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Abstract 
The aim of the current working paper is to study the youth’ labour market exclusion risk 
in Europe. The central focus of the paper is the various risk factors and the 
accumulation of exclusion risk along the studied factors. As a method of analysis, the 
study applies segmentation techniques. It is a comparative paper, where the labour 
market exclusion risk of youth aged 15-29, who are not in any form of education and 
who obtained their highest level of education no more than 5 years before the interview 
is analysed in 27 European countries. The data used here is derived from European 
Labour force Survey (2013). In the analysis, every country is treated as unique case 
with a unique youth labour market risk pattern. Based on the unemployment risk 
distribution patterns, we could differentiate between three groups of countries. In the 
first group, the first and strongest differentiating factor for labour market exclusion risk 
among youth was education. In other words, in these countries, what strongly 
determines the youth’ labour market chances is the highest attained level of education. 
In the second group of countries, the central differentiation criteria was age – although 
the focus of the study was on youth (aged 15-29), also within that age group could be 
observed how the youngest labour market entrants’ suffer more from unemployment 
risk than the older ones. The third group of countries has in common that their tree 
structure begins with variables related to housing situation of the youth – living with 
one/both parents or living alone. 

  



No.6 – Another approach to risk groups identification 
 

 

 

 

4 

Introduction  
The aim of the current working paper is to take a deeper look at youth’ labour market 
exclusion risk in Europe. The paper asks, which are the main risk factors for youth to 
experience unemployment (during their early career) on the one hand; and whether 
and which of these factors make the risk of unemployment become real on the other 
hand. The paper focuses both on singe and on combinations of the risk factors 
intending to point out the high-risk groups for (youth) unemployment across European 
countries. 

The first part of the paper summarises from previous research the main (individual 
and/or household level) factors shaping the unemployment risk among youth. The 
second part analyses the realization of unemployment risk along these factors. For 
carrying out the analysis, CHAID method is used. CHAID is a statistical technique, 
which belongs to a broad category of automatic interaction detectors (AID). These 
techniques help to sort respondents in homogeneous groups, which, at the same time, 
are very different from each other. The application of CHAID, as long as used with all 
the necessary precaution, allows us answering the questions: Which factors shape the 
risk of being unemployed? Which combinations tend to lead to highest risk of 
unemployment? How these combinations of risk factors differ across EU countries? 

The data used origins from the European Labour Force Survey (2013). The analysis 
was carried out for each of the 27 EU countries1. 

  

                                                
1 The dataset for Luxembourg was excluded from the analysis, because of not sufficient sample 
size. 
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Youth LM exclusion risk factors 
Previous literature on youth labour market exclusion provides a comprehensive 
overview of factors, which may increase the risk of becoming or staying in an 
unfavourable situation in the labour market (LM) for young people. Although the ‘routes’ 
to unemployment are often complex and very individual, there exists already wide 
range of empirical evidence about various characteristics that tend to associate with 
increased tendency of becoming unemployed. In the following sub-section, we will 
present and discuss the risk factors for youth unemployment brought up by previous 
empirical studies. These factors will be included in the further segmentation analysis in 
order to analyze the multi-risk grouping among the young labor market entrants 
experiencing LM exclusion. Despite general trends and associations, there exist still 
wide range of differences between countries and contexts, which mean that the same 
factor may have varying outcomes across different contexts (see for example country 
studies in Blossfeld et al 2008). The national labor markets perform very differently in 
economic and social terms and represent rather distinct ways of governance and social 
models. Regulations, public policies, labor market security measures, welfare 
measures, etc., shape the role and impact of country context on youth labor market 
‘routes’. It should be also noted that the level and depth of analysis regarding the 
factors varies across studies, being the central research interest/focus on the one end 
of the spectrum and just a ‘control’ or ‘usual suspects’ included in a model on the other 
end of the spectrum. 

Gender 

According to previous research, gender is one of the characteristics to be taken into 
consideration when analyzing youth LM exclusion risks. The general trend pointed out 
in previous research is that unemployment risk for youth in the LM tends to be higher 
for women compared to men (Quintini & Martin 2014). Still, there are studies that 
indicate reverse effects such as study by Insegard (2009) showing that in the UK young 
men suffered higher levels of unemployment rates compared to women. 

The gender differences in youth’ labor market outcomes are often related to local and 
country context where the career-related decisions have to be taken. Previous studies 
claim that women often self-select themselves into secondary jobs by choosing gender-
typical educational (Smith 2005) or occupational paths (Smyth and Steinmetz 2008, 
Lippa 2011). Also men’s and women’s labour market engagement is claimed to be 
different. Women with a strong orientation towards caring and family life self-select 
themselves into educational and occupational fields that are congruent towards this 
orientation (Van Bavel 2010; Begall and Mills 2013). All these early choices have the 
potential to channel young people towards gender-specific careers, which in turn relate 
to LM chances and outcomes. 
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Educational attainment 

Youth unemployment and insecure labor market position risk is also associated with 
the attained level of education. Although all young people face difficulties in entering 
the labor market, the likelihood of ‘bad entry’ differs between particular groups of 
school leavers (Van der Velden and Wolbers, 2003). Unemployment and NEET status 
(Bynner & Parsons 2002) is shown to be strongly associated with poor educational 
achievement. Although the general association between attained level of education and 
youth LM position is quite persistent, also here there exist country variations. For 
example, de Lange et al (2014), found for the Netherlands no clear evidence for the 
existence of educational differences in labor market entry process. The cross-country 
variation is also here often explained by country-specific institutional frame (Müller & 
Gangl 2003). 

The advantage of higher educational attainment in labor market outcomes has been 
explained in different ways. From the human capital perspective, general and 
occupational skills acquired throughout studies make the students more productive 
(Becker 1962). Credentialism theory emphasizes the role of institutionalized social 
norms that limit the access to better positions to those with appropriate formal 
education (Bills 2003), becoming an effective social closure strategy (Weeden 2002). 
According to signaling theory, education is a signal of productivity and trainability 
(Spence 1973). Lower education is also often associated with lower self-management 
skills, although the research on this remains still limited (O’Reilly et al 2015, Furlong 
2006). 

Field of studies 

Not only the level, but also the field of studies is shaping the youth labour market 
trajectories. As the proportion of youth with higher education increases, the horizontal 
stratification in education might gain significance – lowering the bar to attain higher 
education might increase the importance of inequalities between different fields of 
education (Kim, Tamborini, and Sakamoto 2015). Different fields of education tend to 
produce different payoffs, but also employment chances and career trajectories.  

The effect of field of study on labour market exclusion risk can be explained in various 
ways. From human capital perspective, differences in earnings across educational 
fields might be a result of a various productivity levels associated with different types of 
skills (marketable human capital) acquired during field-specific training (Shauman 
2006). Weeden (2002) explains differences in the labour market outcomes between 
different occupational groups in terms of the social closure theory. According to this 
theory certain professional groups might restrict access to the labour market to its 
members and, at the same time, benefit from the higher earnings within the group. 
These restrictions might be especially harmful for the youth who are entering labour 
market.  For example, in Poland and Estonia, due to such institutional barriers, 
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graduates in engineering have no better chances of finding a job than young people 
educated in social sciences, business and law (Baranowska-Rataj and Unt 2012). As 
another explanation, field of study may be interpreted as a sign of youth abilities – 
existing research proves significant differences in mean ability between graduates from 
different fields (Reimer, Noelke, and Kucel 2008). The signalling theory suggests that 
employers may recognize graduation from certain more challenging study field as a 
sign of better abilities of the candidates.  

Migration background 

Migration status, which marks an extra boundary for youth entering labor market first 
time, has been shown to have an impact on early career process, showing in general 
worse LM outcomes for youth with immigrant background (Fangen 2010, Jackson & 
Bauder 2014, Storen 2011). Previous research shows that people with migration 
background experience more likely both actually observable exclusion from the labor 
market and the feeling of being excluded (Fangen 2006a). In most of those studies, the 
negative effect of immigrant status has been proven to be stable irrespective of the 
educational attainment, which has been claimed to be one of the explanatory factors 
for worse labor market outcomes of minority youth (Van Ours and Veenman, 2004). 
Still, the result is not consistent across all countries – some country studies have 
shown that immigrant status does not always matter or matters only partly, for example 
in the Netherlands (van Ours and Veenman, 2003), or in Finland (Heimonen and 
Julkunen 2006). 

Harder access for the youth to labor market is mostly related to reduced or missing 
experience, networks, qualifications and knowledge. For immigrant background youth 
the labor market entry processes tends to be even more challenging due to language 
proficiency issues and lack of knowledge on how the ‘system’ works. In case of 
immigrants, another important dimension/aspect comes to play – discrimination and/or 
reluctance to hire them. As summarized by Storen (2011), discrimination may take 
several forms, such as preference discrimination (Becker, 1971); unprejudiced 
discrimination (Merton, 1949) referring to situations where the employer prefers a job 
seeker from the majority group because of other people’s prejudice; or statistical 
discrimination. Some research has, however, indicated that young people with 
immigrant backgrounds often have an extra drive, because they expect that entry into 
labor market will not be easy for them (Lauglo, 2000). 

Place of residence 

The employment opportunities of the youth are also claimed to be shaped by 
geographic location. An important residential dimension coming up in the previous 
literature is the urban-rural divide (see for example Sadler et al 2015) - youth in urban 
areas tend to face higher risk of LM exclusion. Another, closely related dimension of 
residence aspect is the spatial segregation due to for example ethnic concentration 
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(Lindemann 2014), poverty rate (Kintrea et al 2015), etc. The general claim and finding 
of these studies, as one could expect, has been that in the disadvantaged areas, the 
youth LM entry chances are worse compared to other regions or include more 
challenges than in a ‘normal’ case. Still, sometimes there may exist some 
‘compensation’-effect based on the peculiarity of the local labor market. For example, 
Lindemann (2014) found that the negative effect of low proficiency of the state 
language was reduced in the regions where the general concentration of the minority 
population was higher.  

As explanations for these associations, MacDonald et al. (2005) emphasize the 
importance of place in mediating young people’s experiences. Green and White (2008) 
found that individual choices about whether and where to work were based on 
subjective values and aspirations, which in turn were limited by the objective 
opportunities available at local level, particularly for those facing the greatest labor-
market constraints. As summarized by Kintrea et al (2015), the presence place-based 
social relationships tend to shape individuals’ social attitudes and aspirations and, in 
turn, those are considered to be instrumental in how individuals acquit themselves in 
the wider labor market and in society. The theory of neighborhood suggests that 
residents in disadvantaged neighborhoods will adopt negative attitudes to education 
and the labor market because they have internalized low aspirations through 
immersion in neighborhoods where most people are subject to social and economic 
exclusion (Atkinson and Kintrea 2001; Quane and Wilson 2012). 

Household structure and family situation 

Another factor to be considered in the analysis of youth labor market exclusion risk is 
the family situation, more precisely household structure of the LM entrant. Previous 
research has shown that young people who live independently compared to those who 
live with their parent may also be at higher risk of being in the position of LM excluded. 
Still, there seems to exist remarkable variation across countries – for example, in study 
by Robson, 2008, this was the case for France, but not for Southern European 
countries. 

Another aspect referring to family situation, as a factor related to LM exclusion, is the 
youth own family situation, more precisely presence of a partner and/or presence of 
children. According to Office of National Statistics (DCSF/ONS, 2009), in England 
being pregnant or a parent is the most important single factor in young women being 
not in employment, education or training, outweighing even lack of qualifications. 
Similar association was found by Dey (2014) about the U.S., where having children in 
early age reduced remarkably young women’s labor market participation rate. Robson 
(2008) showed in her study that having young kid(s) increased the risk for being NEET 
in five countries out of eight. Similar to other factors pointed out earlier, there exist 
country differences are often explained by differences in welfare regimes types, more 
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precisely the social protection and work-family policies (for example, Gornic & Mayers 
2003), although empirical evidence on this seems still scarce. 
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Data and methods 

Data and sample 

The following analysis was based on the European Labour Force Surveys (EU-LFS) 
conducted in 2013. The effective sample was limited according to the EXCEPT 
project’s assumptions – we were interested in labour market situation of recent school 
leavers, aged 15-29, who are not in any form of education and who obtained their 
highest level of education no  more than 5 years before the interview2. The sub-sample 
size is 17 2998, which is around 25% of the population aged 15-29 (for EXCEPT 
sample details please refer to EXCEPT Working Paper No. 13). 

