a 4-point difference in 2018, it increased 
sharply from its record low of 9.3% that year to 13% in 2020, and again to 13.5% in 2023, exceeding 
for the first time the EU average rate by over 2 points. Even so, this downward trend was not met 
with a new CSR in response.  

Figure 8 – NEET rate evolution in discussed Member States relative to EU-27 NEET rate 

 

Source: European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country 
fiches: Lithuania, Italy and Spain, November 2024. 

In the case of Italy, the NEET rate stood more than 10 percentage points above the EU average in 
2014 (26.2% and 15.7% respectively), and persisted at high levels over the observed period.351 
Nevertheless, explicit guidance on the YG was absent from CSRs after 2014, with later CSRs in 2015 
and 2019 referencing youth employment issues in more general terms.352 Spain followed a similar 
trajectory, receiving YG-specific CSRs in 2013 and 2014, with some youth-related CSRs in later years 
as well.353 Although its NEET rate fell from 20.7% in 2014 to 12.3% in 2023, it remained consistently 
above the EU average.354 Furthermore, challenges in scheme implementation worsened, as the 
proportion of young people in the YG preparatory phase beyond the 4-month target in Spain 
increased by 20 points, from 40.2% in 2014 to 61.9% in 2023, remaining above the EU average (53.6% 
in 2023). Nonetheless, these challenging country-level conditions ultimately went unaddressed by 
the European Semester, with no YG-specific CSRs issued after the initial 2013-2014 period. 

Overall, the European Semester's engagement on the YG as reflected in the CSRs does not appear 
to be highly responsive to the conditions faced by Member States on the ground. While the initial 
CSRs in 2013-14 distinguished between Member States facing significant youth employment-
related issues versus those that were already faring well, subsequent engagement related to the YG 
has since waned considerably. As the above-described examples illustrate, the absence of further 
YG-specific CSRs despite limited or no improvement in outcomes reveals a lack of reactivity to the 

 

351  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Italy, 
November 2024. 

352  European Commission, Country-specific recommendations database, n.d. 
353  Ibid. 
354  European Commission, Data collection for monitoring of Youth Guarantee schemes 2023 - Country fiche: Spain, 

November 2024. 
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https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/9a466bda-5ae1-49b1-9cdc-7ad63b06ca11?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/3daa8714-99e2-465b-a9d1-bc0a56875355/details
https://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/country-specific-recommendations-database/
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/ui/group/bab664d7-1188-47b2-9fa6-869902320ba2/library/728f4045-51de-4f0b-a625-5dedeaba26b1/details
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observed conditions in the Member States concerned. Beyond this finding, observations from the 
literature indicate that, even when issued, CSRs suffer from a lack of clarity, consistency, and 
sufficiently robust links between the recommendations and the economic analyses that underpin 
them.355 

Taking into account the three elements examined in this section concerning the timing, 
responsiveness, and sensitivity of the CSRs issued reveals a clear evolution in the Commission's 
engagement with Member States on the YG. Engagement was most pronounced during the initial 
period, evidenced by the high concentration of YG-specific CSRs in 2013-2014 and subsequent 
national policy actions. This engagement then declined, with YG-specific CSRs discontinued after 
this implementation phase. According to the Commission, this shift is partly attributable to general 
improvements in NEET rates as well as the successful mainstreaming of the YG into national youth 
policy frameworks across the Member States following the 2013 Council Recommendation. 
Moreover, acknowledging that the European Semester considers the wider national context, the 
challenges facing NEETs have increasingly been addressed through CSRs targeting broader 
structural economic conditions.356 

Even so, while recognising the inherent challenge in drawing causality between the responsiveness 
of national reforms to the CSRs issued, the observed discrepancies between CSRs issued and actual 
conditions in the Member States points to a certain level of disconnect. These findings suggest that 
CSR issuance is closely aligned with broader policy orientations at a given time rather than 
exclusively driven by country-specific conditions. The strong emphasis on social policy around 
2014,357 followed by a focus on digital skills in 2020 and green skills in 2023,358 may therefore explain 
the concentration of YG-related CSRs at the start of the examined period.  

