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1. Introduction

Y oung people play a 
very important role in a 
contemporary society, as they 
represent invaluable assets 
that no country should allow 

to waste. With their energy and motivation, 
which help them bring new and creative 
ideas to the labour market, they represent a 
potential of a certain economy. For economy 
is therefore essential to empower young 
people by providing favourable conditions, 
which will allow them to develop their talents 
and to participate in the labour market in a 
more active way. Consequently, this will 
have important implications for overall 
economic and social development as well 
as for the future sustainability (Mascherini, 
2017). However, despite new knowledge of 
young people, which can be considered as 
the main competitive advantage, they face 
important challenges in the labour market. 
Namely, the transition from education to 
labour market is one of the most challenging 
and crucial transition, since the latter is 
nowadays becoming more complex and 
longer, especially due to structural changes in 
the labour market. These refer to large influx 
of youth first-time job seekers over certain 
periods, structure of job positions, extent 
of atypical forms of employment, relative 
closeness and openness of employment at 
certain periods, employers’ attitude towards 
youth employment etc. However, although 
many countries are aware of the unexploited 
potential of young people in the labour 
market, they are often not so efficient when 
it comes to the policies for promoting youth 

employment. Therefore, some economies 
such as the European Union (EU) are trying 
to tackle this issue in a more systematic way 
by setting priorities in their development 
strategies.

In the context of the EU, young people 
represent an important pillar in terms 
of its social vision. The need to sustain 
and foster the young human capital was 
especially reinforced in the time of the 
financial crisis. This has resulted to the 
adoption of the EU Youth Strategy for 
2010-2018, which was prepared by the 
Council of Youth Ministers in November 
2009. It covered two general objectives, 
namely: 1) the provision of education and 
job opportunities that are equal for young 
people; and 2) the promotion of youth 
social inclusion. Recently, the EU Youth 
Strategy 2019-2027 with 11 goals has 
been adopted. In particular, this strategy 
aims at providing favourable conditions 
for young people, which will facilitate the 
development of youth skills, fulfilment of 
youth potential and youth social inclusion. 
The importance and focus on young people 
has been also emphasized in the Europe 
2020 strategy, which was adopted in June 
2010. In order to achieve successfully its 
set goals and to exploit the potential of 
young people it is therefore important 
to: 1) establish appropriate, quality and 
effective education system; 2) facilitate 
transition of young people to the labour 
market; and 3) encourage young people 
mobility. At the EU and national level there 
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is also an established framework called 
Youth on the Move, which aims at reducing 
unemployment of young people with the 
measures to facilitate school to work 
transition and to reduce segmentation of 
labour market (Eurostat, 2019c).

According to the recent EU development 
strategies, it is obvious that the EU has 
recognised the importance of young people 
as well as their challenges in the labour 
market. By emphasizing the issue of youth 
unemployment, the EU made an important 
step towards better exploitation of the 
youth workforce, which can have beneficial 
effects for overall society. Nevertheless, 
addressing the issue of youth unemployment 
is mainly the task of national and regional 
governments. The EU only supports and 
supplements their efforts for solving youth 
unemployment issues when necessary. 
Namely, different priorities and efforts 
of individual EU countries, together with 
their different levels of general economic 
development and prosperity make huge 
differences in the position of young people 
in the labour market between different EU 
countries. The position of young people in 
the labour market is in comparison with 
more developed Northern and Western 
EU countries worse in Central and Eastern 
and South and Eastern EU countries. Thus, 
it is important to understand the drivers 
of these differences as well as to detect 
or identify the best practices in order to 
develop appropriate and effective policies 
for the future.

Therefore, the main objective of the study 
is to provide the theoretical overview and to 
examine the secondary data on the situation 
of the following areas considering youth 
unemployment in the EU:

− The concept and definitions of 
unemployment and youth unemployment;

− The causes and consequences of youth 
unemployment in the EU;

− The disparity between unemployment 
rates in the EU;

− The statistical data and analysis of 
unemployment in the EU;

− The solutions for combatting youth 
employment;

− Policy implications for South European 
Union Member States.

The main purpose of the study in which 
the state-of-the-art in the field of youth 
unemployment in the European Union is 
examined, is to detect best practices and 
the opportunities to improve the situation 
in the labour market, especially in the South 
EU member states. The findings of this 
study are interesting from the academic 
(research and debate) as well as from the 
practical (suggestions for improvements) 
perspective. The research is carried out 
on literature review and analysis of the 
secondary data by different stakeholders, e.g. 
European Commission, other international 
organisations, governments’ institutions, 
networks, educational institutions and 
others.
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2. Defining
 unemployment

2.1 Definition of unemployment and youth 
unemployment indicators

U nemployment represent one 
of the central macroeconomic 
issues, and its rate is often a 
measure of the success of 
a country’s macroeconomic 

policy (Senjur, 1999). Unemployment 
causes both economic and political 
problems. Consequently, the actual gross 
domestic product (GDP) in a country is 
less than the potential, that is, the one that 
could be generated by the employment of 
all able-bodied people, so unemployment 
is in genera undesirable (Setnikar-Cankar & 
Hrovatin, 2000).

In order to define unemployment, first 
employment has to be defined. Employed 
persons are those aged 15 years and over 
who, during the reference week perform 
work, even for just one hour a week, for pay, 
profit or family gain or who are not at work 
but have a job or business from which they 
are temporarily absent because of illness, 
holiday, industrial dispute or education and 
training. Unemployed persons are persons 
aged 15-74 who do not work during the 
reference week, but who are currently 
available for work and were either actively 
looking for a job work in the past four 
weeks or had already found a job to start 
within the next three months. The labour 
force comprises employed and unemployed 

persons. People outside the labour force are 
those classified neither as employed nor as 
unemployed (ILO, 2019).

People in education are people included 
in formal education and training. UNESCO 
defines formal education as ‘education that 
is institutionalised, intentional and planned 
through public organisations and recognised 
private bodies and — in their totality — 
constitute the formal education system of a 
country’ (UNESCO UIS, 2011).

A person can have a status of an  employed, 
unemployed or economically inactive 
individual (see Figure 1). The first two 
groups represent the labour force for any 
part of population, which applies also for 
young people.

Young population consists of employed, 
unemployed and economically inactive. The 
young people that are unemployed are not 
excluded from the statistics due to being 
students. Youth unemployment is measured 
by the youth unemployment rate, which 
is calculated by dividing the number of 
unemployed young people with the number 
of all young employed and unemployed 
people (young labour force).

The fact is that the majority of young people 
is not economically active and therefore the 
youth unemployment rate cannot be taken 
as a definite indicator of the share of all 
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young unemployed people  Therefore, youth 
unemployment rated must be interpreted 
with care - a 20 % youth unemployment 
rate does not mean that every 5th young 
person is  unemployed’. 