Standard LFS analytical weights were rescaled (to remove the population size factor) 
and used for the analysis. The analysis includes 27 countries. The country case of 
Luxembourg was excluded from the analysis due to the small sample size. 

Method of analysis 

The most common analytical approach within cited research is to conduct multivariate 
analysis. Usually it is a logistic regression which gives us an estimation for chances of 
being unemployed/having insecure job for an individual with given characteristic while 
controlling for a set of other independent variables. This method helps to distinguish 
between less or more significant factors, which can alternate an individual probability of 
being in a less favourable situation on the labour market. One of the drawbacks of such 
an approach is that the predictors are usually correlated or they might interact in a very 
complex manner: the final effect might be a result of the joint impact of several factors. 
For example, it may be true that in a given country females are generally more likely to 
be unemployed. However, such observation might be true also for those who received 
their education in art and humanities. At the same time, the unemployment rate for 
those trained in natural sciences, mathematics and statistics might be very low. 
Although we can include such interactions in our regression models, they quickly 
become very complex and difficult to interpret. Thus, we use here a different analytical 
approach - instead of regression models, we employ a segmentation technique, which 
helps to split dataset into subgroups based on the criterion of homogeneity of data. It 
enables to divide the population into smaller groups, which have very similar values on 
a given target variable (here: experiencing unemployment), but at the same time they 
are much different from other groups. As a result, we can provide detailed description 
of groups with highest unemployment rate in a given population. Groups' description is 
based on the logical conjunction of a set of values on the predefined independent 

                                                
2 People in the course of the obligatory military or social work service were also excluded from 
the sample.  
3 M. Rokicka, M. Kłobuszewska, M. Palczyńska, N. Shapoval & J. Stasiowski, EXCEPT Working 
Paper No. 1 "Composition and cumulative disadvantage of youth across Europe" 
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variables. Instead of talking about probabilities or odds related to single predictor, we 
can provide a full description of our risk group, for example: males, 15-19 years old, 
low educated, living in the rural areas. Specifying the risk groups this way makes it 
easier to use results for planning further analysis – it makes us more aware about 
complex interactions behind single risk factors and probabilities. 

CHAID belongs to the family of statistical techniques, which help with pattern 
recognition: automatic interaction detector (AID). As characterised by Chan et al. 
(2006), it is less demanding in terms of assumptions, sorts respondents in 
homogeneous groups using whole sets of variables and produces intuitive results. AID 
is increasingly applied as tool for the analysis and pattern recognition problems in large 
databases. However, on should be aware of dangers related to the injudicious use of 
AID, which might result in spurious results. CHAID can easily find strong interactions 
between the predictors and the final model might be over-fitted.  It means that CHAID 
models may describe random error instead of the meaningful relationships, which exist 
in the reality. This substantial risks associated with CHAID analysis might by 
minimalized by taking several steps. First, it is good to start a CHAID analysis with 
some presumptions based on the theory or previous research – it allows structuring the 
research questions and conclusions within well-established theoretical framework. This 
approach might prevent from the attempts of making sense out of the noise. Second, 
CHAID should be used on large samples (at least 1000 cases) – the bigger sample 
(and the bigger nodes’ sizes) the more reliable are detected relationships. Finally, 
replication of the findings makes them more trustworthy. It is important to test CHAID 
results on other data – different validation techniques – sample splits or cross-
validation, can protect us from generating spurious results (Einhorn 1972). 

In the current analysis, we have used decision tree model available in IBM SPSS. The 
procedure creates a tree-based classification model, which predicts values of target 
variable using the information stored in a set of predictor variables. The algorithm used 
to grow trees was Exhaustive CHAID, a modified version of CHAID, which investigates 
all possible splits between the target variable and predictors. The algorithm is based on 
the Chi-squared statistic and its significance level: it seeks for predictors, which have 
the strongest relation with a target variable. The procedure generates a tree structure - 
it starts with a distribution of the dependent variable; the same distribution is computed 
for a number of subgroups which are defined by splits on the independent variables. 
These subgroups are defined as nodes, which are put into the hierarchical and nested 
structure - the tree. Tree models might be used for a data exploration, but also for 
predictions. Every node has a dominating category for the dependent variable - this 
modal value is used to make predictions. 

Although we use similar specifications of tree models across all of the analysed 
national samples, they are not fully comparable. The main restriction lays in various 
sample sizes, which affect the complexity of a tree structure. Within smaller samples, it 
is more difficult to detect complex interactions, because each node within tree 
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consumes some part of cases. Larger samples allow for more complex, multilevel tree 
structures. Smaller national samples produce less developed trees, although 
interactions within a given dataset might be as complex as for the largest datasets. 
Nevertheless, results based on the samples of a similar size are comparable. Moreover, 
patterns detected for some larger countries datasets might serve a source of 
inspirations for more detailed studies in other countries. 

To check how well the tree structure generalizes to bigger population, the cross 
validation procedure (with 10 sample folds) was used. Cross-validation allows testing 
the tree model developed on the 90% of randomly selected cases from the given 
dataset on the remaining 10% of dataset. The procedure was repeated 9 times, each 
time different cases are assigned to training and test sample, each time the 
misclassification risk is computed for a test sample. In this analysis, the risk estimate is 
the proportion of cases, which were incorrectly classified by the model4. The procedure 
produces the cross-validation risk, which is an average misclassification risk across all 
of the 10 test samples. 

The tree growing criteria were set as in the following table – the maximum number of 
tree level and minimum number of cases for parent or child node were dependent on a 
country sample size. 

Sample size Countries Parent 
node 
size 

Child 
node 
size 

Maximum 
number of 
tree levels 

More than 9001 cases  Sweden, Germany, France, 
Poland, Italy, Hungary, Ireland 

600 300 5 

Between 9000 and 
5001 cases 

Greece, Austria, Romania, 
Portugal, Denmark 

500 250 4 

Between 5000 and 
2001 cases 

Slovak Republic, Belgium, 
Netherlands, United Kingdom, 
Spain, Lithuania, Cyprus, 
Slovenia,  

300 150 3 

Less than 2000 Latvia, Czech Republic, Croatia, 
Malta, Finland, Estonia, Bulgaria 

200 100 3 

 

The significance level for splitting or merging predictors' categories within nodes was 
set as default: 0.05. As SPSS software allows to choose between two methods of chi-
square calculation, the likelihood ratio method was selected. It gives more robust 
results, but it is also more computationally expensive.  

                                                
4 Model’s predictions are based on the most frequent categories of the dependent variable 
within each node.  
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Variables 

Our independent variables correspond to the dimensions summarized from previous 
research and presented in the theoretical part. In most of the cases, there is a direct 
link between the description of labor market exclusion risk factor and corresponding 
variable in the current analysis. The only exception is related to the concept of 
household structure, which is represented by four different variables – living with a 
parents, living with a partner, having children and partnership status. This is due to the 
complexity of that dimension, including aspects about family of origin and family 
created on its own. Thus, we intended to include indicators, which describe the various 
aspects of respondent’s housing and family situation.  

The indicators used in the model are as follows (Table 1): 

Table 1 Indicators and variables used in the analysis 

 Labor market exclusion 

DEPENDENT 
VARIABLE 

dummy variable which identifies the status of being unemployed 

PREDICTORS Gender;  

Age (3 age groups: 15-19 years old, 20-24 years old, 25-29 years 
old),  

Education level (3 levels: Low: ISCED 0-2; Medium: ISCED 3-4; High: 
ISCED 5-6), 

Field of education (Generic programmes and qualifications; 
Education; Arts and humanities; Social sciences, journalism, 
business, administration and law; Natural sciences, mathematics, 
statistics and ICT; Engineering, manufacturing and construction; 
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary; Health and welfare; 
Services), 

Migration status (National/Born abroad), 

Place of residence: Degree of urbanization (large urban area; 
towns/suburbs and rural areas), 

Household structure and family situation:  

 Housing situation - parents' presence (living with one parent; 
living with both parents; living apart from parents). Data not 
available for: Sweden, Denmark, Finland.  

 Living together with partner (yes or no), 
 Marital status (married/not married), 
 Living with own child(ren) (yes or no).Data not available for: 

Sweden, Denmark, Finland. 
 

The distributions of all variables for respective country cases can be found in Appendix. 
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Empirical analysis  
In the next section, we present selected decision tree models - these examples show 
what kind of information might be gathered from this type of an analysis. Although we 
have used identical model specification for each of the 26 analyzed countries, the 
results are surprisingly different. Models vary by the number of nodes and independent 
variables, which significantly contributed to their structure. The risk parameter, which is 
an estimate of the proportion of incorrectly classified cases (after adjustment for 
misclassification costs) was also different between analyzed countries. Risk parameter 
helps to assess model overall prediction power, but when our main aim is exploring 
data it is not that relevant. In the current case, we are more interested in particular 
segments identified as tree nodes than in the overall predictions based on the model. 
However, the bigger difference between the risk estimate and the cross-validated risk 
estimate the more questionable are the possibilities of generalizing the tree structure to 
a larger population. 

Table 2: Tree models summary - dependent variable: unemployment 

COUNTRY 
Sample 

size 
Unemploy
ment level 

Number 
of 

Nodes* 
Depth* 

Risk-
resubstitutio

n** 

Risk - cross 
validation** 

France 18410 21% 45 5 0,206 0,206 

Hungary 9263 19,20% 24 4 0,188 0,188 

Ireland 9043 22,60% 26 5 0,229 0,233 

Italy 12246 37,00% 18 3 0,335 0,336 

Poland 17359 20,50% 31 5 0,204 0,204 

Sweden 19471 13,20% 35 5 0,131 0,131 

Germany 19359 8,10% 32 5 0,081 0,081 

Greece 7773 55,20% 29 4 0,368 0,378 

Austria 7664 9,90% 21 4 0,091 0,091 

Romania 6757 22,40% 22 4 0,221 0,221 

Portugal 5786 31,80% 15 4 0,305 0,309 

Denmark 5634 13,00% 12 4 0,133 0,133 

Slovak Republic 4348 26,50% 13 3 0,25 0,25 

Belgium 4052 16,70% 13 3 0,173 0,173 

Netherlands 3574 8,50% 9 3 0,084 0,084 

United Kingdom 3505 15,60% 13 3 0,151 0,151 

Spain 3309 44,30% 10 3 0,359 0,359 

Lithuania 2347 17,50% 7 2 0,175 0,175 
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Cyprus 2143 32,00% 9 2 0,306 0,312 

Slovenia 2040 23,30% 15 3 0,233 0,233 

Latvia 1548 16,60% 10 3 0,165 0,165 

Czech Republic 1531 15,00% 9 3 0,144 0,144 

Croatia 1413 43,20% 10 3 0,347 0,358 

Malta 1366 9,20% 7 2 0,094 0,094 

Finland 1150 12,50% 10 3 0,126 0,126 

Estonia 1056 15,60% 8 2 0,157 0,157 

Bulgaria 851 21,50% 9 3 0,224 0,224 

* Nodes represent separate groups identified during the analysis. The tree depth parameter provides the 
information about the maximum number of a given tree levels.  

**Risk parameters are used to examine the reliability of the model – the closer are both values the more 
stable results were achieved. 

In the following section, we present tree models interpretation. The risk groups are 
defined as the nodes with the highest unemployment level among all of the groups 
identified by a given CHAID analysis. For each country, we will present: 

 the list of variables which were used by the procedure for a given country. We 
use the same set of variables for all of the countries, but depending on the 
situation in a given country, only part of them will be chosen for the analysis.    

 the name of the variable which was used for the first split (while taking into 
consideration all of the independent variables included in the analysis, it is also 
the variable with a strongest association with unemployment level in a given 
country), 

 the table with the risk groups’ descriptions for a given country – at most 5 risk 
groups characterized by the highest unemployment rate. For the each risk 
group the following characteristics will be presented:  

o Group description: variables (and their values) which were used to 
identify the group,  

o Node number – allows to identify group on the tree graph which is 
enclosed to the annex part,  

o Unemployment level for a given group,  
o Index parameter - the ratio of the unemployment level within a given 

group compared to the overall unemployment level for the entire 
EXCEPT population in a given country.  

The following analysis might be helpful not only for identifying risk groups in given 
countries, but also to demonstrate how such models (provided in the annex for other 
countries) might be used for the same purpose in other countries. 



No.6 – Another approach to risk groups identification 
 

 

 

 

16

Country case findings 

FRANCE 

Variables: Living with parents, Education level, Field of education, Degree of 
urbanisation, Sex, Age, Living together with partner 

The strongest association: The unemployment level is higher among people living with 
a single parent (almost 49%), than those who live with both parents (32%). People 
living on their own have the lowest unemployment rate – 11%. 

