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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The “transition from school to working life” is a process that defines the mobility of a person 

exiting the educational system until he reaches a relatively stable working position. This 

dynamic process is one of the key topics of research for social policy analysts and decision 

makers (governmental or otherwise related to the area of youth employment) in the EU. One 

of the main reasons is that previous researches have revealed a significant relation between 

the beginning of a person’s working life and the development of his/her working  career. As a 

consequence, it is very important to study and analyse (mostly via statistical means) all the 

parameters related to the phenomenon of transition.  

EUROSTAT’s 2000 LFS ad-hoc module on the “Transition from school to working life” was a 

major step towards covering the gap of information in this area. The results led to a plethora 

of studies and publications. The evaluation of each implementation and their results1, led to 

the need of revisions and improvements in methodology, definitions and also the introduction 

of new variables that were proposed to be applied in the implementation of 2009 LFS ad-hoc 

module that relates to the study of the “Entry of young people into the labour market” 

This report is an evaluation of the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module implementation by the EU 

members within the framework of actions of the project “Statistical analysis and publication of 

the 2009 LFS ad-hoc module results” [Contract No.: 1031.2009.002-2009.549] funded & 

supervised by the “Education, science and culture statistics” Unit F4 of EUROSTAT. 

The evaluation is based mainly on the MS quality reports, questionnaires, interviews and 

other methodological notes with information on the survey especially deviations from the EU 

regulations. 

First, it deals with the examination of the Member States (MS) quality reports, describing what 

is documented by the countries about the data collected, the interview methods applied, the 

classifications used, the national particularities in concepts and definitions, the coverage 

aspects (population, geographical, time), the response/non-response rates, etc. Any problems 

reported by the MS during the implementation of the survey and their recommendations for 

solution are also reported and considered for this analysis.  

The target population of the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module surveyed in all countries was all 

persons aged 15 to 34 years old. Only Denmark, Iceland and Spain presented some 

fluctuations (e.g in Spain, the target population was people aged 16 to 34 years). In terms of 

the survey design, almost all countries used a multistage (two or three stages) stratified 

random sampling scheme as in the core LFS. The participation in the LFS 2009 ad-hoc 

module was compulsory for 10 of the countries implementing the module (Belgium, Greece, 

Spain, France, Italy, Cyprus, Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Norway) and voluntary for the rest. 

                                                 
1 Ianelli C., Evaluation and Analyses of the LFS 2000 Ad-hoc Module Data on School-to-Work Transitions: Report on 

data quality and cross-country comparability, Edinburgh (2002). 
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In most countries, the ad-hoc module questionnaire was applied separately from the LFS core 

questionnaire, i.e. after all core questions. On the contrary, several countries, (e.g, Estonia, 

Italy, Latvia, Netherlands, etc) incorporated the ad-hoc module in the existing LFS core 

questionnaire. The data collection was carried out by face-to-face interviews or a combination 

of face-to-face and telephone interviews (for a few countries like France, Spain). 

It was important to check for compliance to the Commission Regulation (EC) No 207/2008 

regarding the ad-hoc module variable’s definitions. Almost all countries comply with the 

Commission Regulation and collect information for all 11 variables of the ad-hoc module 

questionnaire except from the variable referring to the “Nationality at birth of parents” 

(PARNAT) which is optional. However, some countries (e.g. Estonia, Greece) included 

additional questions in the ad-hoc module apart from those required by the regulation. 

The non-response rate of the ad-hoc module varies from 0% to 34.7%. The lowest unit non-

responses rates were observed in countries such as Czech Republic, Estonia, etc and the 

highest non-response rates in Serbia, Germany, Sweden, etc. As for the item non-response, 

the lowest rates were observed, in most cases, for the variables referring to the parents of the 

respondent, while the highest non-response rates were reported for the variables referring to 

the time of start of the first job, the first job’s duration etc mainly due to the lack of information 

on the starting month of the first significant job and the complexity of the filter used for main 

activity after leaving education (TRANSACT variable). 

Several countries reported some problems when implementing the ad-hoc module. It appears 

that most problems concerned respondents’ difficulties to remember the exact month of 

leaving formal education for the last time and of starting the first job. Moreover, respondents 

faced problems in providing an exact number of months for the duration of the first job. A few 

countries (e.g. Greece, and Latvia) reported concept definition problems and others problems 

with the application of filters for some variables. 

Countries’ recommendations on dealing with such problems are considered. Such 

recommendations refer to the Inclusion of an additional variable/question for the reason(s) of 

leaving the first job, changes in the wording of a few variables (e.g, TRANSACT), filter 

simplification, recoding of selected variables (e.g. Netherlands suggested to reduce the 

responses in some variables in order to increase the number of respondents per response).   

A second step, of the evaluation process considers the “quality assessment” of the module’s 

data based on the quality dimensions (criteria) adopted by European Statistical System 

(ESS)2 like Relevance of applied methodology, Accuracy of measurements, Timeliness 

Comparability/Completeness, Coherence, etc. 

Based on the Relevance dimension, it was evident from the quality reports that most 

countries cover all (or virtually all) ad-hoc module variables listed in the EU Regulation. Only a 

                                                 
2 ESS Standard for Quality Reports,  Methodologies & Working Papers, Eurostat, 2009 
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few cases presented accuracy problems e.g. great variations when measuring the number of 

persons working during their studies, the average duration in months between leaving formal 

education for the last time and starting the first job, etc.  

The difference in the time between the end of the reference period and the time of 

transmission of the data to Eurostat ranges from 2 months (e.g. case of Lithuania) to 9 

months (e.g. cases of Portugal, Austria) for almost all countries. There exist some deviations 

of the adaptation of the variables by the EU countries from the EU Regulation but their impact 

on the produced statistics is insignificant. For example, variations were reported by Bulgaria, 

Netherlands and Greece regarding the variable measuring the orientation of the highest level 

of education of the respondent (HATVOC variable) in which some response categories 

couldn’t coincide with the respective national education system. Comparability over time 

cannot be assessed since the target population of the 2000 ad-hoc was different than that of 

the 2009 ad-hoc, and any comparison between the two surveys would not be appropriate.  

This applies also for the quality dimension of coherence.  

When comparing the ad-hoc module of 2009 to the previous one of 2000 on ““Transition from 

school to working” several findings highlighted. Basically, we conclude that the only 

characteristics that are covered in both modules are:  

� Parental education 

� Date of stopping formal education, and  

� Start, duration and occupation of first significant job 

Any comparison of parental education should take into account the difference in the coding of 

ISCED. The date of stopping formal education as well as the beginning, duration and 

occupation of the first significant job can, in principle, be compared for persons not in 

education and having stop education no more than 5 (or 10) years. Any comparison should 

also take into account the fact that the two modules give different results in the case of 

persons who had interrupted their studies (variable WORKEDUC can give us a rough 

estimation of the percentage of persons that belong in this category). Additionally, persons 

with a first job of less than 6 months (in 2009 module) should be excluded from any 

comparison between 2009 and 2000 module.  

Summing up, the evaluation process will be updated and revised in order to incorporate 

information received in the future and also the statistical analysis performed on the data 

collected by the 2009 ad-hoc module. The latter will contain a preliminary statistical analysis 

for data validation purposes of the module variables (determine and recognise systematic 

patterns affecting data quality such as specific non – response behaviour for some countries). 

These findings will be linked to comments from the national Quality Reports included in this 

report in order to study aspects such as the effect of imputation measures taken and other 

data treatment, or the impact of methodological deviations on the quality of the data. 
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Based on the quality assessment of the module as well as the problems and 

recommendations reported by the countries during its implementation, a set of 

guidelines/recommendations that will improve the module significantly will also be provided. 

These will be also related to a possible application/adaptation of the whole module or specific 

questions of it in the future.. 

1. Introduction 

This report describes the results of a first stage evaluation of the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module 

implementation by the EU members states. This is a key objective of the project “Statistical 

analysis and publication of the 2009 LFS ad-hoc module results” [Contract No.: 

1031.2009.002-2009.549] funded & supervised by the “Education, science and culture 

statistics” Unit F4 of EUROSTAT. 

One of the basic scopes is to enable the production of a variety of statistics and investigate 

the factors affecting the time of finding the first significant job and the characteristics of that 

job, the segmentation of school-to-work transition activities and the interruptions in studies, 

mismatches between education, skills and first job, etc.  

In order to do so a detailed evaluation of the application of the survey by the EU countries 

must be provided. This will incorporate information concerning the:  

� 2009 ad-hoc data quality,  

� Cross – country comparability,  

� Comparability to the 2000 ad-hoc data, etc.  

An inherent part of the EU LFS, since 1999, is the ad-hoc modules. These complement each 

year the core module and allow the more detailed investigation in a selected area of 

importance. In 2000, Eurostat launched an additional questionnaire to the LFS targeting 

recent school-leavers in the EU Member States. EUROSTAT’s 2000 LFS ad-hoc module on 

the “Transition from school to working life” was a major step towards covering the gap of 

information in the area of “transitions from education to working life”. The results led to a 

plethora of studies and publications. E.g., the Higher Institute of Labour Studies (HIVA-

K.U.Leuven) report on the existing research in this area3 summarizes well the main results of 

the 2000 ad-hoc module. However, the implementation of the 2000 ad-hoc module also 

revealed several data quality and comparability problems. These were sufficiently presented 

in its evaluation report4. 

                                                 
3 Bollen, A., and Vandenbrande, T., “Transition from Student to Professional Life – Review of Existing Research” 
presented in 2005 in a HIVA Researcher's Presentation. 
4 Ianelli C., Evaluation and Analyses of the LFS 2000 Ad Hoc Module Data on School-to-Work Transitions: Report on 
data quality and cross-country comparability, Edinburgh (2002). 
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Important re-considerations and revisions of the methodology by Eurostat, concluded to the 

LFS 2009 ad-hoc module. The subject of 2009 LFS ad-hoc module relates to the study of the 

“Entry of young people into the labour market”, which is similar to the subject of “Transition 

from school to working life” analyzed in the frame of the 2000 LFS ad-hoc module.  

The new ad-hoc module contained more sufficient and clearly defined information for the 

school-to-work transition, with questions on: 

− The main activity in between education & working life. 

− Possibility of work during formal education. 

− The method used to find the first significant job. 

− The orientation of the highest level of formal education attained, complementing the core 

variables on the highest level itself and the education field5
, etc. 

The following Figure (Figure 2) explains some of the key concepts that are measured by the 

ad-hoc module of 2009 in terms of the corresponding questions and of course variables 

directly derived by the questionnaire.  

Figure 1: Information covered based on variables/questions of the ad-hoc module 

 
In general, it is highlighted that the process of “transition from education into working life” is 

among the key topics of research for social policy analysts and decision makers 

(governmental or otherwise related to the area of youth employment) in the EU. 

The most important objectives (among others) of this report is to, 

• Highlight data quality” and “comparability problems” presented in the module (to be 

tested via statistical means). 

                                                 
5 Strictly speaking, a recoding of the two variables into the new one. 
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• Test the success of all the revisions and improvements in methodology and 

definitions that were proposed since the evaluation of the data produced by the 2000 

ad-hoc and until the implementation of 2009 ad-hoc. 

• Suggest specific actions for implementation by the countries in order to improve the 

ad-hoc results quality  

Basic tools for the evaluation analysis will be:  

• the quality reports provided by the EU countries with information on the applied 

survey design, data collection methodology, questionnaire design, non response 

rates, etc. 

• the reported problems by the countries and also their recommendations 

• the analysis of deviations of each country from the EU regulation (Commission 

Regulation (EC) No 207/20086) on the implementation of the 2009 ad-hoc. 

Of course, the experience from the implementation of the 2000 ad-hoc will be taken into 

consideration. The evaluation of the 2009 ad-hoc data in terms of quality, comparability, 

limitations etc. will also play an important role to the statistical analysis to follow. As a result, 

the 2009 ad-hoc Evaluation Report is thoroughly studied and exploited. 

Concluding, it is highlighted that the new LFS ad-hoc module’s potential will be best assessed 

by the extent to which it satisfies the needs of the different categories of users (Governmental 

institutions, researchers etc.). This can be best applied after the completion of the evaluation 

process described in this report. 

This report mainly begins by presenting the ad-hoc module and its rationale in Section 3 and 

continues by presenting in detail the implementation of the module based on the information 

provided by the EU countries (Section 3.1).  Implementation problems of the module and 

recommendations for correcting those - suggested by the countries - are included in the same 

section. Section 4 deals with a Quality assessment based on relevance, accuracy, 

comparability and other parameters of the provided data. Such information is expected to 

influence the Statistical analysis to be performed based on the ad-hoc module’s variables. A 

few introductory notes about this Statistical analysis are presented in Section 6. Section 5 

adds to this report a short comparison of the analyzed ad-hoc module of 2009 to the previous 

one of 2000 in terms of some basic characteristics like (e.g. target population). Finally, basic 

                                                 
6 Commission Regulation (EC) No 207/2008, adopting the specifications of the 2009 ad-hoc module on the entry of 

young people into the labour market provided for by Council Regulation (EC) No 577/98, Official Journal of the 

European Union 
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recommendations for the improvement of a module’s future application or the adaptation of 

the module in another EU-SURVEY are included in Section 6. 

2. General description of the ad-hoc module 

This chapter provides a general description of the ad-hoc module with respect to:  

• Key differences in comparison to the 2000 LFS ad-hoc module and overview of 

comparability issues, as also the  

• Description of various evaluation sources (national Quality Reports etc.) and quality 

criteria (Relevance, Accuracy etc.) used in the evaluation of the ad-hoc module. 

The evaluation of the ad-hoc module of 2009 is a continuous process and this report will be 

revised throughout the project, based on any received information (see Figure 1).  

Figure 2: Evaluation process of the LFS ad-hoc module and the validation of the micro-data. 

 
A first step of the evaluation process is the examination of the Member States (MS) quality 

reports, which contain details on the data collected, the interview methods applied, the 

classifications used, the national particularities in concepts and definitions, the coverage 

aspects (population, geographical, time), the response/non-response rates, etc. These are 

accompanied by the national questionnaires and the interviewer’s instructions which are both 

scrutinized for deviations from the EC 207/2008 Regulation and the relevant instructions, for 

wording considerations and for possible ambiguities. It is of great importance at this point to 

take into consideration the problems reported by the MS during the implementation of the 

survey and their recommendations for solution. 

Only in case this is needed 
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A second step, of the evaluation process considers the “quality assessment” of the module’s 

data based on the quality dimensions (criteria) adopted by European Statistical System 

(ESS). Exploring these dimensions is fundamental when someone is to use EU statistics 

data.  

