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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. General issues 

1. The aim of the module was not very clear, and this resulted in variables not 

optimally chosen. It tried to measure complicated issues like combining care 

responsibilities with word, childcare facilities, caring for elderly and career breaks 

with only a few superficial variables. This did not work. As a consequence the 

usefulness of the data is very limited. In particular, measuring the actual use of 

formal or informal childcare would require a whole module to do it properly. In 

addition, the module tried to measure legal or administrative issues which are 

known to be difficult to collect via household surveys. 

2. The design of the ad hoc module (AHM) should be effective. Countries should 

ensure collecting information on all household members when carrying out an 

AHM on reconciliation of work with family life. This was unfortunately not the 

case for the implementation of the LFS AHM 2010. Moreover, countries should 

make a stronger effort to limit the share of no answers.  

3. Filters for the variables should be simplified. In particular this is the case for the 

career breaks sub- module but also for the other variables. Experiences with this 

AHM show that complicated filters carry a high risk of errors. In addition, they 

complicate the analyses of the data. 

4. The module included variables that were strongly linked to core data which is 

complicating the data collection. On paper it seems feasible, but in practice it is 

very difficult to combine variables from the core and the module in a user-friendly 

way in a questionnaire. 

5. No model questionnaire was provided for this AHM. This was unfortunate, 

resulting in a strong variation in the way the variables were implemented. In 

particular it was not clear who from the household should answer the questions on 

childcare for example. More guidance was needed to distinguish between 

individual variables and household answers. As a result, the cross-country 

comparability is limited. For future repetitions a model questionnaire should be 

provided. It is also recommended to define simple variables for which extensive 

explanatory notes are not needed.  

6. A consistent definition of quantitative categories should be ensured. For example, 

when dealing with children aged up to 14 this expression was used to include 

children aged 14 as well – and this aspect was mentioned in the Explanatory 

notes. Other codes for time intervals covered ‘more than’ and ‘up to’, without 

clearly mentioning which code included the ends.  

7. The choice to select only the youngest child for some variables makes it difficult 

to assess the situation of the whole household. This limits the usefulness of the 

data and the possibility to benchmark it against other sources.  

B. Variables 

1. REGCARE is currently measuring two types of care responsibilities: care for 

other children than one's own and care of persons of 15 or older in need of care. It 
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is recommended to split this variable into two separate variables in order to have a 

better and more consistent measurement of these types of care. One could also 

consider dropping the care for other's children altogether. It is difficult to 

accurately distinguish them from the own children. Moreover, the impact of this 

care on the labour market situation is extremely limited.   

2. The variable CHILDCAR is currently complicated. It is not easy to capture paid 

childcare or specific unpaid childcare, distinguishing it from compulsory school 

and measure the average hours per week. One should think about how to make the 

variable easier to implement. One possibility is by splitting it into several more 

straightforward variables. 

3. The variable IMPFACIL tries to measure to what extent the lack of care facilities 

prevents part-time workers or persons not at work from having a full-time job. 

This is done for three care situations: persons with a child <15 years of age, 

persons looking for other children < 15 years of age and persons 15+ in need of 

care. The results of the AHM 2010 show that lack of care is not a significant issue 

for the last two categories which makes it not necessary to measure it for these 

two categories. For the first category IMPFACIL only functions as an extension of 

the variable NEEDCARE in the core LFS to measure the same information for a 

larger population. The recommendation is therefore to extend this the filter for 

NEEDCARE in the core LFS rather than define a separate temporary ad hoc 

variable. Following this reasoning this variable would not be needed any more in 

case of future repetitions. 

4. The variable NOWRECHI is only relevant for a very small group with a lot of 

missing information. It could be reconsidered if this variable is really needed. 

5. The variable NOWRECAR can be dropped. The AHM shows that care facilities 

for ill, disabled or elderly are not really preventing persons from working (full-

time).  

6. The variable VARHOURS is a good candidate to include in the core LFS. 

However, the results of the AHM 2010 show that the level of detail and ambition 

should be lower. Furthermore, countries should apply a more harmonised 

implementation and preferably use similar wording. It could maybe be useful to 

apply definitions and specifications that are used in other contexts or 

administrative sources.  

7. The main problem with the variables POSSTEND and POSORGWT was the fact 

that it was differently implemented in the various countries. More guidance on 

this in the form of a model questionnaire has to be provided. The experiences of 

this AHM allow identifying best practices. The approach taken by the UK where 

modalities are included in the question wording seems to be a good start. 

8. Variables REDWORK, STOPWORK and PARLEAVE cover either reduction in 

working time to take care of youngest child aged less than 8, or career breaks for 

the same reasons. They have complex filters, adapted only for computer-assisted 

interviewing. Some countries used the same filter for all three variables. A future 

repetition of the module should consider which are the main (preferably LFS?) 
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categories of interest, and consider creating a common filter for all variables and 

all countries. 