5.4. Synergies with other national and EU level instruments 
The RYG operates within the broader EU policy framework of instruments aimed at supporting 
young people and vulnerable groups. As a result, many of these related policies share both 
overlapping objectives and target segments of the population with the RYG. Roma youth aged 16-
24 are one such example, who face a NEET rate of 63% compared to the EU average of just 12%, 
making them a key target group for both the EU Roma Strategic Framework for Equality, Inclusion 
and Participation as well as the RYG.359 The same principle applies to other related policy 
instruments such as the ALMA (Aim, Learn, Master, Achieve) initiative360 and the European Child 

 

355  Efstathiou, K. & Wolff, G., Is the European Semester effective and useful?, June 2018. 
356  Interview with DG EMPL, conducted on 26.06.2025. 
357  Clauwaert, S., The country-specific recommendations (CSRs) in the social field: An overview and comparison, October 

2013. 
358  Boeren, E., Post-COVID-19 European Country-Specific Recommendations on adult education, training, and skills: 

Content, focus, shifts, and patterns, August 2024. 
359  European Commission, EU Roma strategic framework for equality, inclusion and participation for 2020-2030, October 

2020. 
360  European Commission, ALMA, n.d. 

https://www.bruegel.org/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/PC-09_2018_3.pdf
https://www.etui.org/publications/background-analysis/the-country-specific-recommendations-csrs-in-the-social-field
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/14779714241276465?mi=ehikzz
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/14779714241276465?mi=ehikzz
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/99cc0720-68c2-4300-854f-592bf21dceaf_en?filename=eu_roma_strategic_framework_for_equality_inclusion_and_participation_for_2020_-_2030.pdf
https://employment-social-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies-and-activities/skills-and-qualifications/alma-active-inclusion-initiative-young-people_en
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Guarantee,361 both of which aim to support populations that may also be the intended beneficiaries 
of the RYG. In view of these potential overlaps, the ability of the European Commission to ensure 
effective coordination and synergy between these complementary instruments is key to 
maximising their impact while minimising duplication of effort. Informed by consultations with EU 
level stakeholders and complemented by national research, this section examines the extent to 
which such synergies have been developed and leveraged at EU level, with Member State level 
examples serving to illustrate patterns in implementation. 

Synergistic EU-level policy instruments 
Considering its intended scope, the RYG has considerable potential for interoperability with other 
EU instruments. At EU level, several instruments have been identified as having strong synergy with 
the RYG. These include:  

• European Pillar of Social Rights Action Plan. Launched in 2021, the Action Plan establishes 
20 key guiding principles and rights for a fair and well-functioning labour market in the EU,362 
many of which are relevant for the RYG.363 Specifically, the Plan recognises the role of the 
RYG in fostering labour market integration and quality employment. A 2020 ETUC report, 
published several months before the 2020 Council Recommendation, argued that an RYG 
could meaningfully contribute to the realisation of the European Pillar of Social Rights, 
ensuring that young people have adequate access to social protection, as the report noted 
this age group is often denied access to key social protection programmes.364 

• ALMA. Adopted in 2022, ALMA supports disadvantaged NEETs aged 18-30 to access work 
or training. ALMA provides training, a supervised work-related learning experience abroad 
with mentoring services, and continued support upon return. The initiative covers various 
costs such as travel, insurance, social security, food and accommodation, as well coaching 
before, during and after the stay. ALMA provides additional support to a particularly 
vulnerable subgroup that is often targeted by the RYG.365  

• European Child Guarantee. Adopted in 2021, the European Child Guarantee seeks to 
prevent and tackle social exclusion by ensuring effective access for children in need to key 
services: free early childhood education and care, free education, free healthcare, nutrition, 
and adequate housing.366 

• EU Roma Strategic Framework for Equality, Inclusion and Participation. This framework 
aims at tackling the discrimination and socio-economic exclusion faced by Roma people 
across the EU and enlargement countries by promoting equal access to education, 

 

361  European Commission, European Child Guarantee, n.d. 
362  European Commission, The European Pillar of Social Rights Action Plan, 2021. 
363  Ibid. 
364  European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC), Resolution on Reinforced Youth Guarantee Revisited fight against 

youth unemployment, July 2020. 
365  European Commission, ALMA, n.d. 
366  European Commission, European Child Guarantee, n.d.  
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https://op.europa.eu/webpub/empl/european-pillar-of-social-rights/en/
https://www.etuc.org/system/files/document/file2020-07/Resolution%20on%20Reinforced%20Youth%20Guarantee%20-%20The%20revisited%20fight%20against%20youth%20unemployment.pdf
https://www.etuc.org/system/files/document/file2020-07/Resolution%20on%20Reinforced%20Youth%20Guarantee%20-%20The%20revisited%20fight%20against%20youth%20unemployment.pdf
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employment health and housing367. Given that Roma youth experience rates of early school 
leaving and NEET status well above the EU average, the RYG's effective implementation for 
this group requires strong links with the objectives and measures outlined in the Roma 
Strategic Framework. 

