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SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE EUROPEAN UNION 
Sub-Committee B - Internal Market, Infrastructure and Employment 
CALL FOR EVIDENCE - EU Action to Tackle Youth Unemployment 

 
Response from Institute For Employment Studies (IES) by 

Kari P Hadjivassiliou and Stefan Speckesser 
 
1. Do you think that the EU should be providing funding to Member States to tackle youth 

unemployment? Does EU action respect Member States’ powers in the area of social and 
employment affairs?  

1. In view of the very high levels of youth unemployment in the EU, albeit with considerable country and 
regional variations, there is a need for increased financial resources in facilitating effective youth labour 
market transitions, to which EU funding can make a positive contribution. For example, the Youth 
Guarantee (YG) which has proved an effective way of integrating young people, including NEETs, into 
the market and is currently promoted by the Commission as part of the 2013’s Youth Employment 
Initiative (YEI) has a clear fiscal cost to Member State (MS) Governments.  Indeed, as has been argued, 
adopting YG schemes can be very expensive and not feasible in several MS unless they can count on 
adequate EU funding.   

2. Likewise, in view of the great variations in the level of youth unemployment between Member Sates 
(and regions), the Commission is also offering targeted assistance to specific countries.  Specifically, in 
February 2012, it set up youth action teams whose remit is to help the eight MS with the highest rates 
of youth unemployment (i.e. EL, ES, IE, IT, LT, LV, PT and SK) mobilise EU structural funds (including 
European Social Fund/ESF) still available in the 2007-2013 programming period to both support job 
opportunities for young people and facilitate SME access to finance (for youth employment) (see below). 

3. Although this financial help to these eight MS has already yielded some positive results with tailor-made 
packages of measures being more effective than single measures, it can be argued that some of the terms 
and conditions attached to some interventions and programmes, can be viewed as overriding MS’ 
powers in the area of social and employment affairs, e.g. level of trainee compensation, national 
minimum wage for young people, etc.  

 
3. Is there sufficient disaggregation in EU measures to tackle youth unemployment between, 

for example, support for young people classified as being not in education, employment or 
training (‘NEETs’), support for newly qualified graduates looking for work, and general 
career guidance?  

4. In the face of a dramatic rise of youth unemployment, especially during and after the Great Recession of 
the late 2000s, and more recently in a number of MS, e.g. Southern Europe, EU institutions, notably the 
European Parliament, the European Commission and, more recently, the Council, have put the 
promotion of youth employment at the top of the political agenda. Although smooth, stable and speedy 
school-to-work (STW) transitions has been the focus of EU policies following the launch of the 
EU2020’s flagship initiatives Youth on the Move and, to some extent, the European Platform Against Poverty, 
persistent high levels of youth unemployment have given the importance of STW transitions a renewed 
impetus.  This was reflected in a number of EU policies and initiatives such as the European Employment 
Strategy (EES) and related Guidelines combined with the work of the Employment Committee (EMCO); 
the 2011’s Youth Opportunities Initiative (YOI); the 2012’s Youth Employment Package (YEP;) the March 
2013’s Youth Employment Initiative (YEI); and the June 2013’s Communication Working together for Europe's 
Young People – A Call to Action on Youth Unemployment. 

5. Although the proposed policies and measures in some of these initiatives, e.g. Youth on the Move and 
YOI, in the main address the needs of the general youth population, there has been an increased focus 
on policy diversification and targeting of specific groups, exemplified by the more recent YEP and YEI 
together with changes in ESF funding (see below).  For example,  since an estimated 7.5 million young 
Europeans are currently classified as NEETs, these are the explicit focus of the YEI which complements 
the support provided by the ESF for the EU-wide implementation of the YG (as part of the YEP) and is 
accompanied with  extra ESF funding.  As EU and ILO evidence from Scandinavia (Finland, Sweden), 
Austria, etc. has consistently shown, youth well-designed and targeted guarantees can play a significant 
role in reaching and helping NEETs (and young people in general) enter and/or re-connect with the 
labour market. Indeed, With the YG in mind, the proposal for the ESF Regulation for the next 
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programming period 2014-2020 includes a dedicated ESF investment priority targeting the sustainable 
labour market integration of young NEETs (see below). 

6. Crucially, in order to maximise its reach and effectiveness, the €6 billion that accompanies YEI will be 
channeled to EU regions NUTS Level 2 where youth unemployment rate in 2012 was over 25%. 
Likewise, the YEI implementation will be frontloaded, so that this funding is committed in 2014 and 2015 
rather than over the seven year period of the 2014-2020 Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF).  

