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Executive Summary

This report offers an analysis of the situation of young people in Europe with regard to the
topic of social inclusion and equal opportunities. In spite of the improvements in the living
conditions of youth, namely higher levels of school attainment, access to training and new
technologies, as well as more developed health care services, this analysis illustrates that
across Member States persisting social vulnerabilities remain with regard to youth inclusion.
The concept of inclusion needs to be understood in relation to diverse and specific domains.
The ones selected for this report relate to both the identification of development trends,
taking into account various statistical data, as well as to key-transitional moments in the life
trajectories of youth.
The analysis is organised around four main topics:

1. Poverty and Income Inequalities (following Eurostat definitions)
The first topic centres on a comparative analysis of the indicator at-risk-of-poverty rate by
age groups and type of household. It verifies that children in lone-parent households, in large
families or those belonging to households where at least one parent is born abroad are in a
more vulnerable situation. Joblessness which significantly affects children remains a concern
across the EU. Moreover, in EU-27, although varying greatly across the Member States, one
in five young people aged 18-24 (20%), is at risk of poverty.
The analysis of the inequality of income distribution and Gini coefficient reveals persisting
income disparity across countries along a north-south and west-east divide, a signal that
concerted measures are essential for promoting equal opportunities and attenuating
geographic asymmetries.

2. Social Capital and Social Protection
Social protection is an investment with revenues. In spite of high disparities in the EU, social
transfers reduce the risk of poverty by 38% and have a special impact on child poverty.
The main source of income for 43% of young Europeans is regular work. However family and
social protection play a crucial role in crisis moments that might otherwise evolve into
situations of social exclusion.

3. Equal Opportunities
Despite of the existence of various kinds of inequalities, those selected for the third part are
gender, ethnic origins, disabilities and regional asymmetries.
The report posits that in several Member states persisting gender gaps disfavour young
women in the employment field. Furthermore, the dominant ethnic group is generally in a
better position than minority groups with regard to access to employment. One essential aim
of this topic is to understand situations of vulnerability as a process of obstacles

accumulation. Socially excluded youth, without adequate support or protection, may see their
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obstacles accumulate, thus affecting their inclusion into several social domains (employment,
housing, and soforth).  Thi s i s mintrity sigle smi@hersof. i

4. Youth Paths & Key-transition Moments
This particular topic attempts to provide a dynamic evaluation of social exclusion, and the
effects of intergenerational poverty. It provides a comparative analysis of two crucial
moments in ayouthd s t r algaeing educalyon and living independently.
With regards to leaving education, comparisons are made between individuals who leave
school early, young people who work and those Not in Education, Employment or Training
(NEETS), a group of growing concern. At the European level, more than one third of young
people aged 15-24 are NEETs. Following the Eurobarometer, according to 38% of young
Europeans, the greatest difficulty in finding a job relates to the lack of employment
opportunities in their country.
Due to employment constraints, young Europeans are postponing the moment they leave
their familial home, delaying the stage of independence and adulthood. The lack of means to
live on their own is the first restricting cause, of adequate and affordable housing.

5. Youth & Risks
The last topic underlines the need for comprehensive approaches on social inclusion by
offering a resume of changing vulnerabilities per youth life-stages, related with key-transition
moments, showing the need to address specific and changing risks.
Concluding the report, final notes aim to articulate the main trends identified in existing EU
policy guidelines, namely the Renewed Social Agenda for a 21° century Europe, the Agenda
2020 and the EU Strategy on Youth. The conclusions of the analysis also emphasise specific
actions considered essential for promoting the social inclusion of young Europeans,
particularly at the social capital level. Furthermore, suggestions are enunciated for improving
methodologies to better understand youth needs, expectations, capabilities and strengthen

their empowerment and resilience.



1. Introduction

The present report has been commissioned by the Youth Partnership between the Council of

Europe and the European Commission. During its precedent phase, it also benefited from the

contribution of the Turku University, which was responsible for gathering data on part of the
selected indicators. The complementary indicators selected for this analysis come from
institutional sources, namely the European Commission, Eurostat, the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), and the International Labour
Organisation (ILO).

Moreover, the task was divided into separate topics, each attributed to four individual
researchers working on a cooperative basis. It would therefore be considered an added

value to consult the other three reports: the Report on Lifestyles and Living Conditions; the

Report on Employment of Young People and the Report on Attitudes of Young People

This analysis looks at social exclusion as a process and not as a fixed individual
characteristic. In other words, it anchors on the assumption that the concept of inclusion is
understandable in relation to specific domains along life trajectories.

The concept of life-transitions implies a review of the concept of social inclusion, namely the
role of social capital. Social capital refers to interactions with several institutions, including
intermediary relationships and social subsistence support, available as safety nets. If we are
analysing youth social inclusion, we should then take into consideration the relation between
young Europeans and the whole set of institutional contexts to which they belong
(educational, familial, associations, and so forth).

At a European level, a definition of poverty has been developed, based simultaneously on
economic factors and on a multidimensional perspective that privileges the analysis of
transitions and intergenerational effects. Social exclusion assumes diverse forms and many
young people are constrained by an accumulation of vulnerabilities. Exclusion may be
caused by unemployment, disability, society 6and individuals' attitudes towards migration,
discrimination, physical and/or mental health, addictive behaviour, abuse, family violence and
criminal record (EU_YOUTH REPORT, COM(2009) 200). In this sense, in order to promote

inclusion, it is crucial to tackle the processes that lead to ruptures, situations of vulnerability

and exclusion. The youth age group of 16 to 25 consists of several crucial moments in life
and is consequently considered relevant identifying which risks are specific to those specific
life-transitions and faces by young European.

Social inequalities within and across countries assume diverse shapes. In line with the official
EU view, this report assumes that precarious living conditions, such as long-term
unemployment, poverty, health problems, discrimination based on ethnic origins, among

others, pose a threat to social integration. Thereafter, the topic of social inclusion is a very
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broad one and targets different population groups necessitating different strategies (long-
term unemployed, people living in poverty, who have health problems and/or who are
immigrants, among others).

For this report, the Youth Partnership has opted for articulating social inclusion and equal
opportunities. This choice originates from the consensus that sufficient income, health,
labour market attachment, social support and family backup are key-factors for a decent life

for young people.

2. Brief Considerations on Social Inclusion Analysis

2.1. Social Exclusion

The concept of social exclusion represents a counter concept to a set of others, including
participation and empowerment. It has been the object of a proliferation of definitions, which
now raise the interrogation: are we witnessing a return to the root issue of modern rationality
i i.e. social inequalities'?

For instance, from the eighties onwards, the debate on social exclusion has shown a growing
awareness of the difficulties related to those social layers slightly above the poverty line,
previously included in the labour market, which now flare up the range and number of the
beneficiaries of social services provision(inouvel | €. pauvret ®0

Several angles of analysis coexist. The French tradition centres on relational matters, such
as the rupture of social bonds between individuals and society i solidarity, insertion and
integration. On the other hand, Anglo-Saxon research focuses on the individualsé and
householdsodlack of economic resources 1 individual rights and economic development. For
articulating both traditions, it is fundamental to differentiate the causes of precarious
situations in terms of process and its repercussions (poverty), as well as its impacts
(perpetuation of poverty).