9. REDWORK covers only the reduction of hours to take care of the youngest child. 

Parents who reduced their working time for an older child are not included. 

Because of different reference periods, the combination with core LFS data is not 

possible. One could consider letting the variable include older children as well.  

10. The relationship between STOPWORK and PARLEAVE should be further 

studied and clarified. There is a clear overlap between filter and concepts covered. 

Both are complex variables, with many answering categories. But on the other 

hand, because of different implementation in different countries, the differences 

between the two variables cannot be interpreted at EU level. It could be decided 

to only keep the most relevant variable for a repetition of the module. The 

dissemination perspective should be taken into account as well.  
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2. INTRODUCTION 

As part of the series of LFS ad hoc modules (AHM), a module for 2010 was defined on 

the reconciliation between work and family life. It was defined in the Commission 

Regulation (EC) No 20/2009
1
, with full list of variables presented in Annex 1. This 

report presents an assessment of the quality of this AHM. Inputs for this report are: the 

result of a Task Force meeting
2
 to evaluate the 2010 LFS AHM, the country reports on 

the quality of the module, and the results of more detailed analysis of the data carried out 

by Eurostat.  

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE LFS AHM 2010 

3.1. Target group 

The target group of the AHM 2010 is all persons aged 15 to 64. From this perspective, 

there is no difference with the AHM 2005, in spite of the recommendation from the TF 

evaluating the AHM 2005 to restrict future modules only to ‘parents and people with care 

responsibilities’. 

Persons aged 15 are considered as inactive in Italy, Spain and the United Kingdom, as 

legal provisions only allow working from the age of 16 onwards. For such persons only 

the questions on REGCARE and for very few cases CHILDCAR might be relevant; 

IMPFACIL could generally be set to ‘4’. In this light, these countries were allowed to 

restrict the target population to persons aged 16-64 years old. 

3.2. Participating countries 

All 27 EU countries run the module. Island and Norway were participating EFTA 

countries. Among candidate countries, Croatia and Macedonia took part.  

3.3. Aims of the module 

The Task Force defining the contents of the 2010 AHM formulated its aims as follows. 

According to policy needs and taking into account the constraint on the final 

number of variables for the module, the aims and the structure of the module are 

the following:  

The first aim is to establish how far persons participate in the labour force as 

they wish and if not, whether the reasons are connected with a lack of suitable 

care services for children and dependant persons:  

1. identification of care responsibilities (children and dependants) 

2. analysis of the consequences on labour market participation taking into 

account the options and constraints given 

3. in case of constraints, identification of those linked with the lack or 

unsuitability of care services 

                                                 

1
 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:009:0007:0011:EN:PDF  

2
 Taking place on 29 March 2012. 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:009:0007:0011:EN:PDF
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The second aim is to analyse the degree of flexibility offered at work in terms of 

reconciliation with family life. 

The third aim is to estimate how often career breaks occur and how far leave of 

absence is taken (as specified in Council Directive 96/34/EC of 3.6.1996, OJ 

L145): 

1. Changes in usual working time patterns to take care of children 

2. Full-time parental leave to care for children   

The aims of the module ARE NOT: 

- To analyse in detail how children and dependant persons are cared for 

(see EU-SILC for childcare) 

- To analyse in detail the sharing of tasks inside the household (see Time 

use surveys) 

 

3.4. Description of the variables 

A full description of the variables is available in Annex 1. For each variable, the codes, as 

well as their filters and general purpose are included in this document. The sections on 

the purpose are presented as they were drafted before the data collection. 

The module consists of 11 compulsory variables. NOPLREAS was not included in the 

implementing Commission Regulation; therefore it is an optional variable. NOPLREAS 

was only included in the modules run by Estonia, Italy and Romania. 

3.5. Links with the AHM 2005 

This module is more or less a repetition of the AHM 2005 dealing with the same topic. 

The first LFS module on reconciliation between work and family life was organised in 

2005, as defined in the Commission Regulation (EC) No 29/2004
3
. As also proven when 

the 2005 data was released, there is high political and scientific interest in comparative 

information on reconciliation between work and family life. There is also interest in 

observing trends over time. However, the 2010 module cannot be seen as a full repetition 

of the previous module. Approximately half of the 2005 module was repeated in 2010. 

For each of these variables (REGCARE, NOWRECHI, NOWRECAR, POSSTEND, 

POSORGWT, PARLEAVE), detailed comparison is available in the section addressing 

specific measurement issues per variable. Even for the variables repeated, there are small 

nuances that may affect comparability over time. 