In view of these complementary EU initiatives, DG EMPL notes that the Commission works to ensure 
the RYG operates in synergy with such instruments, which are designed to be mutually reinforcing 
with distinct targets and scope to prevent overlaps in implementation.368 Specifically, the 
Commission aims to foster this coordination internally, in part by inviting colleagues from other 
Directorates-General to recurring meetings that are held between DG EMPL and Member States' 
national YG coordinators to ensure they are informed as to relevant developments in the areas of 
skills and education. Beyond this meeting platform, representatives from DG EMPL also note that 
the Commission has made broad efforts to reach young people through its own communication 
channels, such as youth policy dialogues and campaigns via social media platforms, among others.369 

Stakeholder perspectives on synergies between EU level instruments 
Conversely, feedback from the EU-level stakeholders consulted for this study provided 
considerably different assessments of how well these EU policy synergies work in practice. While 
the 2020 ETUC resolution emphasised how a future RYG could potentially function in concert with, 
for example, the European Pillar of Social Rights and the Skills Agenda,370 the evidence gathered 
since the 2020 Council Recommendation reveals substantial variation in how such coordination is 
carried out in practice. 

To start, BusinessEurope reports receiving relatively positive feedback from its members 
concerning the coordination of complementary initiatives at national level. Yet, it was also noted 
that from the perspective of EU-level forums such as the ESF+ Committee, it is not always clear as 
to whether discussions on coordination result in material action on the ground. Moreover, the 
organisation noted that coordination with newer initiatives such as ALMA appears to be less 
developed than the more well-established instruments. 

The assessment provided by ETUC was notably more critical, however, expressing a view based on 
their members that the coordination meetings cited by DG EMPL tend to function more as 
information sharing exercises rather than platforms for meaningful, substantive coordination.371 
Despite these challenges, ETUC shared some positive developments in certain Member States, 
particularly Belgium and Sweden, noting that their implementing authorities are moving towards 

 

367  European Commission, EU Roma strategic framework for equality, inclusion and participation for 2020-2030, October 
2020.  

368  Interview with DG EMPL, conducted on 26.06.2025. 
369  Ibid. 
370  European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC), Resolution on Reinforced Youth Guarantee Revisited fight against 

youth unemployment, July 2020. 
371  Interview with ETUC, conducted on 22.07.2025.  
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integrated 'one-stop-shop' models that present the RYG as one option within a broader range of 
support. 

The EYF highlighted a more fundamental concern related to the lack of integration between the 
RYG and complementary policies, namely in terms of implementation at the Member State level.372 
Elaborating further, the organisation emphasised that young people face multi-dimensional 
challenges that cannot be addressed through a single employment measure alone. These pressures 
can be observed in Romania and Czechia, for example, where young mothers represent a significant 
share of the NEET population, yet coordination between the YG and related care strategies remains 
limited. Even beyond employment and social policies, the case of Bulgaria and Romania was raised 
concerning the absence of adequate transport infrastructure and how it prevents young people in 
remote areas from accessing jobs or training opportunities, regardless of how well their employment 
services may function.  

Taken together, these examples illustrate a key gap: while the policy framework may assume 
effective coordination across employment, social, care, and even transport policies, stakeholders 
report that such integration has yet to be consistently achieved at the Member State level in 
practice. 

National-level implementation of synergies 
As EU-level stakeholders have already pointed out, there are mixed views as to the extent of 
effective coordination and synergising between the RYG and related instruments at EU level. 
Such inconsistencies are also evident in terms of implementation at the Member State level, 
between national YG schemes and their complementary policy measures and frameworks. 
Concretely, the national research shows that the effectiveness of such synergies often depends on 
factors such as institutional capacity and coordination mechanisms across multiple levels of 
governance.  
Cases from the national research find that multi-level coordination structures are key enablers of 
synergising measures in certain Member States. In Spain, beyond the coordination between national 
and regional governments, third-sector organisations, such as Cruz Roja and ONCE facilitate 
outreach, guidance, and registration of the YG scheme, with further evidence suggesting that 
improved data sharing between different entities has led to better monitoring and decision-
making.373 Similarly, Germany's approach to coordination between its national YG scheme and other 
relevant instruments involves several different institutions and is supported by multi-level data 
sharing between various levels of governance and implementation structures.374 For example, 
most schools are allowed to transfer students' data to the entities involved in the provision of 
counselling services, which enhances early intervention. The recently established Service Centre for 
Youth Employment Agencies at the Federal Institute for Vocational Education and Training serves 
as a central coordination centre for 365 youth employment agencies across the country, thus 