The concept of social capital refers to the interaction between individuals and the institutions.
It is upon this interaction that an individual characteristic (age, gender, health, etc) are
shaped or as a enabler or an obstacle for social inclusion, namely access to the available
social services according to the entitlement conditions rendered, from a qualitative point of
view, as enablers or constraints for social inclusion. As an example, being young can be a
gateway for self-employment if special incentives are available. Aspects of social protection,

as well as social capital, play a key-role in improving the living conditions of youth. It is

'"coest bien |l e probl me de | 6i n®gali tife mogerie dealavpaiivieté, ®t ® au ¢
qui est refoul ®e par | es anabRrecacsi in Paugam d99énets5 ddexcl usi on s o«
iLe succ s de la notion dbéexclusion est, par cons®quent, e
6une mainmseeasur des franges de plus en plus nombreuses et mal protégées de la population ».

d
Paugam, 1996: 12-15



especially the case for tailored measures aimed at empowering young people in the search

of the concretisation of their capabilities and life expectations.

In this sense, youth studies must contemplate a dynamic combination of diverse data

sources and indicators®, including ethnographic methodologies and call for the cooperation of

several social agents, from schools to social support providers.

The design of social protection shapes the visibility of the groups in a situation of social

exclusion and consequently highlights the need to get to the fhiddenocases, which are often

outside of institutional support webs (example, overcrowding housing situations).

Modernity dynamics ask for a redefinition of poverty and inequality analysis. Thereafter, fthe

causal explanation of poverty is also recast and broadened to take account of the routes

through and out of poverty. The focus is on the triggers that precipitate spells of poverty as

well as on the factors that mediate the impact of the triggers. drhefclassification of the poor

is equally transformed. Conventional classifications are usually based on the standard and

essentially static sociodemographic variables such as employment status, household type,

age or gender . This gives rise to classificatio
6t he unempl oyed©od, 6single mothersdé, o6the el derly
to a combination of vari abl esnmagriadthenglas e me
However, an unemployed person bridging a few months to their next jobs is in a very

different life situation than someone who has been on the dole for years. Each of the
conventional O6probl em gr oups &isiakey Himendioh gfthiset er o g
heterogeneity. %0

From an analytic point of view, youth social inclusion and equal opportunities should be

addressed as a process of several ruptures according to different life trajectories. The

theories of intergenerational transfer highlight the fact that poverty is made of flows, coming

in and out of that situation. This is also critical to understand the processes in order to

overcome poverty.

It was found that predictors of poverty transitions include ffixed characteristics (as sex and

race); initial conditions (such as childhood background of the young adult); time-varying

covariates (such as marrying or giving birth to a child); duration of the current spell (associate

negatively with chances of a poverty transition in either direction bec aus e of nst
dependedhced) .

Fur t her mo is@&creading ecognitidn that chronic poverty results from the cumulative

i mpact of discrimination, ri sk, vul necydeband i ty an

3 Leisering and Walker (1998, pp. 25-33) propose a range of data sources: panel surveys; life history stories;
qualitative panels and biographies; administrative data: event history analysis. It is also fundamental to take into
account the importance of institutional ethnography observing encounters with different institutional actors and
spaces.

* Walker and Shaw, 1998: 268

® Hill et al, 1998: 85-107



between generations. Thus the multiple factors contributing to vulnerability across the life
cycle are not only related to chronological age (children, young people, older people) and life
stage (adolescent men, widows). In addition it is important to consider how social and
cultural factors such as ethnicity, gender, disability and religion intersect with chronological
age and life-stages.&

The work-life balance perspective is also particularly useful to move the debate on part-time
and full-time work within the work-family sphere of debate to a broader work-life discussion,
namely for informing policies on gender equal opportunities. fit is concluded that since the
work-life system is multi and not just two-dimensional, it is important to examine how all life
domains interrelate with each other. In this way, we would be in a better position to begin to

assess all the benefits and disadvantages associated. ‘0

2.2. Risk

The discourse on risks of social exclusion is an expanding one. Ulrich Beck® defends that a

0r i sk caoloeiseeh gsba new stage of development carrying new opportunities and

news ways for citizens to participate actively in societies. a motivating challenge representing

a new stage for the development of modernity that permits to open new forms of active

participation. On the other hand, the factor of dependency on social support can be
synonymous of crises susceptibility. One of the bottlenecks of the vulnerability perspective is

thatcl i ent s of soci al S U pepscapable@r et @ koimpagsionoratheri der e d
than empowerment approaches.

Risk is a continuum rather than a break. fOne might want to talk about a division T that exists

along with and, to some extent, re-inscribes older divisions of class and disadvantage 1

between active citizens (capable of managing their own risk) and targeted populations (the

6at riskbé, the high risk) who require intervent.
however, is to realize that these are liminal categories marking a fluid threshold rather than a

strict divide. One of the consequences of the language of risk is that the entire population

can be the locus of a vulnerability that can also single out specific populations, in a way that

the language of danger, class or disadvantage cannoto®.

The range of choices increases proportionally to the expansion of unpredictability. ore risks

we face, the more decisions and choices we need to make. Itis thosethatareil ess st abl e
that are likely to be the most anxious. The fApolitical teaxidmmowty of u

contemplate the problem of poverty.

® Walker, A., 2009

" Warren, 2004

|06 Mall ey in
Ob6Mall ey in
19 Bauman, 2001: 117

Mitchell,
Mi t chell

e
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© ©
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Dean Mitchell affirms that inequalities and poverty need to be recognised and addressed by
the welfare state. There are several typesoffigov er nme nt a k'SFRorinstance theo g
techniques of empowerment act as an obligatory point through which individuals are required

to agree to a range of normalising, therapeutic and training measures, such as agreements
by the unemployed and learning contracts that are designed by the governments for clients
social insertion. According to the different social spheres individuals belong to, like the
household, work place, political identifications, and so forth, several levels of risk exist.

In conclusion, it matters to look at transitions but also at the several formal and informal
domains of social life, from employment and housing to access to culture, quality of family

relations and friendship, among others.

3. Poverty and Income Inequalities

- Children in lone-parent households or in large families are most at risk of poverty
Across Europe,t he ri sk of poverty affects more signifi ¢
children are also, in average, more vulnerable to the risk of poverty. In regards to, the risk of
poverty amongst the young people under the age of 18, the higher values for 2007 are found
in Romania (33%) and Bulgaria (30%), followed by Italy, Spain and Poland.

National poverty rates for children living in lone parent households rank from around 20% in
Nordic countries to around 54% in Malta and 45% in Luxembourg. Thereafter, Member
States presenting a more favourable situation for single parent households were Denmark
(17%) and Finland (20%), and for the under 18s the same countries along with Slovenia
(11%) and Cyprus (12%). In the EU-25, the poverty risk for children growing up in large
families (with 3 children or more), for the precedent year, was around 25%, showing that they

are also in a vulnerable situation.

