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Abstract – The category of young people not in employment, education or training, often 
known by the acronym NEET, has become a target of public policies to combat the integration 
difficulties faced by young adults in different countries. However, the category remains heavily 
criticised due to the heterogeneity of the sub‑populations that comprise it. Using the Enquête  
nationale sur les ressources des jeunes (National survey on the resources of young adults, ENRJ), 
this article addresses the diversity of NEET situations in relation to their risk of social exclusion. 
This risk is analysed through a multidimensional analysis taking into account their employment 
status, training, health and social relations. The results show that the risk factors are not exactly 
the same in each dimension, even though an absence of educational qualifications is very dama‑
ging in all four dimensions. They also underline the difficulty of putting into perspective the 
monetary resources of young adults in NEET situations with the risks of social exclusion.
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The proportion of young who fall into the 
NEET category, i.e. those who are not 

in education, employment or training, has in 
recent years become a key indicator for study‑
ing the problems of young people’s integration  
and insecurity in respect of the labour market  
(Carcillo et al., 2015). This category is increas‑
ingly highlighted in the speeches of political 
leaders within the European Union, includ‑
ing in France. The NEET rate is an indicator  
used in various official publications to com‑
pare the state of the youth labour market in 
different countries. In 2017, according to 
Eurostat, 17.2% of young people aged 20 to 
34 in the European Union fall into the NEET1 
category; this proportion varies from 7.8% in 
Sweden to 29.5% in Italy, with France in the 
middle with a NEET rate of 18.2%. This rate 
varies slightly depending on the age group 
considered. Thus, for France in 2015, Minni 
& Galtier (2017) demonstrate that the NEET 
rate ranges from 6.2% for 15‑19 year olds to 
18.1% for 20‑24 year olds and 20% for 25‑29 
year olds. In addition, this rate is not always 
directly linked to the development of the finan‑
cial situation because it depends, due to its 
make‑up, on the enrolment rate of young adults 
at different ages, with the increase of the latter  
automatically leading to a decrease in the 
NEET rate. Accordingly, there may be a dis‑
connect between the development of the NEET 
rate and the youth unemployment rate between 
countries.

In this article, we propose reviewing the make‑up 
of this category and the criticisms that can be 
made of it. For the European Union, NEETs 
are “hardest to reach out to” and in particular 
include “those facing poverty, social exclu‑
sion, disability and discrimination” (European 
Commission, 2016, p. 1). The challenge is to 
discuss this definition by examining the links 
between NEETs, social exclusion and poverty. 
The first section presents the origin of the NEET 
category, then the debates it has generated since 
its creation in France and Europe. We focus on an 
important dimension that is partly overshadowed 
by the classification as NEETs, that of the social 
exclusion of young adults, even though it seems 
key to analysing their difficulties. In the second 
section, we propose operationalising this social 
exclusion dimension and applying it to young 
NEETs based on a fuzzy and multidimensional 
approach. To achieve this, we use data from the 
National Survey on the Resources of Young 
Adults (Enquête nationale sur les ressources  
des jeunes ‑ ENRJ) carried out by DREES and 
Insee, concerning young adults aged 18 to 24. 

Using the same survey, the final section explores 
the link between the various dimensions of social 
exclusion and the resources of young adults.1

1. The Make‑Up of the NEET 
Category and its Limits

Developed in the United Kingdom in the 1980s, 
the NEET category was intended to replace 
the “status zero” category, people who were 
not well identified by the main labour market 
categories, and to broaden the category of 
unemployed people which was too dependent 
on international nomenclature (Furlong, 2006). 
This NEET category, which was initially 
intended to identify young adults in vulnerable 
situations, has nevertheless developed to cover 
much more heterogeneous situations when 
considering the employability of young people 
(Furlong, 2007). Having become an adminis‑
trative category, particularly at the European 
level, and a target population for public poli‑
cies, it is said to include all young people who 
do not accumulate human capital (Mascherini 
& Ledermaier, 2016). However, Gautié (2016) 
suggests an underlying problem: only employ‑
ment, training or education would be designated 
“socially desirable (or even acceptable?), thus 
logically excluding not only unemployment but 
also voluntary inactivity”.

1.1. A Highly Heterogeneous Category

It is possible to frame the growing interest in this 
category within a more general question about 
the category of the unemployed as a historical 
and social construct (Baverez et al., 1986). The 
invention of unemployment in the context of the 
workforce makes it possible to group together 
different populations not in employment. Gautié 
(2002) is concerned about a “process symmet‑
rical to that of the invention of unemployment” 
in which the specific characteristics of each 
population would become key: unemployment 
would lose its strength, both as a category to 
represent the reality of the labour market and as 
a category for action by public authorities. We 
note that the emergence of the NEET category 
not only makes it possible to produce an addi‑
tional indicator for the labour market, but it also 
delineates a target population for young people 
as part of the Youth Guarantee. It is specified that 

1.  For the purpose of simplicity, the term NEET will be used to refer to 
young people who fall into this category.
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this scheme should target “vulnerable NEETs”2, 
with reference in particular to the young person’s 
level of financial resources, which may call 
into question its operational nature in public 
action. Furthermore, a report by Eurofound 
(2016) recommends the development of policies 
targeted at sub‑groups within the NEET category 
to meet their specific needs. This was the case 
for the Youth Contract, for example, which 
was offered to young British people who were 
theoretically NEETs, with additional criteria in 
terms of levels of educational qualifications with 
varying degrees of restrictiveness at national 
level or at the level of certain municipalities 
(Newton et al., 2014).3

Criticism of the NEET indicator and the desire 
to develop it, or even to go beyond it, are 
not unique to France (Furlong, 2006, 2007; 
Thompson, 2011; Maguire, 2015a). Thompson 
(2011) and Serracant (2014) point out that, in 
addition to covering a heterogeneity of young 
people’s situations, this category encourages the 
individualisation of the public policy measures 
put in place for these young people. The priority 
given to training or employment is likely to 
benefit the least vulnerable young NEETs first 
and foremost. In contrast, other NEETs, who 
are considered less employable, may be rele‑
gated to second place in such policies, which 
increases their vulnerability. Hence Serracant’s 
interest in using a “restricted NEET” indicator, 
in particular, which takes into account young 
people who do not work or study and who do not 
wish to do so. These young people who reject the 
“functional role” of training and labour market 
participation are thought to be at the highest risk 
of social exclusion.

This criticism is in line with a more general 
examination of the coming together between 
unemployment and inactivity, due to a decon‑
struction of the category of unemployed, which 
is not unique to France (Lefresne, 2005). For 
Coutrot & Exertier (2001), this coming together 
is the symptom of a decline in unemployment 
driven by British employment policy ‑ which 
is replicated in European employment policy. 
However, the boundaries are even more blurred 
among young people who less often have social 
security cover for the risk of unemployment.

