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1 Introduction∗ 

The present is a quality report of the data collected during the implementation of the ad hoc module on 
lifelong learning of the Labour Force Survey (LFS) in 30 European countries (25 EU Member States, 2 
Candidate countries and Iceland, Norway, Switzerland) in 2003. It is based on an earlier report 
prepared by Eurostat/D51, on the metadata provided by the countries to Eurostat (Module Evaluation 
Grids, Grant reports, self assessments and quality reports) and responses to a metadata 
questionnaire that was sent to the implementing NSIs  (the questionnaire is provided separately).  

The report is organised as follows: Chapter 2 comprises information on the module’s background, 
regarding the purpose of its creation and the description of its variables.  

In chapter 3, the ad hoc module is assessed for the quality of its data. This is carried out in 
accordance to the six dimensions set by Eurostat for quality assessment: relevance, accuracy, 
comparability, coherence, timeliness and punctuality, accessibility and clarity.  

2 The ad hoc module 

2.1 Background to the module’s creation 

2.1.1 The need and importance of statistics in Lifelong Learning 

In today’s societies there is a growing appreciation of LLL as an instrument for achieving social and 
economic objectives. In the last decades, innovation based growth has greatly enhanced the 
importance for the economy of Lifelong Learning (LLL). It is also viewed as an important instrument for 
reducing unacceptably high unemployment levels as well as a tool for improving social cohesion 
promoting active citizenship.  

European Policy makers in Lisbon decided to adopt the ambitious goal "to create the most competitive 
and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with 
more and better jobs and greater social cohesion" by 2010.  Participation in lifelong learning is one of 
the structural indicators identified by the European Council to monitor progress towards the 
achievement of the strategic goal set by the European Union. Other references include,  

• A substantial annual increase in per capita investment in human resources  

• The number of 18-24s with only lower secondary education who are not in further education 
and training to be halved (Objective 2; Benchmark 5) 

• Schools and training centres, all linked to the internet, to be developed into multi-purpose local 
learning centres accessible to all using the most appropriate methods to reach a wide range of 

                                                      
∗ The report is prepared by Agilis S.A., Statistics and Informatics, Acadimias 77 – Athens - 106 78 GR. 
1 “Quality evaluation of the 2003 LFS ad hoc module on lifelong learning”, Eurostat D-5, Doc. 
ESTAT/D5/2004-LFSE-05.01-EN, Version 07.06.2004, presented in the Meeting of the subgroup 
Education in the EU LFS, Luxembourg, June 2004 



 

target groups – learning partnerships should be established between schools, training centres, 
firms and research facilities for their mutual benefit 

• A European framework should define the new skills to be provided through lifelong learning – 
IT skills, foreign languages, technological culture, entrepreneurship and social skills  

Furthermore, in the framework of the “Education and Training 2010” process which covers the 
contribution of the Education and Training Systems to the Lisbon Process, the Council adopted in 
2002 a Reference Level of European Average Performance (Benchmark) for lifelong learning: “In a 
knowledge society individuals must update and complement their knowledge, competencies and skills 
throughout life to maximise their personal development and to maintain and improve their position in 
the labour market. 

– Therefore, by 2010, the European Union average level of participation in Lifelong Learning, should 
be at least 12.5% of the adult working age population (25-64 age group).”2 

2.1.2 Defining Lifelong Learning  

The definition for LLL adopted by the Task Force on Measuring Lifelong learning in its final report is 

“LLL encompasses all purposeful learning activities, whether formal or informal, undertaken on an 
ongoing basis with the aim of improving knowledge, skills and competence”3.   

Based on this definition Lifelong Learning  

• includes formal and informal learning activities and different types of learning 
(apprenticeships, second-chance schools, on-the job or off-the job education and training, 
etc.) after the compulsory schooling;   

• encompasses all the population, whether employed or not;   

• looks at all learning activity funded either by the private sector, the public sector or the 
individual and provided through traditional or modern means (such as ICTs);  

• considers that easy access to learning and the recognition of the skills and competencies 
acquired are essential elements for the promotion of lifelong learning. 

2.1.3 Measuring lifelong learning 

Several instruments have been designed and/or implemented to obtain statistical data on LLL at a 
European level, these include  

• the ad hoc module on lifelong learning of the EU-Labour Force Survey 

• the EU Time – use survey 

• the EU Adult Education Survey planned for 2006 
                                                      
2 http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/policies/2010/et_2010_en.html  
3 From the final report from Eurostat Task Force on measuring LLL 

http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/policies/2010/et_2010_en.html


 

The first instrument, the ad hoc module on lifelong learning, which was included in the LFS 
questionnaire in the spring 2003 Labour Force Survey4, is where this methodological report is 
focussing.  

The initial outline for the ad hoc module on LLL was developed by the task force on measuring LLL in 
2000. The ad hoc module consists of a series of questions (participation in LLL, time spent in learning, 
etc.) prepared by Eurostat and representatives from the Member States and adopted by the 
Employment Statistics working group. The ad hoc module has been implemented in the EU15 
Member states, in the 10 new members of EU25, in 2 candidate countries and in Norway, Iceland and 
Switzerland.  

Member states could choose to include the ad hoc module in subsample of the annual LFS sample 
(which should be at least 15% of it) or in the full Spring sample. They were also required to transmit 
the data by the end of March 2004. 

The module was largely developed by Statistics Sweden, taking into account a detailed study of policy 
makers’ needs, statistical feasibility, national experiences on LLL measurement and the constraints of 
LFS’s ad hoc modules. Specific issues relating to statistical concepts and methods were meticulously 
dealt with. The experience gained from this first implementation is expected to shape not only future 
implementations of the module but also fundamental methodological choices for the EU Adult 
Education Survey. 

                                                      
4 The legal basis for the module is the Commission Regulation (EC) No 1313/2002 of 19 July 2002 implementing 
Council Regulation (EC) No 577/98 on the organisation of a labour force sample survey in the Community 
concerning the specification of the 2003 ad hoc module on lifelong learning. 
 



 

2.2 Presentation of the module 

In this section, we present the variables of the module as these are stated in Commission Regulation 
No 1313/2002.  

Table 1: The content of 2003 ad-hoc module on lifelong learning 

 Variable Column Code Description Filter 
Educational attainment 

 
HATFIELD 240/242 3 digits 

 
 
 
000 
100 
 
200 
 
222 
300 
 
400 
 
 
420 
 
 
 
440 
 
 
 
460 
 
481 
482 
500 
 
 
600 
 
700 
800 
900 
999 
Blank 

Field of highest level of 
education or training 
successfully 
completed 
General programmes 
Teacher training and 
education science 
Humanities, languages 
and arts 
Foreign languages 
Social sciences, 
business and law 
Science, mathematics 
and computing(no 
distinction possible) 
Life science (including 
biology and 
environmental 
science) 
Physical science 
(including physics, 
chemistry and earth 
science) 
Mathematics and 
statistics 
Computer science 
Computer use 
Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 
 Agriculture and 
veterinary 
Health and welfare 
Services 
Unknown 
Not applicable 
No answer 

Everybody aged 15 
years or more 

 



 

 
Participation in regular education 

LLLSTAT 248 1 digit 
 
 
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
 
9 
 
Blank 

During the last 12 
months has been a 
student or an 
apprentice in regular 
education 
Has been a student or 
an apprentice 
Has not been a 
student or an 
apprentice 
Not applicable (child 
less than 15 years) 
No answer 

Everybody aged 15 
years or more 

LLLLEVEL 249 1 digit 
 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
9 
Blank 

Level of this education 
or training 
ISCED 1 
ISCED 2 
ISCED 3 
ISCED 4 
ISCED 5 
ISCED 6 
Not applicable 
No answer 

LLLSTAT=1 

LFIELD 250/252 3 digits 
 
000 
100 
 
200 
 
222 
300 
 
400 
 
 
420 
 
 
 
440 
 
 
 
460 
 
481 
482 
500 
 
 
600 
 
700 
800 
900 
999 
Blank 

Field of this education 
or training  
General programmes 
Teacher training and 
education science 
Humanities, languages 
and arts 
Foreign languages 
Social sciences, 
business and law 
Science, mathematics 
and computing(no 
distinction possible) 
Life science (including 
biology and 
environmental 
science) 
Physical science 
(including physics, 
chemistry and earth 
science) 
Mathematics and 
statistics 
Computer science 
Computer use 
Engineering, 
manufacturing and 
construction 
 Agriculture and 
veterinary 
Health and welfare 
Services 
Unknown 
Not applicable 
No answer 

LLLSTAT=1 and 
LLLLEVEL= 3-6 

 



 

 
Participation in courses, seminars, conferences etc. outside the regular education system 

LLLCOURATT 253 1 digit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
5 
 
 
 
9 
 
Blank 

Did you attend any 
courses, seminars, 
conferences or receive 
any private lessons or 
instructions outside the 
regular education 
system (hereafter 
mentioned as taught 
activities) within the 
last 12 months? 
Participated in one(1) 
taught activity 
Participated in two(2) 
taught activities 
Participated in three(3) 
taught activities 
Participated in more 
than three taught 
activities 
Didn’t attend any 
taught activities within 
the previous 12 
months 
Not applicable (child 
less than 15 years) 
No answer 

Everybody aged 15 
years and over 

If one activity (LLLCOURATT=1) ask on this activity as activity A, if  two activities 
(LLLCOURATT=2) ask on these two activities as A and B, if three activities (LLLCOURATT=3) ask 
on these three activities as A, B and C, and if four or more activities (LLLCOURATT=4), ask on the 
three most recent ones as A, B and C starting from the most recent one (i.e. activity A as the most 

recent one) 
LLLCOURLENP 
 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURLENA 
 
 
LLLCOURLENB 
 
 
LLLCOURLENC 

254/265 12 digits 
 
 
 
 
 
4 digits 
 
 
4 digits 
 
 
4 digits 

Duration in number of 
taught hours for taught 
activity, Only time 
spent during the 
previous 12 months 
should be included 
Number of taught 
hours for the most 
recent activity 
Number of taught 
hours for the second 
most recent activity 
Number of taught 
hours for the third 
most recent activity 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURATT=1,2,3,4
 
 
LLLCOURATT=2,3,4 
 
 
LLLCOURATT=3,4 

LLLCOURPURP 
 
 
 
LLLCOURPURPA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURPURPB 
 

266/268 3 digits 
 
 
 
1 digit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 digit 
 

What were the main 
reasons for 
participating in this 
taught activity? 
For the most recent 
activity: 1=Mainly job 
related reasons, 
2=Mainly 
personal/social 
reasons, 9=Not 
applicable, Blank=No 
answer 
For the 2nd most recent 
activity: 1=Mainly job 

 
 
 
 
LLLCOURATT=1,2,3,4
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURATT=2,3,4 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURPURPC 

 
 
 
 
 
 
1 digit 

related reasons, 
2=Mainly 
personal/social 
reasons, 9=Not 
applicable, Blank=No 
answer 
For the 3rd most recent 
activity: 1=Mainly job 
related reasons, 
2=Mainly 
personal/social 
reasons, 9=Not 
applicable, Blank=No 
answer 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURATT=3,4 

LLLCOURFIELD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURFIELDA 
 
 
LLLCOURFIELDB 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURFIELDC 

269/277 9 digits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 digits 
 
 
3 digits 
 
 
 
 
3 digits 

Which was the 
subject/content of this 
taught activity? 
 
The subject/content of 
the learning activity is 
coded to the field of 
education/training that 
applies. 
 
Coding according to 
LLLFIELD 
 
Field of 
education/learning for 
the most recent activity
 
Field of 
education/learning for 
the second most 
recent activity 
 
Field of 
education/learning for 
the third most recent 
activity 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURATT=1,2,3,4
 
 
 
LLLCOURATT=2,3,4 
 
 
 
LLLCOURATT=3,4 

LLLCOURWORH 
 
 
 
LLLCOURWORHA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURWORHB 
 
 
 
 
 

278/280 3 digits 
 
 
 
1 digit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 digit 
 
 
 
 
 

Did any part of this 
taught activity take 
place during paid 
working hours? 
For the most recent 
learning activity: 
1=Only during paid 
working hours, 
2=Mostly during paid 
working hours, 
3=Mostly outside paid 
hours, 4=Only outside 
paid hours, 5=No job 
at that time, 9=Not 
applicable, Blank=No 
answer 
For the 2nd most recent 
learning activity: 
1=Only during paid 
working hours, 
2=Mostly during paid 
working hours, 

(optional for Germany) 
 
 
 
LLLCOURATT=1,2,3,4
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURATT=2,3,4 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURWORHC 

 
 
 
 
 
 
1 digit 

3=Mostly outside paid 
hours, 4=Only outside 
paid hours, 5=No job 
at that time, 9=Not 
applicable, Blank=No 
answer 
For the 3rd most recent 
learning activity: 
1=Only during paid 
working hours, 
2=Mostly during paid 
working hours, 
3=Mostly outside paid 
hours, 4=Only outside 
paid hours, 5=No job 
at that time, 9=Not 
applicable, Blank=No 
answer 

 
 
 
 
 
 
LLLCOURATT=3,4 

LLLCOURLEN 281/284 4 digits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 digits 
 
 
9999 
 
Blank 

If you participated in 
more than three taught 
activities, state the 
duration in number of 
taught hours for all 
taught activities 
(Including the three 
you have described 
above). Only time 
spent during the 
previous 12 months 
should be included. 
 
Number of taught 
hours. 
 