 

372  Interview with European Youth Forum, conducted on 03.07.2025. 
373  Interview with Spain’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted 04.08.2025. 
374  Written input from Germany’s Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received on 29.08.2025. 
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supporting information and best practices exchange. Moreover, given Germany's decentralised 
institutional structure, the school-to-work transition involves both federal and Länder 
competencies, necessitating strong coordination through mechanisms such as the Education Chains 
Initiative, which brings together the Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, the Federal 
Ministry of Education and Research, the Länder and the Federal Employment Agency. 
However, as demonstrated by other national examples, the effectiveness of coordination between 
the YG scheme and complementary instruments largely depends on the underlying institutional 
structure of the relevant Member State concerned. While there are synergies between the national 
YG scheme and other programmes for vulnerable populations in Hungary, their effective 
coordination depends on local implementation.375 For instance, the NGO-run 'Catching-up 
settlements' (FETE) programme, which focuses on the 240 most disadvantaged municipalities with 
large shares of Roma settlements, provides integrated social services.376 However, their 
employment offers are limited and not standardised, while their connections to Hungarian PES are 
not explicitly regulated. Even in Germany, the quality of coordination varies across the Länder, with 
highly connected areas characterised as having integrated support, tailored engagement channels 
with vulnerable populations and clear administrative processes, while other regions lag behind.377 
Yet no explicit policies for outreach or support for vulnerable groups linked to synergies with other 
instruments can be observed in the Netherlands, as YG-related implementation is left to the 
discretion of municipalities, resulting in a lack of national coordination entirely.378 

 

375  Interview with Hungary’s national Youth Guarantee coordinator, conducted on 30.07.2025. 
376  Ibid. 
377  Written input from Germany’s Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, received on 29.08.2025. 
378  Interview with the Netherlands’ national Youth Guarantee Coordinator, conducted on 28.07.2025. 



EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 

  

 

128 

6. Conclusions and policy recommendations 

 

This final chapter summarises the study's key findings and presents evidence-based policy 
recommendations to improve the implementation of the RYG. The analysis underlying these 
recommendations is based on extensive research conducted across ten Member States, 
consultations with EU-level stakeholders, surveys of Managing Authorities, and a thorough review 
of policy documents and evaluative reports covering over a decade of YG implementation. The 
chapter is structured into two parts. Section 6.1 starts by presenting the main conclusions, 
organised across the three main analytical chapters of the study: (1) Member State implementation 
trends, (2) the impact of the 2020 reinforcement, and (3) EU funding and governance mechanisms. 
Next, Section 6.2 then translates these findings into policy recommendations for consideration of 
the European Parliament. 

6.1. Main conclusions 

6.1.1. On Member State implementation trends 
Examining the institutional arrangements and implementation models adopted by Member 
States since the 2020 Council Recommendation reveals that no single uniform approach has been 
taken. Instead, approaches to implementation range widely even among the selected 10 Member 
States, from full policy mainstreaming within existing systems (as in Italy, the Netherlands and 
Finland) to the creation of distinct, branded national models (as in Ireland). Furthermore, national 

Key findings 
• Member State trends in implementation of the RYG show considerable diversity, with a notable 

imbalance in favour of employment-first approaches (i.e., the Netherlands, Bulgaria) over training-
focused systems (i.e., Germany, Italy), and their governance structures varying from decentralised 
municipal delivery to more centralised national coordination.  

• The 2020 reinforcement addressed several structural weaknesses through the ESF+ thematic 
concentration, aligning quality standards with EU frameworks, and an updated monitoring system. 
However, a persistent gap remains between the RYG’s policy ambitions and implementation, notably in 
terms of offer quality, outreach, and monitoring.  

• Funding levels appear to be adequate and accessible, though challenges relate primarily to 
administrative capacity and interinstitutional coordination. The YG Indicator Monitoring Framework still 
faces data quality issues, while the European Semester’s engagement with Member States on the YG 
has declined considerably since 2014, despite persisting challenges in implementation. 