In France, various studies that have examined 
the fuzziness between the categories of unem‑
ployment and inactivity also show the difficulty 
of clearly classifying young people (Guillemot, 
1996; Gonzales‑Demichel & Nauze‑Fichet, 
2003). The period of transition from school to 

the labour market is generally characterised by 
tangle of more or less well‑defined situations 
(Vincens, 1997; Giret, 2019). Some young 
people are able to find a job when studying, 
while others enter the labour market only 
intermittently after they leave the education 
system. First and foremost, drop‑outs will find 
themselves on the fringes of inactivity, educa‑
tion and employment and sometimes they may 
even be difficult to identify by official statistics 
(Bernard, 2011). For young adults without the 
Baccalaureate, switches between unemployment 
and inactivity are sometimes linked to social and 
family characteristics, in particular for young 
women with a young child (Guergoat‑Larivière 
& Lemière, 2018). In higher education, this 
porosity of the boundaries between periods of 
job search, training and inactivity also affects 
students (Charles, 2016): gap years or partici‑
pation in a humanitarian, cultural or charity 
project can take them away from a linear path 
between training and employment. All of these 
works indicate that isolation from employment 
or education and difficulties in accessing the 
labour market alone do not make it possible 
to characterise young NEETs, even though an 
absence of employment or training may be a 
dimension of it.23

1.2. An Approach Referencing the Risk  
of Social Exclusion

Among the criticisms of the NEET indicator, 
a recurring one is its difficulty in defining the 
degree of exclusion of young people. Numerous 
studies stress the need to mobilising a multi‑
dimensional approach to social exclusion for 
the study of young people (Hargie et al., 2011). 
This would have the benefit of differing from 
other approaches in terms of the transition of 
young people to adulthood, which would tend 
to homogenise situations as part of a more or 
less rapid process of social integration for young 
people (Silver, 2007a).

1.2.1. Social Exclusion is Multidimensional

Nevertheless, there is no consensus regarding 
the definition of social exclusion and it is the 

2.  A condition tied to resources is required to claim the Youth Guarantee. 
The young person must not receive financial support from their parents 
and their resources must not exceed €492.58 (pursuant to Decree 
No 2016‑1855 of 23 December 2016, Ministry of Labour).
3.  However, in their assessment of this scheme, Newton et  al. (2014) 
stress that the stated criterion of being a NEET, as a requirement for acces‑
sing the programme, was not always respected.
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cause of much discussion.4 In the early 1990s 
in academic studies, particularly in Europe, 
Paugam (1998) underlines that social exclu‑
sion refers to a “multidimensional process of 
accumulation of handicaps that can lead, in 
particular, to the breakdown of social ties”. To 
a certain extent, this definition is in line with the 
five aspects identified by Silver & Miller (2003) 
in the definition of social exclusion. Firstly, the 
authors underline that social exclusion refers to 
a dynamic, a process. It is not really possible to 
identify a threshold separating the “excluded” 
from the “included”, however social exclusion 
refers to a “continuum of positions” between 
inclusion and exclusion. Secondly, social 
exclusion is multidimensional. It impacts both 
individual and societal dimensions. However, 
there is no real consensus on the dimensions to 
be taken into account, the dimensions identified 
in the literature generally being linked with rela‑
tional disadvantages both economic and social 
in nature (Silver, 2007b). Thirdly, social exclu‑
sion is active in the sense that it results from the 
behaviour of other actors (those not excluded) 
or even institutions. The fourth aspect defining 
social exclusion is its relational dimension. This 
results in the social isolation of the individual 
through a lack of social networks, a lack of 
participation in social life or even situations 
of rejection. Finally, the authors stress that this 
notion is highly dependent on the context and 
on the reference made to inclusion. It therefore 
varies in time and space in different countries.

For Sen (2000), social exclusion can be anal‑
ysed within the more general framework of a 
capability approach. It is then interpreted as 
“capability deprivation”. It can be broken down 
into different dimensions: participating in social 
life and community life, as well as appearing in 
public “without shame”, but the deprivation of 
these capabilities can also lead to other depriva‑
tions and limit the individual’s opportunities to 
enjoy a decent life.5 He underlines the double 
intrinsic and instrumental dimension of social 
exclusion: being excluded from certain economic 
or social aspects may not be experienced as capa‑
bility deprivation per se, but is highly likely to 
lead to further deprivation subsequently, limiting 
the prospects and opportunities for the individual 
to enjoy a decent life. While stressing the impor‑
tance of the relational component of this type of 
deprivation, various economic events are likely 
to lead to social exclusion. Sen illustrates this 
with the consequences of long‑term unemploy‑
ment on different aspects that may contribute 
to social exclusion. Long‑term unemployment 
may indeed lead to economic exclusion (loss 

of income), exclusion from the labour market 
(devaluation and non‑accumulation of human 
capital) and social exclusion (loss of freedom 
to make decisions and participate in community 
life), and have repercussions on health (psycho‑
logical difficulties, the development of illness) 
and family life. Long‑term unemployment may 
also lead to a certain degree of discourage‑
ment about future prospects for employment 
and labour market integration, which may to 
the long‑term unemployed adopting a passive 
attitude towards the labour market. All of these 
dimensions are likely to interact and reinforce 
social exclusion.45

The consequences of social exclusion can be 
particularly high among young people, as Sen 
(2000) or Silver (2007a) point out. Various 
factors are likely to reinforce social exclusion 
for young people or, on the contrary, protect 
them from it. Kieselbach (2003) seeks to iden‑
tify vulnerability factors that can contribute to 
the risk of social exclusion of young people 
in long‑term unemployment in the European 
Union. Based on a European survey, he identifies 
several vulnerability factors linked to low quali‑
fication levels, a certain degree of passivity on 
the labour market, an insecure financial situation 
or even weak social and institutional support. He 
also shows that social support for young people 
can be important factors in preventing social 
exclusion.

1.2.2. Social Exclusion and Poverty

This multidimensional approach to exclusion can 
also be linked to that of income poverty. Thus, 
Carcillo et al. (2015) show that in France the 
rate of NEETs in situations of income poverty 
is about twice as high as that of young adults in 
other situations. In some countries, the search 
for independence through leaving the parental 
home can increase the risks of social exclusion 
and poverty if public policies do not target those 
young people (France, 2008). This is all the more 
the case when family resources are insufficient: 
Bynner & Parsons (2002) show that in England, 

4.  The first appearance of this term is attributed to Lenoir in his publication 
“Les exclus : un français sur dix” (1974); the author advocates the imple‑
mentation of preventive policies for those he calls the excluded, referring 
to those with physical and mental disabilities and the socially maladjusted. 
Social exclusion has since been at the heart of numerous policies, in par‑
ticular at European Union level. Nevertheless, it has been subject to seve‑
ral interpretations, depending on the different countries and paradigms in 
question.
5.  Thus, Sen (2000, p. 4) states: “Being excluded from social relations can 
lead to other deprivation as well, thereby further limiting our living opportu‑
nities. […] Social exclusion can, thus, be constitutively a part of capabilities 
deprivation as well as instrumentally a cause of diverse capability failures”.
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it is the main factor in unqualified young girls 
falling into the NEET category.