In particular, Relevance  identifies the methodological harmonisation in terms of 

classifications methods and in terms of user’s needs. Accuracy  is directly related to the 

nature of the collected information. It is defined as the closeness between the value finally 

retained (after collection, editing, imputation, estimation, etc) and the true, but unknown, 

population value. Timeliness  refers to the lapse of time between the delivery and the 

reference dates. Punctuality refers to the possible time lag existing between the actual 

delivery date of data and the target date when it should have been delivered, for instance, 

with reference to dates announced in some official release calendar. Accessibility refers to 

the definition of users and the procedures need to be followed in order to access specific 

data. Clarity  refers to the additional information on data someone can refer in order to obtain 

an overall understanding of the given statistics. That mainly includes availability of metadata 

information. Comparability/Completeness is mainly depended on the usage of different 

concepts/definitions, or the usage of different measuring tools or procedures. Comparability 

can be measured across geographical regions, time intervals, etc and it appears to be a very 

important aspect for the evaluation of the ad-hoc data. Finally, Coherence  refers to the 

adequacy of statistics to be used in various ways or their agreement with other data sources 

in the measuring a specific concept (e.g. employment or unemployment rates). Usually it is 

easier to prove the incoherence of statistics rather than its coherence7.  Unfortunately due to 

the lack of similar data to those collected by the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module it does not appear 

feasible to judge the quality of the ad-hoc data by this criterion.   

The following table presents the abovementioned criteria and their definitions according to the 

ESS.  

Table 1: European Statistical System (ESS) definitions of quality criteria 

Quality Criterion Definition  

Relevance: Relevance is the degree to which statistics meet current 

and potential users’ needs. It refers to whether all statistics 

that are needed are produced and the extent to which 

concepts used (definitions, classifications etc.) reflect user 

needs. 

Accuracy: Accuracy in the general statistical sense denotes the 

closeness of computations or estimates to the exact or true 

values  

Timeliness: 

 

Timeliness reflects the length of time between availability 

and the event or phenomenon described.  

Punctuality: Punctuality refers to the time lag between the release date 

of the data and the date that should have been delivered 

(target date). 

                                                 
7 Assessment of the Quality in Statistics, ITEM 4, DEFINITION OF QUALITY IN STATISTICS, Fifth meeting 
Luxembourg – 2-3 May 2002  
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Accessibility:   Accessibility refers to the existing processes by which users 

can obtain data.  

Clarity: Clarity refers to the data’s information environment 

including appropriate metadata 

Comparability/Completeness: Comparability refers to the extent that statistical concepts 

and measurement tools/procedures allow comparisons 

between geographical areas, non-geographical domains, or 

over time. 

Coherence: Coherence of statistics is their adequacy to be reliably when 

combined in different ways and for various uses. 

  

At this point the evaluation is based only on the MS quality reports, questionnaires, interviews 

and deviations from the EU regulations. A non – response study has also been performed on 

the 2009 ad-hoc module’s data as these were extracted by EUROSTAT (until September 

2010). 

2.1. Implementation of the ad-hoc module 

The LFS 2009 ad-hoc module on the entry of young people into the labour market was  

implemented by the 27 Member States of the European Union, two countries of the EEA 

(Iceland and Norway), as well as, Switzerland and Serbia.  

In this section we provide a detailed description regarding the implementation of the ad-hoc 

module in different countries with respect to the:  

• Selection of the target population:  

The target population of the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module surveyed in all countries was all 

persons aged 15 to 34 years old.  

Exceptions are Spain & Iceland, where the target population is people aged 16 to 34 years. 

Therefore, variables PARHAT (highest level of education successfully completed by father or 

mother) and PARFOR (country of birth of father and mother) were asked to the father and/or 

mother of the household, while the rest of the ad-hoc modules’ variables were not asked to 

persons of 15 years of age.  

Moreover, in Denmark some 15 years old persons were missing due to differences in age 

definition. This had little impact on the produced statistics as it slightly increased the non-

response rate of this country.  

• Survey design:  

Almost all countries used the same sampling designs as in the core LFS. Specifically, in most 

cases a two- or three-stage stratified random sample design was used while the samples 

were either uniformly spread over the year or drawn from the second quarter of the LFS 2009 

data collection (Table 2).  
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Table 2: Sampling methods used in the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module on transition from school to work 

Country Reference period Sampling method Sample size 

BE Q2 of 2009 Two-stage stratified 

simple random 

sampling 

6073 persons 

BG Q1 - Q4 of 2009  Two-stage stratified 

cluster random 

sampling 

7 404 persons 

CZ Q1 - Q4 of 2009 Three-stage stratified 

simple random 

sampling 

11 320 persons 

DK Q2 of 2009 Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

Same as the core 

DE Q1 - Q4 of 2009 Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

1/10 of the core sample 

EE Q2 and Q4 of 2009 Stratified systematic 

random sampling 

Same as the core 

EL Q2 of 2009 Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Same as the core 

ES Q1 - Q4 of 2009 Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

23 286  persons 

FR Q1 - Q4 of 2009 Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

13 065 persons 

IE Q2 of 2009 Not available 54 227 persons 

IT Q2 of 2009 Stratified systematic 

random sampling 

32 760 persons 

CY Q2 of 2009 Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

3 584 households 

LV Q2 of 2009 Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

2 621 persons 

LT Q2 of 2009 Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

Same as the core 

LU Q1 - Q4 of 2009 Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

Same as the core 

HU Q2 of 2009 Multi-stage stratified 

random sampling 

17 231 persons 

MT Q2 of 2009 Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

5 394 persons 

NL Q1 - Q4 of 2009 Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

25 847 persons 

AT Q2 of 2009 Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

8 188 persons 

PL Q2 of 2009 Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Same as the core 

PT Q2 of 2009 Not available 9 052 persons 

RO Q2 of 2009 Not available Same as the core 

SI Q2 of 2009 Not available Same as the core 

SK Q2 of 2009 Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

6 863 persons 

FI Q1 - Q4 of 2009 Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

7 147 persons 
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Country Reference period Sampling method Sample size 

SE Q1 - Q4 of 2009 Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

21 660 persons 

UK Q2 of 2009 Multi-stage stratified 

random sampling 

n.a. 

IS Q2 of 2009 Simple random 

sampling 

3 875 persons 

NO Q1 - Q4 of 2009 Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

5 253 persons   

RS Q1 of 2009 Not available 4 772 persons 

CH Q2 of 2009 Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Same as the core 

• Type of survey: 

The participation in the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module on transition from school to work was 

compulsory in 10 participating countries (Belgium, Greece, Spain, France, Italy, Cyprus, 

Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Norway) and voluntary in the other 20 countries.  

• Methods of data collection: 

In most countries, the ad-hoc module questionnaire was asked separately from the LFS core 

questionnaire, i.e. after all core questions.  

On the contrary, 8 countries (Estonia, Italy, Latvia, Hungary, Malta, Netherlands, Slovenia and 

United Kingdom) included the ad-hoc module in the existing LFS core questionnaire. In 

Cyprus, the first four questions/variables of the ad-hoc module were included in the core LFS 

questionnaire while the last seven questions/variables were asked separately.  

In almost all countries, the ad-hoc module data collection was carried out by a face-to-face 

interview, while a combination of face-to-face and telephone interview (CATI) was carried out 

in France, Spain, Cyprus, Latvia and Austria mostly for those persons who were unavailable 

during the first wave of the data collection. In the case of Austria, persons interviewed for the 

core LFS the first time in the 2nd quarter 2009 (who had been in the first wave) were 

interviewed face-to-face (CAPI), and those who were in the 2nd to the 5th wave of the core 

LFS (in the 2nd quarter 2009) had mostly been interviewed via telephone. In Norway, the ad-

hoc data were collected by the use of computer-assisted telephone (CATI) interview.  

The use of proxy interviews was allowed in most participating countries, except from France, 

Sweden, Norway and Serbia (Table 3).  

Table 3: LFS 2009 ad-hoc module data collection 

Country ad-hoc separated from the 

LFS core questionnaire  

Method of data collection Use of proxy 

interviews  

BE Yes Face-to-face interview No 

BG Yes, except HATVOC 

(Orientation of the highest level 

of formal education attained) 

Face-to-face (PAPI) interview Yes  

CZ Yes Face-to-face interview Yes 
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DK Yes Face-to-face interview Yes  

DE Yes Face-to-face interview Yes  

EE No Face-to-face interview Yes  

EL Yes Face-to-face interview Yes  

ES Yes Face-to-face and telephone 

(CATI) interview 

Yes  

FR Yes Face-to-face (CAPI) and 

telephone (CATI) interview 

No 

IE Yes Face-to-face (CAPI) interview Yes 

IT No Face-to-face (CAPI) and 

telephone (CATI) interview 

Yes 

CY Partly (the 7 last questions) Face-to-face (CAPI) and 

telephone (CATI) interview 

n.a. 

LV No Face-to-face (CAPI) and 

telephone (CATI) interview 

Yes  

LT Yes Face-to-face interview Yes  

LU Yes Face-to-face interview n.a. 

HU No Face-to-face interview Yes 

MT No Face-to-face interview Yes 

NL No Face-to-face interview Yes  

AT Yes, except PARFOR (country of 

birth of father and mother) 

Face-to-face (CAPI) and 

telephone (CATI) interview 

Yes  

PL Yes Face-to-face interview Yes  

PT Yes Face-to-face (CAPI) interview Yes 

RO Yes Face-to-face interview Yes  

SI No Telephone (CATI) interview Yes 

SK Yes Face-to-face (CAPI) and 

telephone (CATI) interview 

Yes 

FI Yes Telephone (CATI) interview Yes  

SE Yes Telephone (CATI) interview No 

UK No Face-to-face interview Yes 

IS No Telephone (CATI) interview n.a. 

NO Yes Telephone (CATI) interview No 

RS Yes Face-to-face interview No 

CH Yes Telephone (CATI) interview Yes  

• Variables covered, number of questions per variable8 and additional variables beyond 

those required by the regulation: 

Almost all countries comply with the Commission Regulation (EC) No 207/2008 and collect 

information for all 11 variables of ad-hoc module questionnaire except from variable PARNAT 

(Nationality at birth of parents) which is optional. 

However, in some cases information on the respondent’s socio-economic background was 

collected either from the LFS core questionnaire (Cyprus, Austria, Lithuania, Netherlands, 

Switzerland), the microcensus (Germany) or from register data (Finland and Norway) (see 

Table 4). 

Table 4: Coverage of ad-hoc variables by country 

 ad-hoc variables  

                                                 
8 This section will present, among other concepts, a detailed description of variables’ definitions, categories, 
classifications, coding and filters used. 
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Country Covered Not covered Source of information for 

those not covered 

BE All but 1 PARNAT LFS core questionnaire 

BG All   

CZ All   

DK All PARNAT  

DE All but 2 PARFOR, HATVOC Microcensus 

EE All but 1 HATVOC LFS core questionnaire 

EL All   

ES All   

FR All   

IE All but 1 PARNAT - 

IT All but 1 PARNAT LFS core questionnaire 

CY WORKEDUC, JOBSTART, 

JOBDUR, FINDMETH, JOBOCC, 

JOBCONTR, TRANSACT 

PARHAT, PARFOR, 

HATVOC, STOPDATE 

LFS core questionnaire 

LV All   

LT All but 1 PARNAT, PARFOR LFS core questionnaire 

LU All   

HU All but 1 PARNAT - 

MT All but 1 PARNAT - 

NL All but 2  PARFOR, HATVOC LFS core questionnaire 

AT All but 1 HATVOC LFS core questionnaire 

PL All   

PT All   

RO All   

SI All but 1 PARNAT - 

SK All but 1 PARNAT - 

FI All but 3 PARHAT, PARFOR, 

HATVOC 

Register 

SE All   

UK All but 1 PARNAT - 

IS All   

NO All but 2 PARHAT, PARFOR Register 

RS All   

CH All but 1 HATVOC LFS core questionnaire 

 
Moreover, some countries (Estonia, Greece, Austria, Poland, Romania, Finland and 

Switzerland) included additional questions in the ad-hoc module beyond those required by the 

regulation (Table 5). E.g. Estonia added the questions of the “economic activity of the first 

job”. 

Table 5: Additional questions (beyond those required by the regulation) asked by country 

Country Additional questions (beyond those required by the regulation) 

EE Economic activity of the first job 

EL Did you ever study abroad?  

AT 1. In which country did you complete your education  

2. Did you complete that education? (if any further education had been started after the 

highest education completed)  

3. Which kind of education was it?  

4. What was your main reason for not completing that education?  

5. Did you work as a trainee or voluntary worker after you completed your education?  

6. How often have you done traineeships or voluntary work?  
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7. How many months have you done work as a trainee or done voluntary work?  

8. Was that traineeship/were most of these traineeships without pay, with minimum pay, 

paid above the minimum income limit for social insurance purposes?  

9. Were you minimally employed when you first started your present job? (if present job is 

first job)  

10. Were you minimally employed in this job? (if first job exists, but first job is not the 

present job or at present not employed)  

11. Were you employed through an agency for temporary/interim employment?  

12. Was that a job in Austria or abroad?  

13. Does this activity fit in with your qualification?  

14. Are you over-qualified or under-qualified for this activity?     

HU 1. Are you currently participating in any formal education in full-time or part-time form?' 

(filter question to filter those who never has gone to school 

2. Did the period exceed 3 months after finishing studies and before starting the first job 

of more than 3 months? (filter question before TRANSACT) 

PL 1. What are your main expectations concerning the first job? (high wages/salary, 

professional satisfaction, good working conditions, conveniently situated in respect to 

my place of residence, professional stabilization, possibilities for promotion, accordance 

with my qualifications, good atmosphere at work/relations with people, appreciation of 

my supervisors, none)  

2. In which sector of economy would you like to take a job? (public, private as a paid 

employee, private as self-employed, it does not matter, I don’t look for a job)  

3. In which occupation would you like to work? (ISCO-88, I don’t know but in compliance 

with my qualifications, it does not matter)  

4. Was/is your first job in compliance with your learned occupation? (yes, no but I 

made/make use of my qualification in this job, no, not applicable)  

5. What is the reason that you did/do not work in your learned occupation? (I did not find 

a job in my occupation, I chose a better paid job, I was offered better conditions not 

related to pay, I do not want to work in my occupation)   

RO 1. In which way/modality did you leave the formal education system?  

2. What was the main reason for leaving the formal education system? 

FI Have you sometimes been in practical training connected with your labour force training or 

coaching for working life for which you have been paid training or labour market subsidy? 