Youth unemployment can be measured/
expressed also by another indicator, i.e. youth 
unemployment ratio which is calculated by 
dividing the number of unemployed young 
people with all young people aged between 
15 and 24. 
 
This indicator is by definition always smaller 
than the youth unemployment rate, typically 
less than half of it. This difference is entirely 
due to the different denominators (Eurostat, 
2019b).

2.2. Types of Unemployment

Unemployment is not defined as a single 
determinant. Instead, it is defined as 
having multiple components and multiple 
definitions. Therefore, there exist various 
classifications of different types and 
subtypes of unemployment in the literature. 
Nevertheless, as the common denominator 
for all these definitions and classifications 
is commonly presented in the form of three 
types of unemployment, namely structural 
unemployment, frictional unemployment 
and cyclical unemployment. When 

Note: Total differs from sum of components because of small rounding effects.

examining the labour market is important to 
be familiar with characteristics of different 
types of unemployment since the latter 
dictate appropriate solutions for their 
reduction. 

2.2.1 Structural Unemployment

Structural unemployment is the most 
severe, common and problematic form of 
unemployment that causes the greatest 
problems for all actors involved in reducing 
it. For example, structural unemployment is 
a mismatch between supply and demand, 
where on the one hand there is a surplus 
of certain professions and, on the other, 
a shortage of other occupations. The 
reason for the latter is mostly attributed to 
economic development, as some sectors or 
industries are growing and developing faster 
than others. Technological development has 
contributed to the emerging of completely 
new industries and new ways of working. 
Companies are therefore consequently 
forced to look for specific employee 
profiles in the labour market. However, 
there can be situations, where only workers 
with different non-required profiles are 
available in the labour market. In this case, 
it is actually about the difference between 
the required and actual education of the 
workers. In other words, the skills and 
knowledge of the unemployed no longer 

Figure 1: 
Population employed, unemployed and economically inactive, EU-28, age 15-24, 2012

Source: Eurostat (2019b).
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meet the demands of job vacancies in the 
labour market. Due to the development of 
information and communication technology 
(ICT) and computer science, the demand 
for experts in this field has increased 
significantly, and the demand for unskilled 
and semi-skilled workers has decreased. 
Namely, production lines in industrial plants 
are nowadays increasingly automated and 
require trained professionals in the field for 
their maintenance and servicing.

Structural unemployment thus includes 
difficult-to-employ categories, such as those 
with low and inadequate education, young 
people without experiences and the elderly, 
who find it particularly difficult to adapt to 
new or different labour market conditions 
(Hrovatin, 2002; Setnikar-Cankar & Hrovatin, 
2000). The mismatch between labour supply 
and demand can also be geographic when 
there is a need for workers in one place or 
location and a job offer in another location, 
whereby the labour mobility is insufficient 
to counteract this mismatch (Senjur, 2001). 
Nevertheless, structural unemployment in 
mostly characterised by long-term nature, 
especially due to the slow elimination of 
imbalances between supply and demand in 
the labour market.

There can be found in the literature some 
general guidelines for reducing structural 
unemployment (Svetlik, 1985):

− Implementation of appropriate programs 
and measures of active labour market 
policies targeted at vulnerable group 
of people (the elderly unemployed, the 
long-term unemployed, young people 
with no experience and disabled) without 
financial restriction that would hinder 
the implementation of these programs 
and measures to promote employment.

− Implementation of the training and 
retraining of those who have either 

inadequate or too low educations by 
means of lifelong learning programs.

− Relocation of labour force or 
implementation of the measures for 
increasing labour mobility.

2.2.2 Frictional Unemployment

Frictional unemployment is virtually 
inevitable. It is a consequence of the 
constant employment change of the 
normally employed population. This type of 
unemployment usually lasts for a short time, 
most often occurring among young people 
seeking first employment or among those 
who have lost their job due to the expiry 
of a fixed-term employment contract and 
among those who have been dismissed for 
other reasons. Frictional unemployment can 
be further increased by residents wanting to 
change their work environment or move to 
other places, cities or regions and are looking 
for new employment for similar reasons. 

Unemployment of this kind is only temporary, 
as it lasts from one day to several months 
and represents only a period between two 
employments. Frictional unemployment 
is found in every economy that is at full 
employment level, since it is the subject of 
voluntary decisions by individuals to change 
job positions and is not related to economic 
conditions. Therefore, it can be said that 
such kind of unemployment is voluntary or 
natural (Hrovatin, 2002; Setnikar-Cankar & 
Hrovatin, 2000).

Frictional unemployment is often attributed 
to the poor functioning of the labour market 
and, above all, to the poor flow of information 
on job vacancies and job seekers. It is possible 
only theoretically, for workers who would like 
to get a job to have complete information 
about job vacancies, and vice versa, that 
employers looking for new workers have 
complete information about job seekers.
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Under the assumption that there is a 
suitable job position available for the 
unemployed resident who only has to find 
a job, it can be said that his unemployment 
is frictional. The longer one looks for 
another job position, the longer that person 
is frictionally unemployed or the greater 
the total frictional unemployment. The 
share of frictional unemployment in total 
unemployment is quite difficult to estimate. 
However, there are some rough estimates 
in the literature, suggesting that the share 
of frictional unemployment is barely 2% to 
3% of the total unemployment rate (Schiller, 
2003).

There can be found in the literature some 
general guidelines for reducing frictional 
unemployment (Svetlik, 1985):

− Establishment of measures to reconcile 
labour supply and demand.

− Provision of up-to-date and accurate 
information on job vacancies and job 
seekers.

− Modernisation of the employment 
services (automatization, computeri-
zation).

2.2.3 Cyclical Unemployment

Cyclical unemployment is the result of 
cyclical fluctuations in the economy and 
occurs during recessions. The recession is 
linked to a downturn in the economy, and 
consequently a decline in gross domestic 
product (GDP) and a decline in consumption. 
All of these have the effect on reducing 
production volumes, which in turn leads to 
a reduction in labour demand on the one 
hand, and on the other hand, to undesirable 
redundancies. During the recession period, 
involuntary unemployment of people occurs 
throughout the whole area and covers almost 
all sectors and all categories of employees. 
With the resurgence of the economy, 

or the boom of the economy, cyclical 
unemployment is slowly disappearing, but 
not as fast as it has occurred (Hrovatin, 
2002; Setnikar-Cankar & Hrovatin, 2000). 
The latter means that unemployment is 
rising rapidly during the economic crisis, 
while its decline is much slower and usually 
requires years of economic growth.

There can be found in the literature some 
general guidelines for reducing cyclical 
unemployment (Svetlik, 1985):

− Regulation of labour demand.
− Subsidisation of the new job positions and 

workers’ salaries who would otherwise 
be laid off.

− Organisation of public works.