7. The principle of the YG is that within four months of leaving formal education or becoming unemployed, 
all young people up to 25 receive a quality offer of (i) a job; (ii) continued education; or (iii) an 
apprenticeship or a traineeship.  With regard to the latter, because of the proven benefits of schemes 
which combine work and study and allow young people to acquire a first work experience, these have 
become much more prominent in EU’s employment and youth policies in recent years. However, since 
NEETs is not a homogeneous group with diverse needs, it has been explicitly recognised that MS (and 
regions) must have maximum flexibility in the YG design and implementation.  To this end, YEI and 
related ESF guidelines allow for wide range of activities/interventions which can address more effectively 
the needs of a particular NEET sub-group.   

8. These include (i) outreach strategies and focal points; (ii) personalised/individual action planning; (iii) 
opportunity of school leavers and low-skilled young people routes to re-enter education and training or 
second-chance education programmes, address skills mismatches and improve their ICT skills; (iv) the 
support for schools and employment services to promote and provide continued guidance on 
entrepreneurship and self-employment for young people, including graduates; (v) the use of targeted and 
well-designed wage and recruitment subsidies to encourage employers to provide young people with an 
apprenticeship or a job placement, and particularly for those furthest from the labour market; (vi) the 
promotion of cross-border mobility for work and/or learning by making young people aware of job 
offers, traineeships and apprenticeships and available support across the EU; (vii) greater availability of 
start-up support services; (viii) enhanced mechanisms for supporting young people who drop out from 
activation schemes and no longer access benefits; etc. 

9. Although the precise measures to be supported through the YEI will be agreed between the 
Commission and the MS in the context of the ESF programming process, the wide range of 
activities/interventions eligible for funding mentioned above is expected to allow for the required 
flexibility and customised delivery and implementation in line with local/regional/national requirements.  

10.  In general, in the face of tightening public finances across the EU, there is a clear trend to a growing 
number of programmes which are explicitly aimed at young people at risk of social and labour market 
exclusion (e.g. AT, BE, BG, CY, DE, DK, EE, ES, FI, FR, HU, IE, IT, LT, LU, MT, SE, SI, SK, UK).  For 
example, active labour market policy (ALMP)-related programmes targeted at graduates such as 
traineeship/internship schemes which were quite prevalent in the aftermath of the Great Recession are 
being phased out in a number of MS. In contrast, as the EU-wide review of apprenticeship and 
traineeship programmes that we (IES) in partnership with Ecorys and IRS Italy have just completed on 
behalf of the European Commission found, there is a concerted effort to focus on vulnerable young 
people, including early school leavers and NEETs.  

 
4. Are the EU’s accounting, monitoring and evaluation procedures sufficient to be able to 

determine whether EU funded projects to tackle youth unemployment have been 
successful or not? Are there ways in which they could be improved?  

11.  Although there is a growing evidence base of research and evaluation studies of EU-funded projects 
aimed at tackling youth unemployment, both the Commission’s ESF Expert Evaluation Network and the 
Commission itself, as well as our (IES) own work in this area have highlighted a number of issues which 
require immediate attention.  

12.  As the Commission’s ESF expert evaluation network’s review of data sources used for evaluating EU-
funded employment-related programmes found, output data together with other forms of secondary 
data (monitoring, financial and final recipient contact data) are most commonly used. On the other hand, 
results based on rigorous evaluation and impact assessment are much less common. Where such results 
are available, there are considerable variations in sampling methods used, difficulties in securing 
sufficiently large sample sizes and attrition in cohort studies which could have an adverse effect in their 
overall validity. 

13. The most common approach has been to build on monitoring data and evaluations of management and 
implementation processes, while evaluations drawing on primary research are much less common. 
Impact evaluations are rare and where they do exist, these are more likely to be theory-based than 
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counter-factual or other impact evaluations. This, in turn, reflects the difficulties involved in designing 
and delivering impact evaluations, including accessing data – particularly micro data; identifying, recruiting 
and sustaining control groups – including data protection issues; and the stage in the programming 
period with most MS focusing on monitoring implementation rather than evaluating results.  

14.  Many evaluations do not provide even the most basic information on the results (achieving sustainable 
job entry) and the cost of achieving these results. Crucially, in relation to employment results, there is 
very limited information on the sustainability of employment secured as a result of an EU/ESF-funded 
project/ programme.  Instead, in many cases information about employment results was based on 
monitoring data provided by beneficiary organisations raising issues about the reliability of the data. 