CH 1. Age when started apprenticeship, i.e. basic vocational education  

2. Did you continue to work in the same company after completing this apprenticeship?  

3. Duration of work in the company of apprenticeship after completing it?  

BE 1. Question about leaving education for the first time 

2. Question on whether the respondent resumed education after having left education for 

at least 1 year for the first time. 

3. Question on whether the respondent has been unemployed or actively looking for a job 

during the period between leaving education for the first and last time. 

4. Question on whether the respondent did any unpaid training for at least 1 month 

during studies within the formal education system. 

5. In the national questionnaire, no question existed on the duration of the first job of 

more than 3 months after leaving formal education for the last time (JOBDUR). They 

have asked both the month and year of start and of end of the first job of more than 3 

months after leaving formal education for the last time (questions 110 and 111) to 

derive JOBDUR. 

IT 1. One question have been introduced in the 2009 AHM to investigate the reasons why 

young people have interrupted their studies without a successful completion. 
2. Question on the month of start of the first job (when the current job is the first job) also 

for jobs longer than two years 
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A detailed description of the ad-hoc variables including information on their definition, the 

response categories, the classifications, coding, filters, is given in EU Regulation No 

207/2008.  

• Rate of non-response: 

The non-response rate of the ad-hoc module varies from 0% to 34.7% (Table 6). The lowest 

unit non-responses rates were observed in Czech Republic, Malta, Ireland, Estonia, Spain, 

Latvia, Lithuania, Netherlands, Portugal and Switzerland. These may be explained by the 

relatively high proxy rates reported by most of the above mentioned countries (from 38% in 

Netherlands to 70.3% in Malta).  

On the other hand, the highest unit non-response rates were reported by Germany (14%), 

Sweden (21.2%), Austria (24.3%), Norway (26%) and Serbia (34.7%). The reason for the high 

non-response rates can be that no proxy interviews were allowed in at least three of the 

above countries (Sweden, Norway and Serbia).  

Table 6: Unit non-response rates by country 

Country Rate (in %) of non-response  Rate (in %) of proxy interviews  

BG 3.7 47.1 

CZ 0.0 59.0 

DK 2.2 1.5 

DE 14.0 25.0 

EE 0.0 39.0 

EL 4.5 58.8 

ES 0.02 54.3 

FR 9.7 - 

IT 0.0 - 

IE - 61.2 

HU 7,6 60.1 

MT - 70.3 

CY 3.9 n.a. 

LV 0.0 62.0 

LT 0.0 49.4 

NL 0.0 38.0 

AT 24.3 32.0 

PL 4.8 47.6 

PT 0.0 64.1 

RO 7.8 42.1 

IS 19.0 - 

FI 1.7 5.2 

SE 21.2 - 

NO 20.0 - 

RS 34.7 - 

CH 0.0 1.0 

BE 3.6 - 

LU 0.0 - 

SK 0.3 - 

 
As for the item non-response, Figure 3 provides the non – response rates for all 2009 ad-hoc 

module (AHM) variables while Figures 9 and 10 (see Annex III) provide cross-country results. 
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The highest overall non-response rates correspond to variables PARFOR (split in variables 

COBFATH (18.6%) and COBMOTH (18.3%) for the country of birth of father and mother 

respectively) and TRANSACT (20.1%). The rate for PARNAT9 was expected to be very high 

(94.0%). For the purpose of this non – response study, variables STOPDATE and 

JOBSTART were also split into two variables10. 

According to Figure 9 of Annex III, Ireland returned a 55.49% non-response rate for PARHAR 

which is more than double to that of any other country participating in the module. Ireland 

(and Turkey), also had a 100% percent non-response rate for PARFOR. Switzerland 

presented the highest non-response rate for variable STOPDATE (more than 45% for the 

month, and more than 16% for the year of leaving formal education for the last time). The 

non-response rate for WORKEDUC is particularly high for Iceland (67.64%), while Slovenia 

and United Kingdom present the highest non-response rates for both the month and the year 

of the start of the first job of more than 3 months after leaving formal education for the last 

time. It is also to be noted that Slovenia also presents the highest non – response rates for 

variables JOBDUR (94.47%), FINDMETH (88.35%) and JOBCONTR (94.47%). Fourteen of 

the countries had a non-response rate of more than 30% for TRANSACT. 

Figure 10 of Annex III, provides an additional insight into the non – response for variables 

STOPDATE and JOBSTART. More than 50% of the interviews in 18 countries could not 

identify the month they begun to work in their first job of more than 3 months after leaving 

formal education for the last time, while more than 4% (overall) could not even identify the 

month they left formal education for the last time. 

Figure 3: Overall non – response rate per 2009 AHM variable 

                                                 
9 Split in variables FATHNATB and MOTHNATB for the nationality of the father and the mother respectively. 
10 STOPDATE was split into MSTOPDATE and YSTOPDATE corresponding to the month and the year (respectively) 

of leaving formal education for the last time, while JOBSTART was split into MJOBSTART and YJOBSTART 

corresponding to the month and the year (respectively) of the start of the first job of more than 3 months after leaving 

formal education for the last time. 
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The lowest rates were observed, in most cases, for the variables PARFOR, PARHAT and 

HATVOC, while the highest non-response rates were reported for the variables JOBSTART, 

JOBDUR and TRANSACT mainly due to the non availability of the starting month of the first 

significant job and the complexity of the filter used for TRANSACT. Moreover, imputation was 

only used from Austria and partially from Switzerland as a measure for the treatment of item 

non-response, while most countries made use of the LFS core’s quarterly and annual weights 

(Table 7).  

Table 7: Item non-response rates by country 

Country Item non-response rates (%)   

 Lowest Highest Use of 

imputation 

Use of weights 

BG HATVOC, FINDMETH, 

JOBOCC, JOBCONTR (0.0%) 

STOPDATE (4.9%) No Annual core 

weights 

CZ JOBSTART (0.0%) JOBDUR (3.1%) No Special AD-HOC 

weights 

DK TRANSACT (1.22%) HATVOC (25.2%) No Quarterly core 

weights 

DE PARFOR (1.7%) JOBDUR (30,6%), JOBOCC 

(30.4%), TRANSACT (30.6%) 

No Special AD-HOC 

weights 

EE HATVOC (0.0%) PARHAT (2.7%) No Special AD-HOC 

weights 

EL PARHAT (0.0%) JOBCONTR (18.8%) No Quarterly core 

weights 

ES HATVOC (0.13%) TRANSACT (34.95%) No Annual core 

weights 

FR WORKEDUC, JOBCONTR, 

TRASACT (0.0%) 

PARHAT (4.6%) No Quarterly core 

weights and 

special weights  

IT  STOPDATE (0.0%) JOBDUR (1.55%) No Quarterly core 

weights 

IE HATVOC (0.3%) WORKEDUC (9.5%) 

TRANSACT (15.7%) 

Only for 

WORKEDUC 

Quarterly core 

weights 

CY Not available Not available No Quarterly core 
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weights 

LV STOPDATE, WORKEDUC 

(0.0%) 

JOBDUR (7.8%) No Quarterly core 

weights 

LT 0% 0% No Quarterly core 

weights 

MT PARFOR (0.0%) JOBOCC (19.8%) 

STOPDATE (18.6%) 
Yes (except 

for 

STOPDATE) 

Special AD-HOC 

weights 

IS PARFOR, WORKEDUC 

(0,3%) 

TRANSACT (15,5%)  Quarterly core 

weights 

NL PARFOR, HATVOC (0.0%) JOBDUR (21.4%) No Annual core 

weights 

AT JOBCONTR (0.1%) JOBSTART (6.7%) Yes Special AD-HOC 

weights 

PL Not available Not available No Quarterly core 

weights 

PT TRANSACT (0.1%) JOBDUR (1.4%) No Quarterly core 

weights 

RO PARFOR (0.01%) WORKEDUC (1.07%) No Quarterly core 

weights 

FI HATVOC (0.0%) JOBSTART (15.4%), 

TRANSACT (10.8%) 

No Annual core 

weights 

SE HATVOC (0.1%) JOBBOCC (58.5%), 

JOBCONTR (54.4%), 

JOBDUR (27.3%), 

TRANSACT (25.2%) 

No Special AD-HOC 

weights 

NO HATVOC, PARFOR (0.0 %) JOBDUR (16.6%) No Special AD-HOC 

weights 

RS Not available Not available Not 

available 

Semi-annual 

weights 

CH HATVOC (0.0%) JOBDUR (3.7%) Partially for 

JOBDUR 

Annual core 

weights 

BE JOBOCC, JOBCONTR, 

FINDMETH (0.0%), PARHAT 

(2%), HATVOC (2%), 

PARFOR (2,2%), 

WORKEDUC (3,5%) 

No Quarterly core 

weights 

LU WORKEDUC (0.0%), 

PARFOR (0.3%) 

PARHAT (12%) No Annual core 

weights 

SK HATVOC, JOBOCC (0.0 %) PARHAT (0.8 %) No Quarterly core 

weights 

 

 

Implementation problems reported by countries: 

Several countries reported some problems when implementing the ad-hoc module. The main 

ones are described in the table below (Table 16 of Annex II). 

To sum up, it appears that most problems concerned respondents’ difficulties to remember 

the exact month of leaving formal education for the last time and of starting the first job in 

variables STOPDATE and JOBSTART respectively. Moreover, respondents faced problems 
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in providing an exact number of months for the duration of the first job or even in calculating 

the variable JOBDUR.  

Other countries (Greece, Latvia, Austria and Switzerland) reported concept definition 

problems for the variables JOBSTART and WORKEDUC. Germany has also submitted a 

report on the problems of implementing the variable JOBSTART (like interpretation of the 

question during data collection). An additional problem reported (by Estonia) for JOBSTART 

was that there is no code for people who got their first job before leaving formal education for 

the last time. In the same country, many respondents got confused about the period the 

variable WORKEDUC refers to, i.e. does it refer only to the last period of education or to all 

periods of education, as in the case of interruption of studies.   

For the same variable (WORKEDUC), Latvia reported unnecessary burden to those 

respondents who answered in the LFS core questionnaire that they were either unemployed, 

inactive or have not had any formal education successfully completed. Moreover, Spain 

requested some clarifications for the filter of WORKEDUC, while the most problematic filter 

(reported by most countries) was the one used for the variable TRANSACT.  

Furthermore, France reported difficulty in constructing the variable HATVOC, as the notion of 

‘vocational education’ is not well defined. Problems were also reported for variable PARHAT 

either due to inaccurate information given by young respondents about their parents or 

because this variable is considered as too personal to answer.    

• Recommendations for improvement: 

 

Table 17 (see Annex II) summarizes the main recommendations, as provided by the 

countries, for tackling the above mentioned problems and hence improving the 

implementation of the ad-hoc module.  

 
To conclude, the inclusion of an additional variable/question for the reasons of leaving the first 

job was proposed, while the variable STOPDATE should be limited to those who successfully 

completed formal education.  

Moreover, it is recommended that the wording of the variable TRANSACT should be 

improved and most importantly its filter should be simplified, while for the same variable 

Cyprus suggests that the core variable MSTARTWK should have also been asked in order to 

avoid confusion with the filter on the month of entering the job for people who worked longer 

than 2 years.    

Other proposed changes include the provision of clear explanations for the definitions of the 

variables JOBSTART and WORKEDUC and the introduction of additional filtering for these 
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two variables, so that people not in employment or inactive and those who do not have formal 

education will not be asked.  

It is further suggested that JOBSTART should offer the option to the respondent to choose 

his/her answers from month intervals (January – March, April – June, July –September, 

October, November), while the same should apply for JOBDUR with the use of month 

intervals (up to 3 months; 4 to 6 months; 7 to 9 months; 10 to 12 months; 1 to 2 years; 2 to 3 

years etc.).   

As the variable PARFOR was considered too personal to ask, it was suggested to either 

make it optional or integrate it in the core LFS questionnaire.   

Netherlands suggested reducing or altering variables’ response categories in order to avoid 

small number of respondents, while a lower age limit for the ad-hoc module’s target 

population was proposed by Greece.  

Finally, Norway, in response to users’ needs, suggests the inclusion of a question on the time 

needed to get a job in accordance with the respondent’s education.  

3. Quality assessment 

The quality assessment is based mainly on the information provided in national quality 

reports, as well as on the national questionnaires and instructions to interviewers.  

Specifically, data is assessed according to the following quality criteria described previously in 

the report (see Section 3) and adopted by the ESS.    

I. Relevance  

Based on the information reported in the respective sheet of the national quality report 

template, data relevance is assessed on the basis of countries’ compliance with the 

Commission Regulation 207/2008 regarding the coverage of all (or part) of the variables of 

the module. As it is shown in Table 8, most countries cover all (or almost all) ad-hoc variables 

required by the Regulation. 

Table 8: Coverage of the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module variables by country 

 LFS ad-hoc module variables  

Country PAR

HAT 

PARF

OR 

HAT

VOC 

STOP

DATE 

WORK

EDUC 

JOBS

TART 

JOB

DUR 

FINDM

ETH 

JOBOC

C 

JOBCO

NTR 

TRANS

ACT 

PARN

AT 

Total 

BG Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(3) Y(3) Y(3) Y(1) Y(2) Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 11(26) 

CZ Y(2) Y(4) Y(1) Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(3) Y(4) N 11(26) 

DK Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(3) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(2) Y(1) Y(2) N 11(18) 

DE Y(2) N N Y(1) Y(2) Y(3) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N 9(13) 

EE Y(8) Y(2) Y(1) Y(2) Y(5) Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(2) Y(3) Y(2) N 11(30) 

EL Y(2) Y(4) Y(2) Y(1) Y(3) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(3) Y(1) N 11(20) 

ES Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(6) Y(3) Y(3) Y(1) Y(1) Y(4) Y(3) N 11(28) 

FR Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 12 

IT  Y(3) Y(6) Y Y(8) Y(4) Y(9) Y(1) Y(4) Y(6) Y(8) Y(2) N 11(51) 

IE Y(15) Y(5) Y(7) Y(2) Y(3) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(3) Y(2) N 11(42) 

CY N N N N Y(4) Y(3) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N 7(12) 

LV Y(5) Y(6) Y(3) Y(8) Y(11) Y(6) Y(9) Y(6) Y(6) Y(7) Y(4) N 11(71) 

LT Y(2) Y(2) N Y(2) Y(1) Y(3) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(2) N 10(16) 

NL Y(2) N N Y(2) Y(6) Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(5) Y(2) N 9(23) 

AT Y(2) Y(2) N Y(2) Y(3) Y(3) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(3) Y(1) N 10(20) 
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PL Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N 11(11) 

PT Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(4) Y(3) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(3) Y(3) N 11(22) 

RO Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(3) Y(3) N 11(17) 

FI Y Y Y(3) Y(1) Y(5) Y(3) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(3) Y(2) N 11(21) 

SE Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) N 11(16) 

NO Y N Y(1) Y(4) Y(3) Y(4) Y(1) Y(1) Y(2) Y(3) Y(3) N 10(21) 

RS Y(1) Y(2) Y(3) Y(1) Y(1) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) 12(16) 

IS Y(4) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(4) Y(4) Y(1) Y(1) Y(2) Y(3) Y(2) N 11(27) 

HU Y(1) Y(1) Y(2) Y(1) Y(4) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(3) Y(3) N 11(20) 

MT Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(2) Y(4) Y(1) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(2) Y(1) N 11(19) 

CH Y(2) Y(4) N Y(5) Y(4) Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 10(29) 

BE Y(2) Y(2) Y(3) Y(3) Y(2) Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(3) Y(2) Y(1) 12(24) 

SI Y(2) Y(4) Y(4) Y(4) Y(5) Y(4) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(3) Y(3) Y(2) 12(34) 

LU Y(2) Y(2) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(2) 12(15) 

SK Y(2) Y(2) Y Y(2) Y(4) Y(3) Y(1) Y(1) Y(1) Y(3) Y(2) N 11(21) 

UK Y(2) Y(4) Y(3) Y(2) Y(4) Y(3) Y(2) Y(2) Y(5) Y(3) Y(3) N 11(33) 

Total 30 27 25 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 5  

- Y indicates that the variable is covered whereas N indicates non-coverage.  