2.2.4 Summary and Comparison between 
Different Types of Unemployment

The distinction between structural, 
frictional and cyclical unemployment often 
represents a tool for economist to identify 
the health status of the labour market. 
High levels of structural and frictional 
unemployment can also occur when the 
overall labour market is balanced. Namely, 
there are always a proportion of people who 
are in the process of changing their jobs or a 
proportion of people who are not willing to 
work for a minimum wage and consequently 
they exclude themselves from the labour 
market. However, cyclical unemployment 
only occurs when the economy is in 
recession and employment falls due to 
the imbalance between aggregate supply 
and demand (Samuelson & Nordhaus, 
2002). The summary of different types of 
unemployment as well as their causes is 
presented in Figure 2.



Figure 2: 
Three different types of unemployment and their causes

Source: Own elaboration.
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There can be found in the literature some 
general guidelines for reducing different 
types of unemployment, namely (Senjur, 
1999):

− To eliminate structural unemployment, 
structural discrepancies need to be 
addressed by promoting education and 
retraining or increasing labour mobility.

− To eliminate frictional unemployment, 
the functioning of the labour market 
needs to be improved.

− To eliminate cyclical unemployment, 
a countercyclical economic policy is 
needed.

2.3 Participation of Young People in 
Education and the Labour Market

As mentioned in section 2.1, the 
unemployment rate and unemployment 
ratio differ due to the different denominators 
– the first indicator includes in the denomi-

nator only the part of the population that is 
in the labour market. There is also a strong 
link between labour market participation 
and status in education, which becomes 
particularly clear when looking at young 
people’s situation at different ages (Eurostat, 
2019b). The complexity of the participation 
of young people in education and in the 
labour market in the EU is graphically 
presented below.

Some youngsters do not enter the labour 
market directly from their schools, but start 
to work already during their education, e.g. 
students’ work during the year (few days a 
week, or few hours each day), summer work, 
students’ internships etc.  Understanding 
these facts and circumstances is important 
when making interpretations of both 
indicators, because some of them can be 
simultaneously included in education and 
the labour market.
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Figure 3: 
Structure of the young people in formal education and in the labour force by age (%)

Source: Eurostat (2019c).

In the EU, the majority (almost 100 %) of 
15 year old youngsters is included in formal 
education. After that age there is a gradual 
decrease in the share of young people that 
are still going to school. There are differences 
from county to country in the timings 
when pupils/students leave the education, 
depending on (1) the national educational 
system and (2)  (3) national labour market 
characteristics and (3) cultural determinants 
(Eurostat, 2019c).

When the share of young people in 
education decreases, there number of 
those on the labour market increases (both 
employed and unemployed). The pace of exit 
from education is not identical to the pace 
of entry onto the labour market, as some 
people are in education and on the labour 
market at the same time, while others move 
out of education and stay outside the labour 
market (Eurostat, 2019c).

Figure 3 presents the share of young people 
aged from 15 to 34 years that were included 
in formal education and participate on the 
labour market at each age. In case they 
have been in formal education or training 
in the period of four weeks before the 
research, they were counted  as  students 
or apprentices (see  light blue or light yellow 
parts). Those, who participated exclusively 
in non-formal training sessions, such as 
attending a course, a seminar or taking 
private lessons, were not included and can 
be found either in the category “Persons 
outside the labour force, not student or 
apprentice” (dark blue) or “Persons in the 
labour force, not student or apprentice” 
(orange) depending on whether or not 
they are participating in the labour market. 
Employed or unemployed young people 
were taken into account as a labour force 
(orange) (Eurostat, 2019c).
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There are overlaps between education 
and labour market participation that are 
caused by a range of circumstances. Some 
pupils/students, take the employment as 
subordinate to education, e.g. student works 
for just day or two or a few hours a week. 
Some pupils/students can be employed and 
enrolled in a formal education programme 
at the same time (e.g. apprentices), or they 
study part-time after work.

One can go to school/university and have a 
job at the same time of the year, e.g. he/she 
works a day or two per week - when there 
are no scheduled lectures, works during 
the weekends or works few days per week 
after or before the lectures, Other cases of 
students’ work may take place during the 
summer or after the modules of lectures.
On the other hand, there are the pupils’/

students’ activities that can be treated 
both as education and employment at the 
same time. These are paid traineeship, 
apprenticeship etc. (Eurostat, 2019c)..

Figure 4 presents the number of young 
people (in 2018) in two age intervals (aged 
between 15 and 24 and between 15 and 34) 
in each of the six groups, formed according 
to the combinations of (un)involvement 
in education and (un)involvement on the 
labour market Eurostat (2019c): 
− in education and outside the labour 

force,
− not in education and outside the labour 

force, 
− in education and employed, 
− in education and unemployed, 
− outside education and unemployed,
− outside education and employed.

The data in the Figure above (from 2018) shows that the majority of young unemployed people 
were not included in formal education (2.6 million aged 15-24 and 6.5 million aged 15-34). 
Some of the unemployed young people were involved in formal education (0.9 MIO (15 to 24 
years old) and 1.2 MIO (15 to 34<ears old)). 7.1 MIO of young people from 15 to 24 years and 
10.3 MIO from 15 to 34 years old were employed and included in formal education at the same 
time. In both samples there were more  pupils/students that were employed while in formal 
education than those who were unemployed

Figure 4: 
Young people, aged 15-24 and 15-34 in formal education and/or 

in the labour force, EU-28, 2018 (in thousands) 

Source: Eurostat (2019c).
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3. Youth
 Unemployment
 in the European
 Union 
3.1 Causes of Youth Unemployment in the 
EU

N owadays, the youth integration 
into the labour market 
represents one of the main 
challenges for EU countries. 
Therefore, it is important to 

identify causes of youth unemployment. 
In practice, many different causes of youth 
unemployment can be identified (Görlich 
et al., 2013). One of the most widely 
accepted cause of youth unemployment 
is poor macroeconomic performance. The 
consequences of low economic growth 
are felt throughout the whole economy. 
However, there are some groups of 
people, that are particularly sensitive 
to poor macroeconomic performance. 
These are especially young people, since 
youth unemployment tends to fluctuate 
stronger according to the economic cycles 
in comparison with adult unemployment 
(Ryan, 2001). The reasons for higher cyclical 
volatility of youth unemployment are as 
follows. First, young people usually face with 
lower job protection in comparison with adult 
people. Second, young people often have 

less job-specific experience than their adult 
counterparts. Third, the companies usually 
invest less in additional education or training 
of young workers and consequently have 
lower losses when dismissing them compared 
to adult and more experienced workers. 
Finally, since severance pay usually increase 
with tenure, it is cheaper for a company to 
fire a young worker rather than adult one 
(Pagés, Montenegro 2007). Furthermore, 
compared to adult people, young people are 
often more likely to resign their job position 
on a voluntary basis, as they like to explore 
different opportunities before they settle. 
This is true in times of economic downturns 
as well (O’Higgins, 2001).