Interactions: The variable “Housing situation - parents’ presence" interacts with 
variables which indicate level or field of education. For those living apart from parents 
the higher educational level the lower chances for being unemployed – 7% among 
people with tertiary education (node 4) and 38% among people with ISCED 0-2. 
However, on the next tree level, we can see that the educational field might alternate 
youth chances on the labour market – among university graduates in Art and 
Humanities the unemployment level is 15% (node 16) while for the group with upper 
secondary education in (1) Services, (6) Agriculture or (0) Generic programmes is 7%. 
If we look at the group of young French who still live with their parents, it occurs that 
field of education has an important impact on their labor market chances. The highest 
unemployment rate affected people who received their education in art or humanities. It 
was much lower for those who studied in Education, Health and welfare, Agriculture 
(among the group living with both parents – 19%, node 10) or (5) Engineering, (4) 
Natural sciences and ICT (among those living with a single parent – 32%, node 12).  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old youth living with one of their parents, 

studying in field of (2)art and humanities or did not provide 
the information about the field of the highest education (node 
28). Among the older youths (20-29) with similar 
characteristics the unemployment level was still as high as 
58% - node 27. 

27,28  

80% 

 

374% 

Youth living with both parents who have their highest level of 
education in (2) art and humanities or did not provide the 
information about their field of studies (node 8).  

8 54% 255% 

 

Males living with one of their parents who studied in (3) 
Social sciences, journalism, business, administration and 
law; (7) Health and welfare; (8) Services; (6) Agriculture, 
forestry, fisheries and veterinary (node 24). For females with 
similar characteristics the unemployment level is 43% (node 
23) 

24, 
23 

48% 227% 

Youth living with both parents who have their highest level of 
education in (4) Natural sciences, mathematics, statistics 
and ICT; (8) Services 

9 43% 203% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in France: 21,4% 
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HUNGARY 

Variables: Age, Housing situation - parents' presence, Field of education, Sex, Degree 
of urbanisation 

The strongest association: Age significantly affects labor market chances of Hungarian 
youths. Older cohorts have much better situation on the labour market – while the 
unemployment level for 15-19 years old is 55%, its 25% for 20-24 years old and only 8% 
for the 25-29 years old.  

Interactions: Age interacts with “Housing situation - parents’ presence" – among the 
middle age group the highest unemployment was reported among youth living with a 
single parent (31%, node 8); those living with both parents had slightly lower 
unemployment rate (25%, node 6). If we look at the group of 25-29 years old who live 
on their own, it is striking that it is easier for them to operate on the labour markets in 
large urban areas (2,6% of unemployed, node 11) than in smaller towns, suburbs or 
rural areas (7,9%, node 12). 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Hungary: 19,20% 

IRELAND 

Variables:  Education level, Housing situation - parents' presence, Field of education, 
Sex, Migration status, Age, Degree of urbanisation, Living with own child(ren) 

The strongest association: In Ireland educational level comes on the first place as the 
variable, which alternates youth chances on the labour market: the unemployment level 
of 50% among youth with at most lower secondary education, 32% for those with ISCE 
3-4 and 13% among youth with tertiary education. 

Interactions: Educational level interacts with housing situation of youth, but this 
relationship looks different for people with tertiary and upper secondary education. For 
the youth with tertiary education living with parents (one or both) is associated with 
higher chances of being unemployed (20% versus 7% for youth with ISCED 5-6 living 
alone). Reversely, for people with ISCED 3-4 living with one parent is associated with 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old 3 55,3% 284,9% 

20-24 years old, educated in the areas: (2) Arts and 
humanities;  (0) Generic programmes and qualifications 
(4) Natural sciences and ICT, (1) Education or didn’t 
provide information about the field of studies,  living with 
both parents 

15 

32,3% 166,7% 

20-24 years old living with a single parent 8 30,9% 159,1% 

20-24 years old females living with both parents, 
educated in the following fields: (8) Services, (7) Health 
and welfare, (6) Agriculture, forestry etc.   

22 
23,7% 122,3% 
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higher unemployment risk (almost 50%) than living with both parents or living alone 
(32%). 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

Education level - ISCED 0-2 3 49,9% 217,4% 

Education level - ISCED 3-4, living with one parent 7 46,8% 203,9% 

15-19 years old, with education level - ISCED 3-4, living 
with both parent or living alone 

15 
40,8% 177,7% 

20-29 years old, with education level - ISCED 3-4, living 
with both parent or living alone, but with own children 

21 
34,3% 149,5% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Ireland: 22,60% 

ITALY 

Variables: Age, Field of education, Degree of urbanisation, Housing situation - parents' 
presence, Sex 

The strongest association: Age group significantly affects labor market chances of 
Italian youths. Older cohorts have much better situation on the labour market – while 
the unemployment level for 15-19 years old is 67%, its 38% for 20-24 years old and 
only 27% for the 25-29 years old. 

Interactions: For different age groups, different factors alternate the unemployment 
level. Within the youngest group (15-19 years old) females (72% of unemployed) are in 
the worse situation on the labour market than males (63%). Among the 20-24 years old, 
first, the field of education plays a role – people who received their education in (7) 
Health and welfare; (5) Engineering, manufacturing and construction; (4) Natural 
sciences, mathematics, statistics and ICT; (6) Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and 
veterinary are in a slightly better situation than others. At the third level, the degree of 
urbanization can affect the labor market chances of the above mentioned groups – with 
the unemployment level higher in the large urban areas. 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old females 

For the males in the same age group the unemployment 
is as high as 63%.  

9 

72,2% 193,9% 

20-24 years old, living in large urban areas, who received 
education in the following fields: (1) Education, (8) 
Services, (2) Arts and humanities or did not provide 
information about the education. For the similar group, but 
living outside large urban areas the unemployment level is 
41% 

14 

51,1% 137,4% 

20-24 years old, living in large urban areas, who received 
education in the following fields: (7) Health and welfare; 
(5) Engineering, manufacturing and construction; (4) 

12 
38,3% 103,0% 
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Natural sciences, mathematics, statistics and ICT; (6) 
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary. For the 
similar group, but living outside large urban areas the 
unemployment level is 41% 

25-29 years old, living with parents who received 
education in the following fields: (0) Generic programmes 
and qualifications or (2) Arts and humanities 

17 
37,3% 100,2% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Italy: 7,00% 

POLAND 

Variables: Age, Housing situation - parents' presence, Sex, Degree of urbanisation, 
Field of education, Education level, Living together with partner 

The strongest association: Age significantly affects labor market chances of Polish 
youths. Older cohorts have much better situation on the labour market – while the 
unemployment level for 15-19 years old is 52%, its 28% for 20-24 years old and only 
12% for the 25-29 years old.  

Interactions: For the middle age group we observe interactions between the information 
on the relationship status (higher unemployment level among people who are not living 
in the same household with a partner) and sex. For males living with a partner, the 
unemployment level is clearly lower – 12% than for females in the same situation – 
20%). 25-29 years old who live with a single parent have a higher unemployment rate 
(20%) than those who live with both parents (16%). If we look into the group of 25-29 
years who are living with both parents, it occurs that their unemployment level is 
affected by sex and the place of residence (its degree of urbanisation). Females from 
the above mentioned group have higher unemployment level (20%, but for those living 
in the rural areas it is higher: 25%) than males (13%, but 10% for those living in the 
rural areas). 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old 3 52,1% 253,1% 

20-24 years old females from small towns/suburbs or rural 
areas who are not living with their partner  

24 
38,4% 186,9% 

25-29 years old females, living in rural areas, educated in 
the following areas: (5) Engineering, manufacturing and 
construction; (2) Arts and humanities;  0 Generic 
programmes and qualifications ; (8) Services; (1) 
Education  

27 

33,1% 161,0% 

20-24 years old males who are not living with their 
partner, who are educated in the following areas: (3) 
Social sciences, journalism, business, administration and 
law; (4) Natural sciences, mathematics, statistics and ICT; 
(0) Generic programmes and qualifications; (8) Services; 
(7) Health and welfare or didn’t provide information about 

26 

30,5% 148,0% 
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the field of their studies.  

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Poland: 20,50% 

SWEDEN 

Variables: Education level, Age, Field of education, Degree of urbanisation, Migration 
status, Sex 

The strongest association: In Sweden educational level comes on the first place as the 
variable which alternates youth chances on the labour market: the unemployment level 
of 35% among youth with at most lower secondary education, 15,5% for those with 
ISCE 3-4 and 5% among youth with tertiary education.   

Interactions: Education level interacts with age. However, the interaction between 
educational level and age was visible only in the case of people with at least upper 
secondary. Among youth with upper secondary education, the unemployment rate 
decreases with age – its 26% for 15-19 years old and 10% for 25-29 years old (within 
both groups females were in better position on the labour market than males).  

Within low educated (ISCED 0-2) females (30% of unemployed) are in better situation 
on the labour market than males (38%). Similar patterns might be recognized within 
youth with tertiary education – 25-29 years old have 4% unemployment rate. However, 
among this group the unemployment level depends on the field of studies (ex. 25-29 
years old with tertiary education in (6) Agriculture, forestry… or (2) Arts and humanities 
– unemployment rate 7%).      

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

Males with at most lower secondary education. For 
females – 30% 

9 
38,2% 292,8% 

15-19 years old males with upper secondary education. 
For females – 21%.  

20 
30,8% 236,1% 

20-24 years old, born abroad, with upper secondary 
education 

17 
23,5% 180,0% 

20—24 years old born in the country, with upper 
secondary education; educated in: (4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and ICT; (3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, administration and law; (6) 
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary; (2) Arts and 
humanities or no information about the field of education 

33 

19,0% 145,2% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Sweden: 13,20% 

GERMANY 

Variables: Education level, Housing situation - parents' presence, Degree of 
urbanisation, Sex, Field of education, Living together with partner 
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The strongest association: with educational level – the higher educational level, the 
better chances on the labour market. 

Interactions: In case of the most vulnerable, low-educated group, the housing situation 
plays an important role. Among them, the group of people who live apart from the 
parent has the lowest unemployment level – 28%, while among those who live with one 
parent (43% of unemployed) or both parents (36% of unemployed) it is higher. People 
with upper secondary education might have bigger or smaller problems on the labor 
market depending on the field of their studies (ex. 12% of unemployed in (0) Generic 
programmes and qualifications and only 3% among graduates in (4) Natural sciences 
an ICT, (7) Health and welfare or (1) Education).  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

People with at most lower secondary education living with 
a single parent. The unemployment for those living with 
both parents is also high – 36%.  

11 
43,4% 536,0% 

Upper secondary education in the field of (0) Generic 
programmes and qualifications 

7 
12,4% 153,4% 

People who are not living with a partner and have upper 
secondary education, in the field of (8) Services, (2) Arts 
and humanities or (6) Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and 
veterinary. Living with a partner is clearly a factor 
associated with lower chances of being unemployed.  

19 

10,8% 132,9% 

Males living in large urban areas who have upper 
secondary education in (3) Social sciences, journalism, 
business, administration and law or (5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and construction  

26 

10,5% 129,4% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Germany: 8,10% 

GREECE 

Variables: Housing situation - parents' presence, Field of education, Education level, 
Degree of urbanisation, Age, Sex 

The strongest association: Housing situation – parents’ presence – the highest 
unemployment within youth living with a single parent (65%), slightly lower among 
those living with both parents (58%) and the lowest among those living apart from the 
parents. 

Interactions: Housing situation interacts with the field of study, age and sex. Younger 
cohort (15-14 years old) within youth living with a single parent has higher 
unemployment rate. The labour market situation of youth living with both parents varies 
depending on the field of their highest education level – for ex. for those specialized in 
(8) Services the unemployment level is 43% and for the group educated in (0) Generic 
programmes and qualifications, (2) Arts and humanities, (6) Agriculture it is much 
higher – 66%. Within the group of youth living apart from their parents, females have 
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higher unemployment level than males – however, the field of their education might 
significantly change their chances on the labor market. 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old living with both parents educated in (0) 
Generic programmes and qualifications, (2) Arts and 
humanities, (6) Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and 
veterinary. Within those living in large urban areas – 70%. 