Nevertheless, while social exclusion and income 
poverty may be closely linked, these situations do 
not always overlap. Indeed, while poverty may 
contribute to social exclusion, people who feel 
excluded may not be considered poor and vice 
versa. Social exclusion has a dynamic aspect, in 
contrast to the income poverty indicator which 
generally measures an individual’s poverty 
status at a given point in time (Silver, 2007b). 
Therefore, the income poverty is not thought to 
really make it possible to identify the “social 
mechanisms and relations” (Silver, 2007a) that 
can explain the more or less transitory nature 
of the individual’s situation. Subjective poverty 
indicators that ask people directly about their 
perception of their situation may be considered 
a more relevant measurement of social exclu‑
sion. In fact, as Duvoux & Papuchon (2018) 
point out, subjective poverty depends on the life 
trajectories of individuals; they analyse it as “an 
indicator of lasting social insecurity, associated 
with an increase in pessimism about the future”. 
In addition, the dynamic of social exclusion is 
not necessarily linear and linked to the process 
of moving out of the parental home. Living in the 
parental home is not a bulwark against the social 
exclusion of young adults who cannot find a job, 
even though it can protect them from a certain 
level of income poverty. Likewise, young people 
who return to the parental home, while employed 
or having lost their jobs, who face difficulties 
in accessing housing (Maunaye, 2016), are not 
necessarily affected by all the different dimen‑
sions of social exclusion.

These different insights underline the strong 
heterogeneity of the NEET statistical category. 
While it includes situations of social exclusion 
and income poverty, it groups together young 
people experiencing an extremely wide variety 
of social and economic situations, some of 
whom appear to be far removed from public 
policy targets.

It therefore seems important to understand 
the difficulties in terms of degrees of social 
exclusion, making it possible to overcome 
some of the limitations of the NEET indicator. 
This approach has the advantage of taking 
into consideration the diversity of these young 
people’s situations with respect to social exclu‑
sion by reasoning in terms of the continuum of 
positions noted by Silver (2007b). It transforms 
the individual conception of the NEET indicator 
by repositioning the individual within a set of 

social relationships, and can also be analysed 
as proposed by Sen (2000) in a more general 
framework of capability deprivation. Another 
underlying dimension concerns the absence or 
scarcity of monetary resources assumed to be 
available to young NEETs, which would go hand 
in hand with their exclusion. The analysis of 
young people’s resources should lead to a better 
understanding of how poverty and social exclu‑
sion combine for young NEETs. This issue of 
resources is also central to public policy concerns 
regarding NEETs, either because they target a 
maximum income threshold for beneficiaries or 
because they offer income to young people as 
part of a more general support programme. In 
France, the conditions for obtaining the Youth 
Guarantee impose a maximum level of resources 
of just under €500 in 2019. At the same time, the 
scheme offers an allocation of the same amount 
within the framework of a commitment contract. 
In different countries, policies specifically aimed 
at young NEETs also offer financial incentives 
aimed at re‑engaging young people in a return 
to employment or training (Mascherini, 2017), 
with the resources generally granted subject to 
a commitment by the young person. 

2. Measuring Social Exclusion using  
A Fuzzy Set Approach

Empirical measurement of social exclusion 
is difficult due to its multidimensional and 
dynamic nature. The fuzzy set approach makes 
it possible to take these different aspects into 
account. This approach has been used to measure 
youth poverty (Vero & Werquin, 1998), health 
(Alperin, 2016) and even the downgrading of 
young graduates (Betti et al., 2011). The benefit 
of this approach is that it makes it possible to 
go beyond a dichotomous vision (NEET or 
not NEET) and to have a multidimensional 
and gradual measurement of the risk of social 
exclusion.

Formally, each item of the risk of social exclu‑
sion �x is characterised by a membership function 
µ .( ) contained within a range [0, 1]. Where 
µ � x( ) = 1, the young person can be considered to 
be excluded. If µ � x( ) = 0, the young person can 
be considered not to be excluded. If � �0 1< ( ) <µ x , 
the function becomes a measurement of the risk 
of social exclusion with an intensity ranging 
from 0 to 1.

In the first stage, the membership functions of 
each item must be calculated. Various methods 



	 ECONOMIE ET STATISTIQUE / ECONOMICS AND STATISTICS N° 514-515-516, 2020138

allow the construction of the membership func‑
tion, depending on the type of variable. The 
approach developed by Cheli & Lemmi (1995) 
has been used here:

µ µx
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where k (k=1,...,K) are the modalities of item 
x and where the higher k is, the more intense 
the feeling of deprivation concerning this item. 

� �F xk( ) corresponds to the distribution func‑
tion of x for the modality k. The advantage of 
this method is that it does not rely on certain 
a priori assumptions because critical thresh‑
olds of deprivation are not to be determined 
(Martinetti, 2000). It is also described as a totally 
fuzzy and relative approach (Cheli & Lemmi, 
1995). Other methods have been developed in 
the literature, in particular that of Cerioli & Zani 
(1990), which is described as totally fuzzy. The 
selection of Cheli & Lemmi’s method is based 
on the type of items used and the fact that the 
modalities are not equally distributed (Martinetti,  
2000).

In the second stage, the different items are 
grouped together within k dimensions. The 
number of dimensions selected and the make‑up 
of items in each dimension have been confirmed 
using factor analysis. Several weighting methods 
can be used to aggregate items by dimension. 
Their advantages and limitations have been 
discussed in the literature (Martinetti, 2000). 
Here we use the weighting method developed 
by Betti & Verma (1999). The advantage of this 
weighting method is that it takes into account 
the frequency of each item in the dimension, 
while limiting the influence of items that are 
highly correlated with each other (Alperin & van 
Kerm, 2009).
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exclusion j M∈ � , ,1 …  of the individual i N∈1, ,… .  
The dimension of the risk of social exclusion k 
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by: 
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where ρ j j, ′ is the coefficient for correlation 
between the social exclusion risk items j and j’, 
F() is an indicator function that takes the value 
1 if the condition in brackets is completed, 
otherwise it takes 0. ρH is a predetermined corre‑
lation threshold corresponding to the greatest 
difference between two ordered correlation 
coefficients (Alperin & van Kerm, 2009).

These dimensions can then be aggregated into a 
multidimensional social exclusion risk indicator. 
To achieve this, the same weighting method of 
Betti & Verma (1998) was applied. The social 
exclusion risk indicator vi  for each individual i 
is therefore calculated in the following manner:

	 v Di
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k ik
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where ϕk is the weighting of dimension k, calcu‑
lated based on Betti & Verma’s formula. 

The indicator for the risk of social exclusion Vp 
for the whole population can then be written 
(Alperin & van Kerm, 2009):

	 V
N
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N
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Since vi  is a linear function of Dik, the social 
exclusion risk indicator in the population of 
dimension k, named vk can be determined by:
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The social exclusion risk indicator can then be 
re‑written:
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The relative contribution of dimension k to the 
social exclusion risk indicator is therefore given 
by:
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2.1. The Dimensions of Social Exclusion

The data used are taken from the ENRJ carried 
out in 2014 by DREES and Insee; 5,800 young 
French people aged 18 to 24 were surveyed. The 
survey makes it possible to understand the young 
person’s situation at the time of the survey as well 
as his or her progress over the past year. It is also 
one of the first surveys in France to ask young 
people and their parents precise questions on the 
type of relationships they have, as well as the 
different resources received by the young person.

Among these young people, a sample of 907 
observations meet the usual definition of NEETs 
(19.7% of young people aged 18 to 246). We 
exclude from the analysis those who report 
having found a job they are scheduled to start 
in the near future (19% of NEETs); in fact, the 
questionnaire does not ask them to answer a 
number of questions related to their job search. 
In total, we have a sample of 735 young people. 
To provide a quick overview of these young 
people (see Table A‑1 in the Appendix), it can 
be noted that they are equal parts male (50.1%) 
and female (49.9%), with an average age of 21.3 
years. The majority of them still live with their 
parents (74.6% compared to 25.4% who partly 
live in the parental home7 or have moved out 
completely). They have a relatively low level 
of educational qualifications, although some of 
them (14.1%) have a qualification higher than 
a baccalaureate and 32.1% are school leavers 
without secondary school qualifications.8 Finally, 
they are mostly from the most disadvantaged 
categories: 44.8% of these young people have a 
father who is or was a blue‑collar worker. 