• Four policy recommendations are proposed: 1) strengthening the administrative capacity of authorities 
responsible for YG implementation to improve service delivery; 2) developing more localised or 
community-driven outreach infrastructure to reach inactive NEETs and vulnerable groups; 3) shifting 
the emphasis towards skills development by reducing dependence on direct employment and wage 
subsidies in favour of continued education, traineeships and apprenticeships ; and 4) improving 
monitoring and addressing data quality issues by sharing best practices. 
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YG scheme delivery models cluster around two main poles, with a notable imbalance in favour of 
employment-first approaches (i.e., the Netherlands, Bulgaria) over training-focused systems (i.e., 
Germany, Italy), with the governance structures of such schemes varying from decentralised 
municipal delivery to more centralised national coordination.  

The structured, four-phase implementation approach (Mapping, Outreach, Preparation and 
Offer) was central to the 2020 reinforcement. However, its adoption has been uneven among the 
examined Member States, which are ultimately heavily shaped by the national and institutional 
contexts in which they operate. Some of the approaches to mapping identified include school-based 
early warning systems and more robust data-sharing platforms. However, the comprehensive 
mapping of key support services as per the 2020 Council Recommendation appears to be limited 
across the Member States examined. The next phase, outreach, particularly to inactive and 
vulnerable NEETs, continues to face challenges. There is a systemic 'creaming effect', whereby 
national YG schemes primarily benefit young people who are already closer to the labour market. 
This is partly due to structural factors, such as PES registration systems, and insufficient capacity 
for national YG implementers to engage in proactive, community-based outreach. 

Assessing the effectiveness of the RYG using the Indicator Monitoring Framework highlights key 
gaps between the improving macroeconomic context and the direct performance of the national 
schemes themselves. While NEET rates reached their lowest recorded level of 11.1% in 2024, over 
half of participants waited beyond the four-month target and coverage remained below 50% of the 
NEET population in many Member States. Equity concerns persist, both in terms of the ability of 
RYG schemes to reach vulnerable subgroups and to serve rural and remote areas, with structural 
barriers often limiting engagement. 

Despite the RYG's intended focus on delivering timely offers, analysis of the offer phase reveals 
that, in 2023, 53.6% of young people registered in a YG scheme in the EU had not yet taken up 
an offer after exceeding the four-month target, with particularly weak performance in Italy 
(86.1%), Ireland (78.8%), and the Netherlands (73.2%). The quality of offers has also been identified 
as a persistent challenge, even after the 2020 reinforcement, and was a widespread criticism of the 
original YG. The provision of post-placement support also appears to be underdeveloped among the 
selected Member States, and follow-up data is often lacking to assess whether the scheme is 
achieving long-term, sustainable labour market outcomes. 

6.1.2. On the impact of the RYG 
Although the 2020 Council Recommendation addressed structural weaknesses documented by 
previous evaluative reports, the study reveals a persistent gap between the RYG's policy 
ambitions and its practical realisation. The reinforcement formally addressed ECA critiques 
through the ESF+ thematic concentration, quality standards aligned with EU frameworks and 
updated monitoring via the YG Indicator Monitoring Framework, yet stakeholder feedback suggests 
that these improvements have not resolved the underlying challenges facing implementation. 

EU-level stakeholders have mixed views on the current state of RYG funding. For example, the 
EYF claims that the total amount of funding is still insufficient, whereas BusinessEurope notes that 
the challenge has shifted towards effective absorption and implementation. Despite clearer 
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definitions, stakeholders report little material improvement in offer quality. Although the monitoring 
framework has improved, significant data gaps in national reporting remain. The 2023 EMCO review 
findings remain largely valid in 2025. Persistent difficulties in outreach and a shift towards 
generalised services in some Member States, despite formal commitments to individualisation in 
others, suggest inconsistent implementation across the EU-27. Scheme coverage rates remain low 
in several Member States, with Bulgaria recording the lowest figure at 14.3%, while follow-up data 
quality also suffers due to high proportions of unknown outcomes. 

Analysis of the specific reinforced elements reveals an uneven impact on implementation. 
Expanding the age range to 15–29 produced different outcomes among the observed Member 
States, with participation in Ireland nearly doubling, while the Netherlands has not implemented it 
at all. There is limited documented implementation of the mapping requirement as well. 
Furthermore, while the RYG places emphasis on individualised approaches, evidence from the 
Member States highlights a significant gap between the intention of the policy and its outcomes in 
practice. Although the RYG's emphasis on improving skills has stimulated national investment in 
certain cases, the overall impact remains limited. For example, Ireland's continued education 
offerings accounted for just 0.4% of exits in 2023 despite significant investment. Finally, the inclusion 
components of the RYG have prompted targeted measures in some of the observed Member States, 
yet fundamental structural barriers to implementation persist. 