Young people usually also face more 
challenging barriers to entry into the labour 
market. The main reason for this is the lack of 
experience. In addition, insufficient financial 
resources, difficulty in obtaining credit by 
the bank and insufficient knowledge of 
the business world makes it more difficult 
for young people to enter the world of 
entrepreneurship (Coenjaerts et al. 2009). 
Furthermore, in the case of economic 
downturns, the first step of companies 
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before firing workers is to stop hiring new 
workers. Since young workers are usually not 
treated equally in the labour market, they will 
be more affected by companies’ decision to 
slowdown hiring (O’Higgins 2001).

Youth unemployment is also affected by 
employment protection legislation (EPL). 
During the 1980s, EU countries suffered 
from high unemployment rates, which 
called for a rapid action of policy makers. 
As a result, policy makers brought a vast 
array of reforms. However, these reforms or 
measures were focused only on easing EPL 
for temporary contract, whereby the EPL for 
permanent contract remained unchanged. 
These reforms have contributed to raising 
employment for the duration of upturns, 
however many of the new jobs have been 
temporary jobs (Bentolila et al., 2010). At 
this point, it is necessary to mention that 
young people predominantly hold jobs with a 
temporary nature (OECD, 2004; Ryan, 2001). 
Consequently, during the economic crisis, 
many of the temporary job positions were 
the first to be shed, which consequently led 
to higher unemployment of young people 
(Boeri 2009). This is the reason, why young 
people have been hit strongly during the 
recent economic crisis (O’Higgins 2012). 
The problem of segmented labour markets, 
is particularly problematic in Mediterranean 
countries of Europe, especially in Spain 
(Görlich et al., 2013)

Finally, the mismatch between the demand 
and supply of youth skills can also contribute 
to higher youth unemployment rates. In the 
context of OECD, it was established that 
there is a correlation between skills mismatch 
and total unemployment (Coenjaerts et al., 
2009).

3.2 Consequences of Youth Unemployment 
in the EU

Unemployment is often considered as 
a broader social problem, as it can have 
serious consequences not only on the 
unemployed people but also on their 
families and overall society. Consequences 
of unemployment can be long-lasting, 
which is especially problematic. Namely, 
the longer the person is unemployed the 
longer and stronger become consequences 
of unemployment, which can greatly affect 
the individual’s standard of living. Besides 
personal impact of unemployment, also 
the economy feels the consequences of 
unemployment, especially in terms of the 
loss of valuable productive resources. 
Therefore, unemployment is a serious 
economic and social problem and it is 
also often one of the main causes of 
social disruption, which represents a 
serious threat to human well-being and 
social security (House of Representatives 
Committees, 2000).

The unemployment rate represents a 
crucial indicator encompassing both social 
and economic component. In the first place, 
increasing unemployment rates lead to an 
income loss for individuals. Consequently, 
some pressure on governments arise, 
especially in terms of increasing social 
benefits and reducing tax revenues. 
Economically speaking, unemployment can 
be considered as unused labour capacity 
(Eurostat, 2019a). As regards youth 
unemployment, it can have negative effects 
on their subsequent career. It may hinder 
their productive potential and employment 
opportunities (O’Higgins 2007; Ryan 2001). 
It seems that there are exist scarring effects, 
which can have a serious consequences on 
subsequent wages and probability of future 
unemployment (Arulampalam, 2001; 
Nordström Skans 2005). 
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Unemployment is causing economic and 
political problems. From an economic point of 
view, unemployment is undesirable because 
actual GDP is less than potential. This 
implies that the country could create more 
by employing all able-bodied people. On the 
other hand, the political problem, however, 
is that the government, which tolerates high 
levels of unemployment, finds it difficult to 
obtain the sympathy of voters. 

Moreover, the unemployment to the 
greatest extent affects each individual. There 
are several consequences, which are faced 
by the individual. Personal consequences 
include fear of losing their job and increased 
dependence on their parents. For young 
people, this is reflected in the continuation 
of studies and in other ways of delaying 
entry into the labour market. Criticizing and 
shifting responsibility for the failure of the 
individual and of society as a whole cannot be 
positively influenced by young people. Young 
people are increasingly left to themselves 
and do not have developed social networks. 
Therefore, they try to create something from 
a scratch. The problem is usually also that the 
fear of failure to find a job does not stop with 
employment. Instead, the fear of not getting 
an employment turns to fear of losing a job 
and a recurring period of unemployment. 
This consequently leads to a vicious cycle of 
fear, which is caused by different forms of 
fixed-term jobs (Lukić, 2008).

Unemployment in the situation of young 
people results into an unenviable state. 
Young people remain trapped between 
adolescence and adulthood because they 
cannot become financially independent. 
Thus, the transition from adolescence to 
adulthood can be very challenging for them 
(Mladinski svet Slovenije, 2013). If the 
definition, which define transitions through 
different life events of young people is taken 
into account, it can be noticed that the 

period of adolescence is longer since young 
people leave school later. Young people 
are being extended their education mainly 
because of their low job opportunities. One 
of the reasons, why young people leave 
school later can be found in the increasing 
pressure to attain the highest possible level of 
education, as higher education levels should 
allow better access to the labour market. 
At the same time, there is a devaluation of 
the study achievements themselves, i.e. 
inflation of educational surpluses. At the 
time when the transition of young people to 
the labour market is difficult, this is reflected 
in the under-employment of young people, 
meaning that young people accept jobs that 
are not appropriate to their educational level.

An important consequence of unemployment 
on the individual is also social exclusion, 
which is caused by problems in one’s life, such 
as unemployment, discrimination, poor skills, 
etc. (Eurofound, 2010). Social exclusion does 
not allow people to participate in economic 
and social processes. It also covers the lack 
of interpersonal relationships that are not 
influenced by the individual (Jones & Wixley, 
2005). The OECD nowadays treats young 
people as the group with the highest risk of 
poverty. This was formerly a group of seniors 
and pensioners. However, more recently, this 
role has been taken by young people (OECD, 
2011).

Unemployed young people include also 
young people who are actively seeking 
employment. The individual’s employment 
or unemployment is significantly influenced 
by his own will and ingenuity. Young people 
who are determined to get a job, often leave 
their country and move elsewhere – they 
emigrate. This phenomenon is usually called 
brain drain.

Some of the literature is focusing also on so-
called “scarring effects”. This term denotes 
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the impact of unemployment on a person in 
the long term. Scarring effect is especially 
critical for young unemployed or first-time 
job seekers. This period of unemployment is 
reflected in further job applications, which 
is perceived by employers as a sign of lower 
quality of work, so these persons receive less 
positive responses to job applications (Gangl, 
2006). Previously unemployed people mostly 
get lower paying jobs, which are also more 
unstable (Arulampalam, 2001).