3.6. Links with the core LFS 

Since 2006, the core LFS has included the variable NEEDCARE: Need for care facilities. 

Its filter consists of two elements: either the person is not seeking employment because 

she/he is ‘looking after children or other incapacitated adults’ (SEEKREAS=3) or has 

indicated as reason for the part-time work: ‘looking after children or other incapacitated 

adults’ (FTPREAS=3).  

 

 

                                                 

3
 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/oj/2004/l_005/l_00520040109en00570060.pdf  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/oj/2004/l_005/l_00520040109en00570060.pdf
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LFS_NEEDCARE (col.120): 

Person is not searching for a job or is working part time because: 
1  Suitable care services for children are not available or affordable 

2  Suitable care services for ill, disabled, elderly are not available or affordable 

3  Suitable care services for both children and ill, disabled and elderly are not available or 

affordable. 

4  Care facilities do not influence decision for working part time or not searching for a job 

9  Not applicable (FTPTREAS ≠ 3 and SEEKREAS ≠ 3) 

blank  No answer 

The categories of this variable are a combination of some of the categories of 

NOWRECHI (C240) and NOWRECAR (C242) as defined in the AHM 2005, when they 

were identifying the ‘main reason for not working or not working more’. In the 2005 

AHM, the filter for these variables was constructed in order to address the needs of 

persons either taking care of relatives/friends in need of care (C238=2,3) or of children 

(theirs or other children) but with an explicit ‘wish to work or to work more (and reduce 

caring time)’ (C239=2). 

The Task Force evaluating the 2005 module recommended an in-depth analysis (and 

revision if necessary) of the variable NEEDCARE if the module was repeated. The 

revision was later on not considered necessary. 

There are a series of general remarks applying to this module in the context of the LFS. 

They were formulated before the implementation of the module as follows: 

- Variables should be surveyed at individual level. An analysis at household level 

can be conducted on the results of the survey, using the household information in 

the core datasets.  

- It is generally assumed that parents with children up to 14 years (living in the 

household) have care responsibilities for those children. For that reason they are 

not asked whether this is the case in order not to annoy the respondents.  

- In order to get comparable results, some variables refer explicitly to the situation 

of the youngest child. The age of this youngest child is available in the core 

datasets and can be taken into account during the analysis as an additional piece 

of information. The restriction to the youngest child is used for the variables 

CHILDCAR, REDWORK, STOPWORK and PARLEAVE. On the other hand, 

the variables IMPFACIL and NOWRECHI assess the general situation of the 

respondent in terms of care responsibilities for children, so all children should be 

taken into account.  

- Own children living outside the household are only partly covered (e.g. 

REGCARE, IMPFACIL), but excluded from the target group for most of the 

variables (CHILDCAR, REDWORK, STOPWORK and PARLEAVE). Even if it 

would be interesting to get information concerning them, they are excluded in 

order to facilitate the implementation and reduce the response burden. 

- Many of the following variables refer to own/spouse’s children, either in the 

description, the filter or the categories. For all such cases, spouse has to be 

understood as spouse or cohabiting partner as in the core variables HHLINK 

and HHSPOU, i.e. the variables refer to the actual and not the legal situation in 

the household. 
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4. GENERAL MEASUREMENT ISSUES 

4.1. Introduction 

In this section some general measurement issues are addressed. They concern sample 

size, response rates and, among other measurement issues: reference periods, use of 

proxy-answering or information on preliminary testing in the member states (MS). 

Recommendations are given to improve the most problematic general measurement 

issues in case of a repetition of this AHM. 

4.2. Sample size 

In table 1, the sample sizes per country are presented. There is no particular aspect to 

report. 

Table 1: Sample AHM 2010 by country 

  Sample 

(persons aged 15 to 64) 

Persons interviewed in 100 000 

of population aged 15-64 

Belgium 17 031  238 

Bulgaria 22 403  430 

Czech Republic 30 032  405 

Denmark 21 198  584 

Germany  33 573  62 

Estonia 7 220  795 

Ireland 42 234 1 404 

Greece 48 883  648 

Spain 70 582  225 

France 24 250  58 

Italy 103 064  260 

Cyprus 7 359 1 308 

Latvia 6 077  392 

Lithuania 11 833  516 

Luxembourg 12 777 3 726 

Hungary 47 255  687 

Malta 3 652 1 266 

Netherlands 41 392  372 

Austria 24 504  433 

Poland 67 310  247 

Portugal 25 928  364 

Romania 40 398  269 

Slovenia 11 296  795 

Slovakia 17 823  454 

Finland 19 281  543 

Sweden 36 646  601 

United Kingdom 58 224  142 

Iceland 2 796 1 312 

Norway 17 465  543 

Croatia 6 522  219 

Macedonia 9 759  673 
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4.3. Non-response rates per variable 

The following Table 2 summarises the non-response rates per variable. The dash 

indicates an absolute zero. Values higher than 20% and higher than 90%, are highlighted. 