In order to measure the risks of social exclusion, 
one of the most important stages is the selection 
of the relevant items. Several dimensions have 
been proposed in the literature, generally refer‑
ring to both economic and social aspects. We 
have selected four dimensions that include the 
following items:

‑ isolation from the labour market, including i) 
the desire to work, ii) the job search process, 
and iii) the activity carried out during the year; 

‑ isolation from education and training, described 
by i) having studied during the year, ii) having 
completed an internship during the year, and iii) 
the desire to resume studies in the future;

‑ social integration as measured by i) the type 
of relationship with the mother, ii) the type of 
relationship with the father, iii) membership in 
an association, and iv) leisure time expenditure;

‑ the state of health as determined by i) subjec‑
tive assessment by the respondent of his or her 
state of health, ii) having a chronic disease, and 
iii) having been restricted in recent months due 
to a health problem.678

All of these dimensions make it possible to 
identify the extent of a young person’s social 
exclusion. The membership functions and the 
distribution of each item are presented in Table 
A‑2 in the Appendix. To determine the relevance 
of these dimensions, principal component factor 
analysis9 was carried out on these different indi‑
cators. The results presented in the Appendix in 
Table A‑3 indicate that four‑factor structuring 
is consistent.

2.2. Risk of Social Exclusion of Young 
NEETs

According to the fuzzy set approach, the social 
exclusion risk indicator of young NEETs is 
0.281, with large disparities within the sample, 
with a standard deviation of 0.157 (see Figure). 
A proportion of young NEETs have a relatively 
low risk of social exclusion (close to 0): 25% 
of them have an exclusion indicator lower than 
0.164. In addition, 50% of young NEETs have an 
exclusion indicator of between 0.164 and 0.359, 
while this indicator exceeds 0.5 for 10% of young 
people, those who can be considered extremely 
vulnerable in the four defined dimensions.

The two dimensions that contribute most to the 
social exclusion risk indicator are isolation from  
education (28.4%) and isolation from employ‑
ment (27.7%). State of health contributes 
24.1% and social integration contributes 19.8% 
(Table 1). 

The social exclusion risk indicator can then be 
decomposed by sub‑group of socio‑economic 
characteristics (see Box). This decomposition 
makes it possible to determine, on the one hand, 
the factors of vulnerability to social exclusion 
and, on the other hand, the dimensions of exclu‑
sion that are likely to be the most important 
according to the different profiles of young 
people.

6.  The data have been weighted. 
7.  In this survey, young people are considered to be partly living in the 
parental home when they live there some of the time and live elsewhere 
the rest of the time.
8.  Young school leavers without secondary school qualifications have 
been distributed according to the highest level of education attained. A dis‑
tinction is made between training levels VI/V bis, V and IV.
9.  As the variables are category specific, we performed the factor analysis 
on the polychoric correlation matrix.
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Young women appear to be more vulnerable 
than young men (the indicator is 0.305 vs. 0.257, 
respectively, see table  2). This gap is much 
more pronounced for women with children 
(0.393). Moreover, among women, isolation 
from employment, especially for those with 
one or more children, contributes strongly to 
their social exclusion risk indicator, whereas 
among men, the most marked contribution is 
that of isolation from studies. This result can be 
put into perspective with the results of Danner 
et  al. (2018), who show an alignment of the 
NEET rate for men and women between the 
generation of young people leaving school in 
1992 and those leaving in 2010, but with the 

NEET situation lasting longer at the start of the 
trajectory for women. The risk of experiencing 
a NEET situation may seem less unequal, 
but women still seem to face a greater risk of 
exclusion.

The risk of social exclusion affects young adults 
across all age brackets in a relatively similar 
manner. Nevertheless, the dimensions do not 
make an identical contribution to the risk of 
exclusion across the age brackets: for example, 
for the youngest bracket, isolation from employ‑
ment has the greatest impact, while for the 
22‑24 age bracket, it is state of health that has 
the greatest impact.

Figure – Distribution of the social exclusion risk indicator
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Sources and Coverage: DREES‑Insee, ENRJ 2014; young people aged 18 to 24 not in employment, education or training (excluding young people 
reporting starting a job in the near future).

Table 1 – Multidimensional social exclusion risk indicator

Index Weighting Indicator Proportion as a %
Isolation from employment 0.249 0.313 0.078 27.7
Isolation from studies 0.701 0.114 0.080 28.4
Social integration 0.341 0.163 0.056 19.8
Health 0.165 0.410 0.068 24.1
Total 1 0.281 100

Reading note: The index corresponds to the mean value for each dimension calculated using the different items identified. The “Weighting” column 
presents the value of the weighting of each dimension using the Betti & Verma (1999) method, enabling calculation of the indicators. The “Indicator” 
column is equal to the value of the index multiplied by the weighting. The multidimensional indicator, last line of the table, is thus equal to the sum 
of the indicators for each dimension. The last column of the table is used to determine the relative share of each dimension in the total indicator. 
For example, the isolation from employment dimension has a relative share of 0.078/0.281=0.277. 
Sources and Coverage: DREES‑Insee, ENRJ 2014; young people aged 18 to 24 not in employment, education or training (excluding young people 
reporting starting a job in the near future).
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Box – Decomposition of the Social Exclusion Indicator

For some of its properties (Alperin, 2016), the multi
dimensional social exclusion risk indicator can be  
decomposed by sub‑group and by dimension.

Decomposition into sub‑groups

If we divide the population into S sub‑groups of size Ns (s S= …1, , ), the social exclusion risk indicator for the 
individual i belonging to group s can be written:
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The contribution of sub‑group s in the social exclusion 
risk indicator for the population as a whole is therefore 
given by:
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Decomposition by dimension

The contribution of dimension k to the social exclusion 
risk indicator for population p is:
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Multidimensional decomposition

The social exclusion risk indicator for dimension k for 
sub‑group s can be written:
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The contribution of dimension k in the social exclusion 
risk indicator for sub‑group s is therefore given by: 
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The social exclusion risk indicator is linked 
to the young adult’s level of training and, in 
particular, to the absence of qualifications. In 
fact, school leavers with no secondary school 
qualifications have a high social exclusion 
risk indicator, respectively 0.351 for those 
unqualified at level VI or Vbis, 0.336 for 
those unqualified at level V and 0.282 for 
those unqualified at level IV. For those with 
CAP and BEP qualifications, this indicator is 
0.294 but it varies significantly depending on 
whether the qualification was obtained under 
an apprenticeship contract (0.280) or through 
traditional schooling (0.302). The risk of social 
exclusion decreases as the level of qualifica‑
tions rises, with a risk of 0.250 for those with a 
baccalaureate and 0.208 for those with higher 
education qualifications.