- The number in parenthesis indicates the number of questions asked per variable 

- Finland coverage of the HATVOC variable was based on the information from 1 to 3 questions of the module 

and register data. 

Figure 4 shows that 18 countries (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Greece, 

Spain, Latvia, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Sweden, Slovakia, Ireland, Italy, Iceland, Malta, UK 

and Finland) cover all the mandatory ad-hoc module variables, while in 5 countries (France 

and, Serbia, Belgium, Slovenia and Luxembourg) the optional variable PARNAT (Nationality 

at birth of parents) is also covered. In five countries (Lithuania, Austria, Hungary, Norway and 

Switzerland) 10 ad-hoc variables are covered; 9 variables are covered in Germany, and the 

Netherlands; and 7 variables in Cyprus.  

Figure 4: Number of ad-hoc module variables covered by country  

 

The most frequently adopted ad-hoc variables are WORKEDUC, JOBSTART, JOBDUR, 

FINDMETH, JOBOCC, JOBCONTR, and TRANSACT. These are followed by variables 

STOPDATE, PARHAT, PARFOR and HATVOC covered by 30, 30, 27 and 25 countries 

respectively, whereas the least covered is the optional variable PARNAT (Figure 5). The 

reason for which variables PARHAT, PARFOR and HATVOC are not covered by all countries 

is that they are derived directly either from the core LFS questionnaire or from the register.        

Figure 5: Distribution of ad-hoc module variables  
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The LFS 2009 ad-hoc module is not implemented in a harmonized way for all countries 

(Figure 6). In Latvia, 71 questions were asked in total for the ad-hoc module on the transition 

from education to work, 51 questions were asked in Italy and 41 questions in Ireland. More 

than 25 and less than 30 questions were asked in Czech Republic, Bulgaria, Spain, 

Switzerland and Estonia; more than 19 and less than 24 questions in Austria, Greece, 

Portugal, Slovakia, Finland and Netherlands and more than 15 and less than 19 questions 

were asked in Serbia, Sweden, Lithuania, Romania, and Denmark. The shortest 

questionnaires were implemented in Germany (13 questions), Cyprus & France (12 

questions), and Poland (11 questions).  

Figure 6: Number of questions in the module per country  

   

 

II. Accuracy 
Accuracy  is directly related to the nature of the collected information. It is defined as the 

deviation between the collected data value and the unknown population value. It is assessed 

with respect to the: 
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1) Sampling errors:  accuracy in this sense is quantified by calculating the Coefficient of 

Variation (CV) for a set of key variables/indicators, namely: 

− Number of mothers born in the country  

− Number of persons working during their studies 

− Average age when leaving formal education for the last time  

− Average duration in months between leaving formal education for the last time and 

starting the first job  

− Average duration in months of the first job  

Table 9 presents the values of the Coefficients of Variation (CV) for each of the above 

indicators as reported by the participating countries. 

 

 

 

Table 9: Coefficient of Variation (CV) by country (%values) 

 LFS 2009 ad-hoc module indicators 

Country 

(1) Number 

of mothers 

born in the 

country 

(2) Number of 

persons 

working during 

their studies 

(3) Average age 

when leaving 

formal 

education for 

the last time 

(4) Average duration in 

months between leaving 

formal education for the 

last time and starting the 

first job 

(5) Average 

duration in 

months of 

the first job 

BE 0.91 26.42 2.28 10.42 NA 

BG 1.46 2.91 0.48 5.33 2.84 

CZ 0.27 1.50 0.21 8.72 1.78 

DK 0.67 1.15 0.44 7.80 3.63 

DE 0.37 5.30 1.21 7.26 NA 

EE 2.20 4.70 0.60 6.40 3.90 

EL 1.29 2.20 0.27 1.66 2.03 

ES 1.29 2.07 0.24 2.03 1.16 

FR 0.22 3.20 1.27 5.89 NA 

IT 0.45 2.90 0.53 1.01 1.05 

IE 0.81 1.53 0.15 3.96 1.46 

CY 1.16 7.56 1.16 5.54 NA 

LV 3.63 5.92 0.79 37.28 5.91 

LT 2.39 5.01 0.60 7.37 3.41 

LU 0.55 3.41 1.03 6.88 NA 

HU 0.36 2.13 0.21 2.75 1.33 

MT 0.47 2.91 0.45 8.95 3.77 

NL 0.34 0.44 0.20 4.90 1.40 

AT 0.53 0.60 0.29 6.78 2.20 

PL 0.10 1.9 0.25 3.3 2.3 

PT 0.66 3.0 0.55 3.16 4.43 

RO 2.09 5.86 0.43 2.53 2.31 

SI 0.50 3.30 1.60 NA NA 

SK 0.14 2.53 0.10 3.49 5.67 

FI 0.26 0.57 0.29 6.27 2.67 

SE 0.42 0.84 0.20 3.77 1.60 



 

 26

NO 0.76 1.52 0.37 9.92 2.92 

RS 2.54 7.49 0.49 3.20 4.35 

CH 0.64 1.73 NA 2.44 NA 

- No information is available for IS, UK 

As it is indicated in the above table, high (>1) CV values are reported by most countries for 

the following three indicators:  

• The number of persons working during their studies, where particular high CV values 

are reported in Belgium, Cyprus and Serbia   

• Average duration in months between leaving formal education for the last time and 

starting the first job, where particular high CV values are reported in Latvia, Norway 

and Belgium  

• Average duration in months of the first job, where particular high CV values are 

reported in Latvia, Slovakia, Portugal, Serbia and Estonia.  

The high CV values for ‘the average duration in months between leaving formal education for 

the last time and starting the first job’ reported in Latvia may be due to the high response rate 

of proxy interviews (62%) reported in this country as well as the difficulty of collecting the 

exact number of months for variable JOBSTART.  

 

The high response rate of proxies as well as the high item non-response reported for 

JOBDUR (7.8%) may also be the reasons of high CV values reported for the ‘average 

duration in months of the first job’ in Latvia.    

 

2) Non-sampling errors, which are distinguished into: 

• Coverage errors 

• Measurement errors 

• Processing errors 

• Non-response errors 

Non-response errors are assessed by the rate of unit and item non-response, as reported in 

the respective sheet of the national quality report templates. As it was described in Table 6, 

unit non-response rates vary from 0% to 35%. A possible reason for the high non-response 

rates observed in some countries (Sweden, Norway and Serbia) is that no proxy interviews 

were allowed.  

On the other hand, high item non-response rates were observed for variables JOBSTART, 

JOBDUR and TRANSACT. Possible reasons for high item non-response is the non 

availability of the starting month of the first significant job and the complexity of the filter used 

for TRANSACT. Moreover, only Austria and partially Switzerland made use of imputation as a 

measure for the treatment of item non-response, while most countries made use of the LFS 

core’s quarterly and annual weights (Table 7).   
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As for the assessment of non-sampling errors (i.e. coverage, measurement and processing 

errors), information on national practices regarding the sampling design, the data processing 

and data validation procedures, is used.  

Several countries raised concerns about the validity of the results due to the extent of the use 

of proxy interviews. As it is described in Table 16, measurements errors may arise from 

respondents’ difficulties to remember the exact month of leaving formal education for the last 

time and of starting the first job in variables STOPDATE and JOBSTART respectively. 

Moreover, respondents faced problems in providing an exact number of months for the 

duration of the first job or even in calculating the variable JOBDUR. 

Another source of measurement error could be attributed to countries’ difficulties in 

understanding particular concepts definitions such as the reporting of month and year of 

starting the first job of more than 3 months after leaving formal education for the last time 

(JOBSTART) as well as the work during studies (WORKEDUC).  

Non-sampling errors can also arise from the filter used in variable TRANSACT, the difficulty in 

defining ‘vocational education’ in France as well as the inaccurate, in many cases, information 

provided by young respondents for the highest level of education successfully completed by 

the parents (PARHAT).  

III. Timeliness and Punctuality 
Figure 7 below, the difference in the time between the end of the reference period and the 

time of transmission of the data to Eurostat is graphically displayed. It ranges from 2 months 

(Lithuania) to 9 months (Portugal, Austria, Portugal).   

 
Figure 7: Timeliness of LFS 2009 ad-hoc module statistics by country 

 
- No information is available for CY, SI, IS 
- LU, end of reference period, data quality checks and transmission to Eurostat coincide. 
- BE, transmission of the data to Eurostat was done in 3 stages (3, 6 and 12 months after the end of 

reference period). Final transmissions of data were completely pre-checked in terms of quality.   



 

 28

 

Based on the above results on “Timeliness” dimension and according to the Council 

Regulation (EC) No 577/98, any national results shall be transmitted to Eurostat within 12 

weeks (or 3 months) from the end of the reference period for continuous surveys and within 9 

months from the end of the reference period in the case of the survey in the spring period. In 

the case of the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module, almost all countries comply with this requirement 

and transmit their results in time. Some problems in implementing imputations and the 

required checks for data inconsistencies caused one month delay for Italy.  

 

Figure 8 below shows the difference in the time between the end of the reference period and 

the time until the national results get published. 

 

Figure 8: Time (in months) to national publication by country 

 
- No information is available for BE, IE  CY, EE, FR, LV, LT, LU, MT, NL, SI, FI, SE, UK, IS. UK 
- Data from DE and MT do not get published. 

 
As it is indicated from the above, the time till the national publication of the LFS 2009 ad-hoc 

module results varies between 4 months (Norway and Bulgaria) and 16 months (Austria), 

whereas in Serbia, national results were published 1 month before the end of the reference 

period. 

IV. Accessibility and Clarity 
 

Table 10 shows those means through which information of the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module is 

accessible. They are distinguished into the following categories: 

• references to ad-hoc module results dissemination 

• references to methodological and data accompanying information 

• availability of microdata to researchers or other users 

• further assistance to users  
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Table 10: Means of access of the ad-hoc module information by country 

Country References to 

ad-hoc module 

results 

dissemination 

References to 

methodological and 

data accompanying 

information 

Availability of microdata 

to researchers or other 

users  

Further assistance 

available to users 

BG Electronic 

dissemination 

(via the NSI’s web 

site)  

Methodological notes 

will accompany the 

publication of the main 

results 

Provision of anonymised 

micro-data for scientific 

purposes 

Specific data maybe 

obtained after 

request from the NSI 

CZ Paper 

dissemination (as 

part of Labour 

Market Statistics 

Yearbook) 

None Available microdata on 

request. Fee can be charged 

Assistance can be 

provided through the 

information services 

section or the LFS unit 

of the CZSO   

DE None Interviewer manual Part of the microcensus 

scientific use file 2009 

 

EE Electronic 

dissemination 

(via the Statistics 

Estonia web site) 

Accompanying 

documentation 

includes instructions of 

using the 

microdatabase, 

description of 

variables, 

classifications, 

instructions for 

interviewers  

Anonymised microdata is 

available for users from state 

and research institutions.  

A standard of services 

informs the user of 

statistics about the 

type of service 

provided, the time 

limit of answers and 

the conditions of 

receiving statistical 

information 

EL Press release of 

main results and 

electronic 

publication (via 

the web site) 

None Micro-data is available to 

users 

Special tabulations 

will be available at 

users request 

ES Electronic 

dissemination 

(via the NSI’s web 

site) 

Methodological notes 

will be available at the 

web site 

Micro-data will become 

available once the results 

have been disseminated. Fee 

will be charged 

Available at users 

request 

IE Electronic 

dissemination 

(via Central 

Statistics Office 

web site) 

None None None 

IT None Explanatory notes for 

interviewers 

A Quarterly accuracy 

report of 2
nd

 quarter 

2009 

available at user's request Yes, from the Italian 

National Institute of 

Statistics 

LV None Explanatory notes for 

interviewers about 

filling the questionnaire 

Anonymised microdata is 

available for users of state 

and research institutions  

None 

LT None Explanatory notes for 

interviewers 

Anonymised microdata is 

available for users of state 

and research institutions 

Results and data of 

the ad-hoc module 

are available at users 

request 
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AT Paper and 

electronic 

publication (via 

the web site) 

Methodological 

information will 

accompany the 

publication of results 

Anonymised microdata can 

be purchased at Statistics 

Austria 

Yes 

PL - Paper 

publication is 

available in Polish 

and in English 

- Availability of 

the Publication 

from the survey 

in electronic 

format and on 

the CSO website 

The AD-HOC 2009 

methodology 

accompanies the 

publication of results 

Access to anonymised 

microdata is possible for 

scientific purposes 

Yes, from the 

Statistical Information 

Centre, Labour 

Division 

RO Paper and 

electronic 

publication (CD-

ROM) 

Survey methodology is 

described in the 

national publication 

Access to anonymised 

microdata is permitted only 

to Eurostat  

Yes 

CH Not available yet Information on 

variables and structure 

of the questionnaire is 

available for the core 

and ad-hoc 2009 

module  

Available at request from 

info.arbeit@bfs.admin.ch 

Available at request 

from 

info.arbeit@bfs.admi

n.ch 

BE Electronic 

dissemination 

(via the NSI’s web 

site) 

Publication with 

experts and a 

publication of the AHM 

during the European 

Conference about 

school to work youth 

transitions in the 

framework of the 

Belgian Presidency of 

the Council of the 

European Union 

Microdata are available for 

users 

Further assistance is 

available at user's 

request 

SK  Paper publication 

available in a 

Slovak and 

English version 

Explanatory notes available at user's request available at user's 

request 

MT No dissemination 

at national level 

 None  

UK None None Available to ONS  

researcher’s  

None 

  
 

As it is indicated in the above table, the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module results are or will be 

available through all the usual means of dissemination:  

• Press releases 

• Internet: main results available on the national statistical authority’s website  

• Paper publications (Statistics Yearbooks, reports etc)  

• CD-ROMs  

• Data prepared for individual ad-hoc requests 
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Moreover, national authorities try to make the statistics as usable as possible by the following 

means:  

• Methodological notes which accompany the publication of results  

• Explanatory notes and instructions for interviewers  

• Description of variables, classifications and structure of the questionnaire  

• Provision of further assistance upon users request 

 
 
V. Comparability and Completeness 

Based on the information that is available in the national quality reports, the comparability is 

assessed with respect to: 

a. Survey concepts,  

This part reports variations in the definitions of the variables together with a comparison of the 

variables’ phrasing/wording, the number of questions per variable, the inclusion of additional 

questions (beyond those required by the regulation) and the problems reported by each 

country. In summary, the comparison of survey concepts involves a comparison of the 

following: 

• Definitions of variables 

• Phrasing/wording of variables 

• Number of questions per variable 

• Additional questions in the module beyond those required by the regulation  

• Problems reported  

 

Tables 11 & 12 describe any variations found between the variables of the Regulation and the 

questions asked in the national ad-hoc module questionnaires. The participating countries 

have been classified into two distinctive categories:  

a) Countries reporting low unemployment rates after leaving formal education and 

b) Countries with high unemployment rates after leaving formal education11.     