NOWRECHI and NOWRECAR were the variables with highest non-response rates, with 

over 10% non-response at the level of the module. It is clear that the non-response rates 

are high and in many cases too high. This limits the usability of the variables. 

Table 2: Non-response rates per variable 
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BE 5% - 2% 21% 41% 5% 5% 5% 0% 0% 9% 

BG 2% 2% 1% - - 0% 0% 0% 2% 2% 2% 

CZ 0% 0% - - - 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

DK - - 19% - - 0% 4% 5% 0% 0% 6% 

DE 4% 17% 51% 9% 8% 4% 9% 9% 10% 12% 12% 

EE 0% 0% 1% - - 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

IE 0% 0% 40% 26% 11% 2% 4% 3% 25% 17% 51% 

EL 6% 2% 2% 4% 11% 3% 3% 4% 2% 3% 2% 

ES 1% 0% 1% 3% 12% 0% 6% 6% 1% 1% 14% 

FR 0% 0% 0% 9% 29% 1% 0% 1% 2% 2% - 

IT - 0% 0% - - 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

CY - - 12% - - - - - - - - 

LV - 1% 30% 0% 13% 0% 99% 0% 9% 11% 8% 

LT 0% - - 42% 56% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% - 

LU 7% 2% - - - 1% 3% 5% 13% 18% 0% 

HU 2% 2% 2% 26% 41% 1% 1% 1% 6% 2% 2% 

MT - - 48% - - - - - - - - 

NL 0% 0% - 1% - - 2% 7% 0% 1% 1% 

AT - - - - - - - - - - - 

PL - - - 36% 23% - - - - - - 

PT 0% 0% 17% - - 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

RO 3% - - - - 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% - 

SI - - - - - - - - - - - 

SK 0% 0% 20% 3% 29% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 11% 

FI 2% 1% 5% 10% 27% 2% 5% 4% 2% 1% 2% 

SE 0% 0% 1% 68% 33% 0% 2% 2% 8% 13% 8% 

UK 2% 0% 12% 21% 37% 0% 1% 2% 0% 0% 0% 

HR 0% - - 69% 90% - - - - - - 

MK - - - - - - - - 76% 76% 100% 

IS 1% 0% 2% 58% 33% 1% 2% 6% 2% 1% 1% 

NO 1% 0% 2% 45% 50% 1% 6% 2% 0% 0% 0% 

All 1% 3% 9% 12% 14% 1% 3% 3% 3% 4% 7% 
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4.4. Other measurement issues 

The reference period was either Q2 or Q1-Q4 for virtually all countries. This variation is 

not a problem for this subject. Also the use of proxy-answering and the varying rate of 

proxy answering are not considered a problem.  

Table 3: Other information on measurement issues  
 Reference 

period 
Participation Use of proxy-answering Pilot survey / Laboratory test  

BE Q2 Compulsory No No 

BG Q1-Q4 Voluntary Yes (42.9% for variables 
VARHOURS, POSSTEND and 
POSORGWT; 37.5% for the 
rest) 

Yes (pilot survey, 250 respondents) 

CZ Q1-Q4 Voluntary Yes (45%) Yes (pilot survey. 3873 
respondents) 

DK Q2 Voluntary Yes (3.66%) No 

DE Q1-Q4 Voluntary Yes (25%) No 

EE Q2 and Q4 Voluntary Yes (31%) Yes (pilot survey. 339 respondents) 

EL Q2 Compulsory Yes (44.9%) Yes (limited pilot survey: 20 
questionnaires) 

ES Q1-Q4 Compulsory Yes (53.5%) No 

FR Q1-Q4 Compulsory No, except when the person 
was unable to answer 

Yes. Laboratory test (6 
questionnaires) and pilot survey 
(171 questionnaire) 

IE Q2 Voluntary Yes  (48.67%) No 

IT Q2 Compulsory Yes (15.6%) Yes (pilot survey: 3,081 individuals 
in 1,010 hh.) 

CY Q2 Compulsory Yes (33.5%) Yes (130 respondents) 

LV Q2 Voluntary Yes (47%) No 

LT Q2 Voluntary Yes (35.90%) Pilot. 3rd week 2010.  
27 respondents 

LU Q1-Q4 Voluntary Yes (39%) Yes (20 respondents) 

HU Q2 Voluntary Yes (47.7%) Pilot survey (300 respondents) 

MT Q1-Q2 Compulsory Yes (53%) No 

NL Q2-Q4 Voluntary Yes (49,9%) No 

AT Q1-Q4 Compulsory Yes (32%) Yes  
(pilot survey: 612 resp.) 