15.  The above is borne out by the results of our own review of the existing evaluation literature. For 
example, the availability of existing evaluation data on employment outcomes, and particularly long-term 
employment sustainability and cost-effectiveness, is very patchy and uneven both between MS and 
programmes.  Where data does exist, it is rarely consistent between MS, and even within some MS. The 
high level of heterogeneity in the coverage and features of such schemes across the EU also makes the 
results of existing evaluation studies difficult to generalise. 

16.  Indeed, the need for more robust evaluation and impact assessment of YEI-related measures has also 
been recognised by the Commission which considers the requirement for two YEI impact evaluations 
during a period of nine years as a minimum requirement. To this end, in March 2013 it put forward a list 
of relevant YEI and NEET-related indicators (immediate and longer-term result indicators broken down 
by gender) which must be used to assess the take-up and effectiveness of interventions and be included 
in the annual implementation reports. 

17.  In addition to the above we would also propose three approaches, how the evidence could be 
improved: (a) Obtaining quantitative estimates of programme impacts instead of outputs, outcomes and 
qualitative evidence: Implementation of funding for projects combating youth unemployment must comply 
with standard EU Regulation and evidence the economy, efficiency and effectiveness of the programme. 
While measures of economy and efficiency are primarily operational indicators on programme costs and 
output indicators (such as participants or funded programmes), which guide programme implementation, 
effectiveness is related to the impact of the programme on outcome variables, for example, whether a 
programme genuinely improved the labour market situation of the participating group.  

18.  These measures relate to the longer-term success of projects and are more difficult to obtain than 
operational parameters collected by the ESF Managing Authority (MA). Unlike output measures, impacts 
cannot be observed and have to be estimated relative to counterfactual non-participation. This would at 
least require contrasting programme outcomes for participants to groups of eligible non-participants, for 
example, earnings or employment one or two years on. Outcomes for non-participants would have to 
be further adjusted using econometric methods to provide a credible estimate for the counterfactual 
because participants and non-participants differ in other characteristics (e.g. educational attainment) 
relevant to labour market success. 

19.  While programme outputs and outcome indicators for participants are comparatively well documented 
by MAs, data for a group of non-participants is usually not collected and needs to be constructed by 
researchers on the basis of other data sources. An example from our work is the ‘Pathways to 
Apprenticeship’ programme in Wales: while data on participants can be easily observed, estimating the 
counterfactual outcome and understanding the programme impact is challenging because non-
participants would potentially participate in a variety of alternative programmes. In order to obtain 
better estimates on the impact of programmes, data for non-participants would have to be collected 
consistently at the onset of the programme, e.g. for young people deemed eligible based on 
administrative data (School census, local authority data on young people's activities, destinations when 
leaving education).  It would have to be linked for both groups to outcome measures from surveys or 
administrative data (HMRC data, DWP benefits, data on further or higher education) 

20.  (b) Understanding effects of the programmes beyond participants relevant to 
programme effectiveness: In order to make a judgement about programmes effectiveness, it would also be 
necessary to understand whether programmes – large scale programmes like apprenticeships or 
traineeships in particular – have an impact on non-participants. Non-participants affected by the 
programme would no longer be a useful control group to estimate the programme impact. For example, 
if participants and non-participants compete for training opportunities and jobs, large scale programmes 
would reduce the opportunities for non-participants, for example, through displacement effects, and 
non-participants would have lower chances of employment than had the programme not been 
implemented.  
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21. Such indirect programme effects would pose a serious threat to the validity of the results of 
microeconomic studies to inform policy at aggregate level, because the impact of the programme for the 
participants would be overstated. This may be particularly true in the short run: Part of the difference in 
outcomes between participants and non-participants is then indeed due to non-participants having lower 
outcomes than if the programme had not been implemented. At the extreme, a programme could be 
deemed successful if it has only negatively affected non-participants.  

22.  (c) Understanding long-term costs and benefits: In addition to robust programme impacts, we also see 
evidence gaps in programme costs and benefits. A successful programme, which reduces youth 
unemployment, can still be ineffective if, for example, the longer-term impacts (e.g. increased 
employment rates and earnings) were not sufficient to recover the costs for initial programme spending 
(i.e. the costs of implementing the programme and opportunity costs). In order to assess this, every 
programme should be subject to a cost-benefit analysis, which compares the costs of the youth 
employment programme (education funding/administration/possible employer costs) today to net 
present values caused by reduced unemployment and higher incomes in the future.  