1 Mitchell, 1999: 147-150



Fig. 1 At-risk-of-poverty rate by age groups and type of household, 2007

60%
54%
50% )
44% 0455 o 44%
40% 42% 42%
34% 34%34% 34934% %330@4% . 0E!ﬂ'l%
30% 31 29% | 30%317%81% 29%
0% L 27%, | 26% 27%
p)1 72 245 245 8 44%24%
208 21% 21% Zi,é I 20%
20% - 17% 475 | 18%
o 1284 1
% a %
10%
0% A
A @ @A LR ERERNRPRPL G AR PR PR LRRS S
"v-\»‘«so?»(\(\é\a@*b(\.@\d0&%%06%0\}%060&@‘:‘@&.@60
VTS LS FLREVTRF PO & E @ o ® ¥
< P Q,} Q__Q,Q Qq,(‘ (:,Q}(Q &N O « C \,\‘56‘0*?,(6\0 Q\\\ o é?g(& = K Qo < ‘_}0 ‘,_3\0 S cjalb{-\g\%
& s &
ETotal  ®Lessthan18 Between 18 and 24 years W Single Parent with Dependent Children

Note: At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers is defined as the share of persons with an equivalised disposable income
below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60% of the national median equivalised disposable income (after social
transfers). This indicator is broken down by gender, by age and by household type. Source: Eurostat, 2006

- Youth at risk of poverty

In EU-27, although varying greatly across the Member States, one in five young people aged
18-24 is in a situation of risk of poverty (20%). These figures are lower for young people in
Malta (8%), Cyprus and Slovenia (9%). In this regard, the Nordic countries do not show a
similar positive trend with rates of 34% in Denmark and 27% in Sweden. However, these last
countries have very favourable values for single parents with dependent children,
respectively 17% and 24%, as the lowest rates in the EU.

- Joblessness : a persistent trend that significantly affect children

In 2006, almost 10% of EU-25 working age adults aged 18-59 (and not students) live in
households where no one had worked in the previous 4 weeks (jobless households). This
rate ranges from less than 6% in Cyprus and Portugal to more than 13% in Poland and
Belgium. On average, a similar proportion of children live in jobless households (10% in the
EU in 2006). This proportion shows diversity across Member States, ranging from less than
4% in Luxembourg, Slovenia and Greece to more than 14% in Bulgaria and the United
Kingdom. In spite of signs showing a decrease in the number of children living in jobless
households, only Bulgaria, Estonia, Greece, Spain, Italy, Lithuania, and to a certain extent
Luxembourg and the United Kingdom, have shown some signs of improvement. Thereafter,
the persistence of the effects of unemployment on children is still a concern. (European
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Commi s s i o rChildren paverty and well-being in EU. Current status and way forward
(2008) Reference data 2005)

- Migrant household is a factor of vulnerability

Children living in a migrant household (where at least one parent is born abroad) show
significantly higher risks of poverty (two to five times) than those whose parents were born in
the host country i reaching 30% or more. In Belgium, Ireland, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, the risk of poverty within migrant households with
children is at least 10 percentage points higher. (European Commission report fiChildren

poverty and well-being in EU. Current status and way forward (2008) Reference data 2005)

- Persisting income disparities amongst countries on a north-south and west-east

divide

In addition to large cross-country differences in the average level of household income,

considerable income disparities emerge within countries.

In the EU, Latvia, Portugal, Lithuania and Greece stand out as countries with the highest

income inequality, meaning that the total income received by the 20% most affluent people in

these four countries is from about 6,1 to 7,9 times higher than that received by the 20% of

the population with the lowest income (S80/S20 index). In addition, other low-income New

Member States such as Estonia, Hungary, Poland and Romania, are characterised by an

unequal income distribution, with their S80/S20 index ranging between 5.3 and 7.9. Ireland,

Italy, Spain and the United Kingdom are also above the EU average.

Fig. 2 Inequality of income distribution (S80/S20 income quintile share ratio) and Gini
Coefficient, 2006

mm Gini Coefficient (%) == Income quintile share ratio (580/520)

Note: Inequality of income distribution (S80/S20 income quintile share ratio): The ratio of total income received by the 20 % of
the population with the highest income (top quintile) to that received by the 20 % of the population with the lowest income
(lowest quintile). Income must be understood as equivalised disposable income.

Gini Coefficient: can range between 0 and 100, with 0 expressing perfect equality (all persons in the country enjoy the same
income) and 100 representing complete inequality (one person holds all of the income of the country).

Source: Eurostat, 2005
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The average value of the S80/S20 index for the whole EU is 4.8 and for the EU-15 it stands
at 4.7, which is about half of the level for the two candidate countries, Turkey and the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM). Meanwhile, Austria, Denmark, Finland, the
Netherlands and Sweden have the lower income inequality (index below 4).

The value of the Gini coefficient, another measure of income inequality, is also very high in
post-communist countries (between 33 and 39). This indicates that economic transition has
resulted in a significant social polarisation, as, despite the rapid economic growth of some
several ascension countries, not all parts of the population share the benefits. Transition
countries without large inequalities include Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and Slovenia, with a
Gini coefficient below 26 and the S80/S20 index below 4.0 (similar to the mentioned cluster
of Nordic countries). This highlights the persistence of high discrepancies across the

European Union.

4. Social Capital and Social Protection

The sustainability of the several Member States social protection systems is a key-factor for
the discussion of the European social model. Several trends of demographic and economic
development show that this matter is an important concern, such as the increase of social
isolation and the ratio of the elderly population over the working population, the decrease of
fertility, the economic crisis and the increase of unemployment. Consequently, the models of
financing (based on employees, employers, State) are under revision in the sense that a
solution to guarantee the future retirement of t o d a yodng productive and working
population is necessary.

- An investment with revenues

Different countries have markedly different systems for financing social protection, depending
on whether they favour social security contributions (around 60% of total receipts at EU-27
level in 2005) or general government funding (around 40%).

In 2006, expenditure on social protection accounted for 26,9% of GDP in the EU-27, showing
a decrease from the previous year (27.2%). However, high disparities do exist, and a
percentage share in one country can be half of that of anotherd .sExpenditure was highest in
Sweden (30.7%) and lowest in Estonia (12.4%).

On average in the EU, social transfers other than pensions (such as unemployment, family
and housing benefits) reduce the risk of poverty by 38%. In the absence of all social
transfers, the average poverty risk for EU Member States would be 26%, against 16% after
receipt of government support. Social transfers are most effective in the Czech Republic,
Germany, the Netherlands, Slovenia and the Nordic countries, where poverty is reduced by

50% or more. Conversely, in Bulgaria, Greece, Spain, Italy and Latvia, social transfers only
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reduce the risk of poverty by 18% or less. (Eurostat, Statistics in focus, 46/2009, Population
and Social Conditions; Eurostat, The Social Situation in the European Union, 2005-2006).