The consequence of unemployment is also 
a loss of human capital. In general, there 
exist distinction between general human 
capital and specific human capital. General 
human capital is one that a worker can 
carry with him from one job to another. 
These are broader knowledge such as 

communication skills and teamwork. On 
the other hand, specific human capital is 
a human capital acquired by an employee 
working in a particular company in a 
particular workplace. It follows that 
workers obtain human capital, which was 
more suitable for previous employers 
than for future ones. Consequently, these 
workers will receive lower job positions in 
new employment, as they do not possess 
the specific human capital for better job 
positions. Specific human capital as such is 
partially applicable in similar job positions, 
for example, in the same industry or in a 
similar company. The problem is, however, 
that in times of economic and financial 
crisis, workers are forced to take up jobs 
outside their industry, in other job positions 
or in other occupations (Gangl, 2006).
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4. Disparity between   
 Unemployment     
 Rates in EU 
It is a fact that the statistics cannot explain all differences in  unemployment rates of different EU 
member states as far as the  young people’s participation in the labour market is concerned. There 
are many factors involved:

− institutional factors (e.g. formal apprenticeship schemes), 
− cultural determinants, 
− availability of a labour market for young people, 
− differences in the national educational systems, etc. 

In order to identify similar groups of countries, Figure 5 shows the countries according to the 
two dimensions ((1) the degree to which pupils/students are both in education and on the labour 
market , and (2) the unemployment ratio). 

Figure 5: Country groups by participation of persons simultaneously in formal education 
and in the labour market 15-24, 2018 

Source: Eurostat (2019c).
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The same type of the data, but for the group of young people from 15 to 34 years old is  presented 
in Figure 6.

The clusters in both charts above show that  five  groups of countries can be detected to both age 
groups (Eurostat, 2019c).

Group 1: Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, Czechia, and Slovakia are the countries where  there were 
very few students employed or unemployed. In these countries the overlap between the labour 
market and education is very small, e.g. the pupils/students complete their studies before looking 
for a first job, and there are only few part-time or summer jobs for students. 

Group 2: In Spain, Italy, Greece, France, Croatia, Serbia, Montenegro, Cyprus, Portugal, North 
Macedonia, and Turkey there was a moderate overlap between education and the labour market 
and a higher level of youth unemployment than in group 1. 

Group 3: Luxembourg, Belgium, Malta, Lithuania, Latvia, and Poland  had a moderate overlap 
between education and the labour market, together with youth unemployment levels that were 
below the EU average. 

Figure 6: 
Country groups by participation of persons simultaneously in formal education 

and in the labour market 15-34, 2018

Source: Eurostat (2019c).
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Table 1: 
Groups of countries by participation of youngsters simultaneously in formal education 

and on the labour market

Group 1

Bulgaria
Czechia
Hungary
Romania
Slovakia

Belgium
Latvia

Lithuania
Luxembourg

Malta
Poland

Greece
Spain

France
Croatia

Italy
Cyprus

Portugal
Montenegro

North Macedonia
Serbia
Turkey

Estonia
Ireland

Slovenia
United Kingdom

Germany
Austria

Denmark
Netherlands

Finland
Sweden
Iceland
Norway

Switzerland

Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

Source: Eurostat (2019c); own elaboration.

Group 4: Estonia, Ireland, Slovenia and the UK had high levels of employment among those in 
education but almost no unemployment among those in education. . Germany and Austria have 
established apprenticeship systems in secondary education. That is why  a high number of young 
people are both in education and employment.

Group 5: Denmark, Finland, Norway, the Netherlands, Sweden, Iceland, and Switzerland  are 
specific for a high to very high involvement of pupils/students in the labour market, and an average 
level of unemployment.  Many pupils/students from these countries are involved in part-time or 
summer jobs.
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5. Statistical Data    
 and Analysis of
 Unemployment in
 the European
 Union 

I n practice, there are many variations 
unemployment definition. However, 
the consistent monitoring and 
comparing of unemployment trends 
requires an indicator that is comparable 

internationally and timely available. This 
is the reason why International Labour 
Organization (ILO) unemployment rate 
definition is the most popular indicator 
for measuring labour market activity. 
There are also other indicators available, 
such as employment and job vacancies, 
which provide additional insights into 
development of labour market. In general, 
the unemployment rate is known as a lagging 
indicator. Namely, in the time of economic 
downturn, it usually takes some time before 
the unemployment rates begin to rise. 
Contrary, in the time of economic upturns it 
may take some time before unemployment 
rates start to fall (Eurostat, 2019a).

In this study, statistical data on 
unemployment in the EU is obtained from 

Eurostat Unemployment Statistics (Eurostat, 
2019a). In general, the EU is a union of 
heterogeneous countries. Moreover, 
differences between EU countries has 
even increased during the crisis. The last 
global financial crisis, which began more 
than a decade ago, had led to the EU 
worst recession in its six-decade history 
(European Commission, 2017). Although 
the global financial crisis has affected all of 
the EU countries, the SEE, in particular, is 
one of the regions in the world where the 
consequences of the financial crisis have 
become most salient (Zamora-Kapoor & 
Coller, 2014).

Therefore, in order to identify the 
differences among EU geographical regions, 
an in-depth and comparative approach is 
needed. Accordingly, the EU-28 member 
countries are divided into the following 
three geographical regions (see Figure 7) for 
which is assumed to face similar challenges 
related to unemployment, namely:
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− Northern and Western Europe (NWE): Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, 

Ireland, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Sweden and United Kingdom.

− Central and Eastern Europe (CEE): Bulgaria, Czechia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia.

− Southern and Eastern Europe (SEE): Croatia, Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Malta, Portugal and Spain.

Figure 7: 
Graphical presentation of EU-28 geographical regions 

Source: Own elaboration.

Northern And Western Europe (NWF)
Central and Eastern Europe (CEE)
Southern and Lastern Europe (SEE)

EU-28 geographical regions
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Moreover, in the literature is established that unemployment is susceptible to cyclical economic 
changes (Samuelson & Nordhaus, 2002). Therefore, the additional examination is made by 
considering different time periods (see Figure 8). The latest statistical data on unemployment is 
available for all EU-28 countries for the period 2005-2018. Accordingly, different time periods 
are defined as follows:

− Total period (TOT) (2005-2018)
− Period Before the Crisis (PBC): 2005-2008
− Period During the Crisis (PDC): 2009-2013
− Period After the Crisis (PAC): 2013-2018

The differences for unemployment indicators 
between different EU geographical regions 
in different time periods are analysed by 
applying one-way analysis of variance 
(ANOVA). As the ANOVA method tests 
the differences between within-group 
conditions, but does not determine which 
groups are different from the other, pairwise 
comparisons are also done using a Bonferroni 
post-hoc test. Both of these parametric 
statistical techniques are considered to be 
very robust methods and they are the most 
commonly used methods for detecting 
differences in averages between different 
groups (Bower, 2000; Rasch et al., 2007).