23. Similarly to cost-benefit studies of educational programmes or apprenticeships, like our recent 
evaluation of the Apprenticeship Grant for Employers, positive impacts (wage increases and improved 
employment relative to non-participation) would have to be monetised and aggregated (to span over the 
whole post-participation life course of participants or to last for a specific period). Subject to a discount 
factor, cumulative programme benefits should at least recover the costs of programme spending (in 
present values). If several programmes were operating for the same target group, measures of returns 
per Pound or Euro invested (i.e. social benefits as monetary returns compared initial spending subject to 
some programme deadweight) could be compared. 

 
 
5. How do you think the funds allocated through the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI) and 

the European Social Fund (ESF) could best be spent?  
24.  In the face of the dramatic rise of youth unemployment, albeit with significant country and regional 

variations, the European Commission together with the Council and the Parliament have recognised the 
need for urgent and immediate action at both EU and national levels.  To this end, the Commission has 
mobilised existing and new funds through financial instruments under the new 2014-2020 MFF. Indeed, 
the increased importance of youth unemployment and the need to ensure that effective policy measures 
and interventions are implemented in order to enhance the employment chances of young people is 
reflected in the way the EU’s financial support, notably the ESF, is being used. 

25.  In its YEP Communication, produced on 5 December 2012, the Commission stressed the important 
role that EU funds, notably the ESF can play in supporting its proposed measures.  Specifically, the 
proposed ESF Regulation for the next programming period 2014-2020 includes a dedicated ESF 
investment priority targeting the sustainable labour market integration of young NEETs.  MS facing high 
youth unemployment rates are thus expected to identify young unemployed persons as a specific target 
group for ESF funding. MS' Partnership Agreements and Operational Programmes for the period 2014-
2020 are expected to focus on school-to-work transitions and the possibility to introduce YG schemes, 
as well as on labour market integration of young people.  

26. The greater mobilisation of ESF in the fight against youth unemployment and unstable, precarious and 
protracted school-to-work transitions has been more recently reinforced with renewed vigour by the 
Commission. Indeed, as mentioned above, as the Youth Opportunities Initiative (YEI) states, the 
Commission will also support greater use the ESF for youth employment measures, including those 
aimed at facilitating school-to-work transitions, e.g. apprenticeships, traineeships, transnational mobility, 
etc. 

27. Although the ESF is the main instrument supporting large-scale youth employment measures at EU level, 
a number of youth-targeted programmes are supported by other EU funds, such as the European 
Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development 
(EAFRD).  For example, it has been suggested that ERDF can support SMEs in providing apprenticeship 
placements. 

28. To date, 21 MS have already redirected significant resources, within and among their ESF, ERDF and/or 
EAFRD operational programmes, towards measures to boost workers' employability, and to combat and 
prevent youth unemployment. The priority is now to fully implement the modified funding programmes 
at MS level.   
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29.  In addition, as mentioned above, in the past 18 months at least €16 billion has been targeted for re-
allocation or accelerated delivery in the eight Action Team countries mentioned above, covering for 
example job subsidies, vocational training, and early school leaving prevention. At least 56,000 SMEs and 
about 780,000 young people are likely to benefit from these recent adjustments to funding programmes. 

30. Although the increased funds earmarked for actions to combat youth unemployment has been 
welcomed, concern has been expressed about their adequacy to fully meet the challenge of youth 
unemployment. For example, MEPs in the Employment Committee welcomed the YEI-related €6 billion 
seven-year budget (as part of the EU’s 2014-2020 MFF) that EU leaders agreed at the June 2013 
European summit must be used to tackle youth unemployment. However, in line with other 
commentators, economists and bodies such as the ILO, the Committee of Regions, ETUC, etc., they 
expressed serious concern about the adequacy of this level of financial support in effectively 
implementing EU youth employment reforms such as the YG (targeted especially at NEETs).  In relation 
to the latter, ILO estimates that the EU requires an injection of €21 billion which represents around 
0.45% of Eurozone government spending.  This should be seen against an estimated cost of NEETs in 26 
MS of about €156 billion (representing 1.51% of EU’s GDP). 