Not applicable 
 
No answer 

LLLCOURATT=4 
(Optional for 
Germany) 

 



 

 
Participation in informal learning 

LLLINFORATT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First digit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Second digit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Third digit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fourth digit 

289/292 4 digits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 digit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 digit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 digit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 digit 

Did you use any of the 
following methods for 
non-taught learning 
including self-learning 
with the purpose to 
improve your skills 
during the previous 12 
months, which wasn’t 
part of a taught activity 
or program of studies? 
 
Self studying by 
making use of printed 
material (e.g. 
professional books, 
magazines and the 
like):1 =Used, 0=Not 
used, 9=No answer 
 
Computer based 
learning/training: 
online internet based 
web education 
(beyond 
institutionalised 
education): 1=Used, 
0=Not Used, 9=No 
answer 
 
Studying by making 
use of educational 
broadcasting or offline 
computer based 
(Audio or Video-
tapes): 1=Used, 0=Not 
Used, 9=No answer 
 
Visiting facilities aimed 
at transmitting 
educational content 
(library, learning 
centres etc.):1=Used, 
0=Not Used, 9=No 
answer 

Everybody aged 15 
years or more 

 

2.3 Specifications in the regulation for its implementation 

According to Commission regulation 1313/2002, all the information from the ad hoc module should be 
collected either from the 100% of the LFS sample during the 2nd quarter of 2003 or throughout the 
year from at least 15% of the sample that is necessary to fulfil the conditions in Article 3 of Regulation 
(EC)  No 577/98.  

  



 

3 Quality assessment of the ad hoc module data 

We have carried out an assessment of the quality of the data collected by the ad hoc module and in 
this chapter we present the results. The assessment of the data’s quality involves the evaluation of all 
stages of the ad hoc module’s implementation. We have adopted Eurostat’s definition of quality in 
statistics. 

The chapter begins by defining “quality”, which consists of six dimensions. Subsequently there is one 
section devoted to each dimension. Following these is a section which presents all the problems 
regarding the implementation of the module and suggestions for their solution as reported by the 
countries. 

3.1 Quality of statistics  

Statistical information (statistics) is the product of statistical organisations and its provision is the 
service they offer to users of statistical information. As with any product/service its quality must be 
defined and evaluated.  

ISO 9000 defines quality as the totality of features and characteristics of a product or service that bear 
on its ability to satisfy stated or implied needs. A common definition of quality of statistics has not yet 
been agreed upon by statistical organisations. The definitions in use however resemble each other to 
a considerable extent. In the present report we will adopt the definition used by Eurostat. This 
definition recognises the following six dimensions: 

• Relevance: it is the degree to which statistics meet current and potential users’ needs. It refers 
to whether all statistics that are needed are produced and to the extent to which concepts 
used (definitions, classifications etc.) reflect user needs. 

• Accuracy: it is the closeness of estimates to the exact or true values or to the values which 
would be computed from a complete survey of the reference population. 

• Comparability: it aims at measuring the impact of differences in applied statistical concepts 
and measurement tools/procedures on the comparison of statistics between geographical 
areas, non-geographical domains, or over time. We can say that it is the extent to which 
differences between the statistics are attributable to differences between the true values of the 
statistical characteristic. 

• Coherence: it is the agreement between statistics about the same statistical characteristic 
which are derived from separate surveys. When statistics originate from different statistical 
surveys they may not be completely coherent in the sense that they may be based on different 
approaches, classifications and methodological standards.  

Care must be taken for the distinction between comparability and coherence. The former is the 

agreement in concepts and methods while the latter is the agreement of the numerical values of the 

statistics.  

• Timeliness and punctuality: timeliness of statistical information reflects the lapse of time 
between its release and its reference period, while punctuality refers to the time lag between 
the release of the information and the date on which it should have been released.  



 

• Accessibility and clarity: accessibility refers to the physical condition in which users can obtain 
statistics: where to go, how to order, delivery time, clear pricing policy, convenient marketing 
conditions (copyright etc.), availability of micro or macro data, various formats (paper, files, 
CD-ROM, Internet) etc. Clarity refers to the statistics’ information environment, i.e. whether 
statistics are accompanied with appropriate metadata (textual information, explanations, 
documentation etc), illustrations such as graphs and maps, information on their quality 
(including limitation in use) and to the provision of additional assistance from the provider of 
statistics. 

The definition refers to statistics and not to raw data; therefore at the presentation of each dimension 
in the subsequent sections we show how it is adapted to our case, which is concerned with raw data.  

Most attention has been given to the dimensions relevant to the analytic validity and usefulness of the 
data, i.e. relevance, accuracy, comparability and coherence. All dimensions will however were 
examined. 

3.2 Relevance  

We assessed the relevance of the data at two different levels. The first level deals with the relevance 
of the ad hoc module to the needs for indicators of LLL at the European level. The second level deals 
on one side with the conformity of national implementations with Commission Regulation 1313/2002 
and on the other with the coverage of national needs for LLL indicators. 

3.2.1 Relevance to needs of European statistics on LLL 

We have examined the rationale behind the design of the ad hoc module and the perceived 
satisfaction of statistical needs at European level, as described in the following documents of Statistics 
Sweden: 

• Module on Lifelong learning in the EU-LFS 2003. Description of the policy needs. – SCB01 
(authors: Ann-Charlott Larsson, Jens Olin) 

• Module on Lifelong Learning in the EU-LFS 2003. Discussion of priorities for identified 
variables. – SCB04 (authors: Ann-Charlott Larsson, Kenny Petersson) 

• Module on Lifelong Learning in the EU-LFS 2003. Description of concepts and methods in the 
Module. – SCB08 (authors: Ann-Charlott Larsson, Kenny Petersson) 

From the outset, the module was viewed as a first attempt to provide some of the required indicators 
of LLL. It was designed as a compromise between statistical needs on one hand and the limitations on 
LFS ad hoc module size, statistical feasibility and response burden on the other hand. Therefore it 
was known in advance that it could not possibly cover all needs.  

The  aim of the module is to provide indicators about the participation rates in LLL and the time spent 
in learning. With the use of ad hoc module and core LFS variables these indicators can be estimated 
for particular population groups of interest (e.g. women, unemployed persons), subjects of learning 
(fields of education) and methods of learning. In this way the module covers the needs for information 
on the structure of participation in LLL.  



 

Moreover, one can argue that the module partly covers the needs for indicators on perceived interest 
in learning and on sources of financing and employer support for learning. Perceived interest is 
covered indirectly by the question of whether taught activities outside the regular education system 
were job-related or related to personal/social reasons. Coverage of sources of financing and employer 
support is given indirectly by the question of whether the same taught activities took place during paid 
working hours or not. However, there is scope for extending the coverage of these topics in a larger 
Adult Education Survey. 

Areas of LLL which are not covered at all are the outcome of learning activities, the barriers to learning 
and investment in LLL. 

However, as an overall conclusion one can say that the module is highly relevant to the specific needs 
it was designed to cover. The very fact that the module had to be very limited in size led to the 
selection of highly relevant variables for inclusion to it. 

3.2.2 Relevance of national implementations 

The ad hoc module was not adopted exactly as prescribed in Commission Regulation 1313/2002 by 
all countries. The following table shows which variables were included (as prescribed or in modified 
form) or excluded from each national questionnaire. 

Table 2. Adoption of variables by country. 

Country 

H
A

T 
FI

EL
D

 
LL

L 
ST

A
T 

LL
L 

LE
VE

L 
LL

L 
FI

EL
D

 
LL

L 
C

O
U
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A
TT

 
LL

L 
C

O
U

R
 

LE
N

P 
LL

L 
C

O
U

R
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R

P 
LL

L 
C

O
U

R
 

FI
EL

D
 

LL
L 

C
O

U
R

 
W

O
R

H
 

LL
L 

C
O

U
R

 
LE

N
 

LL
L 

IN
FO

 
R

A
TT

 

Austria 
 

X X X X X X X X X X X 

Belgium 
 

X X X X X (X) X X X ---- X 

Bulgaria X X X X X X X X X X X 

Switzerland X X X X X X X X X X X 

Cyprus X X X X X X X X X X X 

Czech 
Republic 

X X X X (X) X X X X (X) (X) 

Germany X X X X X X X X X X X 

Denmark 
 

---- X X ---- (X) X X X X X X 

Estonia X X X X (X) X X X X X X 

Greece X X X X X X X X X X X 

Spain ---- X X X X X X X X X X 

Finland 
 

---- X X (X) (X) X X X X X X 

France 
 

--- ---- ---- ---- (X) X X X X X X 



 

Country 

H
A

T 
FI

EL
D

 
LL

L 
ST

A
T 

LL
L 

LE
VE

L 
LL

L 
FI

EL
D

 
LL

L 
C

O
U
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LL

L 
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R

H
 

LL
L 

C
O

U
R

 
LE

N
 

LL
L 
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R

A
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Hungary 
 

X X X X X X X X X X X 

Iceland X X X X X X X X (X) X X 

Ireland 
 

X X X X X X X X X X X 

Italy 
 

--- X X ---- X X X X X X X 

Lithuania X X X X X X X X X X X 

Luxembourg 
 

X X X X X X X X X X X 

Latvia X X X X X X X X X X X 

Malta X X X X X X X X X X X 

Netherlands 
 

X X X X X X X X X X X 

Norway X X --- --- X (X) (X) X (X) (X) (X) 

Poland X X X X X X X X X X X 

Portugal 
 

(X) X (X) (X) (X) (X) X X X (X) (X) 

Romania 
 

X X X X X X X X X X X 

Sweden 
 

--- X X X X X X X X X X 

Slovenia X X X X X X X X X X X 

Slovak 
Republic 

X X X X (X) X X X X X X 

UK 
 

X X X X (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) ---- ----- 

Note: “X” indicates that a variable was adopted according to the regulation, “(X)” indicates that a variable was modified and “-“ 

that a variable was not used. 

Most variables were used as defined in the regulation or were modified / covered from other sources. 
More specifically, variables HATFIELD, LLLFIELD, LLLSTAT, LLLLEVEL were considered covered by 
the respective variables of the core LFS questionnaire. This occurred in Spain, Finland and Sweden 
with HATFIELD, in Denmark and Italy with HATFIELD and LLLFIELD, and in France with HATFIELD, 
LLLSTAT, LLLLEVEL and LLLFIELD. Italy claimed that information collected by this way (from LFS 
core questionnaire) resulted to data of better quality rather than collecting it by the ad hoc module as 
the relevant questions appear only one time in the survey. The core LFS variables EDUCFIELD, 
EDUCSTAT and EDUCLEVEL refer only to the last 4 weeks before the implementation of the survey 
and not to the last 12 months as the ad hoc module. As the reasoning for selecting a reference period 
of 12 months was the better coverage of irregular activities we can argue that in this respect there was 
a certain deterioration in the relevance of the particular data.  



 

Norway did not ask questions LLLLEVEL and LLLFIELD, as this information would be collected from 
statistical registers. Finland and Sweden collected information about HATFIELD from the statistical 
registers. The reason for doing this was firstly that statistics on education level and training attained 
are based on registers and secondly that it would lead to saving time on data editing. 

UK omitted variables LLLINFORATT and LLLCOURLEN and restricted the rest of the variables 
referring to non-formal taught activities to the most recent activity. Norway similarly collected 
LLLINFORATT only from employed persons and restricted the variables referring to non-formal taught 
activities to the main activity. Therefore relevance is reduced, as a smaller number of activities is 
covered and informal activities are covered partly or not at all. 

Moreover, Belgium did not include LLLCOURLEN as a separate question because it was incorporated 
in LLLCOURLENP by asking for the duration of each of the three more recent activities and for the 
duration of the rest of the activities. Czech Republic restricted LLLCOURLEN to the remaining hours, 
i.e. to the hours spent in taught activities other than the three most recent ones. In Portugal, all 
variables but LLLSTAT, LLLCOURPURP, LLLCOURFIELD and LLLCOURWORH were modified. 
Specifically, HATFIELD and LLLFIELD were split into two questions regarding firstly the programme 
orientation and then the level of education. Variables LLLCOURLENP and LLLCOURLEN were also 
split into two questions. For the former, there is one question about the number of hours attended and 
a second one about attainment in number of months or weeks, the average number of days per week 
and the number of hours per day within the last 12 months As for the latter, this was split into a 
question that refers to the total number of activities and total volume of hours and another to the 
duration of activities other than those previously described. Moreover, variable LLLCOURATT was 
split into three questions. The first of them is a “Yes/No” question about participation in non-formal 
learning, the second one refers to the identification of the most recent activity and the respective field 
of study and the last question concerns the participation in any other learning activities and, in case of 
a “yes” answer, the number of them. Finally, variable LLLLEVEL was adapted to the levels of 
Portuguese education system.  

As for the target population, the ad-hoc module was targeted to all persons aged 15 years and above. 
Most of the countries have used this threshold to implement the ad-hoc module. However, there were 
countries using different target populations: 

• Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Hungary, Latvia, Netherlands and Sweden targeted the ad-hoc 
module to those aged 15 to 74 years,  

• Switzerland and Iceland targeted the ad-hoc module to those aged 16 to 74 years, 

• Spain and UK used a threshold of 16 years,  

• Belgium used a target population of 15 to 64, and  

• Norway used a target population of 15 to 59 years for questions on regular education and 16 
to 74 for learning outside the regular education system.  