Fig.3 Distribution of benefit expenditure by function in total benefit expenditure, %
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- A special impact on child poverty

In the absence of social benefits, roughly twice as many children would be at risk of poverty.
On average, households with children typically receive around 107 15% of their income in the
form of cash benefits, but this proportion is much higher for low-income households. The
financial situation of families with children is strongly influenced by tax-benefit policies and in
many cases, cash benefits to families replace a second income, which is not available due to
the difficulty of reconciling work and private life. (Eurostat, The Social Situation in the
European Union, 2005-2006)

Countries with the lowest child poverty rates are clearly those who spend most on social
benefits, with the notable exception of Cyprus and i to a lesser extent i Slovenia. This partly
reflects a wealth effect observed among EU countries whereby the richest countries are
those who can afford the highest levels of social protection and redistribution. However, a
number of countries with similar wealth and similar shares of GDP invested in social benefits
achieve very different child poverty rates (e.g. United Kingdom and Belgium vs. Austria or the
Netherlands). Countriesé  w h exgeaditures are specifically developed as family benefits
have the strongest effects in reducing child poverty. In Hungary, Austria, Slovenia, Finland
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and Sweden, family benefits reduce the risk of child poverty by 36% or more (up to 49% in
Austria), and by 26% to 32% in the Czech Republic, Germany, Estonia, France and
Luxembourg. In these countries, the differences in final child poverty outcomes are partly due
to the very different levels of market income poverty. Among the countries with the greatest
impact of social transfers, Hungary and the United Kingdom have the most difficult initial
conditions for children, combining high levels of unemployment and in-work poverty.
Denmark, the Netherlands and Slovenia, where the incidence of joblessness and in-work
poverty is low, benefit from the best market income conditions. (European Commission
r e p oGhitdrenfipoverty and well-being in EU. Current status and way forward (2008)
Reference data 2005)

- Complementary safety-nets

In spite of the fact that a significant percentage of youth relies on a regular work as their main
source of income, family dependence illustrates employment constraints. Moreover, 5% rely
on unemployment or other social benefits as a main source of income. This sphere of
support still reveals questions of stigma and the perpetuation of social inequalities, since the
highly-educated mention more frequently a regular job as their main source of income, while
less-educated tend to refer to relatives or a partner, and unemployment or social security

benefits, as their main income streams.

Yout hés Percept ingheg€U

Young Europeans in 2007 no longer rely primarily on the family for their financial needs. The main
source of income in 2007 for 43% of them is regular work. Slightly more than four out of ten young
people say that their main source of income is a regular job (which does not necessarily imply
employment). In most Member States the second most significant income source is relatives or a
partner, with the exception of Denmark, Finland and Sweden, where the second most mentioned
income source is a training allowance or an educational grant, and the Netherlands, where casual
work is the second most significant. In Italy, Bulgaria, Greece and Hungary, relatives or a partner are
still the main providers of financial resources for young persons while regular work comes in the
second place. Women are more likely than men to mention that relatives or a partner provide most of
their income, and men are more likely to say that they obtain the largest part of their financial
resources through a regular job.

The highly-educated mention more often a regular job as the main source of their income, while less-
educated tend to refer to relatives or a partner, and unemployment or social security benefits as their
main income streams.

(European Commission, Looking behind the figures: The main results of the Eurobarometer 2007
survey on youth)

D N

There are slight differences across the European Union in regards to the main source of
support in case of illness, need for advice, someone to talk to, financial assistance. The most
notable are in Germany and in Scandinavian countries where people are more inclined to
turn to their partner rather than ask another family member for help or assistance around the
house when ill. In the Baltic States, a family member is the main source of support regarding
personal or family matters. Moreover, compared to people in other Member States, people in

Cyprus, Austria and Ireland more frequently turn to their partner when they need to raise a
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large sum of money. For the same financial assistance, people in Slovakia and the
Mediterranean countries are far more likely to turn to another family member (Eurobarometer
273 "European social reality" reconducted in November December 2006 in EU-27).

Intermediary levels of relations are also key-factors to avoid social isolation and improve
youth empowerment and full participation in society, including the political and decision-
making spheres, namely the associative, cultural, volunteering and leisure domains of

inclusion.

5. Equal Opportunities

5.1. Discrimination

Discrimination may take place based on several distinctive factors, stigmas, namely ethnic
origin, disability, sexual orientation, age, religion or beliefs and gender. Overall, by order of
importance, the Europeans consider the following groups as being in a situation of
disadvantage: disabled (79%), Roma (77%), aged over 50 (69%), different ethnic origin than
the rest of the population (62%), homosexual (54%), part of a religion different from the main
religion in the country (39%), women (33%) and being aged under 25 (20%). (Special
EUROBAROMETER 263 ADi scrimination i n t he.
Thereafter, the answers may lead to a discussion on the conceptions of discrimination, since
it is possible to say that some groups, although are not targets of discrimination, still do not
have access to the same opportunities compared to others in a position of advantage. In this

sense, men show a clear position of advantage (49%).

5.2. Gender Disparities

In spite of the convergent recent developments, gender imbalance is still a visible sign of
social asymmetry within and across Member States. It affects not only the decision-making
sphere and remuneration levels but also other dimensions, such as employment. This
inequality is conditioned by a series of correlated factors. Among these, are issues of
available infrastructures, such as child and long-term care (care for both descendents and
older dependants), and the work-life balance that reflects employment policies (paternity and
maternity leaves) as well as the private sphere and the sharing of domestic and family tasks.
(Communication from the Commission, A better work-life balance: stronger support for
reconciling professional, private and family life, COM(2008) 635 final).

- Transversal gender gaps in disfavour of young women in the employment domain

In 2006, the distribution of boys and girls in upper secondary education shows a balance in
most EU countries, despite showing differences when considering the number of women to
every hundred men. This is the case in Germany (89 women to every 100 men), Malta (88)

Austria (89) and Poland (90). Conversely, in Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Estonia, Latvia,
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Lithuania, Ireland, Spain, Luxembourg, Portugal and the United Kingdom, women are more
numerous in upper secondary education.

Considering educational focus and orientation, girls tend to prepare further education
projects whereas boys tend to anticipate their entry into the labour market (54% girls
attending general programmes against 43% of the boys). A reverse trend verifies regarding
vocational training with a prevalence of boys, with the exception of Ireland and the United
Kingdom.

There are no large gender differences at EU level with respect to temporary youth
employment. On average, young women are slightly more likely to be in a temporary contract
than young men are, although there are differences between Member States.

The EU has, in the last decade, been witnessing a phenomenon of ‘feminisation’ of tertiary
education (112 women to every 100 men in higher education in 2006).

In most Member States, more than half of young men aged 15-29 were economically active
(in 2006). There is no such trend for young women, where activity rates varied between 70%
(Denmark and the Netherlands) and 39% (Hungary).

Gender differences are very significant when considering part-time work, with young women
on average represented twice as much as men. In this regard, only Romania displayed an
insignificant gender difference.