6.1.3. On EU funding and governance 
The use of EU funding instruments has evolved over the last two programming periods, shifting 
from a combination of the YEI and ESF as key funds over the 2014-2020 period to reliance on the 
ESF+ for 2021-2027. According to the Managing Authorities (MA) of RYG-relevant operational 
programmes (OPs), funding appears to be relatively adequate and accessible. Relevant 
challenges identified relate to weak administrative capacity, uneven coordination and unclear 
guidance.  

National co-financing has increased in both absolute and relative terms, though with some 
variations across Member States. National approaches vary significantly, with some embedding 
RYG-linked interventions into domestic systems or funds, while others have developed 
comprehensive plans following the launch of the NextGenerationEU. Consequently, the uptake of 
the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) to support the RYG is mixed. While some Member States 
link RRF funds to targeted interventions, others utilise them to finance broader plans or 
interventions. 

The impact of merging the YEI into the ESF+ has yielded mixed but largely positive feedback. A 
key improvement is the greater flexibility in implementation. Additionally, the concomitant 
extension of the age range of the target population thanks to the RYG is identified as another 
improvement. However, several challenges are identified as well, such as the complexity of national 
administrative rules, frequent reporting, and the limited visibility of YG-specific expenditure.  

Finally, the monitoring framework suffers from data quality and completeness issues, with high 
rates of 'unknown' outcomes and inconsistent data collection rendering the analysis of trends and 
cross-country comparisons difficult. Furthermore, governance via the European Semester heavily 
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utilises social monitoring tools, such as the Social Scoreboard and Joint Employment Report, to track 
RYG objectives, while the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure has recalibrated its focus by 
downgrading youth unemployment to an auxiliary indicator. At the same time, direct political 
engagement through the Semester shows declining responsiveness: Despite some CSRs following 
the adoption of the RYG in 2020, YG-specific CSRs were largely confined to the 2013-2014 period, 
with limited correlation between CSR issuance and prevailing conditions in the Member States 
concerned suggesting limited sensitivity to actual outcomes, supporting the interpretation that the 
European Semester functions primarily as a politically driven instrument. 

6.2. Policy recommendations 
Informed by the analyses presented throughout this report, four key policy recommendations are 
proposed with the aim of strengthening implementation of the RYG and addressing the persistent 
gaps between its policy ambitions and the operational realities on the ground.  

6.2.1. Recommendation 1) Strengthen administrative capacity for effective 
service delivery 

The study finds that while funding is largely adequate and available, the capacity and skills of the 
authorities responsible for implementing national YG schemes are a key constraint on effective 
service delivery. This aligns with the key conclusions reached in chapter 5 that funding adequacy 
overall is no longer a primary concern, yet significant operational challenges persist. Results from 
the MA survey highlight burdensome reporting and application procedures, as well as limited 
beneficiary capacity as key barriers. At the same time, weak interinstitutional coordination between 
ministries, MAs, and PES results in inconsistent guidance and fragmented implementation. 
Furthermore, the PES often lack sufficient human resources and pedagogical capacity to deliver the 
individualised support that is intended by the 2020 reinforcement but remains lacking. In response, 
this challenge calls for a two-pronged approach: 

At EU level, the Commission should emphasise implementation capacity as a priority through the 
European Semester, using the CSRs to issue high-level messaging that urges national governments 
to strengthen YG delivery capacity. In parallel, the Commission should support the dissemination of 
good practice by developing guidance drawing on successful models, such as Germany's 
coordinated youth employment agencies and Ireland's statistical profiling tools, among others. This 
guidance could be delivered via Commission-provided technical assistance and in DG EMPL-
national YG coordinator meetings. 

At Member State level, national governments should strengthen interinstitutional coordination 
between ministries and PES. In parallel, Member States should aim to invest in specialised staff 
recruitment and training for individualised case management, including profiling tools, tailored 
action planning, and counselling for complex cases. Adequate staffing levels should enable 
meaningful one-on-one engagement rather than the generalised services identified as a persistent 
concern. 
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6.2.2. Recommendation 2) Establish decentralised outreach infrastructure to 
reach inactive NEETs and vulnerable groups 

In line with the challenges identified in past evaluative (ECA and EMCO) reports, this study finds 
that many YG schemes still struggle in accessing hard-to-reach NEETs, particularly vulnerable 
subgroups (e.g., Roma communities, migrants). Perpetuated in part by the finding that schemes 
predominantly benefit those already closer to the labour market, this exclusion is structural, rooted 
in dependency on traditional PES registration systems. This is characterised by the EYF as 'one of 
the biggest issues' facing the RYG, while BusinessEurope acknowledged that engaging the most 
vulnerable remains a significant challenge due to varying PES capacity for proactive, community-
based outreach. 