The reasons for using a different population threshold varied between countries. Specifically, Belgium, 
Estonia and Spain decided to do so in order to be in accordance with the active population, while 
Finland, Sweden, Iceland, Latvia and UK in order to be in accordance with the respective target 
population of the core LFS.  



 

Most differences however were small. The most prominent one was that of Belgium (people aged 15 
to 64 years), where it is not known to which extent there are learning activities beyond the age of 64, 
resulting to a respective deterioration in relevance. 

To the extent that European information needs reflect national ones, the national implementations are 
relevant to national needs, with the restrictions mentioned above.  

Additionally, Lithuania expressed user needs for monitoring progress in both short and long term 
education strategies and subsequent work related programmes. In Estonia, the need for LLL 
indicators lies on the interest for assessing the effectiveness of formal adult education in light of the 
labour market conditions. In Cyprus and Romania the main focus refers to policy making and in 
particular, the implementation of plans for development of initial education and continuing training. In 
Norway, user needs are mainly focused on learning conditions, while in Slovak Republic, there is a 
broad interest on informal and non-formal education. Participation rates on lifelong learning by age, 
sex, education and employment are the primary needs for Slovenia, Portugal and Belgium. The 
Central Economic Council in Belgium has also expressed an interest on information for sources of 
funding for learning activities, while Latvia has also mentioned that there is great interest in linking 
training activities with their cost.  

Regarding the degree of satisfaction of potential users with the module’s results, Latvia, Estonia and 
Czech Republic reported that there was no negative feedback regarding the results of the module, 
while in Romania and Belgium users, after having seen the preliminary results from the 
implementation of the module, expressed an interest for repeating its implementation. No information 
was available for the rest of the countries. 

3.3 Accuracy  

The accuracy of a data set may be assessed either directly via the computation of standard errors / 
relative standard errors (coefficients of variation - CVs) and evaluation of biases or indirectly, in a 
qualitative way, by a consideration of the design and practical implementation of the survey that 
collected the data. Whichever approach is chosen the assessment must take into account both 
sampling (in case of a sample survey) and non sampling errors. 

3.3.1 Direct approach 

In the case of the ad hoc module the direct approach is limited for the time being, as only Sweden, 
Latvia, Hungary, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Lithuania, Portugal and Slovenia have reported CVs or 
confidence intervals.  

Sweden has reported confidence intervals for several rates:   

• The rates of participation in regular, taught and informal training activities are reported by sex, 
age, level of educational attainment and employment status. The width of the intervals in the 
majority of cases is below 6 percentage points (± 3) which is quite narrow for most of them. 
Only the rates of participation for persons aged 65-74 are quite imprecise.  

• The percentage of each of the three most recent taught non-regular training activities falling in 
each type is reported as follows: whether it was job related or not, the extent to which it took 
place during working hours, the field it referred to. The width of all confidence intervals is at 
most 6 percentage points. For infrequent types of activity this means little precision. More 



 

specifically the percentage of job related activities and the percentages of activities only during 
and only outside working hours are estimated with great precision. Activities partly during paid 
hours and percentages of activities by training field are not precise, with the exception of 
category 300 (social sciences, business and law), because their rates are small.  

Moreover the average duration of the activities is reported. This is estimated with precision. 

• Percentages of participants to one, two, three and four or more non-regular taught activities 
are reported by sex, age, level of educational attainment and employment status. The larger 
rates are estimated with adequate or large precision. Small rates are rather imprecise. 

• Finally, the rates of involvement in informal activities of the four types mentioned in the ad hoc 
module are reported again by sex, age, level of educational attainment and employment 
status. Rates for persons aged 65-74 and small rates are rather imprecise. 

Latvia reports rates of participation to regular, taught and informal training activities without breakdown 
of the population. The CVs of the three rates are 2.54%, 5.85% and 3.81% respectively. 

Bulgaria reports CVs for participation rates in engineering, manufacturing and construction and foreign 
language courses for variables HATFIELD and LLLFIELD. CVs for LLLSTAT, LLLLEVEL (tertiary 
education, upper secondary and lower secondary education), LLLCOURATT, LLLCOURLENP (for 
each of the three most recent activities), LLLCOURPURP (for work and personal related reasons in 
activities A and B and only for work related reasons in activity C), LLLCOURFIELD (for the most 
recent activity and specific programmes only), LLLCOURWORH (for the most recent learning activity), 
LLLCOURLEN and LLLINFORATT are also reported. Of those variables, CVs that exceed 20% were 
noticed in LLLFIELD for foreign languages (30%), in LLLCOURLENP for the third most recent activity 
(30.3%), in LLLCOURPURP within the second and third most recent activities for mainly job related 
(20.3% and 33.5% respectively) and personal related reasons (25.7%) and in LLLCOURFIELD within 
the most recent activity for general programmes (69.4%), implying that participation rates for those 
variables are rather imprecise.    

Lithuania reports CVs for all variables of the ad-hoc module without breakdown and not separately for 
each training field or for each of the three most recent taught activities. All CVs are small (below 6%) 
but without an indication of their  base of reference and of the respective rates we cannot comment on 
their precision. 

Portugal on the other hand, reports CVs for all ad-hoc variables in total and with appropriate 
breakdowns. Those CVs with a large base of reference (e.g. participation or not in taught activities) 
have small CVs; those with small base of reference (e.g. participation in taught activities in a given 
field) have large CVs. 

Slovenia reports CVs for variables LLLSTAT, LLLCOURATT, LLLCOURLEN and LLLCOURLENP and 
ranges of CVs for the rest of the variables without providing more information for the source of those 
ranges. The same difficulty of commenting as for Lithuania applies here too. 

Hungary reports CVs for certain rates. It is however unclear to the authors, at the time of writing, 
exactly to what these rates refer, therefore we cannot comment on their precision. 

It should be kept in mind that all the comments above relate to the precision as measured by the 
reported standard error of estimates only. They do not take into account other issues such as, for 
example, the provision of incorrect answers by respondents. 



 

The tables of rates and precision estimates of Sweden, Latvia, Bulgaria, Lithuania, Portugal and 
Slovenia are presented in an annex to this report. 

3.3.2 Indirect approach 

All countries have used random sampling for the selection of the ad hoc module’s sample, since the 
latter is a subsample of the LFS one. Sampling variability can therefore be estimated at least with the 
help of some approximations.  

In this section we will mostly deal with non-sampling errors and we will be interested in four kinds of 
them: 

• Coverage errors: these are errors of the frame 

• Measurement errors: these are errors that occur during data collection. 

• Processing errors: these are errors which occur during the processing of the data by the 
statistical organisation. 

• Non-response errors. 

3.3.2.1 Coverage errors 

It is natural that no sampling frame is ever perfect. Therefore most countries report coverage problems 
which in most situations are very small (over- or undercoverage of below 2%). Spain however has 
reported overcoverage of 17.22% (most of it consisting of empty dwellings) in its LFS quality report for 
2003 although it makes no such mention in its reports for the ad hoc module (at least in those in 
English). In Czech Republic, only private households were considered because people that live in 
collective households are under-represented (75% undercoverage), mainly due to foreigners not 
identified in LFS. Estonia mentions that interviews could not be conducted with 5% of the annual LFS 
sample due to errors in the frame information for it. Again no specific mention is made to the ad hoc 
module. 

3.3.2.2 Measurement errors 

Regarding measurement errors, several countries have raised concerns about the reliability of the 
responses obtained, due to several reasons. The most prominent ones are the difficulty of 
respondents in distinguishing between formal and non-formal education, the lack of comprehension of 
the scope of informal training activities, the long reference period (especially in recalling short activities 
which took place near its start and in recalling the total duration of activities) and the use of proxy 
interviews. Errors in the coding of training fields made by interviewers were also reported.  

More than half of the countries had taken measures for the reduction of measurement errors in the 
‘complete’ LFS. As we assume that they apply to the ad hoc module as well, we summarize them in 
the table below. 



 

Table 3.  Reduction methods for respondent/interviewer/questionnaire errors 

Country Respondent Interviewer Questionnaire 

Denmark Warning messages in CATI Supervision, warning 

messages in CATI 

Explanatory text 

Estonia More explanations, improved 

phrasing of the questions 

Inclusion of additional checks 

to the data entry program 

and provision of more 

instructions to improve 

understanding  

Inclusion of more 

explanations and interviewer 

instructions to improve 

understanding  

Spain Sending letters in advance Initial training; Warnings and 

error checks are 

implemented in the CATI 

application 

 

Finland Testing questions in advance Training and supporting Careful planning, codification 

and testing 

France  Training  

Hungary More explanations Better and frequent training, 

checking of interviewers 

Continuing checking of 

questionnaire design 

Italy The implementation of an on-line system for monitoring the survey performance 

Lithuania  Training Improvement of questions 

Luxembourg The interviewers were 

chosen according to their 

language skills; maximising 

phone calls 

A specific training course is 

given; Calls are monitored 

and controlled 

 

Norway Warnings incorporated in 

computer assisted interviews 

Training; feedback and 

instructions during field work; 

Warnings incorporated in 

computer assisted interviews 

 

Sweden  Continuous contact with 

telephone interviewers and 

regular calls for re-training 

 

Slovenia The usage of CATI, CAPI The usage of CATI, CAPI  

Slovak Republic  Training, re-interviews, CAPI, 

verification of answers using 

additional questions 

Testing, simplified wording of 

questions 



 

Country Respondent Interviewer Questionnaire 

United Kingdom Maximising the number of 

calls/visits 

Training, full instructions, 

help screens in CAPI system 

Testing new questions, 

assessing and attempting to 

improve existing questions 

  

To avoid respondent errors due to proxy interviewing, countries pay more attention in maximising the 
number of call backs/visits and sending letters in advance. On the other hand, to avoid a wrong 
answer by the respondent, warning messages are implemented in CATI, the questions are tested in 
advance, more explanations are given and the interviewers are chosen according to their language 
skills.  

To reduce measurement errors caused by the interviewers, emphasis on training and supervision is 
given. These consist of controlling and monitoring of interviewer calls, provision of annual training and 
full instructions, the implementation of help screens in CAPI etc. 

As for measurement errors attributed to the questionnaire, attention is given in continuous checking of 
its design by improving the questions, incorporating explanatory text, codification and testing.     

3.3.2.3 Processing errors 

Coding errors have also been reported in countries where coding takes place at the statistical agency 
and not during interviewing. These must be classified as processing errors. A second category of 
processing errors are data entry errors but information about them is limited.  

3.3.2.4 Non response errors 

Non response errors are the result of non response when the survey characteristics of non 
respondents differ from those of respondents.  

The following figure shows the overall response rates, i.e. the response to at least part of the module. 
It includes response via proxy. 

          



 

  Figure 1: Response rates by country 
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All countries that provided relevant information reported high response rates (over 60%). In Estonia 
(EE), Bulgaria (BG), Slovenia (SI), Iceland (IS), Lithuania (LT), Hungary (HU), Latvia (LV) and Italy (IT) 
the overall response was between 80% and 90%, while in Slovak Republic (SK), Spain (ES), Romania 
(RO), Portugal (PT), Belgium (BE) and Cyprus (CY) the overall response rate was over 90%. In 
Finland (FI), the overall response rate reached 100%. 

Response rates by variable 

The following table shows the item response rates for each of the variables. The rates are calculated 
with base of reference those who responded to at least part of the module.  

Table 4. Response rates(%) for each ad-hoc variable by country    

Country HAT 
FIELD 

LLL 
STAT 

LLL 
LEVEL(1) 

LLL 
FIELD(1)

LLL 
COU
RATT

LLL 
COUR 
LENP(2)

LLL 
COUR 
PURP(2)

LLL 
COUR 
FIELD(2) 

LLL 
COUR 
WORH(2) 

LLL 
COUR
LEN(2)

LLL 
INFO
RATT

Austria 
 

           

Belgium 
 

97.9 97.9 100 100 97.9 98.6 100 100 100 97.9 

Bulgaria 99.3 100 100 99.4 100  100   75 100 
Switzerland       
Cyprus 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9
Czech 
Republic 

99.95 98.5 98.4 99.6 97.9 97.6 100 99.4 99.7 93.3 97.9

Germany 91 98.6  99.1 100   81.8
Denmark 
 

66.7 66.5 66.6 66.6 66.7 64.6 66.4 66.4 65.4 66.2 66.6

Estonia 100 100 100 100 100 98.6 100 99.8 100 98.6 100
Greece       
Spain       
Finland 
 

 99.8 100 99.8 98.3 98.3 99.9 99.7 99.9 95.7 98.4



 

Country HAT 
FIELD 

LLL 
STAT 

LLL 
LEVEL(1) 

LLL 
FIELD(1)

LLL 
COU
RATT

LLL 
COUR 
LENP(2)

LLL 
COUR 
PURP(2)

LLL 
COUR 
FIELD(2) 

LLL 
COUR 
WORH(2) 

LLL 
COUR
LEN(2)

LLL 
INFO
RATT

France 
 

80      

Hungary 
 

      

Iceland       
Ireland 
 

69.2 77 92.7 45.8 68.5 100 23.8 99 91.5 100 73

Italy 
 

74 100 67.2 79.5 94 94.8 97 91.7 97 89.5 82.1

Lithuania       
Luxembourg 
 

      

Latvia       
Malta       
Netherlands 
 

      

Norway       
Poland       
Portugal 
 

78.5 97.9 100 79.2 89.1 100 100 100 100 3.4 89.1

Romania 
 

      

Sweden 
 

      87

Slovenia 99.9 99.9 99.9 99.9 99.9 98.2 99.8 99.9 99.9 99.8 99.7
Slovak 
Republic 

99.7 99.7 100 99.9 99.7 99.7 99.9 100 99.9 100 99.7

UK 
 

      

(1) The response rate is a percentage of those who had been students or apprentices in regular education during the 
reference period (LLLSTAT=1) 

(2) The response rate is a percentage of those who had participated in education activities outside the regular education 
system during the reference period (LLLCOURATT=1,2,3). 