PL Q2 Voluntary Yes (38.60%) No 

PT Q2 Compulsory Yes (50.8%) No 

RO Q2 Voluntary Yes (27%) Yes (pilot survey 50 hh) 

SI Q2 Voluntary Yes (49.5%) No 

SK Q2 Compulsory Yes (62.8%) Field-testing during November 
2009.  

FI Q1-Q4 Voluntary Yes (2.4%) No, but FI pretested the 
questionnaire before the regulation 
was approved 

SE Q1-Q4 Voluntary Yes (1.5%) Cognitive test: October 2009 
(interviews with 7 people, 5 women 
and 2 men).  

UK Q1-Q4 Voluntary Yes (24%) Yes (cognitive test  (20)+ dress 
rehearsal(779)) 

MK Q1-Q4 Voluntary Yes (49.6%) Yes (laboratory test - 25 persons) 

HR Q2 Voluntary n.a. Yes (laboratory test - 45 persons) 

IS Q2 Voluntary Yes (1%.) Yes (cognitive test and pilot survey) 

NO Q1-Q4 Compulsory Yes (15%) No 
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4.5. Observations and recommendations on general measurement aspects 

It is clear that for the analysis of reconciliation of work and family life the household 

perspective is very important. The number of parents in the household, the number and 

ages of the children, and the labour market situation of the parents are essential to fully 

explore the analytical potential of the 2010 AHM. For this reason, it is extremely 

unfortunate that DK and SE who use a subsample to collect household information did 

not ensure that this sub-sample overlaps with the AHM subsample. For these two 

countries the household information is not available for the AHM sample. The countries 

will try to provide at least demographic information for the AHM cases. However, it is 

still very unfortunate that no labour market information is available for all parents in the 

household. In case of future repetitions all countries have to make sure that for this AHM 

all household information is fully available. 

The share of no answers is high in many countries. This is not always the result of 

respondents not knowing answers to the questions, but often a result of unhandy design 

of the survey or the routing within the questionnaire. Countries should make a stronger 

effort to avoid this. It is especially unfortunate that a large country like Germany 

consistently shows a high share of no answers. For almost all variables this account for 

one third or half of all no answers for the whole EU. Germany should try to find a 

solution to this problem.  

Filters were complex for several variables. For future repetitions simpler filters should be 

defined. This applies for some specific variables. Moreover, it should be avoided to have 

many different kinds of filters for each of the variables. In order to design a module that 

is easy to implement, the variables should be relevant to the same sub-populations.   

No model questionnaire was provided. This was unfortunate. Analysis has shown that 

there was too much variation in the way the AHM 2010 questions were formulated. This 

led to less comparable results. In case of future repetitions of the AHM a model 

questionnaire must be provided. Its wording could be based on the experiences in this 

AHM and tests carried out by Member States.  

5. MEASUREMENT ISSUES PER VARIABLE 

5.1. REGCARE (column 197) 

5.1.1. Definition in the explanatory notes 

Short description 

Person regularly takes care of other children up to 14 years of age (other than own/spouse’s 

children living in the household) or of ill, disabled, elderly relatives/friends aged 15 or more in 

need of care.  
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Codes  

1 Yes, of other children up to 14  

2 Yes, of relatives/friends aged 15 or more in need of care 

3 Yes, of other children up to 14 and of relatives/friends aged 15 or more in need of care 

4 No  

9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)  

Blank No answer  

Purpose 

The aim of REGCARE is to identify all care responsibilities undertaken by the person 

interviewed, since all care responsibilities are susceptible to pose an obstacle for the labour 

market participation of the person. As it is generally assumed that parents with children up to 14 

years (living in the household) have care responsibilities for those children, REGCARE 

addresses regular care for other children up to 14 and for relatives/friends aged 15 or more in 

need of care only. Care provided as a professional care minder, as voluntary work or pure 

financial support are excluded. 

5.1.2. Analysis of the questionnaires 

REGCARE was collected both in 2005 and 2010. The categories were identical. There 

was no specific filter apart from the age filter 15-64. In 2010 however, the short 

description of the variable explained the concept of ‘other children’ as ‘other than 

own/spouse’s children living in the household’. When evaluating the 2005 AHM, the 

Task Force had recommended ‘to split REGCARE into two separate variables: care for 

children or care for other dependants (elderly or with health problems)’, and to combine 

this with LFS core data: ‘the information on whether the person has own children living 

in the household’. Apparently, this recommendation was not followed. 

In fact the variable is a combination of two distinct variables. The first variable is about 

regularly taking care of other children apart from the children living in the household. 