It is therefore recommended that Member States shift from exclusive reliance on registration-
based systems toward proactive, more decentralised outreach infrastructure positioning services 
where young people are. Successful models include Finland's 80+ OSGCs offering low-threshold, 
multi-agency services, Germany's 365 youth employment agencies coordinating local services with 
data-sharing between relevant supportive entities, the Netherlands' municipally-led approach to 
better tailor local responses, and Sweden's school-based, also municipal, approach. 

Informed by these best practices, Member States should invest in establishing or expanding 
similar decentralised infrastructure appropriate to their own institutional contexts, with explicit 
attention to barriers facing vulnerable NEET subgroups. This will require formal partnerships or 
agreements between complementary services: PES, social services, educational institutions, and 
local organisations, in addition to the establishment of coordination frameworks to define clear roles 
and information-sharing rules. To better engage vulnerable NEET subgroups, resources for 
dedicated community outreach to such groups (i.e., Roma, migrants) are key. 

6.2.3. Recommendation 3) Rebalance Youth Guarantee pathways toward 
quality skills development 

The study finds that national YG schemes often over-emphasise direct employment placements 
and wage subsidies at the expense of the remaining core objective of the RYG: education, 
apprenticeship, and training pathways. In Ireland, despite significant policy commitments to 
upskilling and considerable investment, direct employment accounted for 88.6% of exits and 11.0% 
of apprenticeships, while continued education represented only 0.4% of timely and positive exits in 
2023. This raises fundamental questions about long term sustainability, as stakeholders consistently 
question whether wage subsidies create genuine employment or temporary, subsidy-dependent 
positions, while ETUC noted traineeships often have poorly designed learning objectives. 

In response, Member States should restructure their national YG schemes to reduce their 
dependence on direct employment placements and wage subsidies as the primary funding model 
and default pathway. Instead, these should be positioned as one component within a more 
diversified portfolio balanced against the acquisition of relevant traineeships, apprenticeships and 
continued educational offerings. When wage subsidies are used, they should be redesigned to lead 
to more sustainable employment. This could be achieved by, for example, making funds conditional 
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on longer contracts or requirements for on-the-job training. Furthermore, to address persistent 
concerns regarding the quality of offers generated by YG schemes, Member States should rigorously 
apply quality frameworks for traineeships and apprenticeships, ensuring they contain defined 
learning objectives. Complementing these national efforts, the Commission should enforce 
funding conditionality, making the use of EU funds that are allocated to youth employment related 
measures (specifically under IF 136 of the ESF+) contingent upon Member States demonstrating 
alignment with the Quality Framework for Traineeships and the European Framework for Quality 
and Effective Apprenticeships. 

6.2.4. Recommendation 4) Strengthen monitoring systems and address critical 
data quality gaps 

In line with previous critiques, this study finds that a number of key gaps in monitoring and data 
quality undermine the ability to assess the effectiveness of the RYG, and more specifically, 
whether it achieves sustainable labour market integration over the long term. This assessment is 
hindered by several Member States reporting high shares of 'unknown' programme outcomes, which 
makes it impossible to determine whether the RYG's intended long-term aim was achieved. 
Inconsistencies in national data reporting are another key challenge, as Germany, Finland and the 
Netherlands do not consistently provide follow-up data, which means that substantial YG activity 
cannot be systematically evaluated for long-term effectiveness. 

To better address these longstanding issues, the Commission should provide targeted technical 
assistance to Member States with data quality challenges, focusing on support for linking 
administrative datasets across systems (PES, social security, education authorities). Enabling this 
interoperability is key to reducing the rate of 'unknown' outcomes, as it allows public authorities to 
track better track beneficiaries who have exited the PES register but may have entered education 
or employment recorded in other state databases, particularly for more localised, community-driven 
approaches (i.e., the Netherlands, Germany).  