 

Belgium, Germany, Denmark, Bulgaria, Italy, Ireland, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Denmark, 
Finland, Portugal, Slovenia and Slovak Republic are those countries that provided response rates for 
each variable. Response rates are relatively high for most of the variables, except LLLCOURPURP in 
Ireland, where the response rate was 23.8%, and LLLCOURLEN in Portugal where the response rate 
was 3.4%. In Denmark the response rate on each variable was over 60%. In Sweden, the response 
rate for each variable (except  LLLCOURLEN) is 99% or more, although information for exact 
response rates is not yet available.  

As it can be seen, non response was non-negligible in several countries. There are no reports of 
studies on the possible differences between respondents and non respondents. 

3.3.2.5 Editing, imputation, variance estimation 

Not all countries have reported what kind of editing they applied to the ad hoc module’s data. From 
those which have provided such information, others report only the checking of data for errors and 
others report also the use of re-contacts or imputation for erroneous / missing data.  



 

More specifically, the use of special software or database management systems (BLAISE, INFORMIX, 
Visual FoxPro) was reported by several countries (Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Lithuania, Portugal, 
Romania, Slovak Republic, Luxembourg, Finland, Sweden, UK) as the means for data validation and 
consistency checking. Such checking was reported by Estonia, Lithuania, Bulgaria and Cyprus. Italy 
reported using “Incompatibility rules” for identification of errors to assure record coherence and 
respect of variable distribution. This is a stochastic procedure based on the Fellegi-Holt methodology 
that identifies incompatibilities in the first stage followed by the specification of variables to be 
corrected. Donor and hot deck imputation were used by Austria, Italy and Malta in order to treat unit 
and item non-response.  

Moreover,  Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, Sweden and Latvia use 
Horvitz-Thomson estimators (weighting of the data by inverse probabilities of selection) while Latvia 
and Portugal  reported the use of Jackknife method for variance estimation. For the latter purpose, 
Taylor linearisation was used in Slovenia, while variance estimates are calculated under assumption 
of stratified with replacement sampling with the use of SUDAAN software in Estonia. Weights were 
also adjusted to compensate for non-response in Hungary, Norway, Portugal, Romania and Slovenia.  

3.4 Comparability  

As has already been shown in section 3.2.2, the implementations of the ad hoc module in the several 
member states were not identical. In this section we provide an assessment of the extent of 
differences between them. The comparability of survey implementations is affected by the concepts 
they rely upon and by the measurement procedures they use.  

One remark can be made at the outset however and this is the following: the fact that the countries 
designed their implementations following the introduction of Commission Regulation 1313/2002, as 
opposed to the usual situation where regulations about pan-European surveys try to reconcile long-
established national practices, produced favourable conditions for their comparability. 

3.4.1 Comparability of survey concepts 

The survey concepts which are of interest are the variables used, the statistical unit the data refer too, 
the target population and the reference period of the surveys. 

We have dealt in detail with the variables used, in section 3.2.2 of the present report. The great 
majority of countries have adopted the questionnaire as prescribed in regulation 1313/2002 and a 
significant number of the rest have modified / omitted just one or two variables. The countries with 
greatest deviations from the regulation are Denmark (one modified and two omitted variables), France 
(one modified and four omitted variables, ), UK (four modified and two omitted variables), Norway (five 
modified and two omitted variables) and Portugal (7 modified). Even in those countries deviations are 
in the direction of substituting information from the core LFS questionnaire or from statistical registers 
for the omitted variables and splitting questions or asking questions for a smaller than prescribed 
number of educational activities for the modified questions. The following table reports the numbers of 
regulation variables used unmodified, modified or not used at all by each country. 



 

Table 5: Adoption of variables according to regulation 1313/2002. 

Country Variables used 
unmodified 

Variables used 
modified 

Variables not used 

Austria 
11 - - 

Belgium 
9 1 1 

Bulgaria 
11 - - 

Switzerland 
11 - - 

Cyprus 
11 - - 

Czech Republic 
8 3 - 

Germany 
11 - - 

Denmark 
8 1 2 

Estonia 
10 1 - 

Greece 
11 - - 

Spain 
10 - 1 

Finland 
8 2 1 

France 
6 1 4 

Hungary 
9 - 2 

Iceland 
11 - - 

Ireland 
11 - - 

Italy 
9 - 2 

Lithuania 
11 - - 

Luxembourg 
11 - - 

Latvia 
11 - - 

Malta 
11 - - 

Netherlands 
11 - - 

Norway 
4 5 2 

Poland 
11 - - 

Portugal 
4 7 - 

Romania 
11 - - 

Sweden 
10 - 1 



 

Country Variables used 
unmodified 

Variables used 
modified 

Variables not used 

Slovenia 
11 - - 

Slovak Republic 
10 1 - 

UK 
5 4 2 

Regarding the extent to which the module’s variables are comparable between the countries we note 
the following: 

• HATFIELD: Two countries chose to collect data from statistical registers and seven more to 
use HATFIELD of the core LFS questionnaire, instead of incorporating it in the module. As the 
definition of the variable is clear-cut and is adopted in all cases (with the exception of Portugal, 
where the respondents are firstly asked about the orientation of the educational attainment 
and then for the highest level of education attained), the choice of data source does not affect 
the comparability of the variable at the conceptual level.  

• LLLSTAT: France substitutes EDUCSTAT from the core LFS questionnaire in the place of it. 
The latter has a reference period of four weeks instead of a year. There is a lack of 
comparability therefore between France and the rest of the countries, manifesting itself as an 
underestimation of the rate of participation in LLL. 

• LLLLEVEL: Norway collects data from statistical registers for people aged 60 or more which 
should cause no problem of comparability. France substitutes EDUCLEVEL from the core LFS 
questionnaire in its place, thus leading to the same problems as LLLSTAT. Portugal adapts 
this variable to the levels of the national education system, in which case, there is, in some 
extent, a lack of comparability with the rest of the countries. 

• LLLFIELD: Norway again uses information from statistical registers for people aged 60 or 
more. Four countries substitute EDUCFIELD from the core LFS questionnaire which has a 
reference period of four weeks, therefore they have a problem of comparability, similar to 
LLLSTAT’s and LLLLEVEL’s. Portugal on the other hand, modifies it in a way similar to 
HATFIELD, which does not seem to cause any serious problems. 

• LLLCOURATT: Denmark and France split the question into two and Portugal into three. 
Denmark splits it into one question about job-related activities and one question about leisure-
related ones. France splits the question into one about activities in the last three months and 
one about activities in the nine months before that. Finally, Portugal splits the question into 
one asking whether participating in non-formal learning or not, a second that focuses on the 
identification of the most recent activity and its respective field and a third asking about the 
participation in other learning activities and the number of them. Therefore the prescribed 
LLLCOURATT can be reconstructed from the three of them and in this sense there is no 
problem in comparability. 

• LLLCOURLENP, LLLCOURPURP, LLLCOURFIELD, LLLCOUWORH: In the UK these 
variables were asked only for the most recent activity, while in Norway for the most recent job 
related activity. This causes no problem of comparability for UK but may cause a problem in 
Norway if the most recent job-related activity cannot be identified with one of the three most 
recent activities. Norway however has also modified LLLCOURLENP in its content asking for 
the duration of the activity (providing duration classes as possible answers) and for the 



 

average number of hours per week. This reduces comparability. Portugal divides 
LLLCOURLENP into two questions. One question about the duration of the taught activity in 
hours and a second one about the number of months or weeks in the last 12 months, the 
average number of days per week and the number of hours per day. The latter modification 
does not cause serious problems in comparability.   

• LLLCOURLEN: Belgium has incorporated the variable into LLLCOURLENP but in such a way 
that allows its reconstruction without problems of comparability. Portugal splits this variable 
into two questions, one for the total number of activities and the respective volume of hours 
and another one about the duration of activities other than the three most recent ones. 
Therefore LLLCOURLEN can again be reconstructed and thus cause no serious problems of 
comparability. Finally, Czech Republic has modified this variable in such a way that it asks for 
the duration of activities other than the three most recent ones. This does not affect 
comparability.    

• LLLINFORATT: Norway asks this question only to employed persons. 

The statistical units used are everywhere the individual and the educational activity.  

The target population was chosen according to regulation 1313/2002 by most countries. However, as 
reported in section 3.2.2, several countries chose an upper limit of 74 years and a few a lower limit of 
16 years in order to conform better with the respective LFS target population or with the national active 
population. This renders data incomparable but probably not by a large extent. Larger discrepancies 
occur in Belgium which adopts a target population of 15-64 years and Norway which restricts 
questions related to regular education to persons aged between 15-59 years. The latter however 
retrieves the relevant information for people aged 60-74 from statistical registers. 

The reference period of the data is, by design, not the same across the whole national sample. 
Moreover, Sweden, France and Iceland took the option of implementing the ad hoc module throughout 
2003, extending the ‘possible’ reference periods even further. This affects the comparability of results 
between countries. 

3.4.2 Comparability of measurement processes 

Regulation 1313/2002 did not offer any guidelines about how to implement the module, besides giving 
two options for the LFS subsample on which it would be applied. Therefore the countries made their 
own choices regarding the following issues: sample design and sample size, data collection mode, 
use of proxy interviews, data processing (coding, entry, editing). 

All countries except three chose to apply the module to the whole spring LFS sample. Sweden and 
France applied the module throughout the year to 15% of the LFS sample, while Iceland did the same 
but to 20% of the LFS sample. The LFS sampling scheme is not common in all countries.  

The following table shows an overview of the schemes of the countries.          



 

    Table 6. Overview of sampling scheme of the ad hoc module by country 

Country Sampling 
frame 

Sampling 
unit 

Sampling 
method  

Sample size 

Austria 
 

Housing 
Census 

Community, 
Dwelling 

Two-stage 
sampling 
stratified by 
number, type 
and quality of 
dwelling, main 
use of building, 
number of 
people in the 
dwelling 

34700 
dwellings 

Belgium 
 

National 
Register of 
Persons 

Municipalities, 
households 

Two-stage 
stratified 
sampling 

18180 persons 

Bulgaria  Enumeration 
district, 
household 

Two-stage 
sampling 
stratified by 
administrative 
district, degree 
of urbanisation 

33314 persons 

Switzerland NO INFORMATION  
Cyprus Population 

Census 
Enumeration 
areas/villages, 
households 

Two-stage 
sampling 
stratified by 
district, degree 
of urbanisation 

8589 persons 

Czech 
Republic 

Register of 
Census Area 

Census Area, 
Dwelling 

Two-stage 
stratified 
sampling 

24700 
dwellings 

Germany NO INFORMATION 
Denmark 
 

Population and 
Unemployment 
Register 

Individuals Stratified 
random 
sampling 

11088 persons 

Estonia Population 
Census 

Households Stratified two-
phase sampling 

3769 persons 

Greece NO INFORMATION 
Spain  Geographical 

areas, private 
households 

Two-stage 
sampling 
stratified by 
geographical 
areas 

 

Finland 
 

Population 
Information 
System 

Individual Systematic 
sampling 
stratified by 
geographical 
areas (NUTS1) 

30627 

France 
 

Population 
Census 

Dwelling Two-stage 
sampling 
stratified by 
geographical 
areas 

45940 persons 

Hungary 
 

Population and 
Housing 
Census 

Settlements, 
Dwellings 

Two-stage 
sampling 
stratified by 
population size 

96000 persons 

Iceland National 
Register 

Individual Simple random 
sampling 

3117 persons 



 

Country Sampling 
frame 

Sampling 
unit 

Sampling 
method  

Sample size 

Ireland 
 

Population 
Census 

Blocks/small 
areas, 
households 

Two-stage 
sampling 
stratified by 
population 
density 

79532 persons 

Italy 
 

Municipal 
Registers 

Municipality, 
households 

Two-stage 
stratified by 
region sampling 

75000 
households 

Lithuania Population 
register 

Individuals  Random 
sampling 
stratified by 
region 

10100 persons 

Luxembourg 
 

The February 
2001 Census 
and the 
Central 
Population 
Register 

Households Random 
sampling 
stratified by 
region and 
household size 

 

Latvia Population 
Census 

Areas, 
households 

Two-stage 
sampling 
stratified by 
degree of 
urbanisation 

4815 persons 

Malta Electoral 
register 

Households Random 
sampling 
stratified by age, 
sex, district 

6017 persons 

Netherlands 
 

 Households, 
Individuals  

Two-stage 
sampling 

 

Norway Central 
Population 
Register 

Families Random 
sampling 

17000 persons 

Poland  Households, 
Individuals 

Two-stage 
sampling  

47703 persons 

Portugal 
 

The 2001 
Census 

Households Stratified 
random sample 

39731 persons 

Romania 
 

The 1992 
Census 

Census 
section, 
dwellings 

Two-stage 
sampling 
stratified by area 

17434 
households 

Sweden 
 

Statistics 
Sweden’s 
Register of the 
Total 
Population 

Individuals Random 
sampling 
stratified by sex, 
region, 
citizenship, 
employment 
status 

 

Slovenia Central 
Population 
Register 

Individuals Systematic 
Random 
sampling 
stratified by 
region and type 
of settlement 

17372 persons 

 
 
Slovak 
republic 

 
 
Population 
Census 

 
 
Census 
Administrative 
Units(CAU), 
Dwellings 

 
 
Stratified two-
stage sampling 

 
 
10250 
dwellings 



 

Country Sampling 
frame 

Sampling 
unit 

Sampling 
method  

Sample size 

UK 
 

Royal Mail’s 
PAF(Postcode 
Address File), 
Telephone 
directories 
(North of 
Scotland), 
Rating and 
Valuation Lists 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

Postal 
address, 
telephone 
number 

Systematic 
random 
sampling  

133815 
persons 

 

We can see that the designs range from simple random sampling of persons from a population 
register to stratified sampling of persons or dwellings / households.  