This includes grandparents regularly taking care of the grandchildren, split household 

because of divorced parents and older children, or adults in the household taking care of 

the youngsters. The second variable is about taking care of ill, disabled and elderly. This 

generally relates to adults looking after their spouses or other relatives in need of help, or 

adult children looking after their elderly parents in need of help.  

To measure the two variables requires preferably two separate questions on both issues. 

Subsequently, the answers can then be combined into one variable. This approach was 

not taken by all countries. Most countries indeed used two questions, but a number of 

them used only one question with the three modalities to measure the variable (LV, DK). 

This will impact on the comparability of the results. The one question approach will most 

likely result in lower shares of persons with combinations of two types of care.  

Another critical issue concerns to measure the situation of caring for other children. Here 

’other’ is defined as other children up to 14 years of age than own or spouse’s children 

living in the household. This includes other than own or spouse’s children in or outside 

the household and own or spouse’s children that are living outside the household. The 

latter situation could be the case of divorced parents. Crucial elements are in or outside 

the household and the parenthood of the children in question that are taken care of. To 

measure these elements adequately well-chosen questions have to be designed. 
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The variable should measure care that is carried out regularly. Regularly is defined as on 

a fixed pattern and frequently being more than once every 3 months. It is a question if 

this can be measured accurately if only a general question is asked. The best way to 

ensure this aspect is to ask for the frequency explicitly. Unfortunately, this approach was 

not taken by the countries when implementing this variable. In the question only the term 

regularly was included, leaving it up the respondent and interviewer relying on the 

instructions to the interviewers.  

5.1.3. Analysis of results 

The results show a clear outlier in case of Iceland with a very high share, and the share of 

persons regularly caring for others is also high in Cyprus and Macedonia. Maybe 

‘regularly’ was interpreted more loosely than intended. Apart from these countries the 

share of persons regularly taking care of other children is more or less 10%. Relative low 

shares of 5% or less are visible for SE, DK and LT. The last two countries asked only one 

question to measure the variable. This could be an explanation. In Sweden regularly was 

defined as daily or weekly. This could be a bit restrictive.  

To get a better idea of how the care for other children is measured in the countries a 

breakdown was made by the presence of a child less than 15 years of age in the 

household. When looking at the population 15-64 who regularly takes care of another 

child, in most countries it emerges that, for 40% to 60% of these persons, there is a child 

present in the household. Exceptions are RO, DE, SI, LV and LT where the shares are 

more than 80%. In these countries one can wonder if the measurement is fully correct. In 

Slovenia the share was even 100%. Slovenia only measured the cases of caring for other 

children in the household ignoring caring for children outside the household.  

Regarding taking care of persons 15 years or older in need of care IS and CY show very 

high shares. The rest varies from 10% for FI, NL and SI to 3% or less for BE, SE, DK, 

DE and LV.  
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Graph 1: Share of persons 15-64 years with care responsibilities, LFS AHM 2010 

 

Comparing the 2010 results with the results of 2005 we find that for most countries the 

shares are more or less similar. For 11 countries there are significant differences. For CZ, 

DK, SE, HU, PL and RO the share of regularly taking care of other children is much 

lower in 2010 compared to the shares in 2005. For DE, LU, PT and IS it is just the 

opposite with much higher shares in 2010. In Germany the share in 2010 is even 3 times 

more than in 2005. Surely this is the result of a different way of measuring. Much higher 

shares of persons regularly taking care of 15+ in need of care in 2010 compared to 2005 

are visible in LU, PT, SI and IS, while for CZ, DE and PL they are much lower. 
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Graph 2: Share of persons 15-64 years with care responsibilities for selected countries, 

LFS AHM 2005, 2010 

 

At EU level the variable gives plausible results. Women take more often care of both 

other children as well as those aged 15+ and in need of care than men, which was to be 

expected. Persons in the age 50-64 take much more often care of both other children, 

probably the grandparents taking care of the grandchildren. In addition, they more often 

care for 15+ in need of care. This will be their spouses or other relatives in a similar age 

in need of care. 
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Graph 3: Share of persons 15-64 years with care responsibilities for other children <15 

years and friend or relatives 15 or older in need of care by age and sex, EU-27, LFS 

AHM 2010 

 

5.1.4. Conclusions and recommendations 

The variable REGCARE is quite complicated and was implemented differently by 

countries. No guidance on the way it could be implemented in the form of a model 

questionnaire was provided. As a consequence the comparability between countries is 

limited. Comparison with the previous AHM of 2005 showed that also the comparability 

over time is limited. Several countries significantly changed the way the variable was 

measured. On the other hand, the EU totals seem to give plausible results. 

The variable REGCARE is a combination of two variables on care for other children than 

one's own in or outside household, and care of persons 15 years or older in need of care. 