For unemployment, young women in the EU register generally higher rates. The case of
Greece is one of the most extremes, where the female youth unemployment rate is almost
twice as high as for young males. Other Member States with a particular large youth
unemployment gender gap, also in disfavour of women, are Spain and Portugal.

In spite of an overall fdistanc e féom politics (62% of young men and 70% of young women
are hardly or not interested), 40% of young males declared that they are quite or very

interested in politics, while a little less than 30% of females showed such interest.

5.3.  Ethnic Origins Disparities

The access to educational and work equal opportunities, regardless of ethnic origin, is also a
concern for the EU. However, belonging to a migrant background, or having parents from an
ethnic minority, is still a factor of vulnerability. As mentioned previously in this report, children
living in a migrant household (defined as household where at least 1 parent is born abroad)
face a much higher risk of poverty than children whose parents were born in the host
country. In most countries, the risk of poverty rate amongst these children reaches 30% or
more and is two to five times higher than the risk faced by children whose parents were born
in the country of residence.

In spite of the general scarcity of data on youth unemployment/employment and nationality,

the available active youth rates verify that there are cross-national disparities.
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Fig.4 Youth (15-24 years old) activity rates by nationality (%), 2007
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Source: Eurostat, LFS Series
Note: Employment/activity rates represent employed/active persons as a percentage of same age total population.

Citizenship is defined according to national legislation of each country.

In one pole, the countries that show a higher activity rate for foreigners between 15 and 24
years old include Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Spain, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg
and Portugal. On the other, the Nordic countries with higher activity rates of national citizens.
This last cluster also registers a higher ratio of foreign-born unemployment rate relative to
native-born for the total active population (OECD Factbook 2008: Economic, Environmental
and Social Statistics, Population and migration - International migration i Migration and
unemployment). Other countries, like Austria, Belgium, Luxembourg, show close rates
between the two groups. At the EU level, the foreign group has higher rates of activity.
Nevertheless, data on activity rates should be taken into account and should also consider
an analysis of the quality of work, including employment conditions, type of contract, school
leaving/drop-out due to economic needs/constraints, and so forth. This analysis would give
as an insight on the quality of employment insertion between national and immigrant young
people.

Ov e r alindst,evefy country shows different results in the unemployment figures according
to ethnic origin, with the dominant group generally faring better than minority groups. There
are only a few economies that produce data by both ethnic origin and age. Australia is one
that reported 70 per cent of Indigenous young adults (aged 20 to 24 years) were neither in
full-time education nor working in 2001, a share that was much higher than that for young
people in general. In the United States, it was estimated that around one third of black male

teenage workers and one-quarter of black female teenagers remained unemployed in 1999,
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again rates that were much higher than the overall youth unemployment rates at the time
(10.3 per cent young males; 9.9 per cent young females).0 ( Gl ob al Empl oyment
Youth, ILO, 2004)

5.4. Other social vulnerabilities

One of the main concerns for a dynamic approach on social inclusion that overcomes
simplistic perspectives is to consider the impact of an accumulation of vulnerabilities. fit has
been estimated that people with disabilities represent 10 to 15% of the total population in
Europe. In other words, 80 to 120 million European citizens have a form of disability, a
number which exceeds the population of almostevery Eur opean? st ate. 0

During the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe on the European Day of

Disabled People Conference (5 December 2006™), it was st r e s $he dEuropdara t fi
Union must recognise the potential of its young people, with or without disabilities. The future

Europe is inclusive, accessible to all, a Europe in which disabled people are full citizens, free

to make their own choi ces The distcussionsancligded the fightttch ei r o w
education and training, access to the employment market, goods and services and the

means to guarantee the full participation of young disabled people in society. According to

the leader of the European Disability movement, young people with disabilities play an active

role in the European integration process: il t i s ti me to make your VvVoic
stakeholders present what you want them to do. You are the main actors, make yourselves
visible and raise your concerns at al/l l evel s. 0
Furthermore, the European Action Plan (2008-2009)* establishes the following priorities:

actions for inclusive participation through accessibility and actions towards the full enjoyment

of fundamental rights.

Regional disparities are also a matter of concern for European social cohesion. Among

these, social exclusion due to constraints on mobility, or as a consequence of national
unemployment differences, has drained youth seeking for employment but without any

safety-nets from rural to metropolitan areas. In this regard, local based social support

approaches to entitlement (housing and employment support, etc.) exclude many youth

without a local connection.

2 Recommendation 1592 (2003)1 Towards full social inclusion of people with disabilities http://youth-partnership.coe.int/youth-
partnership/documents/EKCYP/Youth_Policy/docs/Cohesion/Policy/Recommendation 1592 2003.pdf

¥ http://www.youthforum.ora/en/system/files/yfi_public/press_releases/en/06.12.2006.pdf

“Sijtuation of disabled people in the European Union: the European Action Plan 2008-2009, COM(2007) 738 final http:/eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2007:0738:FIN:EN:PDF

18


http://youth-partnership.coe.int/youth-partnership/documents/EKCYP/Youth_Policy/docs/Cohesion/Policy/Recommendation_1592_2003.pdf
http://youth-partnership.coe.int/youth-partnership/documents/EKCYP/Youth_Policy/docs/Cohesion/Policy/Recommendation_1592_2003.pdf
http://www.youthforum.org/en/system/files/yfj_public/press_releases/en/06.12.2006.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2007:0738:FIN:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2007:0738:FIN:EN:PDF

6. Youth Paths & Key-transition Moments

The changes on family and household patterns closely relate to changing lifestyles and life
course patterns. The length of different life phases (childhood/puberty, family formation/
parent hood, ne ® @ dparepts living without their grown-up children-
retirement/dependency) is changing and the succession of stages is becoming less linear.
The Aiexcl uaj e at'dthighbghtoa range of individual handicaps and shared
enchainment of vulnerable educational and employment paths, namely low qualifications,
significant duration of unemployment, absence of stable work, and a strong dependence of
social support measures, including seeking employment. In this context, the employment
trajectory of young people is usually conditioned by the quality of their first work experience,
namely from the perspective of the working conditions, especially if young people are
involved in precarious work that excludes them from unemployment and other cash benefits.
Inot her wor ds, yout h, as the future of o-ur SOoCI
di schargeabl edo rather than empower ed tsa®odialabl e t
exclusion trajectories also have effects at the cultural level, on interpersonal relationships,
between groups and with institutions. In other words, poverty and exclusion cover a variety of
positions, dispositions and trajectories linked with several ways of living and lifestyles. Being
in a situation of social vulnerability affects the individuals at the psychological and social

levels, in terms of belonging and identity.

6.1. Leaving Education and Employment

- Education Attainment Level and Early School Leaving

In the EU-27, the percentage of young people aged 20-24 years having attained at least
upper secondary education level has risen from 76,6% to 77,8% between 2001 and 2006. In
2006, the rates were for men, 74,8% and for women, 80,7%. The countries that did not show
this improvement trend were Denmark, Germany, Spain, Hungary and Slovakia. The
percentage of 18-year olds (all ISCED levels) in education (2005) is 78%. Thereafter, in spite
of employment vulnerabilities, more women than men have successfully completed upper
and post-secondary education. (Statistical Portrait, Eurostat, 2008).