                                                 
11 Population and Social Conditions, SiF (2009) 
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Table 11: Differences between the variables of the Regulation and the questions asked by countries (selected country categories) 

Countries with low unemployment rates (after leaving education) 
 BG DK NL FI AT SE NO CH 
PARHAT N N Information from 

register was used 
N N Information from register was used N 

PARFOR N N Information from 

register was used 
N N Information from register was used N 

HATVOC Response 

categories 

3, 4 & 5 are 

not 

included 

Respon

se 

categor

ies 2, 3 

& 4 are 

not 

include

d 

Both, questions 

& information 

form register was 

used. 

Additional response categories: 

• Completion of compulsory school (lower secondary school,  

lower level of secondary academic school, 8 years of primary 

school,  Hauptschule, AHS-Unterstufe, 8-jährige Volksschule) 

• Apprenticeship + vocational school 

• Less than two years of technical or commercial school 

(Fachschule, Handelsschule) 

• At best two years of technical or commercial school 

(Fachschule, Handelsschule) 

• Secondary academic school (AHS, e.g. Gymnasium) 

• Upper secondary vocational school (BHS, e.g. HTL, HAK) 

• School for skilled workers (Werkmeister-/Meisterprüfung) 

• Kolleg, university course 

• University, special-subject college (Fachhochschule, Akademie) 

N N N 

STOPDATE N N N N N N N 
WORKEDUC N N N Additional response categories: 

• Apprenticeship 

• Traineeship 

N N N 

JOBSTART N N N N N N N 
JOBDUR N N N N N N N 
FINDMETH N N N N N N N 
JOBOCC N N N N N N N 
JOBCONTR N N N Additional response categories: 

• Quasi-freelancer (Freie(r) Dienstnehmer(in)) 

• Self employed without Gewerbeschein/with Werkvertrag 

(contract for work and services) 

• Self employed with Gewerbeschein (trade, commerce, 

industry) incl. self-employed in agriculture 

N N N 

TRANSACT N 

Differences in 

age 

definition. 

Missing some 

15-year-olds 

N N Additional response category: 

“Not looking for or starting work because of lack of work permit” 
N N N 

Countries with high unemployment rates (after leaving education) 
 IT EL ES FR PT HU RO SK 
PARHAT NA ISCED 3c is not 

included 
N N NA N NA 

PARFOR NA N N N NA N NA 
HATVOC NA Response category 4 is 

not included 
N N NA N NA 

STOPDATE NA N 

- Persons aged 15 
years are not 
asked.  
 
- Information for 
PARHAT and N N The filter EDUCSTAT=2 was Additional response NA 
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replaced by a question: “Are you 
currently participating in any formal 
education?” 

category: 

“Never been in 
regular education” 

WORKEDUC NA N N N NA N NA 
JOBSTART NA N N N 3 categories for those who had first 

job of more than 3 month after 
leaving formal education: 
1. has been working in the same job; 
2. currently is not working in the 
same job; 
3. currently is not working. 

N NA 

JOBDUR NA N N N NA N NA 
FINDMETH NA N N N Translation variation: "How did you 

get to know of this job?" (reference 
to the job of more than 3 months 
after leaving formal education for 
the last time was at the beginning of 
the block of questions related to this 
job – Q7-Q16) 

N NA 

JOBOCC NA N N N NA N NA 
JOBCONTR NA N N N Permanent/temporary and full-

time/part-time was asked from 
employees, member of LTD, or 
other collective enterprise, self-
employed, family workers as well 

N NA 

TRANSACT NA Additional response 

category: 

“Time between the two 
dates was less than 3 
months” 

PARFOR has 
been provided for 
15 year old 
people when this 
information was 
available at 
household level 
(due to the fact 
that they can be 
interviewed in 
the same home as 
the mother and/or 
father) 

N N The filter STOPDATE ≠ 999999 
and blank and {first job started 
more than 3 months after 
STOPDATE or 
JOBSTART=000000} was replaced 
with a filter question (Did the period 
exceed 3 months after finishing 
studies and before starting the first 
job of more than 3 months ?). 

N NA 

− N denotes that there no differences between the variables of the Regulation and the national variables/questions 
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Table 12:  Other Differences between the variables of the Regulation and the questions asked by countries (selected countries) 

 

Ad-hoc module Variable 

Country 

P
A

R
H

A
T

 

P
A

R
F

O
R

 

H
A

T
V

O
C

 

S
T

O
P

D
A

T
E

 

W
O

R
K

E
D

U
C

 

JO
B

S
T

A
R

T
 

JO
B

D
U

R
 

F
IN

D
M

E
T

H
 

JO
B

O
C

C
 

JO
B

C
O

N
T

R
 

T
R

A
N

S
A

C
T

 

AT 
2 questions, 9 

categories 
 core LFS      

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 
 

BE 
2 questions, 5 

categories 
 ad-hoc  

Reference to 1 month 

duration, no clarification of 

total duration in one year 

   
Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

When a person has never a 

first significant job after 

formal education, is not asked 

TRANSACT 

BG 
2 questions, 3 

categories 
 core LFS  

Definition of variable in 

regulation is used 
   

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 
 

CY 
2 questions, 3 

categories 
 ad-hoc  

Reference to 1 month 

duration, no clarification of 

total duration in one year 

Reference 

to main job 
  

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 
 

CZ 
2 questions, 3 

categories 
 ad-hoc  

Reference to 1 month 

duration, no clarification of 

total duration in one year 

   
Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

a) When a person has never a 

first significant job after 

formal education, is not asked 

TRANSACT 

b) A person who looked for a 

job will be coded with 3, no 

matter if it was (or not) the 

main activity 

DE 
2 questions, 

12 categories 
 

microcen

sus 
 

1 year interruption, reference 

to 1 month (or equivalent 

duration) 

   
Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 
 

DK 

same 

question for 

mother and 

father, 3 

categories 

 ad-hoc  
No reference to interruption of 

(minimum) 1 year duration 
   

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 
 

EE 
6 questions, 6 

categories 
 core LFS  

Reference to 1 month 

duration, no clarification of 

total duration in one year 

   
Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

The main activity just after the 

end of formal education is 

asked 

EL 
2 questions, 8 

categories 
 

core LFS, 

ad-hoc 
 

Reference to 1 month 

duration, no clarification of 

total duration in one year, 1 

year interruption in order to 

work 

   
Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 
 

ES 2 questions, 6  ad-hoc      Not asked when 1st Not asked when 1st  
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categories job is the current job is the current 

FI from registers  
core, 

registers 
 

The limit of  1 month duration 

is not used for jobs during 

studies (evening, weekend 

jobs). The interruption is 

defined as 12 months 

Ask if 

current = 

main 
  

Asked when 1st job 

is current 

Asked when 1st job 

is current 
 

FR 
2 questions, 8 

categories 
 core  

Interruption more than an 

academic year, duration of 1 

month (no referense for a 

whole year) 

   
Asked when 1st job 

is current 

Asked when 1st job 

is current 
 

LT 
2 questions, 4 

categories 
 core LFS  

The definition of variable in the 

regulation is used 

Ask if 

current = 

main 
  

Asked when 1st job 

is current 

Asked when 1st job 

is current 
 

LV 
2 questions, 

13 categories 
 ad-hoc  

It is not clear that a single job 

of more than 1 month duration 

shoulb be count 

   
Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

When a person has never a 

first significant job after 

formal education, is not asked 

TRANSACT 

NL 
2 questions, 7 

categories 
 core LFS  

A limitation of continous job of 

1 month duration is uded. In 

case of interruption of studies, 

there is  no limitation in the 

duration of job 

Ask if 

current = 

main 
  

Asked when 1st job 

is current 

Asked when 1st job 

is current 
 

NO 

Register OR 2 

questions, 3 

categories 

 core LFS   

Ask if 

current = 

main 
  

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 
 

PL 
2 questions, 9 

categories 
 core LFS  

No reference to interruption of 

(minimum) 1 year duration 
   

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 

Not asked when 1st 

job is the current 
 

RO 
2 questions, 9 

categories 
 ad-hoc  

No reference to interruption of 

(minimum) 1 year duration 
   

Asked when 1st job 

is current 

Asked when 1st job 

is current 
 

SE 
2 questions, 7 

categories 
 ad-hoc      

Asked when 1st job 

is current 

Asked when 1st job 

is current 
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Although there are some deviations from the variables of the Regulation their impact on the 

produced statistics is not substantial. Country wise, variations were reported by Bulgaria, 

Netherlands and Greece for variable HATVOC in which some response categories were 

excluded due to the fact that they are not applied in the respective national education 

systems. In Austria, additional response categories were asked in order to make this variable 

as complete and relevant to the national education system as possible.  

Additional response categories were also included in variables WORKEDUC and JOBCONTR 

(Austria), STOPDATE (Romania) and TRANSACT (Austria and Greece).  

Moreover, the ad-hoc module variables were not asked to persons aged 15 years in Denmark 

and Spain resulting to a slight increase of non-response rates.  

b. Measurement/estimation methodology  

This part involves the comparison of the national sampling schemes (sampling method, 

sample size and sampling fraction), the data collection schemes (face-to-face, telephone etc); 

the data processing schemes (data editing and validation), the treatment of non-response 

(data imputation, weighting, use of proxies etc). In summary, the measurement/estimation 

methodology involves the following comparisons: 

• Sampling scheme: As it is described in section 2.1, almost all countries used the 

same sampling designs as in the core LFS. A two- or three-stage stratified random 

sample design was used by most countries and the samples were either uniformly 

spread over the year or drawn from the second quarter of the LFS 2009 data 

collection. 

• Methods of data collection: As it is shown in Table 3, a face-to-face interview was 

carried out by most countries, whereas a combination of face-to-face and telephone 

interview was carried out in six countries (France, Spain, Cyprus, Latvia, Austria and 

Slovakia). Moreover, a computer-assisted telephone (CATI) interview was carried out 

in Norway. 

• Data processing: there is no information of national practices on data processing 

available. 
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• Unit and item non-response, proxies, weights: As it is indicated in Figure 3 and Table 

7, unit non-response rates range between 0% and 34.7%. The lowest unit non-

responses rates may be explained by the relatively high proxy rates reported in the 

respective countries. On the other hand, the highest unit non-response rates may be 

due to the fact that no proxy interviews were allowed in at least three of the reporting 

countries (Sweden, Norway and Serbia).  

• As for the item non-response, the highest non-response rates were reported for the 

variables JOBSTART, JOBDUR and TRANSACT mainly due to the non availability of 

information on the variable 'the starting month of the first significant job' and the 

complexity of the filter used for TRANSACT. Moreover, imputation was only used 

from Austria and partially from Switzerland as a measure for the treatment of item 

non-response, while most countries made use of the LFS core’s quarterly and annual 

weights 

All the above characteristics are summarised in the following table.  

 
Table 13: Measurement/estimation methodological characteristics by country 

Country Sampling method Data 

collection 

method 

Unit non-

response 

rate (%)  

Item highest non-

response rate (%) 

Proxies 

(%) 

Weights 

BE Two-stage stratified 

simple random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

Not available Not available Not 

available 

Not available 

BG Two-stage stratified 

cluster random sampling 

Face-to-face 

(PAPI) interview 

3.7 STOPDATE (4.9) 47.1 Annual core 

weights 

CZ Three-stage stratified 

simple random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

0.0 JOBDUR (3.1) 59.0 Special AD-

HOC weights 

DK Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

2.2 HATVOC (25.2) 1.5 Quarterly core 

weights 

DE Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

14.0 − JOBDUR (30,6) 

− JOBOCC (30.4) 

− TRANSACT (30.6) 

25.0 Special AD-

HOC weights 

EE Stratified systematic 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

0.0 PARHAT (2.7) 39.0 Special AD-

HOC weights 

EL Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

4.5 JOBCONTR (18.8) 58.8 Quarterly core 

weights 

ES Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

and telephone 

(CATI) interview 

0.02 TRANSACT (34.9) 54.3 Annual core 

weights 

FR Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

(CAPI) and 

telephone 

(CATI) interview 

9.7 PARHAT (4.6) Not 

available 

Quarterly core 

weights and 

special 

weights. 