Furthermore each country applies rotation to its LFS sample which may also be applied to the ad hoc 
module subsample, if the latter is spread across the whole year. Sweden for example ensured that 
each member of the ad hoc module sample was questioned only once during the year. Iceland on the 
other hand, which divides each quarter’s sample into five waves, took the whole fourth wave as the ad 
hoc module sample. 

The mode of data collection was not common for all countries either, as the following table shows. 

                      



 

                      Table 7. Mode of data collection by country 

Data collection mode 

Country 
Personal 
interview 

Telephone 
interview 

Postal 
survey Use of proxy 

Austria 
 

Yes Yes No Yes 

Belgium 
 

Yes (PAPI) Yes (for non-
respondents)

No No 

Bulgaria Yes (PAPI) No No Yes 
Switzerland    
Cyprus Yes (CAPI) No No Yes 
Czech 
Republic 

Yes (PAPI) Yes (in 
several 
cases)

 Yes 

Germany   Yes 
Denmark 
 

No Yes (CATI) Yes Yes 

Estonia Yes (PAPI, 
CAPI) 

No No Yes 

Greece Yes Yes No Yes 
Spain Yes Yes No Yes 
Finland* 
 

Yes (CATI, 
CAPI) 

No No Yes 

France 
 

Yes (CAPI) No No Yes 

Hungary 
 

Yes (PAPI) Yes No Yes 

Iceland  Yes (CATI) No Yes 
Ireland 
 

Yes (CAPI) No No Yes 

Italy 
 

Yes (PAPI) No No Yes 

Lithuania Yes No No Yes 
Luxembourg 
 

   

Latvia Yes (PAPI) No No No 
Malta Yes Yes No Yes 
Netherlands 
 

Yes No No Yes 

Norway* No Yes No No 
Poland Yes Yes No Yes 
Portugal 
 

Yes (CAPI) No No Yes 

Romania 
 

Yes No No Yes 

Sweden* 
 

No Yes (CATI) No  

Slovenia Yes Yes No Yes 
Slovak 
Republic 

Yes (PAPI) No No  

UK 
 

Yes (CAPI) Yes No Yes 

                  * Information was also collected from registers 



 

Most countries collected information by personal interviewing (either PAPI or CAPI). However, the 
Nordic countries used only telephone interviews (CATI) and in one occasion (Denmark) a postal 
survey was also carried out. There were in addition several countries which used both personal and 
telephone interviewing. Most countries employed proxy interviews too. Moreover, some variables were 
collected from statistical registers in certain countries.  

3.4.3 Harmonization Analysis of Statistical Methodologies 
 

In this section of the report, all differences and similarities between statistical methodologies followed 
by the implementing countries were combined to give an overall assessment of the level of 
comparability of the data produced. In total, 435 pair-wise comparisons between countries have been 
performed based on a list containing the most important elements regarding the methodology for 
execution of the module. This list was specially created for this purpose and is by no means uniquely 
defined. All indicators related to methodological differences that may cause lack of comparability have 
been included based on the metadata that was available.  

 
The list contains: 
 

 Differences in implementing the model questionnaire 
This refers to the differences between national surveys regarding the adoption of the variables as 
they were prescribed in Commission Regulation 1313/2002. 

  

jicountriesbetweenbreaksofnumberw ji ,, =     (1) 
 

The numbers of breaks between the two countries (say, i and j) signifies the total number of 
variables, which are used by only one of the two countries. If a variable is used by both countries or 
by none of them, the indicator equals zero. 

 The age threshold for inclusion in the survey 
In this part, differences in the age threshold of the target population are analysed. The age 
threshold values are split into three groups: A for countries with a threshold persons aged 15 
years and above and B for countries with a threshold persons aged 16 years and above and C for 
countries with a threshold persons aged 15 years up to 64. 
If there is no difference (i, j both belong to A, B or C):  jiw , = 0    (2) 

 If i ∈ B,  j ∈ C  and vice versa :  jiw , = 1 

Otherwise: jiw , = 0.5 
 
 

 The response rate 
The response rates are also included in the harmonization analysis. Similar to the previous case, 
the response rates are split into three groups: A, B and C being defined as those containing 
national surveys that experienced response rate up to 80%, between 80% and 90% and at least 
90% and above respectively.  

 If there is no difference (i, j both belong to A, B or C) :  jiw , = 0  (3) 

If i ∈ A,  j ∈  C and vice versa :  jiw , = 1      

Otherwise: jiw , = 0.5 
 

 The sampling frame 



 

Another aspect, which is relevant to the survey design and more specifically, to the sampling 
scheme, is the sampling frame. The scoring factor appears as in (2) with A for those with a survey 
base on a register of persons or households and B for those which used the results of a recent 
population census as their sampling frame. 

If there is no difference (i, j both belong to A or B):  jiw , = 0     

 If i ∈ A,  j ∈  B and vice versa :  jiw , = 1 
 

 Differences in the data collection mode 
The face-to-face interview remains the most popular mode of data collection. However, there are 
countries which use other methods, such as telephone interview and postal survey, as well. Thus in 
order to assess the differences between the countries which use personal interview (A)and those 
which use one of the other methods mentioned above (B), this aspect was also included in the list. 
The scoring factor in this case takes the same value as in (2).  

 

 Differences in the data collection mode 
Using proxy interviews has an effect on errors (it increases response rates yet also increases 
measurement error). The corresponding factor is expressed by (2) and it exhibits the differences in 
the use (or not) of the proxy interview. 

 

The result from this assessment for each pair of countries i, j is a table of dissimilarities [pij] defined 
as follows: 
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where M is the total number of aspects for which (meta)data exist for countries i and j and k the 
maximum possible value of jiw , in each m. If some metadata are missing (not provided) from one 
of the two countries, then a comparison cannot be made. In this case, the denominator is reduced 
accordingly. Obviously: ijji pp =  and 0=iip  for every pair of countries i, j. Therefore, the table 
produced, 



 

Table 8, is a symmetric one, with zeros on the main diagonal. 
 



 

Table 8: Table of methodological dissimilarities 

 AT BE BG CH CY CZ DE DK EE EL ES FI FR HU IS IE IT LT LU LV MT NL NO PL PT RO SE SI SK UK 

AT 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.15 0.00 0.46 0.04 0.00 0.17 0.27 0.38 0.00 0.23 0.04 0.23 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.12 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.31 0.04 0.29 0.08 0.08 0.50

BE 0.31 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.35 0.50 0.30 0.46 0.35 0.27 0.42 0.42 0.71 0.31 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.23 0.30 0.23 0.27 0.27 0.50 0.27 0.54 0.35 0.38 0.23 0.33 0.42

BG 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.17 0.00 0.42 0.04 0.00 0.17 0.21 0.38 0.00 0.17 0.04 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.04 0.00 0.58 0.00 0.33 0.04 0.21 0.00 0.08 0.46

CH 0.05 0.25 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.20 0.05 0.40 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.25 0.50 0.05 0.15 0.05 0.25 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.60 0.05 0.40 0.05 0.25 0.05 0.10 0.45

CY 0.04 0.35 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.50 0.08 0.00 0.13 0.23 0.38 0.04 0.27 0.08 0.27 0.12 0.00 0.12 0.15 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.33 0.12 0.04 0.54

CZ 0.15 0.50 0.17 0.20 0.19 0.00 0.15 0.46 0.12 0.14 0.33 0.35 0.42 0.15 0.38 0.12 0.38 0.23 0.15 0.23 0.19 0.14 0.63 0.14 0.23 0.19 0.38 0.23 0.17 0.50

DE 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.35 0.05 0.00 0.15 0.20 0.45 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.50

DK 0.46 0.46 0.42 0.40 0.50 0.46 0.35 0.00 0.42 0.41 0.42 0.31 0.42 0.46 0.38 0.42 0.31 0.38 0.35 0.38 0.35 0.41 0.46 0.41 0.58 0.50 0.13 0.38 0.42 0.73

EE 0.04 0.35 0.04 0.10 0.08 0.12 0.05 0.42 0.00 0.05 0.21 0.23 0.33 0.04 0.27 0.08 0.27 0.12 0.05 0.12 0.15 0.05 0.71 0.05 0.27 0.08 0.33 0.12 0.04 0.46

EL 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.41 0.05 0.00 0.14 0.18 0.41 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.00 0.32 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.05 0.45

ES 0.17 0.42 0.17 0.10 0.13 0.33 0.15 0.42 0.17 0.14 0.00 0.21 0.33 0.17 0.25 0.13 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.25 0.13 0.14 0.67 0.14 0.46 0.21 0.13 0.17 0.25 0.46

FI 0.27 0.42 0.21 0.25 0.23 0.35 0.20 0.31 0.19 0.18 0.21 0.00 0.33 0.27 0.35 0.23 0.15 0.19 0.30 0.35 0.15 0.18 0.71 0.18 0.42 0.31 0.17 0.19 0.29 0.46

FR 0.38 0.71 0.38 0.50 0.38 0.42 0.45 0.42 0.33 0.41 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.38 0.63 0.38 0.29 0.46 0.45 0.46 0.46 0.41 0.71 0.41 0.46 0.38 0.46 0.46 0.33 0.79

HU 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.15 0.00 0.46 0.04 0.00 0.17 0.27 0.38 0.00 0.23 0.04 0.23 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.12 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.31 0.04 0.29 0.08 0.08 0.50

IS 0.23 0.38 0.17 0.15 0.27 0.38 0.10 0.38 0.27 0.18 0.25 0.35 0.63 0.23 0.00 0.27 0.31 0.15 0.20 0.31 0.19 0.18 0.46 0.18 0.54 0.27 0.21 0.15 0.33 0.50

IE 0.04 0.38 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.12 0.00 0.42 0.04 0.00 0.13 0.23 0.38 0.04 0.27 0.00 0.27 0.12 0.00 0.12 0.08 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.35 0.08 0.25 0.12 0.13 0.46

IT 0.23 0.38 0.17 0.25 0.27 0.38 0.20 0.31 0.27 0.18 0.17 0.15 0.29 0.23 0.31 0.27 0.00 0.15 0.30 0.31 0.19 0.18 0.58 0.18 0.46 0.27 0.21 0.15 0.33 0.65

LT 0.08 0.23 0.00 0.05 0.12 0.23 0.00 0.38 0.12 0.00 0.17 0.19 0.46 0.08 0.15 0.12 0.15 0.00 0.10 0.15 0.04 0.00 0.58 0.00 0.38 0.12 0.21 0.00 0.17 0.50

LU 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.25 0.05 0.00 0.15 0.20 0.45 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.50

LV 0.08 0.23 0.08 0.05 0.12 0.23 0.10 0.38 0.12 0.09 0.25 0.35 0.46 0.08 0.31 0.12 0.31 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.09 0.58 0.09 0.38 0.12 0.29 0.15 0.08 0.58

MT 0.12 0.27 0.04 0.05 0.15 0.19 0.00 0.35 0.12 0.00 0.13 0.15 0.46 0.12 0.19 0.08 0.19 0.04 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.58 0.00 0.35 0.08 0.17 0.00 0.13 0.38

NL 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.41 0.05 0.00 0.14 0.18 0.41 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.00 0.32 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.05 0.45

NO 0.67 0.50 0.58 0.60 0.67 0.63 0.60 0.46 0.71 0.64 0.67 0.71 0.71 0.67 0.46 0.67 0.58 0.58 0.50 0.58 0.58 0.64 0.00 0.50 0.63 0.67 0.50 0.58 0.63 0.63

PL 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.41 0.05 0.00 0.14 0.18 0.41 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.41 0.09 0.18 0.05 0.14 0.45

PT 0.31 0.54 0.33 0.40 0.27 0.23 0.35 0.58 0.23 0.32 0.46 0.42 0.46 0.31 0.54 0.35 0.46 0.38 0.35 0.38 0.35 0.32 0.63 0.41 0.00 0.27 0.58 0.38 0.25 0.58

RO 0.04 0.35 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.50 0.04 0.00 0.21 0.31 0.38 0.04 0.27 0.08 0.27 0.12 0.00 0.12 0.08 0.00 0.67 0.09 0.27 0.00 0.33 0.12 0.04 0.54

SE 0.29 0.38 0.21 0.25 0.33 0.38 0.10 0.13 0.29 0.18 0.13 0.17 0.46 0.29 0.21 0.25 0.21 0.21 0.10 0.29 0.17 0.18 0.50 0.18 0.58 0.33 0.00 0.21 0.38 0.58

SI 0.08 0.23 0.00 0.05 0.12 0.23 0.00 0.38 0.12 0.00 0.17 0.19 0.46 0.08 0.15 0.12 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.58 0.05 0.38 0.12 0.21 0.00 0.17 0.42

SK 0.08 0.33 0.08 0.10 0.04 0.17 0.05 0.42 0.00 0.05 0.25 0.29 0.33 0.08 0.33 0.13 0.33 0.17 0.05 0.08 0.13 0.05 0.63 0.14 0.25 0.04 0.38 0.17 0.00 0.54

UK 0.50 0.42 0.46 0.45 0.54 0.50 0.50 0.73 0.42 0.45 0.46 0.46 0.79 0.50 0.50 0.46 0.65 0.50 0.50 0.58 0.38 0.45 0.63 0.45 0.58 0.54 0.58 0.42 0.54 0.00

 0.15 0.34 0.13 0.16 0.17 0.25 0.12 0.40 0.16 0.12 0.23 0.27 0.43 0.15 0.27 0.16 0.26 0.16 0.13 0.20 0.15 0.12 0.58 0.13 0.38 0.17 0.27 0.15 0.19 0.50
 

The average dissimilarity (which is also shown in the following diagram) indicates the level of 
incomparability of each country with the rest of the countries. Apparently, the UK and Norway are 
the most dissimilar, followed by France, Denmark, Portugal and Belgium, while Germany, 
Netherlands, and Greece are the countries that are more comparable. 
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Figure 2: Average dissimilarities for all countries under consideration 

 

Analysis of dissimilarities 

Since a matrix of dissimilarities is at hand, a two dimensional map of practices can be drawn up using 
multidimensional scaling, a technique that maps data from a high dimensional space into a lower one 
(two or three dimensions) while preserving the distances or dissimilarities between each pair of data 
points. The resulting map, shown in Figure 3, reveals the existence of a large cluster, which includes 
most of the countries while NO, UK, FR, PT and perhaps DK and BE are distant from the cluster. 
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Figure 3: Two-Dimensional map computed with multidimensional scaling 

 

3.5 Coherence  

Countries have been asked to mention results of comparisons between ad hoc module results and 
relevant results from other surveys or administrative sources. We report their conclusions.  