Early school leaving is still a concern, particularly for those countries whose figures are
higher than the EU average, namely Malta, Portugal, Spain and Italy. In opposition to
southern Europed shigher levels of early school leaving, the Czech Republic, Poland,
Slovenia and Slovakia present the lower percentages. In average, men show higher

percentages of early school leaving.

!5 Dubar in Paugam, 1996: 115
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Fig. 5 Youth Education Attainment Level and Early School Leavers (%), 2001-2006

Youth education Early school leavers (%)
attainment level (%) Total Male Female

2001 2006 2001 2006 2001 2006 2001 2006
EU-27 76,6 77,8 17,3 15,3 19,4 17,5 15,2 13,2
Euro area 72,7 73,8 19,5 17,8 22,2 20,4 16,9 15,1
Belgium 81,7 82,4 13,6 12,6 15,0 14,9 12,3 10,2
Bulgaria 78,1 80,5 20,3 18,0 21,1 18,2 19,5 17,9
Czech Republic 90,6 91,8 : 55 : 5,7 : 54
Denmark 78,4 77,4 9,0 10,9 9,8 12,8 8,2 9,1
Germany 73,6 71,6 12,5 13,8 12,2 13,9 12,8 13,6
Estonia 79,8 82,0 14,1 13,2 17,1 19,6 11,0 :
Ireland 83,9 85,4 : 12,3 : 15,6 : 9,0
Creece 80,2 81,0 17,3 15,9 21,3 20,7 13,4 11,0
Spain 65,0 61,6 29,2 29,9 35,6 35,8 22,7 23,8
France 81,8 82,1 13,5 13,1 15,0 15,1 12,0 11,2
Italy 67,9 75,5 26,4 20,8 30,2 24,3 22,6 17,3
Cyprus 80,5 83,7 17,9 16,0 23,9 23,5 13,1 9,2
Latvia 71,7 81,0 : 19,0 : 21,6 : 16,1
Lithuania 80,5 88,2 13,7 10,3 18,4 13,3 9,3 7,0
Luxembourg 68,0 69,3 18,1 17,4 19,0 20,9 17,2 14,0
Hungary 84,7 82,9 12,9 12,4 13,3 14,0 12,6 10,7
Malta 40,1 50,4 54,4 41,7 55,3 44,6 53,5 38,8
Netherlands 72,7 74,7 15,3 12,9 16,5 15,1 14,1 10,7
Austria 85,1 85,8 10,2 9,6 9,7 9,3 10,7 9,8
Poland 89,7 91,7 79 5,6 9,7 7,2 6,0 3,8
Portugal 44.4 49,6 44,0 39,2 51,2 46,4 36,7 31,8
Romania 77,3 77,2 21,3 19,0 21,4 19,1 21,3 18,9
Slovenia 88,2 89,4 7,5 5,2 9,3 6,9 5,6 3,3
Slovakia 94,4 91,5 : 6,4 : 7,3 : 55
Finland 86,1 84,7 10,3 8,3 13,0 10,4 7,7 6,4
Sweden 85,5 86,5 10,5 12,0 11,3 13,3 9,7 10,7
United Kingdom 76,9 78,8 17,7 13,0 18,7 14,6 16,7 11,4

Note: The indicator youth education attainment level is defined as the percentage of young people aged 20-24 years having
attained at least upper secondary education attainment level, i.e. with an education level ISCED 3a, 3b or 3c long minimum
(numerator). The denominator consists of the total population of the same age group, excluding no answers to the question
highest level of education or training attained. Both the numerators and the denominators come from the EU Labour Force
Survey (LFS). From 27 October 2006, this indicator is based on annual averages of quarterly data instead of one unique
reference quarter in spring. See footnotes for further details.

Early school leavers refers to persons aged 18 to 24 in the following two conditions: the highest level of education or training
attained is ISCED 0, 1, 2 or 3c short and respondents declared not having received any education or training in the four weeks
preceding the survey (numerator). The denominator consists of the total population of the same age group, excluding no
answers to the questions highest level of education or training attained and participation to education and training. Both the
numerators and the denominators come from the EU Labour Force Survey.

More information on ISCED levels on EU YOUTH REPORT, COM(2009) 200, pp. 13-14

Source: Eurostat

- Child labour

Early school leaving mirrors problems suchasc hi | d lIn2004d there werg about 218
million child labourers in the world. Three quarters of them (166 million) were younger than
15 years. In fact, 108 milliond almost half of all child labourers in the worldd were younger
t han 12 Itisdéundamsentd to keep in mind that child labour assumes several forms,
from light work to trafficking and forced labour. (Global Child Labour Trends 2000 to 2004,
ILO, April 2006)
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- Young people not in education, employment or training (NEETS)

TheOECD countries with inactivity rates above average include Turkey (significantly higher)
followed by Italy, Greece, the United Kingdom, Japan, Spain, Portugal, New Zealand,
Switzerland and Austria. Sweden shows a higher difference between male and female youth
inactivity rates and Poland has the lower percentages. Mo r e o Yoethe, OE@D as a whole,
there has been a decline in the percentages of all teenagers who are neither in employment
nor education, but the decline has been most marked for females. The fact that young
people, and particularly females, spend more time in education than they did a decade ago

has contributed to this. Several features of the labour markets and training systems affect the

ease of transition from school to wor k. OECD

work have identified Nordic and English-speaking countries as those where this process is
smoother than in countries in Continental and Southern Europe countries. Beyond waste of
human capital and risks of marginalisation in the labour markets, delays in settling into jobs
will lead many youths to live longer with their parents and defer the formation of independent
families, further c omp o WE@D fRagtbook e2008:i Ecbnbmyic,

Environmental and Social Statistics) Fu r t h e r mihe Europeantlevelj more than one

third of young people aged 15-24 were NEET. The EU average sometimes hides big
differences between the Member States. Indeed, this share reached more than 50 % for
Bulgaria and Hungary and around 20 % in Denmark and the Netherlands. By the age of 25
the share of young people in NEET is lower compared to the youngest age class: one might
suppose that this decline is mainly due to those who have already found a job or enrolled
again in education. Nevertheless, in many countries there are still more than 20 % of young
people aged 25-29 years considered as NEET. @&U YOUTH REPORT, COM(2009) 200).
The key stages of reaching compulsory education, or breaks in education levels , are crucial
moments of ruptures in education itineraries. From this point of view, protection systems also
face more difficulties to tackle children at risk, including child labour, family violence and
delinquency in general, since there is no longer any intervention from the school. In this
sense, early intervention and mediation services are fundamental for reverting social
exclusion processes and other concerning issues, such as neglect and isolation.