IE Not available Face-to-face 

(CAPI) interview 

Not available WORKEDUC (9.5) 

TRANSACT (15.7) 
61.2 Quarterly core 

weights 
IT Stratified systematic 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

(CAPI) and 

telephone 

(CATI) interview 

0.0 JOBDUR (1.55) 20.0 Quarterly core 

weights 

 Two-stage stratified Face-to-face 3.9 Not available Not Quarterly core 
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Country Sampling method Data 

collection 

method 

Unit non-

response 

rate (%)  

Item highest non-

response rate (%) 

Proxies 

(%) 

Weights 

CY random sampling (CAPI) and 

telephone 

(CATI) interview 

available weights 

LV Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

(CAPI) and 

telephone 

(CATI) interview 

0.0 JOBDUR (7.8) 62.0 Quarterly core 

weights 

LT Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

0.0 0.0 49.4 Quarterly core 

weights 

LU Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

Not available Not available Not 

available 

Not available 

HU Multi-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

Not available PARHAT (8.0) 60.1 Quarterly core 

weights 
MT Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

Not available STOPDATE (18.6) 

JOBOCC (19.8) 

70.3 Special AD-

HOC weights 
NL Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

0.0 JOBDUR (21.4) 38.0 Annual core 

weights 

AT Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

(CAPI) and 

telephone 

(CATI) interview 

24.3 JOBSTART (6.7) 32.0 Special AD-

HOC weights 

PL Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

4.8 Not available 47.6 Quarterly core 

weights 

PT Not available Face-to-face 

(CAPI) interview 

0.0 JOBDUR (1.4) 64.1 Quarterly core 

weights 

RO Not available Face-to-face 

interview 

7.8 WORKEDUC (1.07) 42.1 Quarterly core 

weights 

SI Not available Telephone 

(CATI) interview 

Not available Not available 57 Quarterly core 

weights 
SK Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

(CAPI) and 

telephone 

(CATI) interview 

0.3 PARHAT (0.8%) 55.2 Quarterly core 

weights 

FI Single stage stratified 

random sampling 

Telephone 

(CATI) interview 

1.7 − JOBSTART (15.4) 

− TRANSACT (10.8) 

5.2 Annual core 

weights 

SE Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Telephone 

(CATI) interview 

21.2 − JOBBOCC (58.5) 

− JOBCONTR (54.4) 

− JOBDUR (27.3) 

− TRANSACT (25.2) 

Not 

available 

Special AD-

HOC weights 

UK Multi-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

Not available Not available Not 

available 

Not available 

IS Simple random sampling  Not available Not available Not 

available 

Not available 

NO Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Telephone 

(CATI) interview 

26.0 Not available Not 

available 

Special AD-

HOC weights 

RS Not available Face-to-face 

interview 

34.7 Not available Not 

available 

Semi-annual 

weights 

CH Two-stage stratified 

random sampling 

Face-to-face 

interview 

0.0 JOBDUR (3.7) 1.0 Annual core 

weights 
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c. Comparability over time  

Since the target population of the 2000 AD-HOC was different than that of the 2009 AD-HOC, 

any comparison between the two surveys would not be appropriate.    

 

VI. Coherence 
The dimension of Coherence requires data similar to those collected in the LFS 2009 ad-hoc 

module, which available from different sources. Based on the information available from the 

country quality reports there is an absence of such similar (and comparable) data. Hence, the 

assessment of this quality indicator is not feasible at this point of the analysis.  

 

4. Comparing the LFS ad-hoc 2009 to the previous ad -hoc 

module 2000 

As commented previously in this report, the subject of 2009 LFS ad-hoc module relates to the 

study of the “Entry of young people into the labour market”, which is similar to the subject of 

“Transition from school to working life” analyzed in the frame of the 2000 LFS ad-hoc module.  

However, basic differences exist in terms of characteristics like the type of target population, 

the measurement of some specific variables (e.g. educational variables) and more importantly 

in terms of capturing the “school-to-work” transition. The new ad-hoc module contained more 

sufficient and clearly defined information for the school-to-work transition, with questions on: 

� The main activity in between education & working life. 

� Possibility of work during formal education. 

� The method used to find the first significant job. 

� The orientation of the highest level of formal education attained, complementing the core 

variables on the highest level itself and the education field12
, etc. 

Table 18 of ANNEX II of this report is a brief reference to the variables included in the two ad-

hoc modules that can assist in further the following comparison.  

Target populations 

The target population of 2009 ad hoc module includes all persons aged 15 to 34 years old 

and is slightly different from the target population of 2000 module which included persons 

aged 15 to 35 years old. 

Social background 

                                                 
12 Strictly speaking, a recoding of the two variables into the new one. 
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2009 Ad hoc module included 3 variables on social background of the respondent (one 

optional): PARHAT (Highest level of education completed by father or mother) PARFOR 

(Country of birth of father and mother) and PARNAT (Nationality at birth of father and mother) 

� Variables PARNAT (Nationality at birth of father and mother) and PARFOR (Country 

of birth of father and mother) were not included in the 2000 module 

� Variable PARHAT has as counterpart the variable ISCDHDOR.  

Both variables refer to the same characteristic but there are certain differences in the filters 

and the coding. 

� In 2000 module, the question is asked only in the case where the respondent is not a 

child of the reference person (and consequently, in the case that only one parent was 

living with the respondent, there was a potential for underreporting the educational level 

of parents). This problem does not exist in the 2009 module.  

� In 2000 module, the low educational level (code 1 in PARHAT) corresponds to 2 different 

codes but the main comparability problem stems from the definition of medium 

educational level: in 2009 this level does not include programs of ISCED 3c short13, while 

in 2000 these programs are included in the “Lower secondary level”. 

� The variable was optional in the 2000 module. 

 

Educational variables 

The 2009 module collected information on formal education from all persons that were not in 

formal education during the last four weeks. The 2000 module had a different approach: 

Questions on formal education attainment were asked to persons if,  

• they were not in formal education during the reference week and had left formal 

education during the last 10 or 5 years, or  

• they were in formal education during the reference week but had interrupted their studies 

for at least one year (but not because of illness, maternity leave, national service, or other 

special reason. 

Consequently, educational variables have as common target population persons that were 

not in formal education during reference week (and the 3 previous weeks) and left formal 

education during the last 10 or 5 years. 

                                                 
13 http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_SDDS/en/lfsi_edu_a_esms.htm , Youth education, lifelong learning, 
early school leavers - Annual data, Reference Metadata in Euro SDMX Metadata Structure, (ESMS), EUROSTAT 
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Table 14:  Target population for educational variab les in 2000 and 2009 ad hoc module  

 

2009 module 2000 module 

Persons in education who 
interrupted their studies in 

the last 5 or 10 years 

In target population for 
educational variables 

Persons in 
education 

Not in target population for 
educational variables 

Persons in education who 
did not interrupted their 

studies in the last 5 or 10 
years 

Not in target population 
for educational variables 

Persons not  in education 
who stopped their studies 
in the last 5 or 10 years 

In target population for 
educational variables 

Persons not in 
education 

In target population for 
educational variables 

Persons not in education 
who stopped their studies 

before the last 5 or 10 
years 

Not in target population 
for educational variables 

 
Even for the common sample, the 2 modules collect different information. The 2009 module 

included variables HATVOC (Orientation of the highest level of formal education attained) and 

WORKEDUC that were not included in the 2000 module. The 2000 module included variables 

ISCDLVOR (Highest level of education successfully completed when leaving education for 

the first time) and FILDLV2D (Field of education when leaving education for the first time). 

The only similar variables in the 2 modules are STOPDATE (in 2009) and MONLEAV and 

YEARLEAV (in 2000). These variables are similar besides one important difference. More 

specifically, in the 2009 module information was collected for the last time in education, while 

in the 2000 module the information was collected for the date of the first interruption of 

studies. We can expect that in a number of cases –that is, when the respondent experienced 

an interruption of studies for at least one year– the two approaches will give different results 

(as in the example of Table 15). 
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Table 15: Difference between STOPDATE and MONLEAV and YEARLEAV 

 
Year N-4 Year N-3 Year N-2 Year N-1  Year of survey (N) 

2009 Module STOPDATE = 09...N-1 The person 
completed an 
ISCED 3 
programme in 
September of year 
N-4 

Person worked 
for 1 year 

Person attended an 
ISCED 4 programme 
for 2 years and 
completed studies in 
September of year N-1 2000 Module MONLEAV = 09 

YEARLEAV = N-4 

 

First significant job and unemployment experience 

Both modules collected information on the existence of a job experience (first significant job). 

Again, as in the educational variables, the common sample included persons that were not in 

formal education during the reference week (and the 3 previous weeks) and left formal 

education during the last 5 or 10 years. 

An additional difference exists in the definition of the “significant job”. While in the 2000 

module a job had to last at least 6 months in order to be considered as significant, in the 2009 

module the job was considered significant if it had lasted at least 3 months. 

The comparability of the 2 ad-hoc modules is affected also by the difference between 

STOPDATE, MONLEAV and YEARLEAV variables. If we consider a setting like in Table 15, 

then with the 2000 module a person has to report the job in year N-3, while with the 2009 

module, he would have to report any job after September of year N-1. 

Apart these differences, both modules collected information on the start date, the duration 

and the occupation of the first significant job. The 2009 module collected also information on 

the type of the first job.  

Finally, the 2000 module included 2 variables that are not included in the 2009 module – 

EXISTSJB (existence of any period of continuous job search) and DURSJB (duration of the 

longest spell of job search).  

The same holds for the 2009 module: it included TRANSACT (main activity after leaving 

formal education) and FINDMETH (method which allowed to find first job) that are not 

included in the 2000 module. 

We conclude that the only characteristics that are covered in both modules are  
� Parental education 

� Date of stopping formal education 

� Start, duration and occupation of first significant job 

As already mentioned, any comparison of parental education should take into account the 

difference in the coding of ISCED 3c short programs. The date of stopping formal education 

as well as the beginning, duration and occupation of the first significant job can, in principle, 

be compared for the “common sample” of the two variables – that is, persons not in education 

and having stop education no more than 5 (or 10) years. 

Any comparison should also take into account the fact that the two modules give different 

results in the case of persons who had interrupted their studies (variable WORKEDUC can 
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give us a rough estimation of the percentage of persons that belong in this category). 

Additionally, persons with a first job of less than 6 months (in 2009 module) should be 

excluded from any comparison between 2009 and 2000 module.  

 

5. Results 

In this section we will present the findings of the statistical analysis of the module’s variables14 

by Country (or groups of countries by transition scheme) and by demographic and/or other 

socio-economic variables at EU level 

This preliminary statistical analysis will be performed for data validation purposes of the 

module’s variables and will consequently be limited to the production of frequency tables 

and/or bar charts for the categorical variables (PARHAT, HATVOC etc.) and other appropriate 

standard tables and graphs for qualitative variables (STOPDATE, JOBDUR etc.). 

The aim of this analysis is to a) determine and recognise systematic patterns affecting data 

quality such as specific non – response behaviour for some countries, and b) to assess the 

effect of these patterns in terms of quality loss, comparability issues etc. 

In addition, these findings will be linked to comments from the national Quality Reports 

included in the Evaluation report of the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module in order to study aspects 

such as the effect of imputation measures taken and other data treatment, or the impact of 

methodological deviations on the quality of the data. 

An important part of the assessment of these results relates to the identification of countries 

that deviate significantly from the mean behaviour15. It is important to point out that the 

method for the estimation of results at EU level needs to be carefully selected and described 

thoroughly. 

The classification of countries by transition scheme will be examined separately while the 

socio – economic variables to be used will be determined after consulting the project’s 

experts.  

This analysis will also include some more complex results - most probably related to the 

tabulations used by the Control Tables – offering thus a preview of the results to be produced 

in the frame of the Core Statistical Analysis to follow the evaluation / validation process. 

 

                                                 
14 Listed in Commission Regulation (EC) No 207/2008 
15 Countries that are a lot above or below the EU average or the average of the countries that implemented the Ad-
hoc module. 
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6. Recommendations 

Previous sections dealt with the quality assessment of the module as well as the problems 

and recommendations reported by the countries during its implementation. This sections adds 

information resulting from the data analysis by Eurostat. 

As already mentioned, it appears that most problems concerned respondents’ difficulties to 

remember the exact month of leaving formal education for the last time and of starting the first 

job. Moreover, respondents faced problems in providing an exact number of months for the 

duration of the first job. A few countries (e.g. Greece, and Latvia) reported concept definition 

problems and others problems with the application of filters for some variables. 

Countries’ recommendations on dealing with such problems are considered. Such 

recommendations mostly refer to the inclusion of an additional variable/question for the 

reason(s) of leaving the first job, changes in the wording of a few variables (e.g, TRANSACT), 

filter simplification, recoding of selected variables (e.g. Netherlands suggested to reduce the 

responses in some variables in order to increase the number of respondents per response).   

Based on this quality assessment and the suggestions made by the countries, two main 

points stand out from the evaluation: on the collection of dates of the transition and on the 

information required to describe transition processes. 

a) Collection of dates of events happening in the p ast  

Collection of dates occurring in the past is always delicate issue in a survey. The 2009 

module was much more successful than the 2000 one in spite of the following two main 

issues. 

(i) Germany16 and Switzerland encountered difficulties to collect the date when starting 

the first significant job (of “at least 3 months” in the module): certain data for these 

two countries had to be withdrawn from publications due to inappropriate 

implementation of questions on the identification of the first significant job (i.e. of at 

least three months). 

(ii) A focus on the sample of persons who left within the last 5 years had to be done (see 

annex IV) for main results due to bias/ memory effect otherwise (e.g. the duration of 

the transition was 6.5 months on average with such a restriction but more than 20 

months on the overall sample). 

(iii) A closer relationship should be made to the date when completing the highest 

educational level in the core LFS, i.e. for instance to collect the month in addition to 

the year in the variable HATYEAR (at least for young people aged 15-34). 

                                                 
16 See a power point presentation by Destatis on this topic at: 
http://www.destatis.de/jetspeed/portal/cms/Sites/destatis/Internet/EN/Content/Events/LFS/Presentation/F3__Questio
nnaireDesign__Wingerter,property=file.pdf 
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These three issues consist of a first area of improvement if such a module is repeated. A 

second aspect is presented in section b) below. 

b) Typology of the transition 

A combination of information collected in the 2009 LFS ad-hoc module allowed defining four 

levels of integration into the labour market within 5 years after leaving education (in Eurostat's 

publications). 

The following four categories are based on employment status at the date of the interview 

(employed or not employed) as well as on time spells with or without employment: 

A. Employed people with a "high level" of integration: people in this group have been 

employed for about a year or have a permanent contract. They had a relatively 

smooth transition. 

B. Employed people with a “good level” of integration: it refers to people with other types 

of jobs. They had generally little difficulties in the transition from school to work. 

C. Not employed people with” some potential” of integration: people in this group have 

no job but some past experience which would allow succeeding in the short or 

medium term. 