Denmark refers to HATFIELD which is in agreement with other national sources, since the relevant 
information emanates from a single source, i.e. administrative registers. A direct comparison with other 
sources for the rest of the variables was not possible.   

Bulgaria has compared the results of LLLSTAT, LLLLEVEL and LLLFIELD with results about the 
numbers of students enrolled at the different levels of the regular educational system, obtained from 
the educational institutes themselves. The reference period of the latter was 01/10/2002 for upper 
secondary and lower education and 15/11/2002 for higher education. Large discrepancies were found 
as follows: the ad hoc module reports larger numbers of participants to educational levels up to and 
including upper secondary. This can be explained by the longer reference period of the module which 
therefore reports people who may have left regular education by October 2002. On the other hand the 
ad hoc module reports fewer people at higher education (ISCED 5 and 6). This is contrary to what 
would be expected from the longer reference period. The size of the difference is 5% of the estimate 
from the ad hoc module results; the discrepancy therefore could well be within the limits of sampling 
error. Reasons for such a discrepancy may be the incorrect coding and data entry, as well as proxy 
interviewing. Big discrepancies were also found for variable HATFIELD, when results of the ad-hoc 
module were compared with the ones from the Census data. These discrepancies concern the upper 



 

secondary level between general and vocational education. Finally, big discrepancies were found in 
total number of participants when data from LLLCOURATT were compared to data from the 
Continuous Vocational Training Survey.    

Sweden has compared the results of LLLCOURWORH with the results of its Staff Training Survey. It 
has found that LLLCOURWORH underestimates training financed by the employers. This is due 
however to conceptual differences between the two surveys as the Staff Training Survey covers any 
type of activity (formal, non formal taught or informal) which is wholly or partly funded by the 
employers irrespective of the time or premises in which it takes place. On the other hand the patterns 
of participation to employer-financed activities by trainee’s sex and level of education are consistent 
between the two sources. Differences however of the rates between sexes or levels of education are 
not consistent. 

In Lithuania, comparisons were made between the ad-hoc variable LLLSTAT and respective data from 
educational institutions. Discrepancies were found for lower and upper secondary levels of education, 
with total differences amounting to 4400 students. Discrepancies were also found in variable 
LLLLEVEL between lower and upper level of education. These were mainly due to the interviewers 
confusion over the two stages of secondary level of education, as well as, the complex and exhausting 
wording of questions in the national LFS and LLL questionnaires. 

Slovenia also reported slight differences for variable LLLSTAT when data from this variable were 
compared to Census data. 

Half of the countries (Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Spain, Ireland, Italy, Cyprus, Hungary, 
Norway, Austria, Portugal, Sweden and Romania ) mention discrepancies between the variables 
LLLCOURLENP, LLLCOURPURP and COURLEN, COURPURP of the core LFS questionnaire 
respectively, but attribute them to the different variable definitions and reference periods used. The 
direction and size of the discrepancies are not reported. For similar reasons, Belgium, Denmark, 
Germany, Greece, Italy, Netherlands and Sweden report discrepancies between variables LLLLEVEL 
and EDUCLEVEL.  

As an overall conclusion there does not appear to exist, so far as the currently available information is 
concerned, a clear case of incoherence although the cases of Bulgaria and Lithuania may be such 
ones. 

3.6 Timeliness and punctuality  

In Figure 4 below, we display graphically the difference in time between the end of the reference 
period and the time of transmission of the data to Eurostat. It ranges between 3.5 (France) and 14 
months (Luxembourg). 
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* In France, timeliness was computed as the average of the differences between the end of the four quarters and the respective 

data transmission dates.  

Figure 4. Timeliness by country 

 

Sweden and Iceland implemented the module during the whole 2003 and transmitted their results to 
Eurostat on June and October 2004 respectively.  

The period between the transmission date requested by Eurostat and the date of delivery was 2 
months for Sweden, while Hungary delivered the data on the requested date. There is no further 
information on punctuality for the rest of the countries.  

3.7 Accessibility and clarity 

Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Iceland, Ireland, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Denmark, Norway, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia and Slovak Republic have provided information on 
the dissemination of the results. Specifically, Belgium, Slovenia and Portugal published their results on 
the Internet. Ireland released the results of the module on the Central Statistical Office (CSO) website 
and circulated them in a mailing list that covers the national media, academia, research organizations, 
government departments and other interested bodies. Moreover an anonymized micro-data set has 
been created for use by researchers. Cyprus, Hungary, Latvia and Iceland published the results at 
national level both on paper and in electronic format in order to be used by the ministry of education 
and science and other institutions. Bulgaria and Romania published a detailed report on Lifelong 
learning in paper format, while Czech Republic had a special publication and a press conference. 
Denmark has not yet published the results. In Estonia, some data were published in the Labour Force 
publication, and will also be published on the web during 2005. In Norway, results were published by 
the research institute FAFO, and then will be handed over to Eurostat (Statistics Norway had not 



 

published any results at the time of reporting the information to us). In Slovak Republic, microdata 
from the ad hoc module on lifelong learning were transmitted to Eurostat and the final data were to be 
made available in electronic format and published in February 2005.   

Most countries have provided a self evaluation report, where they state their opinion from the 
implementation of the module regarding problems on concept definitions, difficulties in coding, 
inclusion of additional explanations and field(s) or even limitation in use due to some specific 
questions on informal learning. Recommendations for coping with these problems are given. 

3.8 Problems and suggestions  

In this section we mention problems encountered during the implementation of the module, as 
reported by the countries. Reference to several of these problems has already been made in the 
previous sections. We also report the recommendations made by the countries for the solution of the 
problems. 

3.8.1 General 

In this section we state problems that have emerged from the implementation of the module in 
general, as well as suggestions for further improvement.  

The problems are summarized as follows: 

• Recalling short term learning activities, due to the long reference period. 

• Processing errors, due to incorrect coding of open-ended answers. 

• Inaccurate information, due to proxy interviewing. 

• Inefficient coding of field of training, due to inadequate/unclear description by the respondent. 

• High cost of the survey and limited participation, due to the length of the module. 

• Lack of coherence of certain ad-hoc module variables with similar variables of the core LFS 
questionnaire or with data from other sources. 

The first four of the above problems were reported from most of the countries. The high cost of the 
survey was raised by Cyprus and Netherlands, while limited participation due to the length of the 
questionnaire was mentioned by Germany and United Kingdom. Ireland, Lithuania, Bulgaria, Sweden 
and Greece pointed to the problem of incoherence of ad hoc module variables with similar data from 
core LFS questionnaire or other sources. Moreover, Ireland reported that additional instructions given 
to the interviewers were not implemented in a consistent way, resulting to inaccurate responses.  

Suggestions for sorting out the problems mentioned above and recommendations for future 
improvement of the ad-hoc module are given by most of the countries and can be summarized as 
follows: 

• A shorter reference period should be introduced in order to gather more accurate information 
and compare taught hours of non-formal learning between countries. 



 

• Inclusion of additional checks on data entry to decrease inconsistency with similar variables of 
the core LFS questionnaire. 

• Provision of training to the interviewers on classification of field of education 

• More explanations in the questionnaire should be given, along with rephrasing of the 
questions and inclusion of additional field(s), to improve understanding. 

Moreover, Sweden suggests that information about work-related education, education for 
personal/social reasons and informal learning should be collected in an Adult Education Survey, with 
face-to-face interviews. In addition, a common outline questionnaire should be developed for future 
implementations, in order to make a clear definition of the ad-hoc variables and facilitate comparability 
between countries. 

3.8.2 Variable specific problems 

In this section, we report problems that emerged for each of the variables of the module along with 
suggestions for improvement. The latter are not common among the countries and can be in conflict 
with each other, depending on the way each country is facing a particular variable. 

Table 9. Problems of ad hoc module variables.  

Variable Problems Suggestions 
HATFIELD/LLFIELD • Difficulty in the coding of fields  

• High percentage of General 
programmes (000) 

• High non-response rate due to 
proxy and non-classification of 
all courses into field categories 

• Use one common code for 
‘Computer science’ and 
‘Computer use’ 

• Limit general programs to 
primary, lower secondary and 
general upper secondary 
education 

• Detailed description of the 
domains 

• Inclusion of mutually exclusive 
categories 

• Emphasis on interviewer 
training 

• Inclusion of more resources to 
develop automatic coding list 
of degrees and qualifications  

LLLSTAT • Difficulties in distinguishing 
formal from non-formal 
education 

 

• Reviewing the list of regular 
programs 

• Improve the definitions on 
terms such as regular, taught, 
non-taught, formal, non-formal 
etc 

LLLLEVEL • Incoherence with LFS core 
variable (EDUCLEVEL) due to 
different formulation and 
reference period 

• Incoherence with data from 
registers of national educational 
institutions 

 

LLLCOURATT • Difficulties in distinguishing 
formal from non-formal 
education 

 
 

• Provision of further examples 
• Improve the phrasing of the 

questions  
• Avoid using long lists with 

different types of education 



 

Variable Problems Suggestions 
• Restriction to work-related 

taught activities 
• More emphasis in interviewers 

training 
LLLCOURLENP • High non-response regarding 

the 2nd and 3rd last taught activity 
• Incoherence with the core LFS 

variable (COURLEN) 
• Risk of over or under estimation 

of taught hours 

• Consider a shorter reference 
period 

• Reduce the number of 
questions and collect 
information only about one 
taught activity 

• Inclusion of some pre-defined 
intervals for the number of 
taught hours 

• Questions on number of 
weeks, number of days per 
week and average hours per 
day spending on training 
should be asked instead of 
direct question of number of 
taught hours 

LLLCOURPURP • Incoherence with the core LFS 
variable (COURPURP) 

 

LLLCOURFIELD • High non-response regarding 
the 2nd and 3rd last taught activity 

• High percentage of general 
programs 

• Incoherence with the core LFS 
variable (COURFIELD) 

• Difficulties in field coding due to 
unclear/broad description of 
seminar subject   

• Improve the list of fields 
• Include mutually exclusive 

categories 
• Provide extra description to 

facilitate post-coding 

LLLCOURWORH • Comprehension of the question 
• Underestimation of employer-

financed training activities 

• Break down the question into 
two parts 

LLLCOURLEN • High non-response regarding 
the 2nd and 3rd last taught activity 

• Risk of under or over estimating 
the total hours due to long 
reference period and the wide 
area of included activities 

• Ask total number of taught 
hours per week and number 
of weeks 

• Consider a shorter reference 
period 

• Inclusion of accordingly 
predefined intervals for 
indication of the total number 
of taught hours 

• Provide answering categories 
in periods of time 

• Given the duration in the 
participation for the last 3 
activities, ask only the total 
duration for the remaining 
non-formal activities 

• Ask about the hours 
separately for each learning 
activity 

• Drop the question 
LLLINFORATT • Comprehension of the question 

 
• Ask more questions 
• Use of Yes/No answer at each 

digit, so that the interviewer 
would think and recall about 
each activity 



 

Variable Problems Suggestions 
• Include the purpose of this 

learning activity as a separate 
question 

• Develop both the definition 
and wording of the question 

• Drop this variable 

 

In greater detail the problems reported were as follows: 

Belgium, Cyprus, Bulgaria, Latvia, Slovak Republic and Finland reported difficulties in coding in 
HATFIELD and LLLFIELD and more specifically, difficulties in distinguishing computer science (code 
481) from computer use (code 482). Greece, Cyprus, Portugal, Belgium and Netherlands reported 
high percentages of General Programmes (code 000), This was mainly due to the misclassification by 
interviewers of a large number of responses, either because the former did not know to distinguish 
between “other”, “not applicable “ and “don’t know” or because the respondents were giving “high 
school” as an answer and the interviewers were coding it as a general program. Two more reasons 
were the assignment under this code of subjects covering different fields and the low educational 
attainment of the population (Portugal). Finally, Ireland reported high non-response rates on those 
variables due to proxy interviewing and non-classification of all courses into the field categories.  