- Youth: a vulnerable situation in terms of access to employment

Across Europe, the rates for unemployment amongst the young aged 25 or below are
significantly higher than the rates for the over 25 years olds, with figures reaching 29,8% in
Poland (against 11,7%), followed by Slovakia (26,6% against 11,7%). The lower levels were

found in Denmark (7,7% against 3,2)*°

'8 For more information the Report on Employment, Unemployment by D. Potocnik (October, 2009)

21

decl

r

(S

r


http://lysander.sourceoecd.org/vl=437441/cl=16/nw=1/rpsv/fact2008/110301.htm
http://lysander.sourceoecd.org/vl=437441/cl=16/nw=1/rpsv/fact2008/110301.htm

Fig. 6 Unemployment Rates, < 25 years and > 25 years (2006)
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For 38% of the young Europeans the most important difficulties in finding a job are the lack of job
opportunities in their country. Slightly less than one in four thinks that the main problem is a lack of
practical experience. 12% blame lack of training opportunities and 11% mention that they have poor
careers advice at school.

Young people from the EU15 Member States are more likely than those in the 12 new Member States
to say that the main reason for being unable to find a job would be a general societal problem (e.g. a
lack of job opportunities or insufficient training opportunities in their country) while young people in the
new Member States are more likely to select a reason related to them personally (e.g. they do not
have enough practical experience).

Communication and teamwork skills, an apprenticeship or a training course, IT and computer abilities,
and knowledge of a foreign language are the four main skills mentioned by young Europeans as the
most useful qualities needed to find a good job. Few young persons think that entrepreneurial skills or
knowledge of the business world and a good appearance are useful in finding a good job.

(European Commission, Looking behind the figures: The main results of the Eurobarometer 2007
survey on youth)

6.2. Autonomy

- Young Europeans are leaving their parental home later, especially men

Across Europe, young people tend to stay longer in their parental home. In 2005, 66% of
young women and 78% of men aged 18-24 in the EU were still living with their parents. This
indicator varies sharply across Europe. For instance, young ltalians, Portuguese or Greeks
leave the parental home much later than Danes or Estonians. Furthermore, the percentage
of people aged 257 29 years living in the parental home is much smaller in countries such as
the UK (18%), Finland and Denmark (almost 0%). This overall trend of a delayed departure
from the parental home can be caused by a longer length of time in education, as well as a
reflection of poorer opportunities for young people on labour and housing markets. (Eurostat,
The Social Situation in the European Union, 2005-2006).
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Overall, the median age at which young women and men leave the parental home varies
from around 21 in Denmark and Finland to 307 31 in Bulgaria, Greece and Italy 8 and 32 in

Croatia. For women, the average age is lower in all countries, varying from 20 in Denmark

and Finland to 27128 i n Greece, Spai n, I'taly, Mdel of a

WO me n and me n  S$tatisticd Poriaft, e2008). Furthermore, the household
characteristics of women and men between 25 and 29 years old leaving their parental home
indicate that the percentages of women dal

men, as is the case for the United Kingdom . (Statistical Portrait, Eurostat, 2008).

Yout hés Perceptions on Leavi

Lack of means to live on their own is the number one cause in restricting young Europeans from
leaving the nest. 44% believe that this happens because they cannot afford to move out, and 28%
because of lack of affordable housing. 16% give a more self-centred reason, agreeing with the
statement that young people today prefer to prolong a comfortable situation with fewer responsibilities.
Few young Europeans think that getting married later or having to support their parents financially are
the main reasons for leaving their parents home later than before. A lack of financial resources is
given as the primary reason in 16 out of 27 Member States. In 10 other countries, the shortage of
affordable housing is selected as the most significant cause.

(European Commission, Looking behind the figures: The main results of the Eurobarometer 2007
survey on youth)

7. Youth & Risks
Youth risks and vulnerabilities change along the lifecycle calling for tailored support
measures. Moreover, situations of childhood poverty are often perpetuated along life
trajectories and family generations, revealing the need for more effective social support
measures, and above all the promotion of autonomy, instead of an indefinite dependency on
social benefits. Persisting inequalities and extreme social exclusion such as homelessness
and running away remain in the EU calling for specific programmes of support and early

intervention.
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Fig.7 Changing and Accumulating Risks and Vulnerabilities across Childhood and
Youth Life-stage

Age Stage Example risks and vulnerabilities

Early years 0-4 - Poor maternal and early nutrition leading to stunted growth and other life-long negative health impacts;

- Poor cognitive development if early care and stimulation inadequate, with lifelong impact

- Acute vulnerability to disease and infection/poor access to health services

-Exposure to hazardous environments relating to pgd
- High dependency: risk from loss of parent/carer

- Disability through lack of early intervention

- Neglect and discrimination of girls

- Institutionalisation/living in care

Children 5-11 - Risk of not attending school because of domestic or income-earning responsibilities or lack of household
income to pay for school related costs

- Inability to benefit from schooling because of added burden of domestic or income-earning responsibilities

- Particular issues for girls: not prioritised for investment in education/domestic responsibilities/ vulnerability to
sexual exploitation when attending school

- Insufficient food or poor diets increasing likelihood of illness

- Dependency: risk from loss of parent/carer

-Exposure to hazardous environments relating to pqd
- Institutionalisation/living in care

- Lack of childcare structures and supportonpar ent 6s | ife conciliation

- Loneliness and lack of role models

- Lack of early intervention support

Adolescents 12-24 | - Vulnerability of children to early withdrawal from school due to lack of parents/family income

- Impact of triple burden of work, unpaid care and schooling

- Risks from early marriage and child-bearing

- Lack of access to training/formal employment leading to entry into high risk employment categories
- Increased risk of HIV and AIDS infection as individuals become sexually active

- Increasing vulnerability of girls due to gender based violence

-Exposure to hazardous environments relating to pd
- Institutionalisation/living in care

- School absenteeism and child labour

- Loneliness and lack of role models

- Lack of income and housing support to live independently

- Perpetuation of intergenerational poverty

- Gender and ethnic discrimination

- Delinquency and criminal records

- Informal exclusion: access to culture, technologies, relationships and belonging

- Lack of early intervention support and social welfare provision, including move-on

Young adults mid- | - Lack of access to credit/ asset building opportunities

20s/30s - Lack of employment or further training/development

- Loss of employment/ reduced earning potential for women through pregnancy and childcare
- Reduced household income relating to HIV and AIDS prevalence, and other illnesses

- Dependency on social provision/subsistence care

- Lack of income and housing support to live independently

- Perpetuation of intergenerational poverty

- Gender and ethnic discrimination

- Delinquency and criminal records

- Informal exclusion: access to culture, technologies, relationships and belonging

Source: Adptade from Astrid Walker, pp. 131, 2009 (In bold - risks added to the original version)

The table intends to highlight the types of risks that youth face along their lifecycle. These

risks tend to accumulate, due to persisting inequalities and the incapacity of societies to

revert these exclusion trajectories . Further more, it was highlight
exclusionso, ot hers of a mor e, sénsenof aentiya &nd natur
belonging, are also extremely important and should be tackled, using early intervention and

motivation strategies, such as promoting access to culture and resilience.
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8. Final Notes®’

This report corroborates the concern launched by the Renewed Social Agenda for a 21%

century Europe t h astcial ipolicies need to keep pace with these changing realities - they

need to be flexible and responsive to change. ... the same time stark realities remain: too
many people are inactive or unemployed and too many young people leave school early, and
as a result, there are still too many people living in poverty (especially children and older
people) and in social isolation. 0

The analysis also reinforces the priorities emphasised by the Council of Europe under
Agenda 2020. Those are: fensuring access to education, training and the working life,
particularly through the promotion and recognition of non-formal education/learning; support
the transition from education to the labour market, for example by strengthening possibilities
to reconcile private and working life; support autonomy, well-being, appropriate living
conditions; to cultural, sporting and creative activities; encouraging intergenerational dialogue
and solidarityo.