5.1 Total Unemployment

Unemployment represent one of the central 
macroeconomic issues. It is often argued 
that the unemployment is the result of the 
malfunctioning of the labour market and 
often represents a mirror of the economic 
development. Unemployment is not only the 
domain of the EU economy as a whole, but 
it is a crucial parameter for every national 
economy. Since there is no national economy 

Figure 8: 
Graphical presentation of time periods according to cyclical economic changes

Source: Own elaboration.

that is immune to unemployment, it is crucial 
that they monitor their statistical data on 
unemployment, since the latter can reveal 
some important unemployment trends. 
This can further help national economies 
to detect labour market problems and take 
appropriate actions. 

Figure 9 presents the latest available data 
of seasonally adjusted total unemployment 
rates for EU-28 countries. The EU-28 total 
unemployment rate was 6.3% in September 
2018. Among the EU countries, the lowest 
total unemployment rates in September 
2019 were recorded in Czechia (2.1%), 
Germany (3.1%) and Poland (3.3%). The 
highest total unemployment rates were 
observed in Greece (16.7%) Spain (14.2%) 
and Italy (9.9%). Moreover, it also reveals 
that currently 17 EU member countries have 
lower levels of total unemployment, while 
11 EU countries have higher levels of total 
unemployment rate compared with the EU-
28 total unemployment rate (6.3%). Finally, 
it shows that there are huge differences in 
total unemployment rates between EU-28 
countries.
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Figure 9: 

Total unemployment rates, seasonally adjusted, September 2019

Note: *August 2019; MS is abbreviation for member state, EU-28 is abbreviation for the European Union.

Source: Eurostat (2019a); own elaboration.

The latest cross-sectional data for total 
unemployment in the EU-28 countries 
reveals large differences between the EU 
countries; however, additional insights can be 
obtained through an overview of recent total 
unemployment trends. Accordingly, Figure 10 
reveals recent trends of total unemployment 
rate in the EU-28 in the period 2005-2018 
by considering different EU geographical 
regions (NWE, CEE and SEE) separately. It 
shows that the total unemployment rate in 
the EU-28 was declining until 2008. This 
holds mainly for NWE and CEE countries, 
while the total unemployment rate in SEE 
countries was declining until 2007. Later 
on, the total unemployment rate in the EU-
28 was increasing until 2013 (except for 
CEE countries), when NWE and especially 
SEE countries recorded the highest total 
unemployment rate in this period. As 
regards CEE countries, the highest total 
unemployment rate was recorded earlier in 
2010. Later on, total unemployment rate 

in the EU-28 has been declining rapidly. 
Interestingly, the total unemployment rate 
in CEE countries has even dipped below the 
total unemployment rate in NWS in 2017. 
Moreover, a quick overview of the total 
unemployment trends reveals that total 
unemployment gaps between different EU 
geographical regions was changing during 
the period 2005-2018. In the period before 
the crisis (2005-2008), the gaps between 
different EU geographical regions was the 
smallest. However, in the period during 
the crisis (2009-2013) these gaps became 
large. This is the especially the case for the 
gap between NWE and CEE countries and 
especially the gap between NWE and SEE 
countries. However, also the gap between 
CEE and SEE it is not negligible. In the 
period after the crisis (2014-2018), the total 
unemployment rates came very close to pre-
crisis level. However, this is not the case for 
SEE countries, which still exhibit high total 
unemployment rates.
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Figure 10: 

Total unemployment rates in EU-28 and EU geographical regions, 2005-2018

Figure 11: 
Average total unemployment rates in EU-28 geographical regions during different periods

Source: Eurostat (2019a); own elaboration.

Source: Eurostat (2019a); own elaboration.
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In order to determine statistically, whether there are statistical significant differences between 
different EU geographical regions by considering different time periods, the ANOVA method is 
performed. Since the ANOVA does not determine which groups are different from the other, 
pairwise comparisons are also done using a Bonferroni post-hoc test. Figure 11 graphically 
presents mean values of total unemployment rates for different EU geographical regions.
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The results of the ANOVA for total 
unemployment rates in EU-28 geographical 
regions during different periods shows the 
following:

• The general overview of average total 
unemployment rates between different 
EU geographical regions shows that 
regardless of time period NWE countries 
have the lowest mean values, while SEE 
countries have the highest mean values.

• A comparison between different periods 
reveal that in the period before the crisis 
(PBC) NWE and SEE countries recorded 
the lowest total unemployment rates. 
In the period during the crisis (PDC), 
the total unemployment rate reached 
the highest level in all EU geographical 
regions. Finally, in the period after the 
crisis (PAC) the total unemployment rate 
in NWE countries has almost reached 
the pre-crisis level and in CEE countries 
has even descended below the pre-crisis 
level. However, this is not the case for 
SEE countries, which exhibit even higher 
total unemployment rate than in the 
period during the crisis.

• For the total period (TOT), differences 
in total unemployment rate between 
different EU geographical regions are 
significant (P=0.03). Further, post-
hoc comparison using the Bonferroni 
test indicates that the only significant 
difference is between NWE and SEE 
countries (P=0.02).

• For the period before the crisis (PBC), 
differences in total unemployment rate 
between different EU geographical 
regions are not significant (P=0.165). 
Consequently, the same holds also 
for post-hoc comparison using the 
Bonferroni test.

• For the period during the crisis (PDC), 
differences in total unemployment rate 
between different EU geographical 
regions are significant (P=0.013). 
Further, post-hoc comparison using 
the Bonferroni test indicates that the 
only significant difference is between 
NWE and SEE countries (P=0.013), 
while differences between other EU 
geographical regions are not significant.

• For the period after the crisis (PAC), 
differences in total unemployment rate 
between different EU geographical 
regions are significant (P=0.000). 
Further, post-hoc comparison using the 
Bonferroni test indicates that there is 
significant difference between NWE and 
SEE countries (P=0.001) and difference 
between CEE and SEE countries 
(P=0.001), while differences between 
other EU geographical regions are not 
significant.

5.2 Youth Unemployment

Figure 12 presents the latest available data 
of seasonally adjusted youth unemployment 
rates for EU-28 countries. The EU-28 youth 
unemployment rate was 14.5% in September 
2018. Among the EU countries, the lowest 
youth unemployment rates in September 
2019 were recorded in Czechia (4.4%), 
Germany (5.9%) and Netherlands (7.2%). 
The highest youth unemployment rates were 
observed in Greece (33.1%) Spain (32.8%) 
and Italy (28.7%). Moreover, it also reveals 
that currently 16 EU member countries have 
lower levels of total unemployment, while 
12 EU countries have higher levels of total 
unemployment rate compared with the EU-
28 total unemployment rate (14.5%). Finally, 
it shows that there are huge differences in 
total unemployment rates between EU-28 
countries.
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Figure 12: 

Total unemployment rates, seasonally adjusted, September 2019

Note: *August 2019, **June 2019; MS is abbreviation for member state, 
EU-28 is abbreviation for the European Union.