15 

79,3% 143,9% 

15-24 years old living with one parent 9 71,5% 129,6% 

living with both parents with upper secondary education in 
the following fields: (5) Engineering, manufacturing and 
construction; (4) Natural sciences, mathematics, statistics 
and ICT; (7) Health and welfare, no information on the 
field of education 

13 

68,7% 124,6% 

Females living apart from parents educated in the 
following fields: (4) Natural sciences, mathematics, 
statistics and ICT;   (0) Generic programmes and 
qualifications ; (2) Arts and humanities ; (6) Agriculture, 
forestry, fisheries and veterinary, no information on the 
field of education 

22 

62,9% 114,1% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Greece: 55,20% 

AUSTRIA 

Variables: Field of education, Degree of urbanisation, Housing situation - parents' 
presence, Migration status, Living together with partner 

The strongest association: The field of education – the unemployment level for people 
who received their education in (3) Social sciences, journalism, business, 
administration and law; (2) Arts and humanities; (6) Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and 
veterinary is 9%, while for those who specialized in  (4) Natural sciences, mathematics, 
statistics and ICT; (1) Education; (7) Health and welfare it is just 4%.  

Interactions: The degree of urbanisation of the place of residence can change the 
unemployment level within the group of the graduates in certain fields – in most cases 
the unemployment level in the rural areas was lower than in more urbanised areas. 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

People who did not provide information about the field of 
studies 

4 
56% 571% 

People living with both parents, outside of the rural areas 
educated in Social sciences, journalism, business, 
administration and law; (2) Arts and humanities; (6) 
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary 

12 

18,0% 184,9% 

Living with parents, in large urban areas, educated in (8) 
Services; (0) Generic programmes and qualifications; (5) 

19 16,4% 168,3% 
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Engineering, manufacturing and construction 

Living alone or with a single parent, in large urban areas, 
towns or suburbs, born abroad and educated in:  (3) 
Social sciences, journalism, business, administration and 
law; (2) Arts and humanities; (6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

17 

12,9% 132,3% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Austria: 9,90% 

ROMANIA  

Variables: Age, Living together with partner, Housing situation - parents' presence, 
Field of education, Degree of urbanisation, Sex, Education level 

The strongest association: Age – 15-19 years old youth with highest unemployment 
(34%), still high for 20-24 years old – 27%, significantly decreases for the oldest cohort 
– 13%. 

Interactions: Among the oldest group, the level of unemployment changes depending 
on whether people are living with their partner (7%) or not (16%). Within the first group, 
unemployment is clearly higher among those who are educated in (3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, administration and law; (8) Services; (0) Generic programmes 
and qualifications; (2) Arts and humanities. In case of 20-24 years old the 
unemployment level is lower in rural areas (20% versus 33% in urbanised areas). 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old with upper secondary education 8 53,3% 236,9% 

20-24 years old living with parents in the urbanized areas, 
educated in the following areas: (7) Health and welfare; 
(0) Generic programmes and qualifications;(2) Arts and 
humanities or didn’t provide the information about the field 
of education 

19 

47,8% 212,6% 

20-24 years old females living with both parents in rural 
areas 

20 
26,4% 117,3% 

20-24 years old living apart from parents in large urban 
areas/towns/suburbs 

14 
21,0% 93,3% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Romania: 22,40% 

PORTUGAL 

Variables: Age, Housing situation - parents' presence, Degree of urbanisation, Sex, 
Field of education 

The strongest association: age groups –  the highest unemployment level within the 
youngest cohort – 52%, 35% for 20-24 years old and 21% for 25-29 years old.  

Interactions: Housing situation (living with parents or not) might have different 
association with unemployment depending on the age. Within 20-24 years old people 
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who are living with a single parent (45%) have a higher chance of being unemployed 
than those who live with both parents (34%) or apart from parents (27%). In case of 25-
29 years old the rate of unemployment differed between those living with their parents 
(25%) and those living alone (16%). Within the abovementioned group, people who 
achieved their education in (3) Social sciences, journalism, business, administration 
and law have relatively high unemployment level – 26% (for the group which was 
educated in (2) Arts and humanities ;  0 Generic programmes and qualifications ; (5) 
Engineering, manufacturing and construction; (1) Education; (7) Health and welfare; (4) 
Natural sciences, mathematics, statistics and ICT; (8) Services; (6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary). 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old 3 51,7% 167,3% 

20-24 years old living with a single parent 6 45,0% 145,9% 

20-24 years old living with both parents in large ubran 
areas.  

10 
42,3% 136,9% 

25-29 years old, living apart from parents, educated in (3) 
Social sciences, journalism, business, administration and 
law or didn’t provide information about the field of their 
studies 

13 

37,5% 121,4% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Portugal: 31,80% 

DENMARK 

Variables: Field of education, Migration status, Marital status, Age 

The strongest association: People educated in (2) Arts and humanities; (8) Services 
have the unemployment rate twice as big as youth who received their education in 
other areas.  

Interactions: The unemployment rate for nationals was two times smaller than for the 
immigrants educated in the same areas. Within people born in Denmark, the 
unemployment level differed significantly between those who were married (lower 
levels of unemployment) and others.  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-24 years old who didn’t provide information about the 
field of their studies or received education in the following 
fields:  

(2) Arts and humanities; (8) Services 

6 

22,5% 170,1% 

People who were born abroad and received their 
education in any of the following fields: (3) Social 
sciences, journalism, business, administration and law; (5) 
Engineering, manufacturing and construction; (1) 
Education; (7) Health and welfare; (6) Agriculture, 

4 

21,3% 161,0% 
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forestry, fisheries and veterinary; (0) Generic programs 
and qualifications ; (4) Natural sciences, mathematics, 
statistics and ICT. The unemployment rate for nationals 
educated in the above mentioned fields was only 11%.  

Not married, 15-19 years old nationals educated in fields 
others than (2) Arts and humanities; (8) Services 

11 
15,7% 118,2% 

25-29 years old who didn’t provide information about the 
field of their studies or received education in the following 
fields:  

(2) Arts and humanities; (8) Services 

5 

15,6% 117,7% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Denmark: 13,00% 

SLOVAK REPUBLIC 

Variables: Age, Housing situation - parents' presence, Degree of urbanisation, Field of 
education 

The strongest association: Age – 64% of 15-19 years old is unemployed, for 20-24 
years old it is 30% and the unemployment level for the oldest cohort is 14%. 

Interactions: Housing situation in a combination with age is significantly associated with 
a labour market situation. In case of 20-24 years old, the highest unemployment rate is 
among those living with a single parent (38% of unemployed). Within the same age 
group, people living with both parents are in better situation (29% of unemployed). 
Among 25-29 years old youth, the unemployment level among people living with their 
parents is higher than for those who are living on their own (17% vs 7%).  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old 3 64,2% 238,2% 

20-24 years old living with both parents, educated in (6) 
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary; (1) 
Education;  (0) Generic programs and qualifications or no 
information on the educational field. For the other fields of 
education the unemployment level is 27%.  

12 

44,5% 165,0% 

20-24 years old living with a single parent 6 38,2% 141,5% 

25-29 years old living with parent(s) 4 16,7% 61,9% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Slovak Republic: 26,50% 

BELGIUM 

Variables: Education level, Field of education, Age, Living together with partner, 
Degree of urbanisation 

The strongest association: Education level – the highest unemployment (45%) for 
people with ISCED 0-2, less than half of it for ISCED 3-4 (20%) and just 10% for 
people with tertiary education. 
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Interactions: For the youth with academic degree the most important factor which is 
alternating their chances on the labor market is the field of their studies - the lowest 
unemployment is registered among those educated in (7) Health and welfare; (6) 
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary. In case of youth with upper secondary 
education, it is quite visible that unemployment might be an economical barrier for 
living with a partner– if we look into a group of youth staying in relationships, the 
percent of unemployed is two times higher among those who are not living with their 
partner.  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

At most lower secondary education  3 45,0% 259,5% 

People with upper secondary education, living in large 
urban areas, not with a partner 

12 
31,9% 184,4% 

People with tertiary education, didn’t provide information 
on educational field or educated in the following areas: (2) 
Arts and humanities, (0) Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

5 

23,5% 135,5% 

20-24 years old with tertiary education, graduated in the 
following areas: (3) Social sciences, journalism, business, 
administration and law; (5) Engineering, manufacturing 
and construction; (4) Natural sciences, mathematics, 
statistics and ICT; (8) Services; (1) Education 

9 

16,0% 92,1% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Belgium: 16,70% 

NETHERLANDS 

Variables: Housing situation - parents' presence, Education level, Field of education 

The strongest association: Housing situation – presence of parents in the household. 
The highest unemployment rate was registered among youth living with a single parent 
– it’s twice as big as the level of unemployment for youth living with both parents.  

Interactions: Looking into the group of youth living on their own, with already low 
unemployment level, it occurs that first the level of education and second, the field of 
education significantly change their situation on the labor market.  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

Youth living in the same household with a single parent 3 22,6% 269,1% 

People living apart from their parents, with tertiary 
education in (2) Arts and humanities (8) Services or (0) 
Generic programmes and qualifications 

6 
10,4% 123,7% 

People living with both parents 2 10,1% 120,4% 

People living apart from their parents with non-tertiary 
education 

5 
8,2% 97,4% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in the Netherlands: 8,50% 
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UNITED KINGDOM 

Variables: Education level, Age, Degree of urbanisation, Housing situation - parents' 
presence 

The strongest association: with education level – the higher education level, the lower 
unemployment rate: for people with the lowest education the unemployment rate is 
almost five times higher than among people with tertiary education.  

Interactions: Within the group with upper-secondary education, the unemployment level 
decreases with higher age. In case of youth with tertiary education, living with parents 
is associated with much higher unemployment rate (13% vs 5%). 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

At most lower secondary education 1 42,4% 281,3% 

15-19 years old with upper secondary education living in 
large urban areas (for small towns/suburbs and rural 
areas it is 18%) 

9 
30,2% 200,3% 

20-24 years old with upper secondary education 5 14,3% 94,6% 

People with tertiary education who are living with one or 
both parents 

7 
12,9% 85,7% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in United Kingdom: 15,60% 

SPAIN 

Variables: Age, Housing situation - parents' presence, Degree of urbanisation, 
Education level 

The strongest association: Age – 74% of 15-19 years old is unemployed, for 20-24 
years old it is 50% and the unemployment level for the oldest cohort is 31%. 

Interactions: Within 20-24 years old, people with lowest educational level have much 
worse chances on the labour market. For 25-29 years old living with parents is 
associated with higher probability of being unemployed. 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old 3 74,1% 168,3% 

20-24 years old with at most lower secondary 
education  

7 
60,4% 137,3% 

25-29 years old living with their parents 5 34,7% 78,9% 

25-29 years old living without parents, out of big 
cities 

9 
30,9% 70,1% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Spain: 44,30% 
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LITHUANIA 

Variables: Age, Degree of urbanisation, Living together with partner, The strongest 
association: 25-29 years old are in much better situation on the labor market than 15-
24 years old. 

Interactions: Within the younger group (15-24 years old) the field of their study can 
affect the unemployment level (with higher unemployment for people educated in (6) 
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary; (2) Arts and humanities ; (7) Health and 
welfare). Among the 25-29 years old the unemployment level is much lower for those 
who are already living with their partner.  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-24 years old educated in the following areas: (6) 
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary; (2) Arts and 
humanities ; (7) Health and welfare or no information on 
the field of studies 

4 

49,1% 281,0% 

15-24 years old with upper secondary education in the 
following areas: (3) Social sciences, journalism, business, 
administration and law; (8) Services; (5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and construction;  0 Generic programmes 
and qualifications ; (1) Education; (4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and ICT 

8 

25,0% 143,0% 

25-29 years old who are not living with their partner and 
are educated in (3) Social sciences, journalism, business, 
administration and law; (8) Services;  0 Generic 
programmes and qualifications ; (1) Education; (4) Natural 
sciences, mathematics, statistics and ICT; (6) Agriculture, 
forestry, fisheries and veterinary; (7) Health and welfare 

10 

20,6% 118,0% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Lithuania: 17,50% 

CYPRUS 

Variables: Housing situation - parents' presence, Field of education, Living together 
with partner 

The strongest association: housing situation – youth who live apart from their parents, 
as they probably have to earn for their living on their own, have the smallest level of 
unemployment.  

Interactions: Within the group of youth living with their both parents, the unemployment 
level significantly varies depending on their field of education. 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

Living with both parents, educated in the following areas: 
(2) Arts and humanities; (6) Agriculture, forestry, fisheries 
and veterinary or didn’t provide information about the 

6 
57,9% 179,7% 
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field of education 

Living with a single parent 2 43,4% 134,8% 

Living with both parents, educated in the following areas: 
0 Generic programmes and qualifications; (4) Natural 
sciences, mathematics, statistics and ICT 

4 
37,5% 116,4% 

Living apart from parents, but with a partner 8 20,9% 65,0% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Cyprus: 32,00% 

SLOVENIA 

Variables: Age, Field of education, Degree of urbanisation, Housing situation - parents' 
presence 

The strongest association: Age – the unemployment level for 25-29 years old is half of 
its size for 15-24 years old.  