D. Not employed people with “low potential” of integration: this group concern people 

with highest risk of exclusion from the labour market as they have not succeeded yet 

in their transition from school to work and have either been too long outside the 

labour market or do not have enough work experience. 

The improvement of this typology is the second aspect to be considered for a repetition of the 

module. The current typology is indeed based on an attempt of re-building length of 

employment end non-employment spells since people left education: this is a proxy to 

“experience on the labour market” and potential for (re-)integrating the labour market.  

All recommendations might be related to either a) the successful application of a similar 

module in the future or even b) the incorporation of a similar module in another EU survey. It 

is to be expected that comprehensive guidelines cannot be proposed unless the evaluation 

procedure is completed. 

The 2009 LFS ad-hoc is an improved version of an earlier implemented module (that of 

2000).  
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7. Conclusions 
This report presents a first stage evaluation of the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module implementation 

by the EU members within the framework of actions of the project “Statistical analysis and 

publication of the 2009 LFS ad-hoc module results” [Contract No.: 1031.2009.002-2009.549] 

funded & supervised by the “Education, science and culture statistics” Unit F4 of EUROSTAT. 

Of course this is a “continuous” process that will be revised in various time points of the 

project, based on any received information. The evaluation presented in this report is only 

based on the MS quality reports, questionnaires, interviews and deviations from the EU 

regulations. 

It begins by documenting the information contained in the Member States (MS) quality 

reports, about the data collected, the applied interview methodology, the national variations 

with respect to concepts and definitions, coverage aspects (population, geographical, time), 

the response/non-response rates, etc. Any problems reported by the MS during the 

implementation of the survey and their recommendations for solution are also reported and 

considered for this analysis.  

Most of the participating countries tend to follow the EU Regulations of the ad-hoc module of 

2009 in terms of the target population (persons aged 15-34), the survey methodology (a 

multistage sampling survey), interview methodology (usually a face to face interviews) and 

application of the module in relation to the core module (usually it is attached to the LFS core 

questionnaire). Variations exist in terms of the questions used. Although almost all 

participating countries comply with the Commission Regulation and collect information for all 

11 variables of the ad-hoc module questionnaire (except from variable referring to the 

“Nationality at birth of parents”, PARNAT, which is optional) variations exist in terms of their 

use during the survey. For example, variations were reported by Bulgaria, Netherlands and 

Greece for the variable measuring the orientation of the highest level of education of the 

respondent (HATVOC variable) in which some response categories cannot agree with the 

respective national education system.   

The last is of course related to problems reported by the countries when implementing the ad-

hoc module, like various concept definition problems and other problems with the application 

of filters for some variables (e.g. Greece, and Latvia) or difficulties to remember the exact 

month of leaving formal education for the last time and of starting the first job. 

These are reported in detail by the countries and a few solution recommendations are also 

documented (e.g. simplification of some filters, recoding of some questions/variables).   

Among future actions of the project is to also evaluate these recommendations in terms of 

their feasibility and their added value in the improvement of the ad-hoc module application. 

The quality assessment of the ad-hoc module quality reports of the countries that have so far 

responded to Eurostat revealed some interesting results in terms of, 
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− Relevance, (most countries cover all (or almost all) ad-hoc variables required by the 

Regulation,  

− Accuracy, (problems in measuring important variables for the transition process like the 

average duration in months between leaving formal education for the last time and 

starting the first job, etc),  

− Timeliness, time between the end of the reference period and the time of transmission of 

the data to Eurostat ranges from 2 months (e.g. case of Lithuania) to 9 months (e.g. 

cases of Portugal, Austria).  

Comparability & Coherence of the module results will be subjected to further evaluation within 

the future actions of the project. 

In general, the evaluation process will be updated and revised based on information received 

in the future by countries that haven’t responded so far and also the statistical analysis 

performed on the data collected by the 2009 ad-hoc module. The last will contain a 

preliminary statistical analysis for data validation purposes of the module’s variables 

(determine and recognise systematic patterns affecting data quality such as specific non – 

response behaviour for some countries). These findings will be linked to comments from the 

national Quality Reports included in this report in order to study aspects such as the effect of 

imputation measures taken and other data treatment, or the impact of methodological 

deviations on the quality of the data. 

Based on the quality assessment of the module as well as the problems and 

recommendations reported by the countries during its implementation, as already commented 

a set of guidelines/recommendations that will improve the module significantly will be 

provided. The possible adaptation of the whole module or specific questions of it in another 

EU survey tool or the successful application of a similar module in the future is also a matter 

of analysis and relates upon the completion of the evaluation process. 
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ANNEX II: Tables 
 

Table 16: Main problems of the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module by country 

 Country Problems reported 

BG • Some respondents had difficulties to remember the exact month in which they had 

left formal education and exact month for starting their first job  

• The filters for some variables required for checking the core questionnaires by 

interviewers increased interviewers’ burden  

• As PAPI interview was used, the interviewers had some difficulties with calculations 

for the difference between dates of leaving formal education and starting of the 

first job  

CZ Proxy interviews caused certain difficulties while collecting data for:  

• PARHAT – most young respondents did not know the highest education of their 

parents when living separately (divorced etc.)  

• WORKEDUC - some respondents had difficult ies to remember, especially when 

already working  

• JOBSTART - for older respondents it was hard to remember the exact start of the 

first job  

• JOBDUR - for older respondents it was hard to remember the exact duration of the 

first job 

DK • Problems filtering on HATLEVEL since this is partly a register variable in Denmark, 

and therefore not always available at the time of interview  

• Also the filter used for TRANSACT is problematic  

• Some problems with the age filter, because the definition is slightly different from 

Eurostat’s 

EE • PARHAT: Sensitive question for respondent in case his/her father or mother is 

unknown  

• STOPDATE: Some problems with making distinction between formal and non-formal 

education in case of respondents who have left education several times.  

• JOBSTART: There is no code for persons who have had a job before leaving 

education but not after leaving education (we coded them under 000000). Problems 

with determining short-term jobs. In case of respondents currently not working it 

was not clear if definition of short-term jobs for module had to be same as for 

EXISTPR in the core.  

• WORKEDUC: Some respondents were confused if only the last period in education 

or all periods (in case of interruptions in studies) should be taken into account  

• Problems with proxy interviews. Share of proxy interviews of ad-hoc module 

respondents (aged 15-34) was 39%, which is even higher than an average (29%) as 

younger people are more likely not at home then interviewer is coming. Ad-hoc 

module is problematic to ask via proxy interview. 

HU • It was hard to get the information on the last education the interviewee 

participated in instead of the last education that was successfully completed. It 

sometimes cased misunderstanding. 

• It was hard to interpret col215 (WORKEDUC). 'The whole period of studies should be 

taken into account' and '1 month per year, on the average'. Did it mean that the 

student worked at least 1 month every year during the whole studies? 

• (JOBDUR) According to the pilot survey many times it was difficult to remember the 

number of months. 

• In col231 (TRANSACT) the term ‘after holiday’ (Q15 and Q16) is hard to apply when 

the education is finished. How many days or months can be considered holiday after 

finishing studies? It’s difficult to say it if the person didn’t work and didn’t looked for 

a job after leaving formal education. 
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MT • PARHAT  variable intends to collect information on the educational attainment of one 

of the parents, however there was no clear instruction on how to go about cases when 

information was available for both parents. 

• A number of variables were problematic to collect when information was obtained via 

proxy respondents - these include STOPDATE, JOBSTART and JOBDUR. 

EL • Different "definitions" for the duration of job (in order to be considered as job) in 

WORKEDUC, JOBSTART and the core variables (as WSTATOR and EXISTPR) were 

confusing for both respondents and interviewers. Moreover, these differences create 

problems when we try to check the "plausibility" of answers in ad-hoc module 

(compared to answers in core questions)  

• PARHAT: Impossible to identify ISCED 3c short programs for parental education 

•  STOPDATE: Difficult to identify the month, especially when last time in education 

many years ago  

• JOBSTART: Difficult to identify the month, especially when first job many years ago  

• JOBDUR: Answers to this question tend to be integer multiples of 12 - that is, are given 

roughly in years  

• TRANSACT: Complicated filter, impossible to give reliable results when asked for  a 

period larger than 2-3 years 

ES • Possible inconsistencies between STOPDATE and HATYEAR have been detected. This 

means they stated that the year they last completed formal education is prior to the 

year in which they completed the highest level of education attained 

• Some clarifications about WORKEDUC were submitted. Namely, although the filter is 

everybody aged 15-34, variable asks about work during studies in formal education so, 

in fact the filter should be everybody aged 15-34 and HATLEVEL<>00 and studied 

formal education sometime in the past. 

FR The notion of “vocational education” is not always well defined in France. Consequently the 

construction of the variable HATVOC was difficult for some respondents. 

CY Most of the questions were too personal to be answered other than by the interviewed person 

himself. In most cases our interviewers had to telephone back to the household several times 

until the right person to talk to was home. This was a big burden on our interviewers. 

LV • Clear –cut definition of concepts is important for respondents, interviewers and, not 

least, for the evaluation of data; 

• The development of both paper and electronic questionnaire form showed that, 

development of filter for variable TRANSACT , which is very complicated, and 

interviewers find it difficult to understand it; 

• In variable FINDMETH, code of answer 4 had unclear formulation –submission of 

direct (spontaneous) job application to employer; 

• Persons, who in LFS core questionnaire mentioned that are inactive or are 

unemployed, are burdened with unnecessary questions, to find out answers to 

variable JOBSTART on current job; 

• Persons, who in LFS core questionnaire mentioned that have not previously worked, 

are burdened with unnecessary questions, to find out answers to variable WORKEDUC 

on work during formal education; 

• Persons, who in LFS core questionnaire mentioned that do not have formal education 

(HATLEVEL=0) and during reference week did not study  (EDUCSTAT=2), are burdened 

with unnecessary questions, to find out answers to variable WORKEDUC on work 

during formal education; 

• Persons, who in LFS core questionnaire mentioned that their education successfully 

completed is not professional education, are burdened with unnecessary questions, to 

find out answers to variable WORKEDUC on work as a part of educational programme 

during formal education. 

• Respondents found it difficult to name certain month when young person started to 

work in first job (JOBSTART); 

• Respondents found it difficult to name certain number of months duration of the first 
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job of more than 3 months (variable JOBDUR); 

• Respondents found it difficult to understand the terms – leaving formal education for 

the last time (JOSTART) and interruption of studies (WORKEDUC). 

• In variable WORKEDUC answer code Blank (no answer) consists of 3 components. It 

was not clear how to code the answer Blank (no answer), if any of the 3 components is 

not known. Latvia decided to code the answer “don’t know” or “refuses to answer” as 

answer “no”; 

• When recoding variable WORKEDUC in explanatory notes it was not mentioned that 

persons education successfully completed by which is some of professional educations 

should be filtered in other  answers where work is mentioned as a part of educational 

programme, i.e., 215 WORKEDUC=0, 1, 4, 5, 7. 

• Regarding the answers code - 9 or 99 or 999 or 9999 (not applicable) there were no 

explanations how to code the answers 

NL The quality of some variables was not always as desirable. Problems were encountered with 

variables that had too many blanks and one variable with too small numbers. 

AT • Apprenticeship: The fact that apprenticeship is counted as employment in the core 

questionnaire, but also counts as education, which is particularly important for the 

module made it necessary to explicitly advice respondents to that fact at relevant 

questions. Otherwise apprenticeship was not automatically regarded as formal 

education (especially when an apprenticeship was not finished). It also turned out that 

it is important to mention in relevant questions, that apprenticeship cannot be 

considered as first job (for the module it is education, not employment). Therefore the 

wording for questions, where apprenticeship was important (STOPDATE, WORKEDUC, 

JOBSTART) was adjusted after the cognitive tests.  

• WOREDUC: Interruptions of studies can also occur between two educational levels. 

Sometimes this was not easy to understand and therefore had to be mentioned 

explicitly in the question 

PL After the generalization of the results, it turned out that there are large differences (up to 500 

thousand) between the module data and the data coming from the main LFS survey (for the 

population 15-34 years).  

After analyzing the problem of inconsistency between the ad-hoc module and the core LFS 

results, we came up with the conclusion that the reason for this may be a high rate of refusals 

concerning the module survey, which in turn causes incompatibility of the LFS weights to the 

generalization of the module results. After recalculation of weights taking into account the high 

rate of refusals for the module survey, it turned out that the results are compatible. 

RO • Data collected for variable JOBSTART shows that time needed to find the first 

significant job increases as the moment of leaving education is far back from the 

survey moment. This situation, obviously can show the positive evolution in time of 

the labour market, which allow to the recent school leavers a more rapidly insertion 

into the labour market, but it can also indicate that persons who left education long 

time ago tend to report as "first significant job" one which is closer to the survey 

moment (and possibly not "the first significant job" according to the definition, i.e. it 

may  be a classic case of memory record subject)  

• Not very clear how to apply the filter for variable TRANSACT. "First job started more 

than 3 months after the date in Col 209-214" can be easily computed for those who 

are not still working at their first significant job (JOBSTART <>'000001'). For those who 

are still working at their first significant job (JOBSTART ='000001'), computation could 

be made taking into account responses in Col.43-46 and Col.47-48 but the last one 

(Col.47-48) is collected only for persons who started to work  in the last 2 years. 

Fortunatelly we have collected this information (in both regular LFS and ad-hoc) for all 

young people who had at least one significant job and used this information in coding 

the variable, but this variable collected trough national questionnaire is not available 

in the dataset for Eurostat. Thus, the RO AD-HOC microdata for TRANSACT also 

contains the information for JOBSTART, code '000001', for those who started their first 

significant job with more than 3 months after the date recorded in STOPDATE.  
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FI Very tight time limits didn't allow to test the questions and functioning of the Blaise-

questionnaire deeply enough 

NO • WORKEDUC: it is impossible to formulate one question to cover all alternatives, due to 

the fact that the major part of the students in Norway work outside the educational 

programmes, there are very few respondents in the other alternatives  

• JOBBOCC: Our national main users pointed out that there are no question if the 

occupation is in accordance with the education completed. Due to the fact that many 

students are working while studying, the first job after leaving formal education for 

the last time most likely is not in accordance with the educational level. The students 

continue in this job and are at the same time looking for the job they expect to get 

due to their education  

RS In households where young people live together with their parents, interviewer had a problem 

to reach a young person, because their parents wanted to answer instead of them. 