Regarding LLLSTAT / LLLCOURATT, Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Ireland and Netherlands 
reported difficulties of respondents in distinguishing whether an activity belongs to regular or not 
regular taught education.  

Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Italy, Netherlands and Sweden reported incoherence between 
LLLLEVEL and EDUCLEVEL (core LFS questionnaire) due to the difference in the context of the 
question and reference period of each variable.  

Bulgaria reported inconsistencies between LLLLEVEL and data from national educational systems. 
They can be explained however from the different reference period and possibly from sampling 
variability. See more details in section 3.5. 

Germany, Ireland, Cyprus, Netherlands and Austria reported high non-response rates for the 2nd and 
3rd taught activities in variables LLLCOURLENP, LLLCOURFIELD and LLLCOURLEN due to proxy 
interviewing and non-classification of all courses into the field categories, while high was the 
percentage of general programs for LLLCOURFIELD in Cyprus and Greece. Difficulties in coding due 
to unclear/broad description of ‘seminar’ were also found for LLLCOURFIELD in Belgium, Cyprus, 
Finland and Sweden.   

The risk of under or overestimating the total number of taught hours due to the long reference period 
and the wide area of included activities was reported in Denmark, Spain, Ireland, Italy, Cyprus, 
Hungary, Netherlands, Austria, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Finland, Sweden and Bulgaria for 
variable(s) LLLCOURLEN and LLLCOURLENP. 

Incoherence with the corresponding variables from the core LFS questionnaire was reported for at 
least one of the variables LLLCOURLENP and LLLCOURPURP in Belgium, Denmark, Germany, 
Greece, Spain, Ireland, Italy, Cyprus, Hungary, Norway, Austria, Portugal, Sweden and Romania.  



 

Sweden reported inconsistencies in the estimation of employer-financed training activities via variable 
LLLCOURWORH when this was compared to STS (Staff Training Survey). Some of them may be 
explained by the different scope of STS. See more details in section 3.5.    

Moreover, problems regarding concept’s definition for variable LLLINFORATT were reported in 
Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Greece, Cyprus, Hungary, Netherlands, Slovak Republic, 
Finland, Sweden and Bulgaria.  

In order to cope with difficulties in field coding for variables HATFIELD/LLLFIELD/LLLCOURFIELD, 
Cyprus suggests the introduction of a common code 480 instead of 481 and 482 while Finland 
suggests the provision of sufficient resources for the development of an automatic coding list of 
degrees and qualifications from the nomenclature of national classification of education and gives 
emphasis on interviewer training. Moreover, the problem of high non-response rate (or of high 
percentage of general programs, unknown or non-applicable) can be solved by limiting general 
programs to primary, lower secondary and general upper secondary education, providing a detailed 
description of the domains and including mutually exclusive categories as advised by Belgium and 
Ireland.  

Difficulties in distinguishing formal from non-formal education in LLLSTAT/LLLCOURATT can be 
overcome by reviewing the list of regular programs, improving relevant definitions and phrasing of the 
questions, providing further examples and giving more emphasis in interviewer training, as suggested 
by Belgium, Estonia and Finland. Sweden suggests to avoid using long lists with different types of 
education, especially in a telephone interview and to ask all questions for the most recent activity first 
and then ask if the respondent has participated in any more courses/study-circles and so on for the 
second and the third most recent activity. Moreover, Netherlands suggests that the variable 
LLLCOURATT should be restricted to work-related taught activities. 

The introduction of  shorter reference period for variables LLLCOURLENP/LLLCOURLEN to treat high 
non-response for the 2nd and 3rd taught activities is suggested by Ireland and Slovak Republic. Italy 
suggests to reduce the number of questions and collect information only about one taught activity, 
while Netherlands suggests that questions on the 2nd and 3rd activity should be skipped. 

Spain, Cyprus, Sweden and Bulgaria suggest, in order to cope with the risk of under or over 
estimating the total number of taught hours, to ask questions on number of weeks, number of days per 
week and average hours per day spent on training instead of direct question on number of taught 
hours. On the other hand, Lithuania suggests the inclusion of some pre-defined intervals for indication 
of the total number of taught hours, while Hungary and Netherlands suggest to drop variable 
LLLCOURLEN from the questionnaire.  

Cyprus and Bulgaria reported problems in concept definition for variable LLLCOURWORH with the 
former suggesting a break down of the question into two parts. One part will ask whether the taught 
activity is taking place during working hours and the second one whether working hours are paid or 
not.  

Finally, Denmark, Hungary and Sweden request further questions, detailed explanations and 
improving both the definition and wording of questions regarding the variable LLLINFORATT. Estonia 
suggests the use of Yes/No answer at each digit, so that the interviewer would think and recall about 
each activity, while Greece suggests the inclusion of a separate question about the purpose of this 
learning activity.   



 

 

Annex 

LLL results and confidence intervals– Sweden 
TAB. A  % of the population participating in learning activities by type of activity    
    Regular      Taught      Informal   
  Y 95 % N 95 %  Y 95 % N 95 %  Y 95 % N 95 % 
sex   CI  CI   CI  CI   CI  CI 

Total  24,3 ± 1 75,7 ± 1  44,4 ± 1 55,6 ± 1  52,6 ± 1 47,2 ± 1 

M  21,4 ± 1 78,6 ± 1  41,6 ± 2 58,4 ± 2  53,6 ± 2 46,1 ± 2 

W  27,3 ± 1 72,7 ± 1  47,2 ± 2 52,8 ± 2  51,6 ± 2 48,2 ± 2 

Age                

Total  24,3 ± 1 75,7 ± 1  44,4 ± 1 55,6 ± 1  52,6 ± 1 47,2 ± 1 

15-19  95,2 ± 1 4,8 ± 1  28,2 ± 3 71,8 ± 3  56,3 ± 3 43,4 ± 3 

20-24  58,3 ± 3 41,7 ± 3  31,5 ± 3 68,5 ± 3  55,4 ± 4 44,4 ± 4 

25-34  27,2 ± 2 72,8 ± 2  46,1 ± 2 53,9 ± 2  57,3 ± 2 42,4 ± 2 

35-44  14,3 ± 2 85,7 ± 2  49,7 ± 2 50,3 ± 2  53,8 ± 2 45,9 ± 2 

45-54  8,7 ± 2 91,3 ± 2  51,8 ± 3 48,2 ± 3  53,0 ± 3 46,7 ± 3 

55-64  2,8 ± 1 97,2 ± 1  44,3 ± 3 55,7 ± 3  45,9 ± 3 54,1 ± 3 

65-74 0,6 ± 1 99,4 ± 1  22,3 ± 7 77,7 ± 7  27,9 ± 7 71,8 ± 7 

Educational attainment              

Total  24,3 ± 1 75,7 ± 1  44,4 ± 1 55,6 ± 1  52,6 ± 1 47,2 ± 1 

ISCED 0-2  35,6 ± 2 64,4 ± 2  29,0 ± 2 71,0 ± 2  38,4 ± 2 61,4 ± 2 

3  13,4 ± 1 86,6 ± 1  42,6 ± 2 57,4 ± 2  46,2 ± 2 53,6 ± 2 

4  39,5 ± 4 60,5 ± 4  47,5 ± 4 52,5 ± 4  68,1 ± 4 31,7 ± 4 

5/6  22,5 ± 2 77,5 ± 2  63,3 ± 2 36,6 ± 2  73,6 ± 2 26,1 ± 2 

Employment status               

Total  24,3 ± 1 75,7 ± 1  44,4 ± 1 55,6 ± 1  52,6 ± 1 47,2 ± 1 

Employed  12,1 ± 1 87,9 ± 1  51,8 ± 2 48,2 ± 2  53,2 ± 1 46,6 ± 1 

Unemployed 26,3 ± 5 73,7 ± 5  26,3 ± 5 73,7 ± 5  46,5 ± 5 53,3 ± 5 

Inactive  65,0 ± 2 35,0 ± 2  24,4 ± 2 75,6 ± 2  52,4 ± 3 47,4 ± 3 



 

 

 
TAB. B  % of taught activities by  main characteristics 

        

    
Most      
recent 95 % CI 

Second 
most recent 95%  CI 

Third most 
recent 

95% 
CI Total 95% CI 

Job related*           

Total    100.0 ± 0 100.0 ± 0 100.0 ± 0 100.0 ± 0 

Y        74.0 ± 2 82.8   ± 2     84.2   ± 3        78.1 ± 2 

N       25.6 ± 2 16.9   ± 2       15.3 ± 3 21.5   ± 2 

n.a.          0.4 ± 1 0.3   ± 1       0.5   ± 1           0.4 ± 1 

During paid hours           

Total    100.0 ± 0 100.0 ± 0 100.0 ± 0 100.0 ± 0 

only during paid hours  65.3 ± 2 75.8 ± 2 77.2 ± 3 70.1 ± 2 

mostly during paid hours  1.5 ± 1 1.5 ± 1 1.3 ± 1 1.5 ± 1 

mostly outside paid hours  1.3 ± 1 1.2 ± 1 1.4 ± 1 1.3 ± 1 

only outside paid hours   20.5 ± 2 15.2 ± 2 14.9 ± 2 18.1 ± 2 

No job at the time   11.2 ± 1 6.1 ± 2 4.6 ± 2 8.7 ± 1 

n.a.    0.2 ± 1 0.2 ± 1 0.6 ± 1 0.3 ± 1 

field of study/training          

Total    100.0 ± 0 100.0 ± 0 100.0 ± 0 100.0 ± 0 

000   1.8 ± 1 2.0 ± 1 2.3 ± 1 1.9 ± 1 

100    4.0 ± 1 6.0 ± 1 6.0 ± 2 4.9 ± 1 

200    7.2 ± 1 4.8 ± 1 5.1 ± 2 6.2 ± 1 

222    2.4 ± 1 1.5 ± 1 1.1 ± 1 1.9 ± 1 

300    31.0 ± 2 36.3 ± 2 36.0 ± 3 33.3 ± 2 

400    .. .. 0.0  .. .. .. .. 

420    0.4 ± 1 .. .. .. .. 0.4 ± 1 

440    0.4 ± 1 0.3 ± 1 .. .. 0.4 ± 1 

460    .. .. 0.6 ± 1 .. .. 0.3 ± 1 

481    1.9 ± 1 2.2 ± 1 1.8 ± 1 2.0 ± 1 

482    7.4 ± 1 6.8 ± 1 7.3 ± 2 7.2 ± 1 

500    8.1 ± 1 6.9 ± 1 6.4 ± 2 7.5 ± 1 

600    2.2 ± 1 1.7 ± 1 1.8 ± 1 2.0 ± 1 

 



 

 

700    11.6 ± 1 14.4 ± 2 13.4 ± 2 12.7 ± 1 

800    20.4 ± 2 14.3 ± 2 14.0 ± 3 17.7 ± 1 

900    0.9 ± 1 1.6 ± 1 3.8 ± 2 1.5 ± 1 

n.a.    0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  

Average n° of hours*  35.4 ± 2 19.8 ± 2 17.5 ± 3 55.4 ± 3 

* N.a. are excluded 



 

 

 

TAB. C  % of participants in taught activities  by n° of taught activities 

  1 95% 2 95% 3 95% 4 or  95% Total 

sex   CI  CI  CI more CI  

Total  49.0 ± 2 22.5 ± 2 13.1 ± 1 15.4 ± 2 100.0 

M  51.0 ± 2 21.7 ± 2 12.5 ± 2 14.8 ± 2 100.0 

W  47.3 ± 2 23.1 ± 2 13.6 ± 2 16.0 ± 2 100.0 

Age           

Total  49.0 ± 2 22.5 ± 2 13.1 ± 2 15.4 ± 2 100.0 

15-19  72,3 ± 5 18,6 ± 5 .. .. .. .. 100.0 

20-24  63,1 ± 6 22,5 ± 5 6,0 ± 2 8,4 ± 4 100.0 

25-34  50.4 ± 4 22.0 ± 3 12.8 ± 3 14.7 ± 3 100.0 

35-44  44.8 ± 3 23.4 ± 3 14.1 ± 3 17.7 ± 3 100.0 

45-54  44.0 ± 3 23.7 ± 3 14.7 ± 3 17.5 ± 3 100.0 

55-64  46.4 ± 3 21.9 ± 3 14.5 ± 3 17.2 ± 3 100.0 

65-74 75.6 ± 19 15.1 ± 11 9.3 ± 18 0.0  100.0 

Educational attainment         

Total  49.0 ± 2 22.5 ± 2 13.1 ± 1 15.4 ± 2 100.0 

ISCED 0-2  64.8 ± 4 21.2 ± 3 7.7 ± 2 6.3 ± 3 100.0 

3  54.5 ± 3 22.8 ± 2 11.5 ± 2 11.2   ± 2 100.0 

4  42.4 ± 6 25.4 ± 5 15.7 ± 5 16.5 ± 5 100.0 

5/6  35.7 ± 3 22.3 ± 2 17.1 ± 2 24.9 ± 2 100.0 

           