To address the phenomenon of social exclusion, there is a significant need for cross-
national, multi-method perspectives. Young Europeans experience exclusion in different
ways, like school absenteeism, unemployment, and also at the psychological level in issues
as belonging, peer pressures and bullying and so forth.

According to some researchers, European political guidelines tend to over emphasise the
socio-political aspects of participation and exclusion to the detriment of the socio-cultural
dimensions. It is relevant to map social, political and cultural changes and understand how
they are influencing the organisation of youth life.

On the other hand, criticism has also risen regarding the universalistic discourse on equal
opportunities. It is fundamental to assess qualitatively the aims of equal opportunities with
regard to the diversity and the individual expectations of young Europeans. In other others,
avoiding normalising governmental technologies without allowing youth to participate on the
design of the incentives for them addressed.

The decisions young people have to take regarding their working life are affected by the
unemployment rates, which, as highlighted before, represent a concern at the EU level.
Thereafter, youth inactivity, long-term unemployment and no entitlement to social protection
benefits call for an intensive EU commitment. In this regard, it is fundamental to articulate the
existing national programmes and benefits avoiding moments of lack of entitlement to
support. For instance, young people that no longer qualify for child benefits and at the same

time are not yet included under the next stage of employment related benefits.

17 . . . .
For more information see text on Social Inclusion
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A broader perspective of social capital is necessary to think of inclusion in relation to other

intermediary levels that go beyond welfare and family relations. The issue of theinouvel | e

pauvret®o is threatening the role of f ami
This calls for a special attention of the EU towards those young people not in education,
employment or training (NEETS), which are left with fewer possibilities of inclusion.

It is necessary to reinforce the pertinence of multi-method perspectives to better understand
social exclusion; poverty and inequality indicators, including the resource to qualitative data
sources. One fundamental aspect is that social protection shapes the composition and
visibility of vulnerable groups. It verifies that a social protection policy built on an interrelation
of benefits may lead to situations that block and condition the life prospects of youth 1
excluded from work, excluded from benefits, excluded from housing.

Each Member State has revenues and should be able to better inform EU policy-makers on
the needs of young people. This implies assessing the groups tackled by social benefits and
other forms of support, along with the ones that are in situations of no-entittement and of
particular vulnerability. In other words, there is a need to identify those who are not getting
the support they need, as well as the reasons why and which services are required. This
calls for an assessment of those who are excluded from social protection schemes.

Social inclusion analysis must consider diversities (gender, ethnicity, disability, among
others) along with the specific needs that youth face at different age stages. For instance,
young people who have left their parental home often have limited financial means, but do
nevertheless have access to housing opportunities and benefit from their own sources of
income through work, student loans or benefits. (EU YOUTH REPORT, COM(2009) 200)

For European social cohesion, income inequalities need to be attenuated within and across
Member States. In this sense, the EU should keep investing on a social and economic
convergence embracing several domains (regional, the structural funds, labour, social
capital), thus increasing the living standards in poorer Member States. In other words,
policies should take into account that young people with the most difficulties in a richer
country may still be better off than those with higher living standards in a poorer Member
State.

The guidelines drawn by the Commission under the EU Strategy on Youth reaffirm that

faddressing youth at risk of poverty and social exclusion involves a wide range of policy
fields and requi r elsis fundlamergat @ tiiepd e & e n &t @ny.socia
exclusion among disadvantaged youth groups and break their intergenerational transmission
by mobilising all actors involved in the life of youth (parents, teachers, social workers, health
professionals, youth workers, young people themselves, pol i ce and | ust.

The main objectives are:
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faddress issues related to teenagers and young adults, in particular those with fewer
opportunities, in social protection and inclusion policies; optimise the use of EU Funds and
experimental programmes to support social integration of young people; realise the full
potential of youth work and youth community centres as means of inclusion; develop
intercultural awareness and competences for all young people; encourage youth involvement
in inclusion policy and cooperation between policy makers; recognise challenges faced by
disadvantaged youth, including through special awards; address homelessness, housing and
financial exclusion; promote access to quality services 1 e.g. transport, e-inclusion, health,
social services; promotes peci fi ¢ support for young families. 0
The present analysis considers relevant, along with the reinforcement of the above-
mentioned EU policy guidelines, to endeavour, at the social capital and practice level, the
following actions:

1. Promote the fight against formal social exclusion by promoting the supply of welfare
services and, in parallel, by taking into account its cultural and informal dimensions,
such as access to culture, peers and friend relationships, among others;

2. Reinforce the investment in early intervention measures, including leaving institutional
care( exampl e, chi;l drends homes)

Reinforce cross-sectoral youth policies and clustered services;

Overcome a policy design based on inter-related benefits that perpetuate situations of

fblockaged ( iexcl uded from benefits; excluded fr
empl oyment o) ;

5. Timely answers in order to avoid the accumulation of negative effects of the several
ruptures a young person may face (eviction, unemployment, etc);

6. Promote effective partnerships among agencies in order to provide integrated types
of support (housing, employment, health, etc.);

7. Reinforce the investment on personalised action plans and pathways tailored to each
young persond seeds and capabilities, with a particular focus on motivation and
resilience.

In terms of methodologies:

1. Emphasise a multi-method perspective and the importance of qualitative data,
including the observation of practices and interactions from an institutional
ethnography perspective in order to promote the potentials of social capital;

2. Promote the achievement across Member States of comprehensive comparative data
by setting common indicators, namely on social subsistence/protection level in order

to identify which groups are also out of the scope and entitlement to social provision;
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3. Identify core variables to promote the comparability of administrative records at the
national and EU levels allowing to better know about the needs of young people and
inform policy makers;

4. Promote a comprehensive analysis on the risk factors of social exclusion according to
specific ages/life stages in order to understand how they vary across EU,;

5. Develop case-studies analysis and the use of qualitative life trajectories approaches
to better understand social exclusion as a process and tackle the reinsertion points
that should be addressed by specific support measures. to avoid an epidemiology of

risk factors without focusing on the processes.

As a conclusion, this year 2010, the fEuropean Year for Combating Poverty and Social

Exclusiond i s a n nmarkfoopromatingtstrategies for social inclusion across Member
States.
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