CH The concept of "First Job" (of more than 3 month after leaving formal education for the last 

time) is difficult to implement in practice because the relating question is then inevitably 

complicate. This module implied a lot of filter because some of questions are otherwise 

redundant with the core: for example if this first job is equal to the current one or the last one. 
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Table 17: Main recommendations for improving the ad-hoc module by country 

Country Recommendations for improvement 

BG • A new variable could be introduced for examination of the reasons for 

leaving first job. Those reasons will assist determination of the first job and 

relevant to the advanced transition into labour market  

• The leaving of the formal education should be limited only to the successful 

completion. Unfinished education (drop-outs) does not give opportunity for 

better potentiality into the labour market and is not related with first job.  An 

additional variable only for presence of started, but not completed education 

could be added.  

• The variable for country of birth for parents could be turned optional for 

survey as it was not significant for countries like Bulgaria. 

CZ We would like to emphasize that there are large differences in formal education 

between Member States. This should be taken into account mainly when producing 

analyses. There are even bigger discrepancies regarding the vocational education. 

DK Simplification of filters. Especially, TRANSACT is a horrible filter, which easily leads to 

mistakes. 

EE • JOBSTART: the label of the code 000000 'Never had a job of more than 3 

months' should be replaced by 'No job of more than 3 months after leaving 

formal education last time'  

• Use the same definition of short-term jobs and define it clearly for JOBSTART 

in the module and for EXISTPR in the core  

• PARFOR To include separate code (an example '97') for cases where the 

respondent’s father is unknown and/or mother is unknown 

EL • Many variables seem to be strongly correlated with the age of the 

respondent. This is, for example, the case with PARHAT where persons in the 

age group of 30 - 34 years old tend to have parents of lower educational 

level. And while in this case, this deference reflects a "real situation" in the 

Greek population (that is, the fact that older people have lower educational 

level), there are other variables where the situation is more complicated.  An 

example is "average duration between leaving formal education for the last 

time and starting the first job" which is strongly correlated with age (this 

duration is much longer for persons in the age group of 30 - 34 years old, 

independently of educational level). It can be the case that, after many years, 

people tend to under-report "small" jobs and report more "important" jobs 

that started later in their life. Consequently, and if the main purpose of the 

ad-hoc module is to describe the present situation (and not to compare what 

happens today with what was happening 10 years ago), the upper limit of the 

target population should be lower in a repetition of the ad-hoc module  

• The idea of using as reference point the "date when in formal education for 

the last time" has as advantage that it is a rather well defined point in time (a 

similar distinction is used in the core). The disadvantage is that it may 

produce non-comparable results in different countries, since similar 

programs may (or may not) be considered as "formal education" in different 

countries. It is even possible, that the same program, in the same country, 

can be considered non-formal at a certain period and formal after some 

years.  A solution could be to consider the last time that a person was a “full-

time student” –that is, not to take in to account if the program is formal or 

non-formal (but probably take in to account other characteristics of the 

program-for example, duration or  hours in the class) 

ES • The respondent’s burden was alleviated as regards variables WORKEDUC, 

JOBSTART, JOBDUR, FINDMETH, JOBOCC, JOBCONTR, whereby if the person 

said in the general labour force questionnaire that they had never worked, 

the questions above were not asked. Subsequently, during centralised 

processing, a code corresponding to each variable would be assigned 

(depending on the replies given in the general questionnaire).  



 

 54

• Wording of TRANSACT, did not fully reflect all the cases that had to reply to 

it. This is why it is split into two parts: one for people who have never worked 

and the other for people who have worked, but for fewer than 3 months 

FR In accordance with Eurostat recommendations, the variable HATVOC was constructed 

only with the diploma and the field of education or training, without any additional 

question. 

CY • Too personal questions should be avoided.  

• The variables should be kept as simple as possible. In many cases we had to 

split the variables into three or four different questions (STOPDATE, 

WORKEDCU, JOBSTART). This caused an additional burden on the respondent  

• in order to implement variable TRANSACT, variable MSTARTWK should have 

been asked for our target population too and not only for REFYEAR-

YSTARTWK<=2, otherwise there would be trouble with the filter on the 

month of entering the job for people who worked longer than 2 years  

LV • In order to reduce the amount of mistakes in the development of the 

questionnaire forms and explanations for interviews, it would be useful to 

provide not only regulation of ad-hoc module and explanatory notes, but 

also example of the questionnaire form and explanations for interviewers, 

which every Member State could adjust to national needs  

• Not to burden interviewers with complicated transitions from one question 

to another, the filter conditions of the variable TRANSACT – time period 

leaving formal education for the last time and before starting the first job of 

a duration of at least 3 months – should not be taken into consideration;  

• More detailed description of answer code 4 in variable FINDMETH - 

submission of direct (spontaneous) job application to employer- is necessary;  

• Supplement the filter of variable JOBSTART, in order that persons who during 

the reference week were inactive or unemployed were not asked, - is your 

current job your first job after leaving formal education?  
• Supplement filter of variable  WORKEDUC, in order that questions on work 

during studies in formal education were not asked to inactive persons, who 

have never worked before, and persons, who do not have formal education 

(HATLEVEL=0) and who during the reference week did not study 

(EDUCSTAT=2)  

• Supplement the filter of variable  WORKEDUC, in order that questions on 

work as a part of educational programme were not asked to persons who do 

not have professional education  

• In order to increase response rate in questions where certain month should 

be mentioned (variable JOBSTART), in situations when respondent was not 

able to name certain month, respondent may be offered to choose answers 

with month intervals (January  – March, April – June, July –September, 

October –November)  

• To increase response in questions where respondent had to name the 

number of months (in variable JOBDUR – duration of the first job of more 

than 3 months  and in variable TRANSACT – number of months during after 

leaving education for the last time and before starting the first job) in 

situations when respondent was not able to name the number of months, 

respondents may be offered to choose the answer with month intervals (up 

to 3 months; 4 to 6 months; 7 to 9 months; 10 to 12 months; 1 to 2 years; 2 

to 3 years etc.)  

• Definitions of notion “leaving formal education” in variable JOSTART and 

notion “interruption of studies”  in variable  WORKEDUC should be explained 

more in details.  

• In variable  WORKEDUC precise formulation of the components, from which 

answer code Blank (no answer) consists, is necessary;  

• In explanatory notes it should be specified that, when coding answer code 1 

of the variable WORKEDUC on persons who attained some of professional 
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educations, also other answers, where work as a part of educational 

programme is mentioned (practice), i.e., 215 WORKEDUC=0, 1, 4, 5, 7, should 

be filtered;  

• Next to each answer code- 9 or 99 or 999 or 9999 (not applicable) - it should 

be specified which answers should be coded 

HU • the period of full time parental leave should be excluded from the 

calculations – in Hungary this type of leave may last years (3 in case of 1 child 

with unpaid holiday). 

• TRANSACT According to the explanatory notes ’Holidays after stopping 

education should be excluded ’. This note makes it rather uncertain and at 

the same time unverifiable if the answer was true. It is not known how each 

person understands ‘holiday’. Furthermore, the term holiday is not adequate 

when one has finished formal education; it is rather an inactive period when 

one has not started looking for a job yet, therefore the person belongs to the 

category of economically inactive in the labour survey. Perhaps it would have 

been better to specifically ask how many months passed between leaving 

formal education and starting the first job. This question would have been 

necessary also because it was not required to give the month of either of the 

dates, consequently no exact answer was obtained simply by calculating the 

difference. 

• JOBSTART Examining the transition from education to work can be distorted 

by disregarding longer term (potentially of several years) work one started 

after getting to a certain education level and then left to go back to one’s 

studies. While in such cases the first “significant” job is not the one that was 

the first of more than 3 months after leaving formal education, the survey 

produces information about the latter. 

MT • Future versions of this module should take into account the fact that 

variables addressed should not be too problematic for proxy respondents in 

order to ensure quality of information collected. 

NL • To improve the quality of the variables, they should be defined more precise 

and in an easier to measure way to avoid a high percentage of blanks.  

• In some cases the response categories should be reduced or altered to avoid 

small numbers. 

AT • the answers of months in JOBSTART sometimes seemed not reliable (e.g. an 

education ended in the same year as the first job started and the given 

months indicated, that the first job had started one (or two) months before 

the end of the education). Another possible approach could be to ask the 

age, at which the first job was started and how long it took to get the first job 

after ending the highest (or last) education.  

• A further question of not completed education after the highest successfully 

completed one could be asked afterwards, if the time between end of 

highest education and begin of first job exceeds a certain amount of months. 

Such a change in the definition of the first job must however be subject to 

further testing and discussion.  

• In Austria the questions on country of birth of parents are integrated in the 

core questionnaire, which Eurostat could try to implement for all countries. 

RO Restrict  information on the first significant job to persons who left education more 

recently (like in the past 5 or 10 years) 

NO It is of importance to have data for how long time it takes to get a job in accordance 

with the education. Even if the job is in accordance with the education, it could be 

very interesting, in addition, to ask the respondents for their own opinion about this 

to find out whether their job fulfill their expectations in relation to their education. 

This is another aspect missing in this module, according to our main national users 
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CH Avoid variables which are too demanding (too much detailed) otherwise there is a big 

risk of misunderstand the question.  

SK JOBDUR variable - identify the intervals instead of the number of months due to recall 

problems of the respondents as well as for the variable JOBSTART. 

The results of the ad hoc module on entry of young people to the labour market 

proved Slovakia’s reservations on suitability and extensiveness of some of the 

variables included into the list of variables. It should be taken into account that the 

implementation of extending structure of WORKEDUC and JOBCONTR had 

consequences for development of the questionnaire. These were difficult to apply. 

 
 



 

 57

Table 18: Variables included in the 2000 and 2009 ad-hoc modules 

ad-hoc module 2009 

 “Entry of young people into the labour market” 

ad-hoc module 2000  

“transition from school to working life” 

variable name description variable name description 

PARHAT 

Highest level of education 
successfully completed by father 
or mother 

EXPCLEAV 

Experience of leaving 
education in the last five/ten 
years 

PARFOR 
Country of birth of father and 
mother MONLEAV 

Month when leaving 
education for the first time 

HATVOC 

Orientation of the highest level of 
formal education attained 
(HATLEVEL)  

YEARLEAV 
Year when leaving education 
for the first time 

STOPDATE 
Month and year of leaving formal 
education for the last time 

ISCDLVOR 

Highest level of education or 
training successfully 
completed, when leaving 
education for the first time 

WORKEDUC 
Work during studies in formal 
education FILDLV2D 

Field of education (when 
leaving education for the first 
time) 

JOBSTART 

Month and year of start of the first 
job of more than 
3 months after leaving formal 
education for the last time 

DURSTRT 

Experience of first significant 
job (minimum duration of six 
months) 

JOBDUR 

Duration of the first job of more 
than 3 months (after leaving 
formal education for the last time) 

MONSTRT 
Month when starting first 
significant job 

FINDMETH 

Method which allowed to find the 
first job of more than 3 months 
(after leaving formal education for 
the last time) 

MONFNSH 
Month when finishing first 
significant job 

JOBOCC 

Occupation of the first job of more 
than 3 months (after leaving 
formal education for the last time) 

YEARFNSH 
Year when finishing first 
significant job 

JOBCONTR 

Type of contract of the first job of 
more than 3 months (after leaving 
formal education for the last 

time) 

ISCOST3D 
Occupation of 
first significant job 

TRANSACT 

Main activity after leaving formal 
education for the last time and 
before starting the first job of a 

duration of at least 3 months 

EXISTSJB 

Existence of any period of 
continuous job search of more 
than one month (not including 
‘looking for other job’) 

PARNAT 
Nationality at birth of parents 
(optional) DURSJB 

Duration of the longest spell 
of  job search 
 

  ISCDHDOR 

Highest level of education or 
training successfully 
completed by father or 
mother 

  COEFSPOR 

Quarterly weighting factor 
specific to the module 2000 
(alphanumeric) 
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ANNEX III: Figures 
 

Figure 9: Cross country non – response rate per 2009 ad-hoc module variable 
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Figure 10: Cross country non – response study for variables STOPDATE and JOBSTART 
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ANNEX IV: AHM2009 – Threshold value  
 
Applied for periods after leaving education in the publication  
of National Data.  
 
 

In the light of the upcoming publications of the data measured by the survey, a brief 

suggestion needs to be made regarding the rationale of publishing data with respect to the 

period after leaving education for the last time. 

Various tests performed on the data collected by the EU members, illustrate that there are 

significant differences between the mean in the total population and that of the population that 

have left formal education during the last 5 years with respect to the duration between school 

and first significant job.  

 

This observation led to an analysis concerning several threshold values for the period after 

leaving formal education for the last time that need to be examined.  

After applying several threshold values from 3 to 7 years for people aged 15 to 34 and with 

respect to their educational level and gender, we have come up with the following findings:  

� for “low threshold values” (e.g. 3, 4 years) and for the “low educational level”,  the 

standard errors when calculating the average are greater than the ones calculated for the 

“higher educational levels” or the “total”. This is usually evident in small population EU 

countries (cases where the sample is very small). 

� Standard errors of the produced estimates appear to be more reliable in case a threshold 

value of 5 years is used.  

� It is also verified by previous studies that involve social measurement, that the selection 

of threshold time that may judge the extent of recall bias varies based on the Survey’s 

subject. E.g., there were cases of a value equal to 1 year or 3 years.  

� Such variations may be of insignificant level in the case of great countries, where the 

sample size is significantly large. 

 

For these reasons and in order to ensure the comparability of the produced results between 

the countries and the EU total, all the published tables are proposed to examine individuals 

who have left education during the last 5 years. The 5 years period appears to be the most 

appropriate threshold given the quality of the data and the sample size per country.  

 

Additionally, such threshold is expected to guarantee more robustness against external 

factors that take place in the daily lives of European citizens, e.g. economic conditions related 

to financial crisis, etc. The status of the Labour market can highlight variations caused by 

such external factors. The employment and also the unemployment rates of the 2004-2009 

period presented a systematic variation which included a “peak” (employment) or a “trough” 

(unemployment) between the end of 2007 and beginning of 2008. A smaller threshold (2 or 3 
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years) would not manage to take into account the whole behavior of such a variation and 

would only focus on a very specific situation faced by the Labour market. It will also fail to 

capture the changing conditions of the Labour Market within the specific 5 year period, 

producing bias to the results.  

In addition to the technical explanations already discussed, it covers information on transitions 

which occurred under relative unemployment stability (2004-2005), unemployment decrease 

(2006-2007) as well as sharp increase at the beginning of the economic and financial crisis as 

shown in the diagram below (Figure 11) 

 
Figure 11: Youth employment and unemployment rates, EU 27, 2004-2011, quarterly data 
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