Interactions: For both age groups, the most important factor alternating youth’s 
unemployment level is the field of their studies. For example the unemployment level 
for 25-29 years old specialized in (1) Education or (8) Services is just 8%, while for 
their colleagues trained in (3) social sciences or (2) arts and humanities is 25%. Within 
the last group, those living with both parent have higher chances of being unemployed. 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-24 years old educated in the following fields: (5) 
Engineering, manufacturing and construction, Field of 
education, (3) Social sciences, journalism, business, 
administration and law, (7) Health and welfare or did not 
provide that information. Within the above mentioned 
group, people who live in urbanized areas have lower 
unemployment degree than those who live in the rural 
areas.  

5 

45,7% 196,6% 

15-24 years old educated in the following fields: (3) Social 
sciences, journalism, business, administration and law, (2) 
Arts and humanities. 

4 
33,0% 141,9% 

25-29 years old, living with both parents, educated in (3) 
Social sciences, journalism, business, administration and 
law,  (2) Arts and humanities or didn’t provide information 
about the field of their education 

13 

32,7% 140,8% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Slovenia: 23,30% 

LATVIA 

Variables: Age, Living together with partner, Field of education 

The strongest association: Age – the unemployment level for 25-29 years old is four 
times lower than for 15-24 years old.  
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Interactions: Living with a partner tends to be associated with the lower unemployment 
level.  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old, not living with their partner who are 
educated in: (3) Social sciences, journalism, business, 
administration and law; (8) Services or no information on 
the field of education 

7 

37,3% 226,0% 

15-19 years old, not living with their partner who are 
educated in: 0 Generic programmes and qualifications; 
(4) Natural sciences, mathematics, statistics and ICT 

8 
26,0% 157,7% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Latvia: 16,60% 

CZECH REPUBLIC 

Variables: Age, Living together with partner, Field of education, Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

The strongest association: Age – the unemployment level for 25-29 years old is three 
times lower than for 15-24 years old. 

Interactions: Within younger cohort, the field of education significantly change youth’s 
chances on the labour market. Within those who were educated in more prospective 
fields, the housing situation is associated with unemployment level which is higher for a 
group of people living with their parents.  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-24 years old educated in the following fields: (8) 
Services; (2) Arts and humanities; (6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary or didn’t provide information about 
the field os studies 

6 

29,1% 202,1% 

15-24 years old, living with their parents, educated in the 
following fields: (5) Engineering, manufacturing and 
construction; (3) Social sciences, journalism, business, 
administration and law; (4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and ICT; (7) Health and welfare; 
(0) Generic programmes and qualifications; (1) Education  

8 

16,6% 115,2% 

15-24 years old who are not living with their partner 3 9,9% 68,5% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Czech Republic:15,00% 

CROATIA 

Variables: Age, Field of education, Degree of urbanisation 

The strongest association: Age - the highest unemployment among the youngest 
cohort – 15-19 years old: 73%; 20-24 years old – 47%, 25-29 years old – 25%.  
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Interactions: The group of 25-29 years old has the lowest unemployment level. 
However, it varies depending on the field of studies – people educated in (3) Social 
sciences, journalism, business, administration and law; (7) Health and welfare; (4) 
Natural sciences, mathematics, statistics and ICT; (1) Education have lower 
unemployment level than others. The unemployment level for the above mentioned 
group is even lower for people living in towns/suburbs.  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old 3 73,5% 169,0% 

20-24 years old living in large urban areas. For those 
living in less urbanized areas it is still high – 44%. 

7 
59,2% 136,1% 

25-29 years old educated in the following areas: (5) 
Engineering, manufacturing and construction; (8) 
Services; (6) Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and 
veterinary; (2) Arts and humanities or didn’t provide 
information about the field of their education 

5 

37,3% 85,9% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Croatia: 43,20% 

MALTA 

Variables: Field of education, Age 

The strongest association: Field of education – the highest unemployment level was 
registered for people who did not provide any information about the field of studies 
(27%) or those who were educated in the following areas: (1) Education;  0 Generic 
programmes and qualifications ; (8) Services; (4) Natural sciences, mathematics, 
statistics and ICT; (2) Arts and humanities 

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old or 25-29 years old who did not provide 
any information about the field of their studies 

6 
37,7% 398,5% 

20-24 years old who did not provide any information 
about the field of their studies 

5 
14,4% 152,4% 

Field of education: (1) Education;  0 Generic 
programmes and qualifications ; (8) Services; (4) Natural 
sciences, mathematics, statistics and ICT; (2) Arts and 
humanities 

 

1 

6,8% 72,2% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Malta: 9,20% 

FINLAND 

Variables: Age, Field of education, Education level, Sex 
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The strongest association: Age – the unemployment level for the youngest cohort is 
almost three times higher than for the youth aged 20-29. 

Interactions: Although unemployment level for the older cohort (20-29 years old) is 
relatively low – around 10%, it differs for various areas of education. Moreover, if we 
take into consideration the group of 20-29 years old people educated in the same area 
((5) Engineering, manufacturing and construction; (4) Natural sciences, mathematics, 
statistics and ICT; (1) Education; (6) Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary or no 
information about the field of the education), it occurs that unemployment level 
depends on the education level – it is 19% for those with ISCED 0-4 and just 9% for 
people with tertiary education.  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-19 years old  2 28,8% 229,2% 

20-24 years old with at most upper secondary education 
in the following fields: (5) Engineering, manufacturing and 
construction; (4) Natural sciences, mathematics, statistics 
and ICT; (1) Education; (6) Agriculture, forestry, fisheries 
and veterinary or no information about the field of the 
education 

 

6 

19,0% 151,2% 

20-24 years old males educated in the following areas: (0) 
Generic programmes and qualifications; (3) Social 
sciences, journalism, business, administration and law; 
(2) Arts and humanities; (8) Services 

8 

11,1% 88,1% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Finland: 12,50% 

ESTONIA 

Variables: Age, Field of education, Living together with partner 

The strongest association: Age - the oldest cohort has a much better situation on the 
labor market – the unemployment level for this group is 7%, while for 15-14 years old it 
is 22%. 

Interactions: Within the 15-24 years old, the field of education clearly affects youth 
unemployment level which is the lowest for people educated in the following areas: (3) 
Social sciences, journalism, business, administration and law; (5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and construction; (6) Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary; (7) 
Health and welfare.  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

15-24 years old educated in the following areas: (8) 
Services; (4) Natural sciences, mathematics, statistics 
and ICT; (2) Arts and humanities or no information about 
the field of the education 

5 

34,1% 217,3% 
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15-24 years old educated in the following areas: (0) 
Generic programmes and qualifications; (1) Education 

3 
23,8% 151,6% 

25-29 years old who are not living with their partner 7 10,9% 69,7% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Estonia: 5,60% 

BULGARIA 

Variables: Education level, Field of education, Living together with partner, Degree of 
urbanisation 

The strongest association: Education level – much lower unemployment level for 
people with tertiary education than for others (11% versus 31%).   

Interactions: within the group of people with ISCED 0-4 the field of education 
significantly changes chances of being unemployed – those trained in Generic 
programmes and qualifications have almost twice as big unemployment level as the 
others.  

Risk Group Description Node Unemployment 
level* 

Index 

People with at most upper secondary level educated in 
(0) Generic programmes and qualifications 

3 
39,5% 176,5% 

People living apart from their partner, outside of large 
urban areas 

8 
22,2% 99,3% 

* Unemployment level among EXCEPT sample in Bulgaria: 21,50% 
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Summary 

In order to sum up the findings, one could say that given the general picture, the most 
vulnerable groups of youths across majority of countries tend to be the youngest, the 
least educated and females. Field of highest level of education or training might 
dramatically change chances of finding a job - in many countries people trained in arts, 
humanities or services have to deal with higher chances of facing some difficulties on 
the labor market. Still, as we could observe, each country in this analysis had a 
different decision tree structure, which allowed discovering youth groups with highest 
unemployment rates in that particular country context. Each decision tree started with a 
split on the most influential independent variable – it is the beginning of the tree 
structure, which identifies the categories differing the most in terms of youth 
unemployment level. To sum up these trends, one could conclude that the analysis 
indicated three groups of tree structures, which share a similar start in terms of first 
differentiating independent variables.  

The first group of tree structures starts with educational variables – (highest attained) 
educational level or field of studies. The following countries belong here: Austria, 
Denmark, Ireland, Sweden, Germany, Belgium, United Kingdom and Bulgaria. In case 
of most of the countries in the first group, the lower the general youth unemployment 
level, the higher are the chances for unemployment across different educational 
categories. In Sweden, the unemployment level among youth with up to lower 
secondary education is 35% while for those with tertiary education it is seven times 
lower. In the United Kingdom, the unemployment level among people with up to lower 
secondary education was 42% while for those with tertiary education just 8%.  

Within groups with higher education, the risk of unemployment is shaped by the field of 
studies. For example, the percentage of unemployed among Romanian youth with 
upper secondary education in “Generic programs and qualifications” is four times 
higher (12% in total) than among those with same level of education, but with a field of 
study in natural sciences, ICT, health and welfare or education. The answer for the 
question about the field of studies with the highest risk of unemployment clearly 
depends on the country context. Although the graduates in Art and humanities are 
usually in the most vulnerable position on the labor market, other specializations might 
not be much better, depending on particular country case.  For example, in Lithuania, 
among the 25-29 years old who are not living with their partner, the higher 
unemployment (20%) was associated with a specialization in arts and humanities and, 
as a surprise, in engineering, manufacturing and construction.  

Interestingly, the lack of information on the field of studies might be also a good 
predictor of a situation on the labor market. In Austria, the risk group (56% of 
unemployed) consisted of people who did not provide this information; similarly, in 
Denmark – the highest unemployment was reported among 15-24 years old who did 
not provide an information about the field of their studies or were educated in arts, 
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humanities or services. The educational level might interact with different factors: for 
example, in Germany the highest unemployment level was reported among youth with 
up to lower secondary education who live with a single parent (43%) – the situation of 
those living with both parents was slightly better (36%).  

The second and the biggest group of countries have tree structures starting with the 
variable indicating age group: Hungary, Italy, Poland, Romania, Portugal, Slovak 
Republic, Spain, Lithuania, Slovenia, Latvia, Czech Republic, Croatia, Malta, Finland 
and Estonia. The oldest age group – 25-29 years old usually performs the best on the 
labor market. In Latvia, the unemployment level among 25-29 years old is four times 
lower than among 15-24 years old (24%). If Finland, the unemployment level among 
15-19 years old is 29%, while for 20-29 years old it is just 10%. However, there are 
also other factors, which alternate LM situation of the oldest cohort. For example, in 
Hungary among 25-29 years old who have already left their family house, the 
unemployment level for people living out of the large urban areas is three times higher 
than for those who live in big cities. In Czech Republic, the unemployment level among 
25-29 years old is just 6%, but it is considerably higher (10%) among those who are not 
living with their partner. The youngest group among the youth are usually in a greater 
risk of unemployment. In Italy, the highest unemployment rate was reported among 15-
19 years old females (72% compared to 63% of males). In Slovak Republic, it was at 
similar level (64%) for the whole population of 15-19 years old and in Spain and Croatia, 
the unemployment level among 15-19 years old was as high as 74%. Within the middle 
age group, the 20-24 years old, different factors might interplay alternating the risk of 
unemployment. For example, in Poland for males living with a partner the 
unemployment level (12%) is lower than for females in the same situation (20%). 