31.  In view of the above discussion, the best way of using rather limited EU resources in the fight against 
youth unemployment requires that one focus on specific measures for which robust evidence exists that 
they are most effective in facilitating school-to-work transitions.  For example, long-standing existing 
evidence as well as the country-specific analysis that we (IES) in partnership with Ecorys and IRS Italy 
have recently completed for the European Commission has shown that apprenticeships have 
consistently yielded positive employment outcomes and not only in countries typically associated with 
the dual training system like Germany and Austria.  For most of the apprenticeship programmes 
reviewed, the majority of apprentices secured employment immediately upon completion e.g. AT, BE, 
DE, EL, FI, FR, IE, MT, NL, UK; the average proportion is about 60%-70%, while in some cases it is as 
high as 90%. In addition, within six months to a year after completing the scheme, the proportion of 
apprentices who secure employment increases even further and is often over 80%.  Likewise, well-
designed and targeted YGs can be effective in reducing unemployment and discouragement among 
young people. Indeed, in its both December 2012 YEP and March 2013 proposals for the €6 billion YEI 
the Commission put forward such measures among the number of practical and achievable measures 
with the potential to make an immediate impact. 

32. Apart from the measures themselves, there are a number of principles that have consistently proved to 
enhance their likelihood of success.  Evidence has consistently shown that the following factors enhance 
a measure’s likelihood of success: (i) simplicity in that the simpler a measure is, the better it is likely to be 
received; (ii) transparency in terms of both ensuring that all the necessary information is available and 
easily accessible by all the relevant stakeholders, including young people; (iii) tailored fit and customised 
approach in terms of ensuring that the activities involved are tailored to the individual needs and 
regional/local circumstances.  As has repeatedly been shown, there is no ‘one-size-fits-all’ measure which 
is effective on a large scale; (iv) measurability in that activities should be designed in such a way that their 
effectiveness and impact can be measured. In addition, it should be defined from the outset what impact 
is anticipated.  As mentioned earlier, this is an area where there is considerable room for improvement, 
since the availability of existing evaluation data on employment outcomes, and particularly cost-
effectiveness, is very patchy and uneven both between MS and measures; (v) reversibility in the form of a 
clear sunset clause in order to prevent the creation of parallel structures and limit displacement and 
deadweight effects; (vi) the promotion of social dialogue since strong support and involvement of social 
partners and other stakeholders has been shown to enhance the effectiveness and ownership of a 
measure; (vii) innovation in particular in terms of pedagogical methods, flexibility of delivery, 
individualization of learning and/or employment pathways, partnerships with key stakeholders, funding 
mechanisms, and even training environments. 

 
6. Do you feel that young people (aged 15-24), youth groups and their representatives are 

involved and consulted to a satisfactory degree in the decisions being made around EU 
funding for youth unemployment projects, and how they are administered?  

33. The involvement of young people, youth groups and their representatives in youth employment related 
decisions, including funding, at EU level has been evolving over time and growing slowly but steadily 
greater. The European Youth Forum (YFJ) and its member organisations, notably 99 national youth 
councils and international non-governmental youth organisations across the EU, has been a quite 
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influential lobbying force at EU level, working closely with both EU institutions such as the European 
Parliament and the European Commission and other EU level stakeholders such as the ETUC.1   

34. For example, YFJ has long campaigned for and advocated that EU institutions should develop and 
monitor a European Quality Framework for basic quality requirements for traineeships/internships.  To 
this end, working closely with the European Parliament, ETUC and a broad number of experts and 
stakeholders including youth organisations, trade unions and other civil society organisations, the YFJ has 
elaborated a European Quality Charter on Internships and Apprenticeships which was launched in spring 
2012.2 To some extent, YFJ’s long-standing campaign on improving the quality, learning content and 
terms and conditions of traineeships/internships together with its close collaboration on this issue with 
the European Parliament have lent impetus to the work currently undertaken by the Commission 
towards developing a European Quality Framework for Traineeships (QFT).  This is one of the key 
actions of the Youth Employment Package (YEP) and the YEI and is expected to be the subject of a 
forthcoming Commission proposal with a view to having the new Framework in place in early 2014. 

35.  Likewise, since 2010 the YFJ has lobbied intensively for the adoption of a standardised YG across the 
EU along the lines of YG that forms part of the current EU’s YEI as a way of tackling youth 
unemployment. Indeed, the Commission itself has explicitly recognised the importance of the role of 
youth organisations in the design and implementation of YG schemes across the EU by regarding them 
as vital actors in reaching out to young people at risk of social exclusion, including NEETs. 