The contribution of each of the four dimensions 
to the social exclusion risk indicator also appears 

to vary in accordance with qualifications. Thus, 
isolation from employment contributes strongly 
to the social exclusion risk indicator for young 
drop‑outs and for young adults with a general or 
technological baccalaureate. For those with CAP 
and BEP qualifications, isolation from educa‑
tion and health difficulties are relatively more 
important. Lastly, for those with higher educa‑
tion qualifications, health difficulties noticeably 
increase their risk of exclusion while, in contrast, 
their level of social integration protects them 
against it. For them, the NEET situation seems 
to be less a situation involving a breakdown of 
their familial and social relationships. Some may 
be on a gap year, for example.

Another important differentiating factor is 
labour market experience: for young adults 
without labour market experience, the indicator 
is 0.327, compared to 0.247 for those who have 
already had a stable job.
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Table 2 – Decomposition of the multidimensional social exclusion risk indicator for NEETs

Isolation from 
employment

Isolation from 
studies

Social 
integration

Health 
difficulties

Social exclusion 
risk indicator

Total 0.078 

(27.7%)
0.080 

(28.4%)
0.056 

(19.8%)
0.068 

(24.1%)
0.281

Male 0.064 

(24.8%)
0.080 

(31.1%)
0.053 

(20.4%)
0.061 

(23.8%)
0.258

Female 0.092 

(30.2%)
0.080 

(26.2%)
0.059 

(19.3%)
0.074 

(24.3%)
0.305

Woman with child(ren) 0.139 

(34.4%)
0.092 

(23.4%)
0.077 

(19.6%)
0.085 

(21.5%)
0.393

Aged 18‑19 0.078 

(29%)
0.070 

(26%)
0.058 

(21.6%)
0.063 

(23.4%)
0.269

Aged 20‑21 0.085 

(30.3%)
0.077 

(27.6%)
0.054 

(19.3%)
0.064 

(22.8%)
0.280

Aged 22‑24 0.074 

(25.7%)
0.086 

(29.9%)
0.056 

(19.3%)
0.072 

(25%)
0.287

French nationality 0.076 

(27.3%)
0.080 

(28.6%)
0.055 

(19.6%)
0.069 

(24.6%)
0.280

Non‑French nationality 0.111 

(36.9%)
0.080 

(26.4%)
0.072 

(23.7%)
0.040 

(13.1%)
0.302

Level of educational qualification

Unqualified level VI and Vbis 0.107 

(30.3%)
0.095 

(27.0%)
0.072 

(20.3%)
0.078 

(22.3%)
0.351 

Unqualified level V 0.103 

(30.6%)
0.093 

(27.8%)
0.060 

(18.0%)
0.079 

(23.6%)
0.336

Unqualified level IV 0.103 

(36.5%)
0.085 

(30.3%)
0.057 

(20.2%)
0.037 

(13.0%)
0.282

CAP/BEP 0.066 

(22.6%)
0.086 

(29.3%)
0.061 

(21%)
0.080 

(27.2%)
0.294

of which:      apprentices 0.069 

(24.8%)
0.087 

(31.1%)
0.060 

(21.5%)
0.034 

(22.6%)
0.280

not apprentices 0.064 

(21.4%)
0.086 

(28.3%)
0.062 

(20.6%)
0.089 

(29.8%)
0.302

Professional baccalaureate 0.060 

(24.7%)
0.069 

(28.3%)
0.052 

(21.4%)
0.063 

(25.6%)
0.244

Technological or general baccalaureate 0.079 

(31.6%)
0.070 

(28%)
0.048 

(19.1%)
0.053 

(21.3%)
0.250

Higher than baccalaureate 0.061 

(29.3%)
0.061 

(29.3%)
0.033 

(16%)
0.053 

(25.5%)
0.208

Labour market experience

Has already held a permanent job 0.050 

(20.3%)
0.091 

(36.9%)
0.050 

(20%)
0.056 

(22.8%)
0.247

Has already held a non‑permanent job 0.064 

(24.3%)
0.077 

(29.4%)
0.054 

(20.5%)
0.068 

(25.9%)
0.268

None 0.114 

(34.7%)
0.080 

(24.5%)
0.061 

(18.7%)
0.072 

(22%)
0.327

Socioprofessional category of the father

Craftsman/Farmer 0.080 

(32.5%)
0.072 

(29.2%)
0.042 

(16.8%)
0.053 

(21.5%)
0.247

Executive 0.072 

(28.9%)
0.061 

(24.3%)
0.042 

(17%)
0.044 

(29.8%)
0.249

Mid‑level profession 0.075 

(28.8%)
0.076 

(29.3%)
0.047 

(18.1%)
0.062 

(23.7%)
0.260

�➔
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The level of social exclusion risk also depends on 
young adults’ social background. Those whose 
father is an executive have a social exclusion 
risk indicator of around 0.249, with isolation 
from education having a weaker influence on 
their risk of exclusion. The contribution of health 
difficulties to their risk of social exclusion is more 
significant. Young adults whose father is unknown 
or deceased have the highest risk of social exclu‑
sion rate of around 0.349, with a significant 
weighting for social integration difficulties.

Young adults who partly live in the parental home 
or who have moved out have a higher indicator 
than those living in the parental home. Finally, 
while the indicator is relatively homogeneous 
in accordance with the size of the urban unit 
of the place of residence, the social exclusion 
risk for young NEETs living in the Paris region 
seems to depend more on isolation from work 
(the weight is 37.4%) than in other regions. This 
could reflect that isolation from employment has 
a stronger impact on the risk of social exclusion 
in the Paris region where the labour market is 
very dynamic, than in other regions, where there 
are fewer opportunities and where not having a 
job could be a less differentiating factor.

These results show the value of a multidimen‑
sional indicator for the risk of social exclusion, 
as it makes it possible to highlight the diversity 
of factors that may contribute to this risk, in 
accordance with the socio‑economic profiles.

3. Risk of Social Exclusion  
and Resources of Young NEETs

This section seeks to examine the link between 
the social exclusion risk indicator and the 
resources of young adults in NEET situations. 
However, measuring young adults’s resources 
is tricky. For Herpin & Verger (1998), the level 
of monetary resources is not always a good 
measurement of their difficulties and their 
current and future insecurity, particularly for 
students when compared to other active adults. 
This is certainly true for young NEETs as 
well, due to the diversity of private and public 
resources they may receive. 

Data from the ENRJ provide a precise and objec‑
tive measurement not only of young adults’s 
monetary resources, but also of their subjective 
assessment of their financial situation. However, 

Table 2 (contd.)