The third group consists of the following countries – France, Greece, Netherlands and 
Cyprus. What they have in common is that their tree structures begin with variables 
related to housing situation – living with one/both parents or living alone. Why would a 
housing situation be a good predictor for the unemployment risk? Young people who 
live apart from their parents usually must provide for themselves – therefore their 
unemployment level is usually lower than for the group of youth who are still living with 
their parents. Surprisingly, people who live with both parents are in a better situation 
than their colleagues who are living just with a single parent. This observation was true 
for several country cases: in Hungary the unemployment level for youth living with a 
single parent was 31% while for those live with both parents it was 25%; in Portugal the 
unemployment level among 20-24 years old living with a single parent was 25%, 
whereas for young people living with both parents it was 33%; in Slovak Republic, 38% 
of the 20-24 years olds living with both parents and 29% of those living with both 
parents were unemployed. Finally, the group of youth with a highest unemployment in 
Netherlands (22%) consists of people living in the same household with a single parent. 
A single parent household may work here as an indicator of ‘labor market 
disadvantages’ related to social origin. In France, the highest unemployment rate (80%) 
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was identified within 15-19 years old youth living with one of their parents and coming 
from the field of studies of arts and humanities (or with no information about the field of 
study). The French case is also a good example of a cumulative disadvantage 
mechanism – three risk factors – young age, specific field of studies and single-parent 
household –together produce a high unemployment risk. Similar situation, an example 
of a several risk factors working together, could be observed in Greece where the 
highest unemployment (79%) characterized 15-19 years old living with parents and 
educated in generic programs and qualifications, arts and humanities, and agriculture 
or forestry. In Poland, one of the major risk groups consists of 20-24 years old females 
from small towns/suburbs or rural areas who are not living with their partner. Within the 
group of 20-24 years youth who are not living with their partner, the unemployment 
level is already higher among females (36% versus 27% for males) and the situation is 
even worse for those living in small towns and rural areas (38%) than those who live in 
big cities (26%).   

These findings show on the one hand that every country case is unique in terms youth 
faced with highest levels of unemployment risk. On the other hand, it suggests that 
there can be observed some shared patterns (here differentiated as three main groups) 
when it comes to characterization of youth unemployment risk factors. In order to 
understand better both the unique country cases and the shared trends among 
countries, macro-economic (Blanchard 2006), labor market structure (Gangl 2002) and 
institutional context should be considered (Breen 2005). Education system tends to 
determine the link and pathways between education system and labor market, 
employment systems (protection) shape the contractual possibilities of the youth 
entering labor market, and employment-related policy measures define often the youth’ 
(re)-entry possibilities. Also, the welfare regime aspect should not be underestimated. 
As current findings showed, the household situation tends to be in many cases a strong 
indicator of youth’ labor market outcomes, more precisely the predictor of labor market 
exclusion. Family of origin can provide the youth with direct or indirect resources (Van 
de Werfhorst et al., 2000; Shavit and Müller 1998) that facilitate their entry process into 
the labor market.    

As the final note, we would like to draw attention to the segmentation analysis 
techniques – although used mainly in marketing research, they might be also 
effectively used for the labor market analysis. The above-mentioned results reveal 
clear patterns of labor market exclusion of youth in Europe. However, the interpretation 
of models should not be mechanical: it is good to analyze the whole tree structure and 
try do understand which factors play the most important role on national labor market 
(all models are part of the annex for this paper). Tree models graphs are intuitive, easy 
to understand and provide quick insights into the structure of our data. They might help 
with designing qualitative sample design, as we have used them in the course of our 
project. They could be also considered as a good entry stage for a deeper, single 
country focused analysis.  
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Appendix – countries basic statistics 
FRANCE: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 78,6%   

Unemployed 21,4%   

Total 100,0% 18410 

Sex Male 49,5%   

Female 50,5%   

Total 100,0% 20968 

Age 15-19 years old 13,0%   

20-24 years old 51,4%   

25-29 years old 35,7%   

Total 100,0% 20968 

Education level ISCED 0-2 13,9%   

ISCED 3-4 40,2%   

ISCED 5-6 45,9%   

Total 100,0% 20968 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

,3%   

(1) Education ,5%   

(2) Arts and humanities 6,1%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

29,3%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

5,1%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

22,9%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

2,8%   

(7) Health and welfare 12,3%   

(8) Services 6,7%   

No information on the 
educational field 

13,9%   

Total 100,0% 20968 

Migration status National 93,8%   

Born abroad 6,2%   
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Total 100,0% 20647 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 52,1%   

Towns/suburbs 23,4%   

Rural areas 24,5%   

Total 100,0% 20968 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 15,2%   

Both parents 26,2%   

Apart from parents 58,6%   

Total 100,0% 20964 

Marital status Not married 91,9%   

Married 8,1%   

Total 100,0% 20968 

Living with own child(ren) YES 9,7%   

NO 90,3%   

Total 100,0% 20964 

 

HUNGARY: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 80,8%   

Unemployed 19,2%   

Total 100,0% 9263 

Sex Male 47,9%   

Female 52,1%   

Total 100,0% 11223 

Age 15-19 years old 10,3%   

20-24 years old 51,4%   

25-29 years old 38,3%   

Total 100,0% 11223 

Education level ISCED 0-2 8,0%   

ISCED 3-4 55,5%   

ISCED 5-6 36,5%   

Total 100,0% 11223 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

13,9%   

(1) Education 5,2%   

(2) Arts and humanities 3,5%   

(3) Social sciences, 22,0%   



Stasiowski & Täht 
 

 

 

 

39

journalism, business, 
administration and law 

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

5,8%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

20,4%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

2,9%   

(7) Health and welfare 4,4%   

(8) Services 13,8%   

No information on the 
educational field 

8,0%   

Total 100,0% 11223 

Migration status National 99,0%   

Born abroad 1,0%   

Total 100,0% 11218 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 29,1%   

Towns/suburbs 34,5%   

Rural areas 36,4%   

Total 100,0% 11223 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 22,0%   

Both parents 50,2%   

Apart from parents 27,8%   

Total 100,0% 11223 

Marital status Not married 93,0%   

Married 7,0%   

Total 100,0% 11223 

Living with own child(ren) YES 7,7%   

NO 92,3%   

Total 100,0% 11223 

 

IRELAND: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 77,4%   

Unemployed 22,6%   

Total 100,0% 9043 

Sex Male 48,5%   
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Female 51,5%   

Total 100,0% 10768 

Age 15-19 years old 14,8%   

20-24 years old 46,4%   

25-29 years old 38,8%   

Total 100,0% 10768 

Education level ISCED 0-2 10,7%   

ISCED 3-4 40,1%   

ISCED 5-6 49,2%   

Total 100,0% 10768 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

27,3%   

(1) Education 5,0%   

(2) Arts and humanities 6,0%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

17,9%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

4,3%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

9,3%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

1,3%   

(7) Health and welfare 9,8%   

(8) Services 7,7%   

No information on the 
educational field 

11,4%   

Total 100,0% 10768 

Migration status National 84,9%   

Born abroad 15,1%   

Total 100,0% 10562 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 38,3%   

Towns/suburbs 24,1%   

Rural areas 37,6%   

Total 100,0% 10768 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 16,0%   

Both parents 44,9%   
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Apart from parents 39,2%   

Total 100,0% 10768 

Marital status Not married 95,3%   

Married 4,7%   

Total 100,0% 10768 

Living with own child(ren) YES 11,2%   

NO 88,8%   

Total 100,0% 10768 

 

ITALY: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 63,0%   

Unemployed 37,0%   

Total 100,0% 12246 

Sex Male 50,0%   

Female 50,0%   

Total 100,0% 17893 

Age 15-19 years old 17,4%   

20-24 years old 53,7%   

25-29 years old 28,9%   

Total 100,0% 17893 

Education level ISCED 0-2 10,2%   

ISCED 3-4 61,3%   

ISCED 5-6 28,5%   

Total 100,0% 17893 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

11,2%   

(1) Education 1,2%   

(2) Arts and humanities 5,8%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

23,5%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

3,9%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

20,6%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 2,4%   
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fisheries and veterinary 

(7) Health and welfare 4,7%   

(8) Services 10,7%   

No information on the 
educational field 

15,9%   

Total 100,0% 17893 

Migration status National 90,4%   

Born abroad 9,6%   

Total 100,0% 17688 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 30,9%   

Towns/suburbs 43,6%   

Rural areas 25,5%   

Total 100,0% 17893 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 16,7%   

Both parents 72,8%   

Apart from parents 10,5%   

Total 100,0% 17893 

Marital status Not married 95,6%   

Married 4,4%   

Total 100,0% 17893 

Living with own child(ren) YES 3,2%   

NO 96,8%   

Total 100,0% 17893 

 

POLAND: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 79,5%   

Unemployed 20,5%   

Total 100,0% 17359 

Sex Male 50,2%   

Female 49,8%   

Total 100,0% 19916 

Age 15-19 years old 5,0%   

20-24 years old 45,4%   

25-29 years old 49,6%   

Total 100,0% 19916 

Education level ISCED 0-2 4,1%   
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ISCED 3-4 48,3%   

ISCED 5-6 47,5%   

Total 100,0% 19916 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

11,8%   

(1) Education 6,7%   

(2) Arts and humanities 4,0%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

25,5%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

7,0%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

21,7%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

3,2%   

(7) Health and welfare 5,0%   

(8) Services 11,1%   

No information on the 
educational field 

4,2%   

Total 100,0% 19916 

Migration status National 99,9%   

Born abroad ,1%   

Total 100,0% 19886 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 33,8%   

Towns/suburbs 22,2%   

Rural areas 44,0%   

Total 100,0% 19916 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 13,4%   

Both parents 50,8%   

Apart from parents 35,8%   

Total 100,0% 19916 

Marital status Not married 73,1%   

Married 26,9%   

Total 100,0% 19916 

Living with own child(ren) YES 19,6%   

NO 80,4%   
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Total 100,0% 19916 

 

SWEDEN: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 86,8%   

Unemployed 13,2%   

Total 100,0% 19471 

Sex Male 50,7%   

Female 49,3%   

Total 100,0% 21361 

Age 15-19 years old 11,6%   

20-24 years old 55,8%   

25-29 years old 32,5%   

Total 100,0% 21361 

Education level ISCED 0-2 9,1%   

ISCED 3-4 57,8%   

ISCED 5-6 33,2%   

Total 100,0% 21361 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

13,6%   

(1) Education 4,0%   

(2) Arts and humanities 10,1%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

14,4%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

2,9%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

23,4%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

2,8%   

(7) Health and welfare 11,3%   

(8) Services 6,9%   

No information on the 
educational field 

10,6%   

Total 100,0% 21361 

Migration status National 92,4%   

Born abroad 7,6%   
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Total 100,0% 20295 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 45,4%   

Towns/suburbs 29,5%   

Rural areas 25,0%   

Total 100,0% 21361 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent No data No data 

Both parents No data No data 

Apart from parents No data No data 

Total No data No data 

Marital status Not married 93,0%   

Married 7,0%   

Total 100,0% 21343 

Living with own child(ren) YES No data No data 

NO No data No data 

Total No data No data 

 

GERMANY: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 91,9%   

Unemployed 8,1%   

Total 100,0% 19359 

Sex Male 50,5%   

Female 49,5%   

Total 100,0% 21055 

Age 15-19 years old 6,7%   

20-24 years old 48,1%   

25-29 years old 45,2%   

Total 100,0% 21055 

Education level ISCED 0-2 10,3%   

ISCED 3-4 61,0%   

ISCED 5-6 28,8%   

Total 100,0% 21055 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

5,7%   

(1) Education 4,3%   

(2) Arts and humanities 3,6%   

(3) Social sciences, 28,0%   
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journalism, business, 
administration and law 

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

3,7%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

22,7%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

1,5%   

(7) Health and welfare 11,2%   

(8) Services 7,2%   

No information on the 
educational field 

12,2%   

Total 100,0% 21055 

Migration status National 100,0%   

Born abroad 0,0%   

Total 100,0% 18095 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 41,3%   

Towns/suburbs 38,7%   

Rural areas 20,0%   

Total 100,0% 21055 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 9,5%   

Both parents 26,4%   

Apart from parents 64,1%   

Total 100,0% 20704 

Marital status Not married 87,7%   

Married 12,3%   

Total 100,0% 21055 

Living with own child(ren) YES 10,0%   

NO 90,0%   

Total 100,0% 20704 

 

GREECE: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 44,8%   

Unemployed 55,2%   

Total 100,0% 7773 

Sex Male 48,6%   



Stasiowski & Täht 
 

 

 

 

47

Female 51,4%   

Total 100,0% 9117 

Age 15-19 years old 14,6%   

20-24 years old 43,1%   

25-29 years old 42,3%   

Total 100,0% 9117 

Education level ISCED 0-2 7,8%   

ISCED 3-4 43,3%   

ISCED 5-6 48,8%   

Total 100,0% 9117 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

21,8%   

(1) Education 3,5%   

(2) Arts and humanities 7,7%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