Source: Eurostat (2019a); own elaboration.
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The latest cross-sectional data for youth 
unemployment in the EU-28 countries 
reveals large differences between the EU 
countries; however, additional insights can 
be obtained through an overview of recent 
youth unemployment trends. Accordingly, 
Figure 13 reveals recent trends of youth 
unemployment rate in the EU-28 in 
the period 2005-2018 by considering 
different EU geographical regions (NWE, 
CEE and SEE) separately. It shows that the 
youth unemployment rate in the EU-28 
was declining until 2007. This holds mainly 
for all EU geographical regions. Later on, 
the youth unemployment rate in the EU-
28 was increasing until 2013 (except for 
CEE countries), when NWE and especially 
SEE countries recorded the highest total 
unemployment rate in this period. As 
regards CEE countries, the highest youth 
unemployment rate was recorded earlier in 
2010. Later on, youth unemployment rate 
in the EU-28 has been declining rapidly. 

Interestingly, the youth unemployment 
rate in CEE countries has even dipped 
below the youth unemployment rate in 
NWS in 2017. Moreover, a quick overview 
of the youth unemployment trends reveals 
that youth unemployment gaps between 
different EU geographical regions was 
changing during the period 2005-2018. 
In the period before the crisis (2005-
2008), the gaps between different EU 
geographical regions was the smallest. 
However, in the period during the crisis 
(2009-2013) these gaps became large. 
This is the especially the case for the gap 
between NWE and CEE countries and 
especially the gap between NWE and SEE 
countries. However, also the gap between 
CEE and SEE it is not negligible. In the 
period after the crisis (2014-2018), the 
youth unemployment rates came very 
close to pre-crisis level. However, this is 
not the case for SEE countries, which still 
exhibit high youth unemployment rates.
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Figure 13: 

Youth unemployment rates in EU-28 and EU geographical regions, 2005-2018

Figure 14: 
Average youth unemployment rates in EU-28 geographical regions during different periods

Source: Eurostat (2019a); own elaboration.

Source: Eurostat (2019a); own elaboration.

In order to determine statistically, whether there are statistical significant differences between 
different EU geographical regions by considering different time periods, the ANOVA method is 
performed. Since the ANOVA does not determine which groups are different from the other, 
pairwise comparisons are also done using a Bonferroni post-hoc test. Figure 14 graphically 
presents mean values of youth unemployment rates for different EU geographical regions.
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The results of the ANOVA for youth 
unemployment rates in EU-28 geographical 
regions during different periods shows the 
following:

• The general overview of average youth 
unemployment rates between different 
EU geographical regions shows 
that regardless of time period NWE 
countries have the lowest mean values, 
while SEE countries have the highest 
mean values.

• A comparison between different periods 
reveal that in the period before the crisis 
(PBC) NWE and SEE countries recorded 
the lowest youth unemployment rates. 
In the period during the crisis (PDC), 
the total unemployment rate reached 
the highest level in all EU geographical 
regions. Finally, in the period after the 
crisis (PAC) the unemployment rate in 
NWE countries has almost reached the 
pre-crisis level and in CEE countries has 
even descended below the pre-crisis 
level. However, this is not the case 
for SEE countries, which exhibit even 
higher youth unemployment rate than 
in the period during the crisis.

• For the total period (TOT), differences 
in total unemployment rate between 
different EU geographical regions are 
significant (P=0.01). Further, post-
hoc comparison using the Bonferroni 

test indicates significant differences 
between NWE and SEE countries 
(P=0.000) and between CEE and SEE 
countries (P=0.010).

• For the period before the crisis (PBC), 
differences in total unemployment rate 
between different EU geographical 
regions are not significant (P=0.110). 
Consequently, the same holds also 
for post-hoc comparison using the 
Bonferroni test.

• For the period during the crisis (PDC), 
differences in total unemployment rate 
between different EU geographical 
regions are significant (P=0.02). 
Further, post-hoc comparison using 
the Bonferroni test indicates that the 
only significant difference is between 
NWE and SEE countries (P=0.001), 
while differences between other 
EU geographical regions are not 
significant.

• For the period after the crisis (PAC), 
differences in total unemployment rate 
between different EU geographical 
regions are significant (P=0.000). 
Further, post-hoc comparison using 
the Bonferroni test indicates significant 
differences between NWE and CEE 
countries (P=0.000) between NWE, 
SEE countries (P=0.000) and between 
CEE and SEE countries (P=0.000).
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6. Combatting 
 Youth
 Unemployment 

T he first important step towards 
combatting youth unemploy-
ment in the EU and making 
appropriate recommendations 
and suggestions for developing 

appropriate policies for the future is to 
identify the main problems and needs from 
the perspective of young employment. 
Namely, the EU has to provide citizens 
more and better opportunities, especially 
to those who are furthest from the labour 
market, i.e. young people. Therefore, the 
EU has to invest in improving the skills of 
EU citizens and residents, especially young 
people, so that everyone can reach their 
full potential. In practice, however, some 
problems and needs from the perspective of 
young employment can be observed. These 
are presented in Table 2.

On the macro level, the EU’s efforts/
documents directed towards combating 
the unemployment in general as well as 
the youth unemployment are (Eurostat, 
2019a):

• European employment strategy (EES) - 
activities encouraging citizens to remain 
employed or to look for a new job (e.g. 
promoting lifelong learning, trainings 
and retrainings, practical work, equal 
opportunities etc.),

• Europe 2020 strategy  with a vision of 
Europe’s social market economy for the 
21st century, including the initiatives, 
such as ‘An agenda for new skills and 
jobs’ and ‘Youth on the move’, initiatives 
aimed at improving the entry rate of 
young people into the labour market, etc.

An important step for combatting youth 
unemployment is definitely to pursue EU 
Youth Strategy 2019-2027, which try to: 
1) foster youth to participate in democratic 
life; 2) support youth to be engaged in 
social and civic activities; and 3) ensure 
necessary resources for youth to take 
part in society. Accordingly, the EU Youth 
Strategy is focused on three core areas of 
action, which are geographically presented 
and summarized in Figure 15. 
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Table 2: 

Problems and needs from the perspective of young employment

Problem definition Target group needs

Lack of knowledge of labour law. 

Lack of knowledge, skills, recognition of 
ones’ own abilities and lack of finances 
and acquisition of these for independent 
entrepreneurship. 

Lack of social dialogue between young 
people and social partners.

Lack of knowledge of specific digital tools 
and programs.

Lack of competence of young people in 
vocational and soft skills.

Lack of knowledge of foreign languages.

Lack of supportive environment. 