In parallel, best practices on monitoring beyond scheme exits could be shared to reduce the 
proportion of unknown outcomes. Accordingly, DG EMPL-national YG coordinator meetings could 
serve as the primary forum for such knowledge exchange on monitoring and data quality. More 
specifically, national YG coordinators from Member States with high-quality data should present 
detailed explanations of how their systems work, while those experiencing difficulties should openly 
discuss obstacles to enable peer support and identify where technical assistance from the 
Commission would be valuable. 
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7. Annex: Supplementary information 

Table 14 – Proposed EU Member State selection criteria and justification 

Member 
State 

Selection criteria 
met 

Justification 

ES YU 1 (highest rate); 

YU 3 (substantial 
improvement); and 

GDP B (moderate 
growth). 

Exhibits the second-highest YU rate (26.2%, January 2025) despite a 
significant reduction (-29.4 pp since April 2013), alongside moderate 
GDP growth (+19.3%). Allows analysis of persistent structural 
challenges limiting RYG impact despite progress from a high baseline. 

SE YU 1 (highest rate); 

YU 4 (worsening 
trend); and 

GDP B (moderate 
growth). 

Recorded the highest YU rate (26.6%, January 2025) and a worsening 
trend (+3.2 pp since April 2013), despite moderate GDP growth 
(+10.1%). Key for understanding factors counteracting economic trends 
or hindering RYG effectiveness. 

DE YU 2 (lowest rate); 
and 

GDP C (low growth). 

Consistently lowest YU rate (6.8%, January 2025), slightly improved (-
1.4 pp) alongside low GDP growth (+7.5%). Provides a benchmark for 
successful youth employment systems effective even without strong 
macroeconomic tailwinds. 

NL YU 2 (lowest rate); 
and GDP B 
(moderate growth). 

Second-lowest YU rate (8.9%, January 2025) with moderate reduction 
(-4.9 pp since 2013) and moderate GDP growth (+15.0%). Offers 
another best-performing context for comparison, exploring different 
successful pathways balancing policy and economic factors. 

BG YU 3 (substantial 
improvement); and 
GDP A (high growth). 

Substantial YU reduction (-22.6 pp) from a high baseline (32.3% in 2013) 
to 9.7% (January 2025), coupled with high GDP growth (+49.1%). Key 
Eastern European case for analysing the interplay of economic 
convergence and RYG in driving down high YU rates. 

IT YU 3 (substantial 
improvement); and 
GDP B (moderate 
growth). 

Significant YU reduction (-18.8 pp) from 39.5% (April 2013) to 20.7% 
(January 2025) within a moderate GDP growth context (+13.7%). 
Valuable for examining RYG effectiveness during economic recovery, 
particularly given its large baseline of unemployed young people. 

PL YU 3 (substantial 
improvement); and 

GDP A (high growth). 

Significant YU reduction (-15.8 pp since 2013) resulting in a rate below 
EU average (11.8%, January 2025), coinciding with very high GDP 
growth (+50.7%). Key for understanding how rapid economic 
convergence interacts with targeted youth policies like the RYG. 

FI YU 4 (minimal 
improvement); and 
GDP C (low growth). 

Minimal YU improvement (-1.2 pp) between April 2013 (20.8%) and 
January 2025 (19.6%), alongside low/stagnant GDP growth (+5.5%). 
Allows study of persistent challenges in a context of limited economic 
dynamism, highlighting potential RYG framework weaknesses or 
specific barriers. 
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Note: YU = Youth Unemployment Rate (15-24); GDP = Real GDP per capita growth (2013-2024); YU data 
references 2013 and 2025 unless stated otherwise. 

Sources: Eurostat, Unemployment by sex and age – monthly data [une_rt_m], November 2025; Eurostat, Real 
GDP per capita [sdg_08_10], October 2025. 

  

Member 
State 

Selection criteria 
met 

Justification 

HU YU 3 (substantial 
improvement); and 
GDP A (high growth). 

Substantial YU reduction (-11.9 pp since April 2013) to 13.7% (January 
2025), accompanied by high GDP growth (+40.9%). Provides another 
key Eastern European perspective for comparison in terms of 
macroeconomic growth and youth employment outcomes. 

IE YU 3 (substantial 
improvement); and 
GDP A (high growth). 

Significant YU decrease (-16.5 pp since April 2013) to 11.4% (January 
2025), alongside exceptionally high GDP growth (+97.4%). Offers a 
unique case to explore the impact of extremely strong economic 
performance and the relative role of policies like the RYG. 

   

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/une_rt_m__custom_18891043/default/table
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/SDG_08_10/default/table
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/SDG_08_10/default/table
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