18,5%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

6,1%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

16,2%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

2,1%   

(7) Health and welfare 8,7%   

(8) Services 10,6%   

No information on the 
educational field 

4,9%   

Total 100,0% 9117 

Migration status National 94,4%   

Born abroad 5,6%   

Total 100,0% 9025 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 41,7%   

Towns/suburbs 29,9%   

Rural areas 28,4%   

Total 100,0% 9117 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 13,6%   

Both parents 70,1%   



No.6 – Another approach to risk groups identification 
 

 

 

 

48

Apart from parents 16,3%   

Total 100,0% 9117 

Marital status Not married 94,5%   

Married 5,5%   

Total 100,0% 9117 

Living with own child(ren) YES 2,7%   

NO 97,3%   

Total 100,0% 9117 

 

AUSTRIA: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 90,1%   

Unemployed 9,9%   

Total 100,0% 7664 

Sex Male 50,6%   

Female 49,4%   

Total 100,0% 8290 

Age 15-19 years old 13,2%   

20-24 years old 60,5%   

25-29 years old 26,4%   

Total 100,0% 8290 

Education level ISCED 0-2 8,4%   

ISCED 3-4 71,0%   

ISCED 5-6 20,6%   

Total 100,0% 8290 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

3,2%   

(1) Education 4,7%   

(2) Arts and humanities 3,9%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

25,1%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

1,8%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

29,6%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 2,7%   
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fisheries and veterinary 

(7) Health and welfare 7,1%   

(8) Services 14,0%   

No information on the 
educational field 

8,0%   

Total 100,0% 8290 

Migration status National 87,5%   

Born abroad 12,5%   

Total 100,0% 8206 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 29,0%   

Towns/suburbs 27,6%   

Rural areas 43,4%   

Total 100,0% 8290 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 11,1%   

Both parents 48,3%   

Apart from parents 40,6%   

Total 100,0% 8290 

Marital status Not married 91,5%   

Married 8,5%   

Total 100,0% 8290 

Living with own child(ren) YES 7,6%   

NO 92,4%   

Total 100,0% 8290 

 

ROMANIA: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 77,6%   

Unemployed 22,4%   

Total 100,0% 6757 

Sex Male 49,8%   

Female 50,2%   

Total 100,0% 8449 

Age 15-19 years old 18,2%   

20-24 years old 48,0%   

25-29 years old 33,8%   

Total 100,0% 8449 

Education level ISCED 0-2 13,5%   
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ISCED 3-4 48,5%   

ISCED 5-6 38,0%   

Total 100,0% 8449 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

11,5%   

(1) Education 1,3%   

(2) Arts and humanities 5,0%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

22,6%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

7,4%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

25,5%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

4,3%   

(7) Health and welfare 3,3%   

(8) Services 5,5%   

No information on the 
educational field 

13,5%   

Total 100,0% 8449 

Migration status National 99,9%   

Born abroad ,1%   

Total 100,0% 8449 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 36,0%   

Towns/suburbs 23,3%   

Rural areas 40,7%   

Total 100,0% 8449 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 13,3%   

Both parents 61,7%   

Apart from parents 25,0%   

Total 100,0% 8449 

Marital status Not married 83,8%   

Married 16,2%   

Total 100,0% 8449 

Living with own child(ren) YES 8,7%   

NO 91,3%   
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Total 100,0% 8449 

 

PORTUGAL: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 68,2%   

Unemployed 31,8%   

Total 100,0% 5786 

Sex Male 47,5%   

Female 52,5%   

Total 100,0% 6590 

Age 15-19 years old 13,9%   

20-24 years old 47,0%   

25-29 years old 39,1%   

Total 100,0% 6590 

Education level ISCED 0-2 22,4%   

ISCED 3-4 42,2%   

ISCED 5-6 35,3%   

Total 100,0% 6590 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

17,4%   

(1) Education 2,7%   

(2) Arts and humanities 5,7%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

14,2%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

6,0%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

10,0%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

,8%   

(7) Health and welfare 12,6%   

(8) Services 8,2%   

No information on the 
educational field 

22,4%   

Total 100,0% 6590 

Migration status National 93,0%   

Born abroad 7,0%   
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Total 100,0% 6577 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 43,2%   

Towns/suburbs 30,4%   

Rural areas 26,4%   

Total 100,0% 6590 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 17,5%   

Both parents 60,1%   

Apart from parents 22,4%   

Total 100,0% 6590 

Marital status Not married 92,0%   

Married 8,0%   

Total 100,0% 6590 

Living with own child(ren) YES 8,4%   

NO 91,6%   

Total 100,0% 6590 

 

DENMARK: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 87,0%   

Unemployed 13,0%   

Total 100,0% 5634 

Sex Male 50,3%   

Female 49,7%   

Total 100,0% 6644 

Age 15-19 years old 14,8%   

20-24 years old 42,9%   

25-29 years old 42,3%   

Total 100,0% 6644 

Education level ISCED 0-2 16,9%   

ISCED 3-4 53,4%   

ISCED 5-6 29,7%   

Total 100,0% 6644 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

18,4%   

(1) Education 2,8%   

(2) Arts and humanities 3,6%   

(3) Social sciences, 19,9%   
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journalism, business, 
administration and law 

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

2,5%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

17,0%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

2,5%   

(7) Health and welfare 12,4%   

(8) Services 4,1%   

No information on the 
educational field 

16,7%   

Total 100,0% 6644 

Migration status National 93,1%   

Born abroad 6,9%   

Total 100,0% 6458 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 44,9%   

Towns/suburbs 18,9%   

Rural areas 36,1%   

Total 100,0% 6644 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent No data  No data 

Both parents No data No data 

Apart from parents No data No data 

Total No data No data 

Marital status Not married 92,1%   

Married 7,9%   

Total 100,0% 6644 

Living with own child(ren) YES No data No data 

NO No data No data 

Total No data No data 

 

SLOVAK REPUBLIC: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 73,5%   

Unemployed 26,5%   

Total 100,0% 4348 

Sex Male 51,3%   
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Female 48,7%   

Total 100,0% 4792 

Age 15-19 years old 7,9%   

20-24 years old 54,5%   

25-29 years old 37,5%   

Total 100,0% 4792 

Education level ISCED 0-2 4,8%   

ISCED 3-4 54,8%   

ISCED 5-6 40,4%   

Total 100,0% 4792 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

4,5%   

(1) Education 6,1%   

(2) Arts and humanities 3,7%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

21,2%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

5,0%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

27,9%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

4,4%   

(7) Health and welfare 6,9%   

(8) Services 15,6%   

No information on the 
educational field 

4,8%   

Total 100,0% 4792 

Migration status National 99,2%   

Born abroad ,8%   

Total 100,0% 4792 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 20,1%   

Towns/suburbs 33,4%   

Rural areas 46,4%   

Total 100,0% 4792 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 14,8%   

Both parents 66,5%   
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Apart from parents 18,7%   

Total 100,0% 4792 

Marital status Not married 88,4%   

Married 11,6%   

Total 100,0% 4792 

Living with own child(ren) YES 10,9%   

NO 89,1%   

Total 100,0% 4792 

 

BELGIUM: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 83,3%   

Unemployed 16,7%   

Total 100,0% 4052 

Sex Male 50,2%   

Female 49,8%   

Total 100,0% 4688 

Age 15-19 years old 9,6%   

20-24 years old 53,2%   

25-29 years old 37,2%   

Total 100,0% 4688 

Education level ISCED 0-2 11,4%   

ISCED 3-4 40,9%   

ISCED 5-6 47,7%   

Total 100,0% 4688 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

8,6%   

(1) Education 5,9%   

(2) Arts and humanities 5,4%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

22,5%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

4,7%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

17,4%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 1,7%   
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fisheries and veterinary 

(7) Health and welfare 14,2%   

(8) Services 7,2%   

No information on the 
educational field 

12,4%   

Total 100,0% 4688 

Migration status National 89,3%   

Born abroad 10,7%   

Total 100,0% 4624 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 28,2%   

Towns/suburbs 56,4%   

Rural areas 15,4%   

Total 100,0% 4688 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 16,8%   

Both parents 37,9%   

Apart from parents 45,3%   

Total 100,0% 4688 

Marital status Not married 91,8%   

Married 8,2%   

Total 100,0% 4688 

Living with own child(ren) YES 7,1%   

NO 92,9%   

Total 100,0% 4688 

 

NETHERLANDS: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 91,5%   

Unemployed 8,5%   

Total 100,0% 3574 

Sex Male 47,6%   

Female 52,4%   

Total 100,0% 3940 

Age 15-19 years old 8,3%   

20-24 years old 44,9%   

25-29 years old 46,8%   

Total 100,0% 3940 

Education level ISCED 0-2 12,8%   
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ISCED 3-4 44,6%   

ISCED 5-6 42,5%   

Total 100,0% 3940 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

7,5%   

(1) Education 6,1%   

(2) Arts and humanities 5,3%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

21,5%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

3,2%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

10,9%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

2,0%   

(7) Health and welfare 15,6%   

(8) Services 12,4%   

No information on the 
educational field 

15,6%   

Total 100,0% 3940 

Migration status National 94,4%   

Born abroad 5,6%   

Total 100,0% 3808 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 50,1%   

Towns/suburbs 35,6%   

Rural areas 14,2%   

Total 100,0% 3940 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 8,3%   

Both parents 29,4%   

Apart from parents 62,3%   

Total 100,0% 3940 

Marital status Not married 87,8%   

Married 12,2%   

Total 100,0% 3940 

Living with own child(ren) YES 8,8%   

NO 91,2%   
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Total 100,0% 3940 

 

UNITED KINGDOM: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 84,4%   

Unemployed 15,6%   

Total 100,0% 3505 

Sex Male 49,9%   

Female 50,1%   

Total 100,0% 3867 

Age 15-19 years old 18,8%   

20-24 years old 52,5%   

25-29 years old 28,7%   

Total 100,0% 3867 

Education level ISCED 0-2 11,0%   

ISCED 3-4 44,8%   

ISCED 5-6 44,2%   

Total 100,0% 3867 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

,4%   

(1) Education 1,6%   

(2) Arts and humanities 9,2%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

11,4%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

5,0%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

8,1%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

1,1%   

(7) Health and welfare 7,1%   

(8) Services 16,4%   

No information on the 
educational field 

39,6%   

Total 100,0% 3867 

Migration status National 90,8%   

Born abroad 9,2%   
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Total 100,0% 3724 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 63,8%   

Towns/suburbs 26,1%   

Rural areas 10,1%   

Total 100,0% 3867 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 21,3%   

Both parents 31,0%   

Apart from parents 47,7%   

Total 100,0% 3850 

Marital status Not married 91,2%   

Married 8,8%   

Total 100,0% 3867 

Living with own child(ren) YES 13,4%   

NO 86,6%   

Total 100,0% 3850 

 

SPAIN: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 55,7%   

Unemployed 44,3%   

Total 100,0% 3309 

Sex Male 49,8%   

Female 50,2%   

Total 100,0% 3990 

Age 15-19 years old 16,1%   

20-24 years old 45,1%   

25-29 years old 38,8%   

Total 100,0% 3990 

Education level ISCED 0-2 29,0%   

ISCED 3-4 24,5%   

ISCED 5-6 46,4%   

Total 100,0% 3990 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

9,5%   

(1) Education 5,8%   

(2) Arts and humanities 4,0%   

(3) Social sciences, 17,0%   
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journalism, business, 
administration and law 

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

6,2%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

13,1%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

,9%   

(7) Health and welfare 9,0%   

(8) Services 5,7%   

No information on the 
educational field 

28,8%   

Total 100,0% 3990 

Migration status National 86,9%   

Born abroad 13,1%   

Total 100,0% 3901 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 47,8%   

Towns/suburbs 25,0%   

Rural areas 27,3%   

Total 100,0% 3990 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 21,3%   

Both parents 60,3%   

Apart from parents 18,4%   

Total 100,0% 3990 

Marital status Not married 95,8%   

Married 4,2%   

Total 100,0% 3990 

Living with own child(ren) YES 4,9%   

NO 95,1%   

Total 100,0% 3990 

 

LITHUANIA: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 82,5%   

Unemployed 17,5%   

Total 100,0% 2347 

Sex Male 52,2%   
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Female 47,8%   

Total 100,0% 2673 

Age 15-19 years old 5,3%   

20-24 years old 53,9%   

25-29 years old 40,8%   

Total 100,0% 2673 

Education level ISCED 0-2 6,2%   

ISCED 3-4 40,6%   

ISCED 5-6 53,2%   

Total 100,0% 2673 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

18,9%   

(1) Education 2,7%   

(2) Arts and humanities 4,6%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