These two types of care are very different. Moreover, other variables rely on these 

variables as filters. For these reason, it is better to split this variable into two separate 

variables. This way the module will gain in transparency. Furthermore, it will prevent 

countries to measure complex phenomena by using only one question - as a minority of 

countries did in 2010, this resulting in comparability issues.  

Taking care for 15+ in need of care is the most straightforward element of the variable. It 

would allow a harmonised measurement using one easy single question. It is worthwhile 

to think about making regularly more concrete, like daily or weekly. One could even 

consider enhancing the variable by explicitly asking for the frequency. 

The variable on regularly taking care for other children is less straightforward. It is 

complicated because of the ‘other’ element. To separate it from care of the own children 

is not always easy. In addition, some countries more or less ignored care for children 

outside the household. Because of these difficulties in measuring one could reconsider to 

include this variable in an AHM. Moreover, this type of care proves not really to be a 



 19 

factor that restricts persons to enter the labour market. It also includes child-minders 

below 25 or above 50. Lack of childcare facilities is no real issue for this type of care in 

preventing proper access to the labour market. Measurement issues and a low relevance 

for the access to the labour market in general could question the relevance of the variable 

on taking care of other children for an AHM. 

5.2. CHILDCAR (column 198) 

5.2.1. Definition in the explanatory notes 

Short description 

Use of childcare services per week for the youngest child living in the household (including paid 

child-minders, pre-school; apart from compulsory school).  

Filter 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 with at least one own/spouse’s child up to 14 living in the household. 

Codes  

 Childcare services are used for … per week 

1 - up to 10 hours 

2 - more than 10 hours and up to 20 hours 

3 - more than 20 hours and up to 30 hours 

4 - more than 30 hours and up to 40 hours 

5 - more than 40 hours 

6 No use of childcare services  

9 Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank No answer  

Purpose 

The aim of CHILDCAR is to measure how far childcare services are used for the (own/spouse's) 

youngest child in the household. The focus is on the youngest child, as this is in general the child 

most likely to require care. The information on the age of the youngest child in the core datasets 

makes an analysis by age groups possible. All childcare services used should be considered - not 

only the main one - to get a complete picture of the extent childcare services are used. The time 

horizon is a typical week – if there are differences from one week to another, the average number 

of hours for a week omitting school holidays or particular arrangements is asked for.  

5.2.1. Analysis of the questionnaires 

Measuring CHILDCAR involved several challenges. First, it is important to establish 

what is meant by childcare services. From the explanatory notes it is clear that it concerns 

all paid care both official as informal, but also un-paid care for the pre-school level. The 

hours spent in compulsory school should not be counted. The second challenge is to 

measure the average hours a week in a normal not holiday week. This quantification is 

not easy. The third challenge is that it should refer to the youngest child only. It is not 

always easy to differentiate these hours from the childcare hours of the other children. 

To assess if and how many hours childcare is used countries applied different approaches. 

Some countries asked only one question on the number of hours of childcare without 

much explanation. What should be counted as childcare is mostly not explained in the 

question and therefore left to the interpretation of the respondent or the instructions of the 

interviewers. Having only one question asked irrespectively of the age of the youngest 
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child might have underestimated the 'educative' services versus 'childcare' services, with 

particular impact on the population of children above 3 years. Several countries did not 

explicitly mention that compulsory school should be excluded. LU and FR asked 10 

separate questions on different kinds of care and asked for the hours that were 

subsequently added up. Most countries asked the childcare hours in bands. However, 

some countries asked for the exact number and subsequently coded them in bands. All 

these different ways in measuring this not straightforward variable leads to data with a 

limited cross-country comparability. 

In addition, the hours categories caused some confusion. The bands were deliberately 

chosen to include the upper limit. So it was 1 to and including 10 hours, more than 10 up 

to and including 20 hours, more than 20 and including 30 hours, etc. It is common to 

define the bands not including the upper limits. As a result, the categories were not 

always implemented correctly. A few countries applied the wrong upper limits, other 

were unclear about the limits. Even in the case of clear limits, one could wonder if in 

practice respondents and interviewers applied the categories correctly. It is not clear to 

what extent this influences the results. 