Isolation from 
employment

Isolation from 
studies

Social 
integration

Health 
difficulties

Social exclusion 
risk indicator

Employee 0.084 

(30.1%)
0.085 

(30.6%)
0.049 

(17.7%)
0.060 

(21.7%)
0.278

Blue‑collar worker 0.073 

(25.8%)
0.084 

(29.4%)
0.055 

(19.3%)
0.072 

(25.4%)
0.284

Father unknown or deceased 0.096 

(27.6%)
0.085 

(24.5%)
0.955 

(27.4%)
0.072 

(20.6%)
0.349

Living in the parental home 0.072 

(27.1%)
0.078 

(29.2%)
0.053 

(19.7%)
0.064 

(24%)
0.267

Partly living in the parental home or 
moved out

0.094 

(29.2%)
0.086 

(26.5%)
0.065 

(20.1%)
0.078 

(24.2%)
0.323

Size of urban unit

Fewer than 20,000 inhabitants 0.069 

(24.7%)
0.080 

(28.6%)
0.053 

(18.9%)
0.078 

(27.9%)
0.281

Between 20,000 and 200,000 
inhabitants

0.075 

(25.7%)
0.080 

(27.2%)
0.065 

(22%)
0.074 

(25.1%)
0.293

More than 200,000 inhabitants 0.077 

(28.8%)
0.080 

(29.0%)
0.052 

(19.2%)
0.060 

(22.2%)
0.269

Paris agglomeration 0.107 

(37.4%)
0.080 

(27.9%)
0.053 

(18.6%)
0.046 

(16.1%)
0.286

Reading note: The table shows the contribution of each dimension to the social exclusion indicator for each sub‑group. The figures in brackets are 
the contribution as a percentage. For young male NEETs, the social exclusion indicator is 0.258. The contribution of the isolation from employment 
indicator is 0.064. Isolation from employment therefore contributes 24.8% to the social exclusion indicator for men.
Sources and Coverage: DREES‑Insee, ENRJ 2014; young people aged 18 to 24 not in employment, education or training (excluding young people 
reporting starting a job in the near future).
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the monetary resources of young adults are 
complex to grasp, particularly due to the fact 
that some of them still live with their parents and 
thus benefit from “free” housing. The fact that 
the young person lives in the parental home must 
be assigned a financial value. Several methods of 
doing this have been suggested in the literature. 
For those living in the parental home, we decided 
to add to the resources reported by the young 
person an invented amount of rent for their 
parents’ home, which we divide by the number 
of adults living there. We are aware that this 
is based on a certain number of assumptions. 
Nevertheless, the advantage of this method is 
that it allows us to understand the young person’s 
standard of living while taking into account the 
benefits of living in the parents’ home (see the 
article by Castell & Grobon in this issue).

We then calculate the total monetary resources 
available to the young adult, such as the sum 
of social security benefits received and the 
regular financial support from parents and other 
household members during the month of the 
survey. The mean amounts of resources received 
are presented in Table 3 before and after rent 
correction for those living in the parental home. 
On average, young NEETs reported monetary 
resources of €513 in the month of the survey. 
The heterogeneity is very marked, with a 
standard deviation of €408. The various public 
support received represents, on average, 30% of 
the total resources of young NEETs. The mean 
amount of the various support received is €275. 
There are many forms of public aid, reflecting 
the diversity of situations: 17% of young NEETs 
receive unemployment benefits, 17% receive 
housing benefits, 14% receive family benefit, 
9.5% receive income support and around 3% 
receive benefits associated with disability and 

illness. Financial support from families has a 
significant weighting in the resources of young 
NEETs and varies in accordance with the 
socio‑professional category of the parents. In 
fact, a young NEET whose father is an execu‑
tive will receive an average of €380 in financial 
support per month (including rent) from their 
family, compared with €226 for a young person 
whose father is not an executive.

In the survey, young adults were also asked to 
“assess their financial situation” by degrees of 
comfort/hardship. This variable is used here as a 
subjective measurement of the level of resources 
received by young NEETs. Table 4 indicates that 
14.2% of young NEETs report being unable to 
make ends meet without incurring debt and 
31.7% report struggling to make ends meet. 
31.7% of them report needing to be careful, 
while 21.3% feel that their financial situation 
is decent.

The links between resources and exclusion are 
presented in Table 5. A non‑linear relationship 
is revealed between the monetary resource quar‑
tiles and the multidimensional social exclusion 
risk indicator. On average, young NEETs in 
the second monetary resource quartile have a 
social exclusion risk indicator lower than those 
in the first and third quartiles. Young adults in 
the highest resource quartile have the highest 
exclusion risk indicator. In contrast, as the 
perceived level of financial difficulty rises, the 
social exclusion risk indicator rises sharply.

In order to analyse the associations between 
the risk of social exclusion and, on the one 
hand, monetary resources and, on the other 
hand, the perceived financial situation, we esti‑
mate generalised ordered logistic regressions 

Table 3 – Monetary resources of young NEETs in €

Mean monthly amount Mean monthly amount  
following addition of made‑up rent

Living in the parental home 240  

(323)
444  

(344)

Partly living in the parental home / Moved out 709  

(499)
709  

(499)

Total 363  

(430)
513  

(408)
Number of observations 695 695

Notes: The standard deviation is provided in brackets. The sample consists of 695 young people. It is further restricted because we do not have 
the made‑up rent for young people living in French overseas departments.
Sources and Coverage: DREES‑Insee, ENRJ 2014; young people aged 18 to 24 not in employment, education or training (excluding young people 
reporting starting a job in the near future).
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(Williams, 2006).10 The dependent variable 
concerns the level of resources, measured objec‑
tively or subjectively. Galland (2019) shows, 
for example, that factors affecting students’ 
perceived level of resources can sometimes 
be counter‑intuitive, particularly with respect 
to social status. In our study, the independent 
variables refer to individual characteristics (level 
of education, gender, socio‑economic character‑
istics, etc.) and to the social exclusion indicator. 
The aim is to better understand how social exclu‑
sion can affect objective or subjective resource 
levels “all other things being equal”. 

The multidimensional social exclusion risk 
indicator does not seem to be significantly 
associated with monetary resources when all 
socio‑economic characteristics are taken into 
account (Table 6). In contrast, the monetary 
resources of young NEETs are strongly linked 
with the young person’s experience on the labour 
market. Their resources are also determined to 
a significant extent by their social background: 
young adults whose father is an executive receive 

significantly higher resources than the others. 
This shows, as highlighted by Rothé (2018), that 
the system for supporting young adults in France 
is highly contingent on employment and will 
then rely heavily on the family, which explains a 
certain disconnect between the risk of exclusion 
and monetary resources.10

The model that examines young NEETs’ percep‑
tions of their financial situation shows different 
results (Table 7). In fact, the social exclusion 
risk indicator is only significantly associated 
with the perception of the highest level of 
financial difficulties (“unable to make ends 
meet without incurring debt”). In addition, the 

10.  Compared to an ordinal logistic regression model, this model allows 
us to relax the hypothesis of parallel slopes for the different modalities of 
the dependent variable. In this model, the coefficient for the independent 
variables may therefore differ between the modalities of the dependent 
variable. For each independent variable, the hypothesis of parallel slopes 
is tested and, depending on whether it is accepted or rejected, the coef‑
ficient of the variable will or will not vary according to the levels of the 
dependent variable.

Table 4 – Subjective standard of living of young NEETs

Share of young NEETs (%)

You cannot make ends meet without incurring debt 14.2
You struggle to make ends meet 31.7
It is okay, but you have to be careful 32.7
Okay / You are rather or very comfortable 21.3
Number of observations 681

Sources and Coverage: DREES‑Insee, ENRJ 2014; young people aged 18 to 24 not in employment, education or training (excluding young people 
reporting starting a job in the near future).