36.  At a more formal level, since 2005 there has also been a Structured Dialogue (SD) in operation 
between governments and administrations, including EU institutions, and youth organisations and 
representatives. The Structured Dialogue is now a standard process for participatory youth policy-
making in the EU and, although it is widely seen as a useful participatory process, it has also been argued 
that it requires an improved political follow-up to its outcomes and implementation at both EU and 
national level in order to improve the involvement of young people in policy formation. As part of this 
SD, debates are organised at local, regional and national levels. Events where young people can discuss 
the agreed themes amongst themselves and also with EU politicians are also organised on a regular 
basis, e.g. ‘Youth Events’ twice a year, and a European Youth Week every 18 months. For example, 
reflecting the disproportionate negative impact that the recent crisis had on the young people, the main 
topic of the structured dialogue in 2011 was ‘Youth Employment’, while the thematic priority for the 
current third cycle of SD is the ‘social inclusion of young people across Europe’. 

37. The European Parliament has for some time worked closely with young people and their organisations, 
both at EU and national levels.  This collaboration has become more intensive in view of the current 
dramatic rise in youth unemployment. For example, from 6 to 8 November 2013 the European 
Parliament is hosting in Brussels a Citizens’ Agora to combat youth unemployment, where two young 
people aged 18-30 (one employed and one unemployed) from each MS have been invited. At this event, 
young people from across the EU will share their experiences, debate with the assistance of experts a 
number of specific topics related to youth unemployment and come up with recommendations which 
will, in turn, be communicated to European decision makers.  To this end, the issues and joint proposals 
that will emerge from this event will be debated, in the presence of parliamentarians, at a major youth 
forum to be held in May 2014. 

38. The extent and type of involvement of young people and their organisations in relation to decisions 
around EU funding for youth unemployment projects should be seen in the light of the above discussion. 
They take part in both formal consultations and participatory procedures such as the SD as well as in 
lobbying, awareness raising campaigns and advocacy activities. For example, following the Youth 
Employment Conference held in Berlin on 3/7/2013, a joint statement of the YFJ and the National Youth 
Councils stressed that the allocated budget of €6 billion combined with the possibility of using the 
margins left available below the MMF ceilings was not sufficient to effectively address the currently 
dramatically high level of youth unemployment in the EU. 

39. Some youth organisations have also funded research projects in order to collect the necessary evidence 
base for specific policies.  For example, in spring 2011 the YFJ conducted the first EU-wide survey of 

                                                                                                 

1 http://www.youthforum.org/  
2 http://qualityinternships.eu/ 
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trainees/interns to explore the content, quality, terms and conditions and labour market outcomes of 
traineeships/internships.  

 
8. How can the EU and Member States embrace new technologies and new methods of 

working to combat youth unemployment?  
40.  The Commission has started using new technologies and online platforms to communicate with young 

people and relevant stakeholders (e.g. employers) and, more recently, to combat youth unemployment 
through transnational mobility for work and/or learning (in the form of apprenticeships and/or 
traineeships/internships, including Leonardo da Vinci and Erasmus work placements). For example, the 
Commission’s Your first EURES job scheme, a targeted cross-border youth labour mobility programme 
and one of the key actions in the Europe 2020 flagship initiative Youth on the Move and the Youth 
Opportunities Initiative, involves the use of online tools and applications, e.g. a dedicated website portal 
which serves as an online platform for identifying opportunities for employment, apprenticeships and 
traineeships/internships across the EU.3 This is currently being carried out as a pilot project under the 
form of a Preparatory Action, where activities started in 2012 and so far involve only a limited number 
of employment services and job offers. The target for 2012-14 is to help about 5,000 young people aged 
18-30 fill job vacancies across the EU, while encouraging SMEs, the largest group of employers in the EU, 
to offer young people work. And/or work placements.   

41.  Likewise, in April 2012, DG EAC launched the We Mean Business campaign which has a dedicated 
website, which contains information and links on how to organise or find a European placement as part 
of either the Erasmus or Leonardo da Vinci programmes.4 In addition, since the early 2000s the 
Commission operates the European Youth Portal which offers European and national information in 27 
languages on eight main themes such as opportunities for education and training as well as employment 
and entrepreneurship in 33 European countries, including the 28 EU’s MS.5 

                                                                                                 

3 http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=993  
4 http://we-mean-business.europa.eu/ 
5 http://europa.eu/youth/en 

  