Undeveloped business and social network 
and consequently difficult entry and 
acquisition of investors.

Lack of knowledge of good management 
practices with young employees.

Lack of additional training and education 
in various fields.

Lack of awareness of health and safety in 
the workplace.

Insufficient connection between education 
programs and labor market needs.

The need for better information in the field 
of labour law.

The need for entrepreneurial training 
programs, the acquisition of entrepreneurial 
competences, the identification of one’s 
own abilities and subsidies to start a 
business.

The need to improve social dialogue.

 
The need to know digital approaches and 
programs - IT literacy.

The need to increase the skills of young 
people in vocational and soft skills.

The need to improve foreign language skills.

The need for a supportive environment for 
personal and career development.

The need to expand the social network. 
 

The need to know good management 
practices for young employees.

The need for additional training and 
education in various fields.

The need to promote and raise awareness of 
occupational safety and health.

The need for greater connectivity between 
educational institutions and employers.

Source: Žorž & Hadalin (2018); own elaboration.
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Figure 15: 

The core areas covered in the EU Youth Strategy

Source: European Commission (2018).
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7. Policy Implications   
 for South European  
 Union Member
 States  

A review and analysis of 
recent total and youth 
unemployment data indicates 
serious challenges, especially 
in Southern and Eastern EU 

countries (SEE). The comparison between 
different EU geographical challenges 
reveals some interesting findings, which can 
have important policy implications for SEE 
countries. Based on these, some suggestions 
for policy makers can be provided. The 
comparative approach identifies the 
following main findings for SEE countries 
(see Figure 17):

1. High youth unemployment

During the whole period 2005-2018, CEE 
countries have been facing higher total and 
youth unemployment rates in comparison 
with other EU geographical regions (NWE 
and CEE countries). The situation has 
become more problematic especially in the 
period during the crisis. Furthermore, even 
in the period after crisis, compared to NWE 
and CEE countries, SEE countries have not 
shown any significant improvement in their 

youth unemployment situation. It is obvious 
that SEE countries are still struggling 
to cope with the consequences of the 
economic crisis. On the other hand, it seems 
that NWE and CEE countries started to 
tackle the problem of youth unemployment 
at the appropriate time, since in the period 
after the crisis, the first reduced their youth 
unemployment rates almost on the pre-
crisis level, while the latter reduced their 
youth unemployment rates even below the 
pre-crisis level.

2.	 Youth	inactivity	in	the	labour	market

In SEE countries, many young people are 
not active in the labour market. One reason 
for this situation can be in higher barriers 
for young people to participate in the 
labour market. However, according to the 
latest data, these countries have on average 
relatively low share of young people that 
are simultaneously in education and in the 
labour market, which consequently leads to 
higher youth employment. This is a complete 
contrast to northern EU countries, having on 
average the highest share of young people 
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that are simultaneously in education and 
in the labour market. This is consequently 
reflected in lower youth unemployment 
rates.

3.	 Mismatch	 between	 the	 demand	 and	
supply	of	youth	skills

Most economies, regardless of their overall 
development, are in a transition from 
traditional industry-based economies 
towards knowledge-based economies, which 
has drastically altered the labour market. 
Accordingly, new skills are particularly 
relevant at this time. In this particular case, 
the younger workers are in a better position 
than the older workers, since some of them 
are still in the education process or can 
easily engage in education. However, many 
young people in SEE countries, often due 
to the inappropriate education system, 

do not possess foundational skills, which 
employees are looking for in the time of 
modern and dynamic labour market.

4.	 Unstable	economic	situation

Unemployment (total and youth) is very 
responsive to economic situation in a certain 
economy. Namely, it is well established that 
there is a strong correlation between rising 
unemployment and economic downturn and 
vice versa. However, youth unemployment 
is disproportionately affected by economic 
cycles in comparison to adult unemployment. 
The aforementioned is much more 
expressed in SEE countries, which are often 
facing unstable or unpredictable economic 
situations, since in addition to economic 
turmoil; they often face political crises as 
well. This further complicates the position 
of young people in the labour market.

Figure 16: 
The main challenges identified for south EU countries.

Source: own elaboration.
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Therefore, it is crucial that especially 
Southern and Eastern EU countries try 
to implement some of the measures that 
are presented in previous section with the 
intention of taming the challenges, which 
are south EU countries facing. This will 

consequently contribute to lower youth 
unemployment in this region as well as 
to better economic conditions, which 
may have a spill over effect also on other 
macroeconomic domains.
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8. Conclusions 

U nemployment is one of the 
central macroeconomic 
challenge in contemporary 
society and its rate often 
represents a measure of 

the success of a country’s macroeconomic 
policy. The challenge of unemployment 
is even more prominent when it comes 
to young people, since they are often 
one of the most vulnerable groups in the 
labour market.

Young people are the group that has 
been particularly affected by the recent 
economic crisis. The EU has been facing 
the youth unemployment crisis for 
several years. Namely, the likelihood 
that young people remain unemployed is 
three times higher than the probability of 
adult unemployment. Young people are 
often facing long-term unemployment, 
job positions that are below the level of 
their educational attainment, failure to 
find a job, and consequently, withdrawal 
from the labour market. Due to the 
failure to find a suitable job, more and 
more young people are choosing to 
find their job opportunities abroad. 
Therefore, it is of crucial importance that 
the EU policymakers are aware of this 
problem, as this can help them develop 
appropriate policy solutions.

Since the EU represents a union of 
heterogeneous countries, differences 
between EU geographical regions 
are identified by using two different 
approaches. The first approach, which 
is performed by the Eurostat, shows 
that European countries can be divided 
into five different groups by considering 
share of youth simultaneously in 
education and in the labour market and 
youth unemployment rate. The results 
of this approach suggest five different 
groups of European countries, which are 
characterised by different levels of these 
two determinants. More interestingly, 
it exhibits large differences especially 
between Northern European countries 
and Southern European countries.

Moreover, the second approach is 
performed in order to identify differences 
between EU geographical regions in 
total and youth unemployment, the 
ANOVA and Bonferroni post-hoc test 
are performed. The results of this 
approach provide some interesting 
findings. First, it is confirmed that total 
and especially youth unemployment is 
highly susceptible to cyclical economic 
changes such as the economic crisis, 
since the differences between different 
EU geographical regions are the highest 
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in the period during the crisis. Moreover, 
the results show significant differences 
between certain EU geographical 
regions, whereby the largest difference 
can be observed between Northern and 
Western EU countries and Southern and 
Eastern EU countries.

These results suggest that the EU 
policymakers should pay special attention 
to Southern and Eastern EU countries, 

especially when it comes to the youth 
unemployment. The identification of 
causes of higher youth unemployment in 
this region is therefore crucial, as on this 
basis appropriate solutions can be made 
for combating youth unemployment in 
this region in the future.
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