Table 5 – Risk of social exclusion according to monetary resources and subjective standard of living

Social exclusion risk indicator
Monthly monetary resources by standard of living quartile
Q1 [0; 198[ 0.279
Q2 [198;360[ 0.264
Q3 [360; 773[ 0.278
Q4 [773; 2045[ 0.310
Subjective standard of living
You cannot make ends meet without incurring debt 0.351
You struggle to make ends meet 0.271
It is okay, but you have to be careful 0.281
Okay / You are rather or very comfortable 0.253

Reading note: A quarter of young people have monthly monetary resources of between €0 and €198. For these young people, the social exclusion 
risk indicator is 0.279.
Sources and Coverage: DREES‑Insee, ENRJ 2014; young people aged 18 to 24 not in employment, education or training (excluding young people 
reporting starting a job in the near future).
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level of qualification held by the young adult 
does not seem to have any significant effect 
on the level of monetary resources actually 
received. In contrast, those with higher educa‑
tion qualifications are less likely to report high 
levels of financial difficulties. This result is 
in line with the study by Solard & Coppoletta 
(2014) which shows that, depending on their 
level of education, young adults do not perceive 

their resources in the same way because they 
do not have the same expectations and view the 
transitional or non‑transitional nature of their 
situation differently.

Empirical evidence may shed light on the 
difference in the results concerning objective 
monetary resources and subjective standard 
of living. First of all, as mentioned earlier, the 

Table 6 – Generalised ordered logistical regression of the monetary resources of young NEETs

Q2‑Q4 vs. Q1 Q3‑Q4 vs. Q1‑Q2 Q4 vs. Q1‑Q3 
Social exclusion risk indicator ‑0.195 ‑0.195 ‑0.195
Ref. Woman
Male 0.266 0.266 0.266
Ref. No children
One or more children 2.877*** 2.435*** 1.381***
Ref. Non‑French nationality
French nationality 0.604* 0.604* 0.604*
Ref. aged 18‑19
Aged 20‑21 ‑0.080 ‑0.080 ‑0.080
Aged 22‑24 ‑0.274 0.009 0.598
Ref. Unqualified level VI and Vbis
Unqualified level V ‑0.032 ‑0.032 ‑0.032
Unqualified level IV ‑0.052 ‑0.052 ‑0.052
CAP/BEP ‑0.080 ‑0.080 ‑0.080
Professional baccalaureate ‑0.144 ‑0.144 ‑0.144
Technological or general baccalaureate ‑0.275 ‑0.275 ‑0.275
Higher than baccalaureate 0.424 0.424 0.424
Ref. Father’s SPC non‑executive
Executive father 1.861*** 1.276*** ‑0.346***
Father unknown or deceased 0.144 0.150 0.150
Ref. Not living in the parental home
Living in the parental home 0.105 ‑0.573** ‑0.774***
Ref. More than 200,000 inhabitants
Fewer than 20,000 inhabitants ‑0.000 ‑0.000 ‑0.000
Between 20,000 and 200,000 inhabitants 0.362* 0.362* 0.362*
Ref. Has already held a job
No labour market experience 0.012 ‑0.462** ‑0.839***
Constant 0.042 ‑0.567 ‑1.682***
Pseudo‑R² 0.112
Number of observations 695

Notes: The different columns present the results by comparing the quartiles with each other. Thus, column one compares the first quartile with 
the three others, the second column compares quartiles 1 and 2 with quartiles 3 and 4 and the third column compares the first three quartiles with 
the last one. A positive coefficient indicates that a higher value for the exogenous variable increases the probability of the young person being in 
a resource quartile higher than the current quartile. Conversely, a negative coefficient increases the probability of a value for this variable being 
in this resource quartile or a lower quartile. Equal coefficients in the different columns mean that the hypothesis of parallel slopes is accepted; the 
effect of the variable is constant, regardless of quartile groupings.
Reading note: Having a child increases the probability of belonging to the monetary resource quartiles above the first quartile. In the following 
columns, this effect remains positive but is weaker. 
Sources and Coverage: DREES‑Insee, ENRJ 2014; young people aged 18 to 24 not in employment, education or training (excluding young people 
reporting starting a job in the near future).
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Table 7 – Generalised ordered logistical regression of young NEET’s perception of their financial situation

C1 C2 C3
Social exclusion risk indicator ‑1.835** ‑0.232 ‑0.555
Ref. Woman
Male ‑0.029 ‑0.029 ‑0.029
Ref. Has no children
Has one or more children 0.428 0.428 0.428
Ref. Non‑French nationality
French nationality ‑0.354 ‑0.354 ‑0.354
Ref. aged 18‑19
Aged 20‑21 ‑0.566** ‑0.566** ‑0.566**
Aged 22‑24 ‑0.241 ‑0.241 ‑0.241
Ref. Unqualified level VI and Vbis
Unqualified level V 0.046 0.046 0.046
Unqualified level IV ‑0.067 ‑0.067 ‑0.067
CAP/BEP 0.246 0.246 0.246
Professional baccalaureate 0.445 0.445 0.445
Technological or general baccalaureate 0.303 0.303 0.303
Higher than baccalaureate 1.268*** 1.268*** 1.268***
Ref. Father’s SPC non‑executive
Executive father 0.357 0.357 0.357
Father unknown or deceased ‑0.368 ‑0.368 ‑0.368
Ref. Not living in the parental home
Living in the parental home 0.463** 0.463** 0.463**
Ref. More than 200,000 inhabitants
Fewer than 20,000 inhabitants 0.295 0.295 0.295
Between 20,000 and 200,000 inhabitants ‑0.161 ‑0.161 ‑0.161
Ref. Has already held a job
No labour market experience ‑0.294 ‑0.294 ‑0.294
Intercept 2.386*** 0.141 ‑1.354**
Pseudo‑R² 0.045
Number of observations 681

Notes: The different columns present the results by comparing the modalities of the dependent variable (C1: You cannot make ends meet without 
incurring debt vs. You struggle to make ends meet or It is okay, but you have to be careful or It is okay/you are rather or very comfortable; C2: You 
cannot make ends meet without getting into debt or You struggle to do so vs. It is okay but you have to be careful or It is okay/You are rather or 
very comfortable; C3: You cannot make ends meet without getting into debt or You struggle to do so or It is okay, but you have to be careful vs. It 
is okay/You are rather or very comfortable). Equal coefficients in the different columns mean that the hypothesis of parallel slopes is accepted. The 
coefficients are read in the same way as for Table 6.
Sources and Coverage: DREES‑Insee, ENRJ 2014; young people aged 18 to 24 not in employment, education or training (excluding young people 
reporting starting a job in the near future).

objective measure of resources is an indicator 
at a time t that may be considered transitory 
by the young person (Silver, 2007b). The social 
exclusion risk indicator is a more permanent 
measurement that is less volatile over time. 
We can assume that a young adult who gives 
a subjective assessment of their financial situa‑
tion takes into account his/her past situation and 
future prospects. Therefore, they do not assess 
their situation solely based on their resources at 

the time of the survey. Another explanation may 
be linked to the fact that not all of their monetary 
resources are fully identified in the survey, in 
particular the financial support received from 
parents (Solard & Coppoletta, 2014; Le Pape 
et al., 2018).

*  * 
*
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All of our results question the targeting and 
modalities of certain policies in favour of young 
NEETs. If we consider the level of their risk 
of social exclusion, their situation appears very 
heterogeneous. Some of them face a high risk 
of social exclusion, which may lead to what Van 
de Velde (2016) terms “an experience of social 
impasse”. Others, in contrast, in a process of 
“suspension”, seem less vulnerable, with a much 
less long‑term of sustained exclusion from the 
system.