Employment status          

Total  49.0 ± 2 22.5 ± 2 13.1 ± 1 15.4 ± 2 100.0 

Employed  45.4 ± 2 23.3 ± 2 13.9 ± 2 17.4 ± 2 100.0 

Unemployed 66.7 ± 13 17.4 ± 8 10.6 ± 11 5.2 ± 10 100.0 

Inactive  70.2 ± 5 18.0 ± 4 7.4 ± 3 4.3 ± 3 100.0 

 



 

 

 

TAB D  Informal learning activities by method of learning         

    printed materials   computer/web     video cassette     library     

  Y 95% N 95% Y 95% N 95% Y 95% N 95% Y 95% N 95% 

sex   CI  CI  CI  CI  CI  CI  CI  CI 

Total  38.9 ± 1 60.8 ± 1 39.2 ± 1 60.5 ± 1 9.1 ± 1 90.6 ± 1 19.0 ± 1 80.6 ± 1 

M  40.5 ± 2 59.2 ± 2 41.0 ± 2 58.6 ± 2 8.3 ± 1 91.3 ± 1 15.9 ± 1 83.7 ± 1 

W  37.3 ± 2 62.4 ± 2 37.4 ± 2 62.4 ± 2 10.0 ± 1 89.7 ± 1 22.3 ± 2 77.4 ± 2 

Age                  

Total  38.9 ± 1 60.8 ± 1 39.2 ± 1 60.5 ± 1 9.1 ± 1 90.6 ± 1 19.0 ± 1 80.6 ± 1 

15-19  22,4 ± 3 77,1 ± 3 48,9 ± 3 50,6 ± 3 12,5 ± 3 87,0 ± 3 31,6 ± 3 67,9 ± 3 

20-24  33,9 ± 3 65,8 ± 3 48,2 ± 4 51,5 ± 4 11,8 ± 2 88,0 ± 2 29,0 ± 4 70,8 ± 4 

25-34  43.6 ± 2 56.1 ± 2 46.8 ± 3 53.0 ± 3 11.1 ± 2 88.6 ± 2 21.2 ± 2 78.4 ± 2 

35-44  41.8 ± 2 57.8 ± 2 40.9 ± 2 58.7 ± 2 8.9 ± 2 90.7 ± 2 17.3 ± 2 82.3 ± 2 

45-54  43.2 ± 3 56.4 ± 3 36.5 ± 3 63.1 ± 3 7.8 ± 1 92.0 ± 2 15.0 ± 2 84.7 ± 2 

55-64  38.0 ± 2 62.0 ± 2 27.6 ± 2 72.3 ± 2 6.8 ± 2 93.0 ± 2 14.1 ± 2 85.6 ± 2 

65-74 25.2 ± 7 74.4 ± 7 8.6 ± 5 91.1 ± 5 2.8 ± 3 96.8 ± 4 8.1 ± 4 91.5 ± 5 

Educational attainment                

Total  38.9 ± 1 60.8 ± 1 39.2 ± 1 60.5 ± 1 9.1 ± 1 90.6 ± 1 19.0 ± 1 80.6 ± 1 

ISCED 0-2  23.1 ± 2 76.7 ± 2 27.7 ± 2 72.0 ± 2 6.4 ± 1 93.3 ± 1 14.9 ± 2 84.8 ± 2 

3  32.4 ± 2 67.3 ± 2 32.5 ± 2 67.2 ± 2 7.2 ± 1 92.6 ± 1 13.4 ± 1 86.4 ± 1 

4  52.7 ± 4 47.0 ± 4 57.7 ± 4 42.2 ± 4 12.0 ± 3 87.7 ± 3 25.8 ± 4 74.0 ± 4 

5/6  64.9 ± 2 34.7 ± 2 56.9 ± 2 42.6 ± 2 14.3 ± 2 85.3 ± 2 30.3 ± 2 69.3 ± 2 

labour status                 

Total  38.9 ± 1 60.8 ± 1 39.2 ± 1 60.5 ± 1 9.1 ± 1 90.6 ± 1 19.0 ± 1 80.6 ± 1 

Employed 41.9 ± 1 57.7 ± 1 39.2 ± 1 60.5 ± 1 8.0 ± 1 91.7 ± 1 15.9 ± 1 83.8 ± 1 

Unemployed 32.7 ± 5 67.1 ± 5 31.7 ± 5 67.9 ± 5 12.0 ± 3 87.8 ± 3 20.2 ± 4 79.6 ± 4 

Inactive  30.4 ± 2 69.3 ± 2 41.4 ± 3 58.3 ± 3 12.1 ± 2 87.5 ± 2 29.4 ± 2 70.2 ± 2 

 



 

 

Participation rate CVs – Latvia 

 

 Coefficient of 
variation (%) 

Ratio of the population in Latvia that have been pupils 
or students within last 12 months 2.54 

Ratio of the population in Latvia that have not been 
pupils or students within last 12 months 0.52 

Ratio of the population in Latvia that have participated 
in training activities within last 12 months  5.85 

Ratio of the population in Latvia that have not 
participated in training activities within last 12 months  0.80 

Ratio of the population in Latvia that have used 
informal learning methods within last 12 months  3.85 

Ratio of the population in Latvia that have not used 
informal learning methods within last 12 months  3.01 

 



 

 

Participation rate CVs – Bulgaria 

 

 Coefficient of 
variation (%) 

HATFIELD • Engineering, 
manufacturing 
and construction 

• Foreign 
languages 

1.5 
 
 

12 

LLLSTAT 2.4 
LLLLEVEL • Tertiary 

education 
• Upper secondary 

education 
• Lower secondary 

education 

4.83 
 
          2.89 
 
          8.26  
 

LLLFIELD • Engineering, 
manufacturing 
and construction 

• Foreign 
languages 

4.6 
 
 

30 

LLLCOURATT 5.2 
LLLCOURLENP • Activity A 

• Activity B 
• Activity C 

6.41 
15.6 
30.3 

Activity A 
• Mainly job 

related reasons 
• Mainly personal 

reasons 

6.5 
 

7.9 
 

LLLCOURPURP 

Activity B 
• Mainly job 

related reasons 
• Mainly personal 

reasons 

20.3 
 

25.7 



 

 

 Coefficient of 
variation (%) 

Activity C 
• Mainly job 

related reasons 
33.5 

LLLCOURFIELD Activity A 
• General 

programmes 
• Foreign 

languages 
• Science, 

Mathematics and 
Computing 

• Engineering, 
manufacturing 
and construction 

• Services 

           
          69.4 

 
10.6 

           
 
           8.4 

 
16.3 

 
 

11.2           
LLLCOURWORH Activity A 

• Only during paid 
hours 

• Mostly during 
paid hours 

• Mostly outside 
paid hours 

• Only outside paid 
hours 

 
12.7 

 
18.9 

 
16.8 

 
11.3 

 
LLLCOURLEN 6 
LLLINFORATT • Reading printed 

materials 
• Internet based 

web education 
• Education 

broadcasting 
• Visiting libraries 

2.6 
 
 

3.3 
 

4.5 
 

3.1 

 



 

 

Participation rate CVs – Lithuania 
 Coefficient of 

variation (%) 
HATFIELD 0.8 
LLLSTAT 0.8 
LLLLEVEL 3 
LLLFIELD 3.5 
LLLCOURATT 0.8 
LLLCOURLEN 5.5 
LLLCOURLENP 5.5 
LLLCOURFIELD 5.5 
LLLCOURPURP 5.5 
LLLCOURWORH 5.5 
LLLINFORATT 0.8 

 



 

 

Participation rate CVs – Slovenia 
 Coefficient of 

variation (%) 
HATFIELD 3 – 40 
LLLSTAT 1.8 
LLLLEVEL 3.5 – 11.7 
LLLFIELD 5 – 40 
LLLCOURATT 1.8 
LLLCOURLEN 2.3 
LLLCOURLENP 2.4 
LLLCOURFIELD 5 – 40 
LLLCOURPURP 2.5 – 30 
LLLCOURWORH 4 – 14 
LLLINFORATT 1.0 – 3.5 

 



 

 

Participation rate CVs – Portugal 
 Code Coefficient of 

variation (%) 
HATFIELD 000 

100 
200 
222 
300 
400 
420 
440 
460 
481 
482 
500 
600 
700 
800 
900 

Not-applicable 
Total 

0.61 
5.80 
4.21 

14.90 
3.90 
4.32 

27.67 
26.38 
19.14 
15.33 
34.55 
5.99 

11.84 
8.20 

11.02 
17.06 
1.58 
0.16 

LLLSTAT Yes 
No 

Total 

1.53 
0.27 
0.17 

LLLLEVEL Isced 1 
Isced 2 
Isced 3 
Isced 4 
Isced 5 
Isced 6 

Not-applicable 
Total 

11.36 
3.89 
2.38 

18.53 
3.45 

10.66 
0.27 
0.17 

LLLFIELD 100 
200 
222 
300 
400 

7.87 
4.74 

21.88 
4.27 
4.47 



 

 

 Code Coefficient of 
variation (%) 

420 
440 
460 
481 
482 
500 
600 
700 
800 
900 

Not-applicable 
Total 

20.38 
25.48 
26.49 
14.05 
32.67 
6.24 

18.23 
10.13 
11.29 
20.16 
0.29 
0.17 

LLLCOURATT One taught 
activity 

Two taught 
activities 

Three taught 
activities 

More than three 
activities 

Didn't attend any 
taught activities 

Total 

3.05 
 

6.46 
 

10.86 
 

12.86 
 

0.52 
 

0.39 
Number of 

individuals that 
answered 

LLLCOURLENA 
LLLCOURLENB 
LLLCOURLENC 

 
 
 

2.87 
5.57 
8.69 

LLLCOURLEN 

Total number of 
hours 

LLLCOURLENA 
LLLCOURLENB 
LLLCOURLENC 

 
 

5.73 
11.41 
15.43 



 

 

 Code Coefficient of 
variation (%) 

Average 
number of 

hours 
LLLCOURLENA 
LLLCOURLENB 
LLLCOURLENC 

 
 

5.51 
10.59 
12.87 

Activity A 
Mainly job related 

reasons 
Mainly 

personal/social 
reasons 

Not-applicable 
Total 

 
3.34 

 
4.40 

 
0.52 

 
0.39 

Activity B 
Mainly job related 

reasons 
Mainly 

personal/social 
reasons 

Not-applicable 
Total 

 
6.35 

 
9.52 

 
0.42 

 
0.39 

LLLCOURPURP 

Activity C 
Mainly job related 

reasons 
Mainly 

personal/social 
reasons 

Not-applicable 
Total 

 
10.02 

 
15.75 

 
0.40 

 
0.39 



 

 

 Code Coefficient of 
variation (%) 

Activity A 
000 
100 
200 
222 
300 
400 
420 
440 
460 
481 
482 
500 
600 
700 
800 
900 

Not-applicable 
Total 

20.42 
10.55 
8.08 

12.22 
5.78 

62.40 
39.89 
28.93 
12.91 
14.38 
6.98 
7.79 

16.29 
8.33 
5.10 

58.34 
0.52 
0.39 

LLLCOURFIELD 

Activity B 
000 
100 
200 
222 
300 
400 
420 
440 
460 
481 
482 
500 
600 
700 
800 

Not-applicable 
Total 

29.91 
16.41 
15.36 
31.46 
11.61 
101.03 
58.77 
26.16 
30.72 
37.09 
14.97 
18.99 
24.74 
12.99 
12.00 
0.42 
0.39 



 

 

 Code Coefficient of 
variation (%) 

Activity C 
000 
100 
200 
222 
300 
420 
440 
460 
481 
482 
500 
600 
700 
800 

Not-applicable 
Total 

43.62 
26.62 
30.15 
42.32 
16.72 
105.71 
81.48 
82.95 
41.92 
26.38 
33.09 
50.27 
20.99 
22.69 
0.40 
0.39 

LLLCOURWORH Activity A 
Only during paid 

hours 
Mostly during 

paid hours 
Mostly outside 

paid hours 
Only outside paid 

hours 
No job at that 

time 
Not-applicable 

Total 

 
4.55 

 
11.15 

 
12.06 

 
4.85 

 
4.35 

 
0.52 
0.39 



 

 

 Code Coefficient of 
variation (%) 

Activity B 
Only during paid 

hours 
Mostly during 

paid hours 
Mostly outside 

paid hours 
Only outside paid 

hours 
No job at that 

time 
Not-applicable 

Total 

 
7.96 

 
21.94 

 
26.23 

 
11.15 

 
8.56 

 
0.42 
0.39 

Activity C 
Only during paid 

hours 
Mostly during 

paid hours 
Mostly outside 

paid hours 
Only outside paid 

hours 
No job at that 

time 
Not-applicable 

Total 

 
12.80 

 
32.18 

 
58.92 

 
15.71 

 
15.35 

 
0.40 
0.39 

LLLCOURLEN Number of 
individuals that 

answered 
Total number of 

hours 
Average number 

of hours 

2.88 
 

45.21 
 

45.14 



 

 

 Code Coefficient of 
variation (%) 

1st digit 
0 
1 
9 

total 

 
1.09 
1.71 
2.63 

 
2nd digit 

0 
1 
9 

total 

 
0.62 
1.94 
2.63 

 
3rd digit 

0 
1 
9 

total 

 
1.06 
2.50 
2.63 

 

LLLINFORATT 

4th digit 
0 
1 
9 

total 

 
0.75 
2.14 
2.63 
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