28,5%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

5,2%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

20,5%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

1,3%   

(7) Health and welfare 4,1%   

(8) Services 8,0%   

No information on the 
educational field 

6,2%   

Total 100,0% 2673 

Migration status National 99,4%   

Born abroad ,6%   

Total 100,0% 2673 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 48,0%   

Towns/suburbs 9,3%   

Rural areas 42,7%   

Total 100,0% 2673 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 21,1%   

Both parents 30,7%   
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Apart from parents 48,2%   

Total 100,0% 2673 

Marital status Not married 75,5%   

Married 24,5%   

Total 100,0% 2673 

Living with own child(ren) YES 21,2%   

NO 78,8%   

Total 100,0% 2673 

 

CYPRUS: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 68,0%   

Unemployed 32,0%   

Total 100,0% 2143 

Sex Male 45,6%   

Female 54,4%   

Total 100,0% 2468 

Age 15-19 years old 8,3%   

20-24 years old 45,3%   

25-29 years old 46,4%   

Total 100,0% 2468 

Education level ISCED 0-2 3,7%   

ISCED 3-4 26,1%   

ISCED 5-6 70,2%   

Total 100,0% 2468 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

8,6%   

(1) Education 6,7%   

(2) Arts and humanities 12,6%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

31,4%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

9,5%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

14,3%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, ,5%   
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fisheries and veterinary 

(7) Health and welfare 5,6%   

(8) Services 7,9%   

No information on the 
educational field 

3,1%   

Total 100,0% 2468 

Migration status National 85,6%   

Born abroad 14,4%   

Total 100,0% 2404 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 56,6%   

Towns/suburbs 20,3%   

Rural areas 23,1%   

Total 100,0% 2468 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 14,4%   

Both parents 62,2%   

Apart from parents 23,5%   

Total 100,0% 2468 

Marital status Not married 88,6%   

Married 11,4%   

Total 100,0% 2468 

Living with own child(ren) YES 7,8%   

NO 92,2%   

Total 100,0% 2468 

 

SLOVENIA: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 76,7%   

Unemployed 23,3%   

Total 100,0% 2040 

Sex Male 50,0%   

Female 50,0%   

Total 100,0% 2352 

Age 15-19 years old 6,7%   

20-24 years old 40,1%   

25-29 years old 53,3%   

Total 100,0% 2352 

Education level ISCED 0-2 4,3%   
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ISCED 3-4 43,8%   

ISCED 5-6 51,9%   

Total 100,0% 2352 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

3,0%   

(1) Education 6,8%   

(2) Arts and humanities 4,5%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

28,1%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

2,6%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

27,2%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

3,6%   

(7) Health and welfare 9,9%   

(8) Services 10,1%   

No information on the 
educational field 

4,3%   

Total 100,0% 2352 

Migration status National 99,0%   

Born abroad 1,0%   

Total 100,0% 2238 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 15,2%   

Towns/suburbs 30,9%   

Rural areas 54,0%   

Total 100,0% 2352 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 14,3%   

Both parents 51,3%   

Apart from parents 34,4%   

Total 100,0% 2352 

Marital status Not married 89,2%   

Married 10,8%   

Total 100,0% 2352 

Living with own child(ren) YES 16,1%   

NO 83,9%   
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Total 100,0% 2352 

 

LATVIA: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 83,4%   

Unemployed 16,6%   

Total 100,0% 1548 

Sex Male 48,6%   

Female 51,4%   

Total 100,0% 1815 

Age 15-19 years old 7,7%   

20-24 years old 52,1%   

25-29 years old 40,1%   

Total 100,0% 1815 

Education level ISCED 0-2 9,8%   

ISCED 3-4 46,0%   

ISCED 5-6 44,2%   

Total 100,0% 1815 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

25,6%   

(1) Education 2,6%   

(2) Arts and humanities 4,9%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

27,2%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

2,3%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

14,2%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

1,6%   

(7) Health and welfare 2,7%   

(8) Services 8,9%   

No information on the 
educational field 

10,0%   

Total 100,0% 1815 

Migration status National 99,6%   

Born abroad ,4%   
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Total 100,0% 1793 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 44,6%   

Towns/suburbs 19,6%   

Rural areas 35,9%   

Total 100,0% 1815 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 18,7%   

Both parents 29,2%   

Apart from parents 52,1%   

Total 100,0% 1815 

Marital status Not married 83,8%   

Married 16,2%   

Total 100,0% 1815 

Living with own child(ren) YES 14,1%   

NO 85,9%   

Total 100,0% 1815 

 

CZECH REPUBLIC: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 85,0%   

Unemployed 15,0%   

Total 100,0% 1531 

Sex Male 51,2%   

Female 48,8%   

Total 100,0% 1708 

Age 15-19 years old 7,5%   

20-24 years old 56,0%   

25-29 years old 36,5%   

Total 100,0% 1708 

Education level ISCED 0-2 3,9%   

ISCED 3-4 56,5%   

ISCED 5-6 39,6%   

Total 100,0% 1708 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

2,4%   

(1) Education 5,5%   

(2) Arts and humanities 3,7%   

(3) Social sciences, 24,3%   
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journalism, business, 
administration and law 

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

5,1%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

31,2%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

3,4%   

(7) Health and welfare 7,6%   

(8) Services 12,8%   

No information on the 
educational field 

3,9%   

Total 100,0% 1708 

Migration status National 98,5%   

Born abroad 1,5%   

Total 100,0% 1699 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 30,8%   

Towns/suburbs 32,1%   

Rural areas 37,2%   

Total 100,0% 1708 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 17,4%   

Both parents 41,1%   

Apart from parents 41,5%   

Total 100,0% 1708 

Marital status Not married 86,9%   

Married 13,1%   

Total 100,0% 1708 

Living with own child(ren) YES 13,1%   

NO 86,9%   

Total 100,0% 1708 

 

CROATIA: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 56,8%   

Unemployed 43,2%   

Total 100,0% 1413 

Sex Male 49,6%   



No.6 – Another approach to risk groups identification 
 

 

 

 

68

Female 50,4%   

Total 100,0% 1624 

Age 15-19 years old 18,6%   

20-24 years old 49,6%   

25-29 years old 31,8%   

Total 100,0% 1624 

Education level ISCED 0-2 3,4%   

ISCED 3-4 60,5%   

ISCED 5-6 36,1%   

Total 100,0% 1624 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

2,0%   

(1) Education 6,0%   

(2) Arts and humanities 1,6%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

25,0%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

5,4%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

23,9%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

4,1%   

(7) Health and welfare 7,4%   

(8) Services 21,4%   

No information on the 
educational field 

3,4%   

Total 100,0% 1624 

Migration status National 98,3%   

Born abroad 1,7%   

Total 100,0% 1536 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 24,3%   

Towns/suburbs 29,9%   

Rural areas 45,8%   

Total 100,0% 1624 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 15,3%   

Both parents 73,4%   
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Apart from parents 11,3%   

Total 100,0% 1624 

Marital status Not married 91,9%   

Married 8,1%   

Total 100,0% 1624 

Living with own child(ren) YES 4,8%   

NO 95,2%   

Total 100,0% 1624 

 

MALTA: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 90,8%   

Unemployed 9,2%   

Total 100,0% 1366 

Sex Male 51,3%   

Female 48,7%   

Total 100,0% 1500 

Age 15-19 years old 21,6%   

20-24 years old 52,6%   

25-29 years old 25,7%   

Total 100,0% 1500 

Education level ISCED 0-2 23,5%   

ISCED 3-4 40,2%   

ISCED 5-6 36,3%   

Total 100,0% 1500 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

18,3%   

(1) Education 4,5%   

(2) Arts and humanities 4,5%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

16,5%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

10,5%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

7,5%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, ,3%   
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fisheries and veterinary 

(7) Health and welfare 8,6%   

(8) Services 6,1%   

No information on the 
educational field 

23,1%   

Total 100,0% 1500 

Migration status National 98,7%   

Born abroad 1,3%   

Total 100,0% 1449 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 47,1%   

Towns/suburbs 46,0%   

Rural areas 6,9%   

Total 100,0% 1500 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 16,0%   

Both parents 74,4%   

Apart from parents 9,5%   

Total 100,0% 1500 

Marital status Not married 95,9%   

Married 4,1%   

Total 100,0% 1500 

Living with own child(ren) YES 4,6%   

NO 95,4%   

Total 100,0% 1500 

 

FINLAND: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 87,5%   

Unemployed 12,5%   

Total 100,0% 1150 

Sex Male 49,9%   

Female 50,1%   

Total 100,0% 1331 

Age 15-19 years old 14,5%   

20-24 years old 46,6%   

25-29 years old 38,9%   

Total 100,0% 1331 

Education level ISCED 0-2 11,5%   
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ISCED 3-4 59,8%   

ISCED 5-6 28,7%   

Total 100,0% 1331 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

14,8%   

(1) Education 1,0%   

(2) Arts and humanities 5,7%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

12,3%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

2,0%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

25,8%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

3,2%   

(7) Health and welfare 11,2%   

(8) Services 12,5%   

No information on the 
educational field 

11,5%   

Total 100,0% 1331 

Migration status National 97,6%   

Born abroad 2,4%   

Total 100,0% 1306 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 40,1%   

Towns/suburbs 36,2%   

Rural areas 23,7%   

Total 100,0% 1331 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent No data No data 

Both parents No data No data 

Apart from parents No data No data 

Total No data No data 

Marital status Not married 89,4%   

Married 10,6%   

Total 100,0% 1328 

Living with own child(ren) YES No data No data 

NO No data No data 
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Total No data No data 

 

ESTONIA: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 84,4%   

Unemployed 15,6%   

Total 100,0% 1056 

Sex Male 52,2%   

Female 47,8%   

Total 100,0% 1239 

Age 15-19 years old 7,3%   

20-24 years old 51,0%   

25-29 years old 41,7%   

Total 100,0% 1239 

Education level ISCED 0-2 9,1%   

ISCED 3-4 46,1%   

ISCED 5-6 44,8%   

Total 100,0% 1239 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

17,7%   

(1) Education 1,9%   

(2) Arts and humanities 7,0%   

(3) Social sciences, 
journalism, business, 
administration and law 

18,6%   

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

5,7%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

23,0%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

1,9%   

(7) Health and welfare 3,9%   

(8) Services 11,4%   

No information on the 
educational field 

9,1%   

Total 100,0% 1239 

Migration status National 96,7%   

Born abroad 3,3%   
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Total 100,0% 1232 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 50,1%   

Towns/suburbs 16,6%   

Rural areas 33,3%   

Total 100,0% 1239 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 13,7%   

Both parents 26,6%   

Apart from parents 59,7%   

Total 100,0% 1239 

Marital status Not married 87,5%   

Married 12,5%   

Total 100,0% 1239 

Living with own child(ren) YES 19,7%   

NO 80,3%   

Total 100,0% 1239 

 

BULGARIA: EXCEPT's POPULATION  - BASIC 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Column % Count 

Unemployment Employed 78,5%   

Unemployed 21,5%   

Total 100,0% 851 

Sex Male 51,7%   

Female 48,3%   

Total 100,0% 1115 

Age 15-19 years old 15,7%   

20-24 years old 49,7%   

25-29 years old 34,6%   

Total 100,0% 1115 

Education level ISCED 0-2 8,7%   

ISCED 3-4 52,1%   

ISCED 5-6 39,2%   

Total 100,0% 1115 

Field of education 0 Generic programmes and 
qualifications 

24,2%   

(1) Education 2,1%   

(2) Arts and humanities 3,9%   

(3) Social sciences, 23,1%   
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journalism, business, 
administration and law 

(4) Natural sciences, 
mathematics, statistics and 
ICT 

2,0%   

(5) Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 

26,0%   

(6) Agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and veterinary 

2,8%   

(7) Health and welfare 1,8%   

(8) Services 4,5%   

No information on the 
educational field 

9,6%   

Total 100,0% 1115 

Migration status National 100,0%   

Born abroad 0,0%   

Total 100,0% 1112 

Degree of urbanisation Large urban area 48,1%   

Towns/suburbs 22,3%   

Rural areas 29,6%   

Total 100,0% 1115 

Housing situation - 
parents' presence 

One parent 17,8%   

Both parents 56,3%   

Apart from parents 25,9%   

Total 100,0% 1115 

Marital status Not married 88,6%   

Married 11,4%   

Total 100,0% 1115 

Living with own child(ren) YES 11,3%   

NO 88,7%   

Total 100,0% 1115 
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