The results also underline the plurality of 
vulnerability factors, even though those without 
qualifications are generally the most disadvan‑
taged across all dimensions of social exclusion. 
The various disruptions related to the drop‑out 
stage and the resulting latency period (Bernard, 
2017) make the situation of young adults more 
fragile and keep them isolated from employment 
on a long‑term basis (Guégnard et al., 2017). One 
answer could be to raise the age to which educa‑
tion is compulsory. However, as Maguire (2013) 
points out in the context of a policy implemented 
in England, this type of measure, if it is to target 
young adults at high risk of becoming NEETs, 
requires innovative educational resources as well 
as significant financial resources.

Furthermore, the approach we have selected 
makes it possible to stress the multidimensional 
nature of social exclusion. Focusing on a single 
factor, such as employment or training, as is 
sometimes the case in certain public policies 
aimed at NEETs, leads to neglecting other 
risks of exclusion that are almost as important 
when looking at the contributions of the four 

dimensions to the exclusion indicator. For 
Yates et al. (2006), the risk of a policy aimed 
solely at reducing the number of young adults 
in NEET situations is that it may only act on 
certain dimensions considered least burdensome, 
without intervening in respect of those most 
excluded. However, the specific needs of young 
NEETs are often multiple and evolving, creating 
specific trajectories that systems must take into 
account (Longo & Gallant, 2016). In France, 
Couronné & Sarfati (2018) point out that, for 
certain NEETs, being anchored in social and 
economic vulnerability constitutes an obstacle 
to the “work first” strategy under the Youth 
Guarantee11, as the local mission advisors have 
to deal with problems of different natures as a 
matter of urgency. Based on the disappointing 
evaluation of programmes targeting a return to 
work or training for NEETs in England, Maguire 
(2015b) also stresses the need for a plurality of 
programmes and stakeholders to meet the diverse 
needs of young adults in NEET situations.

Lastly, in this study, we focused only on the 
group of young NEETs, but these are not the 
only people affected by the risk of social exclu‑
sion. For Atkinson (1998), employment is not 
a sufficient shield against social exclusion. In 
addition, young adults still in education with no 
real prospects of integration (Thompson, 2011) or 
in a precarious situation, even those at university 
(Cordazzo, 2016), can also find themselves on a 
trajectory towards exclusion.�

11.  In contrast to traditional support aimed at first removing the obstacles 
to employment, the “work first” strategy is based on a logic which consists 
of putting people into professional situations during the support.
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APPENDIX_ ____________________________________________________________________________________________

Table A‑1 – Descriptive statistics

%
Male 50.1
Female 49.9 
Woman with child(ren) 14.7 
Age bracket
Aged 18‑19 21.1 
Aged 20‑21 29.6 
Aged 22‑24 49.3 
French nationality 95.5 
Non‑French nationality 4.5 
Level of educational qualification
Unqualified level VI and Vbis 15.8 
Unqualified level V 12.4 
Unqualified level IV 6.0 

CAP/BEP 26.0 
of which:        apprentices 10.3 

not apprentices 17.1 
Professional baccalaureate 18.4 
Technological or general baccalaureate 9.4 
Higher than baccalaureate 14.1 
Labour market experience
Has already held a permanent job 13.9 
Has already held a non‑permanent job 53.8 
None 32.4 
SPC of the father
Craftsman/Farmer 8.2 
Executive 8.1 
Mid‑level profession 14.8 
Employee 12.5 
Worker 44.8 
Father unknown or deceased 11.6 
Living in the parental home 74.6 
Partly living in the parental home or moved out 25.4 
Size of urban unit
Fewer than 20,000 inhabitants 33.6 
Between 20,000 and 200,000 inhabitants 25.2 
More than 200,000 inhabitants 28.1 
Paris agglomeration 13.1 
Number of observations 735

Notes: weighted sample.
Sources and Coverage: DREES‑Insee, ENRJ 2014; young people aged 18 to 24 not in employment, education or training (excluding young people 
reporting starting a job in the near future).
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Table A‑2 – Membership function and distribution of items

Modality Membership function Share in the sample (%)
Unemployed, but wanting to work

Yes 0 87.9
No 1 12.1

Has attempted to find a job for a month
Yes 0 74.4
No 1 25.6

Has been paid for work with or without an employment contract
Three quarters 0 11.5
Two quarters 0.157 13.9
One quarter 0.371 19.0
None 1 55.7

Has been on an apprenticeship or work‑study programme
Three quarters 0 4.6
Two quarters 0.063 6.0
One quarter 0.142 7.6
None 1 81.8

Has been studying, training or on school holidays
Three quarters 0 10.1
Two quarters 0.191 17.2
One quarter 0.243 4.6
None 1 68.1

Intends to return to studies
Yes, at start of next term 0 11.9
Yes, later 0.195 17.1
Not sure for now 0.435 21.2
No 1 49.8

Relationship with the father
There is no particular problem 0 55.6
There are occasionally tensions 0.349 15.5
There are often tensions 0.438 3.9
You no longer have any relationship with your 
father 0.736 13.2

Father unknown or deceased 1 11.7
Relationship with the mother

There is no particular problem 0 71.6
There are occasionally tensions 0.679 19.3
There are often tensions 0.825 4.1
You no longer have any relationship with your 
mother 0.913 2.5

Mother unknown or deceased 1 2.5
Has leisure expenses

Yes 0 53.6
None 1 46.4

Is in an association
Yes 0 12.2
No 1 87.8 �➔
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Modality Membership function Share in the sample (%)
State of health

Very good 0 47.5
Good 0.699 36.7
Fairly good 0.927 12
Bad 0.984 3
Very bad 1 0.9

Illness or chronic health problem
No 0 83.9
Yes 1 16.1

Restricted, for at least the last 6 months, due to a health problem, in usual day‑today activities
No, not restricted at all 0 88
Yes, restricted by not severely 0.715 8.6
Yes, severely restricted 1 3.4

Sources and Coverage: DREES‑Insee, ENRJ 2014; young people aged 18 to 24 not in employment, education or training (excluding young people 
reporting starting a job in the near future).

Table A‑3 – Result of the factor analysis after rotation

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Desire to work 0.0406 0.9208* 0.0796 0.0130
Searching for a job 0.0302 0.8738* 0.1436 0.0755
Carried out activity during the year 0.0740 0.6074* ‑0.3131* 0.2470
Carried out an internship during the year ‑0.0339 0.1256 0.8927* 0.0657
The desire to return to studies ‑0.0987 0.0354 0.3671* ‑0.0408
Has studied during the year 0.1245 0.0133 0.9003* 0.1154
Is a member of an association ‑0.1881 0.1534 0.1658 0.663*
Type of relationship with the father 0.0943 0.0692 0.0543 0.6349*
Type of relationship with the mother 0.3316* ‑0.1328 ‑0.0397 0.5869*
Spends money on leisure 0.0361 0.2249 0.2759 0.6568*
Perception of their state of health 0.8516* 0.0817 ‑0.0466 0.0628
Chronic illness 0.8924* ‑0.1179 0.0076 ‑0.0489
Restricted due to health problems 0.8727* 0.1708 0.1343 0.0604

Notes: An asterisk indicates that the factor weight is greater than 0.30.
Reading note: The values presented in this table are the factor weights. They can be interpreted as the correlations between the variables and 
the four factors. 

Sources and Coverage: DREES‑Insee, ENRJ 2014; young people aged 18 to 24 not in employment, education or training (excluding young people 
reporting starting a job in the near future).

Table A‑2 (contd.)