5.2.2. Analysis of the results 

For the analysis of the quality of the variable only women with a child less than 15 years 

of age were selected. Since the results should be the same for both parents, it suffices to 

select only the mother. The results show strong differences between countries. Denmark 

seems to be an outlier with 70% of the mothers using childcare and even almost 30% in 

the amount of 30-40 hours a week. Further analysis of the Danish data show that even 

more than 60% of the mothers that were not employed used care services. This leads to 

the assumption that maybe compulsory school is included. The shares are also high for 

LU, SE, FR and SI. For LU and FR this is explainable because they asked 10 questions 

on all types of childcare. As a consequence the share will be high compared to the 

countries using only one question. Germany has an enormous high share of no answers 

with more than 15%. It accounts for most of the no answers on EU level.  
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Graph 4: CHILDCAR by country for mothers 15-64 years old with at least one child less 

than 15 years of age, LFS AHM 2010 

 
 

5.2.3. Conclusions and recommendations 

The conclusion is that CHILDCAR is not an easy variable to measure. What kind of 

childcare should be included, how to make clear distinctions with compulsory school 

hours, how to deal with several children and finally how to measure the average number 

adequately are issues to deal with. In the AHM the countries applied different ways in 

trying to measure this variable. This limits the comparability. More guidance on the way 

this variable should be measured is needed. At least a model questionnaire should be 

provided in case of repeating this variable. It could be a good idea to split this variable 

into several more straightforward variables.  

The topic seems substantial and complex enough to be measured by a separate module 

rather than a single variable. This strategy should seriously being considered. It would 

also be an opportunity to remove the limitation of measuring childcare for the youngest 

child only. This makes the data more relevant and more useful. 

Care should be taken to apply the correct hours bands. To avoid confusion, it seems 

better to apply the regular systematic by defining categories where the lower category is 

included and upper category is excluded. Since this more common, it will reduce the risk 

is incorrect implementations. 



 22 

 

5.3. IMPFACIL (column 199) 

5.3.1. Definition in the explanatory notes 

Short description 

Impact of availability and affordability of care facilities on not working or working part-time. 

Filter 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 and (FTPT ≠ 1) and (FTPTREAS ≠ 3 and SEEKREAS ≠ 3 and 

(REGCARE = 1-3 or has at least one own/spouse’s child up to 14 living in the household))  

Codes  

1 Suitable care services for children are not available or affordable 

2 Suitable care services for ill, disabled, elderly are not available or affordable 

3 Suitable care services for both children and ill, disabled and elderly are not available or 

affordable. 

4 Care facilities do not influence decision for labour market participation 

9 Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank No answer  

Purpose 

The variable IMPFACIL extends the coverage of the core-variable NEEDCARE in the context of 

this module to further groups, and is therefore defined in the same way as NEEDCARE. The aim 

of IMPFACIL is to measure to what extent the limited access to care services is an obstacle to 

participation in the labour market or to work full-time. All persons with care responsibilities who 

do not work full-time already are asked whether the availability or affordability of suitable care 

services influence their labour market participation. For persons working full-time it is assumed 

that they manage to organise work and private life in terms of their care responsibilities.  

5.3.2. Analysis of the results 

The variable IMPFACIL tries to measure if the lacks of suitable care facilities is a reason 

for not working or for working part-time. The objective and categories are exactly the 

same as the core LFS variable NEEDCARE. The variable captures this information for a 

larger population. The first filter is persons that work part-time or are not at work and 

where NEEDCARE was not measured. This means that these persons did not have as 

reason for working part-time or for not seeking employment: 'looking after children or 

incapacitated adults'. Within this population there are three target groups for this variable. 

The first consists of persons with a child less than 15 years of age. The second and third 

are based on if REGCARE showed that they took care of other children up to 14 or 

relative of friend 15+ in need of care. This means that to use this variable all three sub-

populations have to be considered. Furthermore, for analysis REGCARE and IMPFACIL 

have to be combined to have a complete picture. Understanding the information that is 

collected is further complicated by the fact that these groups can overlap. In case of 

having a child up to 14 and caring for other children up to 14 it is not clear what the 

reference to the childcare facilities is a problem for. One could assume that care for one's 

own children has priority in this respect. 
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IMPFACIL heavily depends on REGCARE. As a consequence, the measurement issues 

of REGCARE as mentioned in the section dedicated to this variable impacts on the 

results of IMPFACIL. This implies that the comparability of this variable is limited.  

To assess the quality of this variable the population 15-64 years working part-time or not 

at work was selected. A first basic comparison of the results shows that LU and HU show 

specific measurement issues. For all countries except these two the largest category is 'not 

applicable', which makes sense since this consists of persons without care 

responsibilities. Apparently, many of them are mistakenly coded that care facilities are of 

no influence.  

 

Graph 5: IMPFACIL by country for persons 15-64 years with a part-time job or not at 

work, LFS AHM 2010 

 

The second measurement issue is the high share of no answer in a number of countries. 

For DK, DE, IE, LV, MT, SK and the UK this share is higher than 3%. Especially the 

high share of Germany is problematic. It accounts for more than 60% of all no answers 

for the EU-27. 

The main issue of this variable is to find out what the additional value of IMPFACIL is, 

compared to what is already collected in the core LFS with NEEDCARE. This point is 

analysed for the three subgroup mentioned earlier. In the graph for all groups the results 

of both variables are shown. The category of persons looking after other children is 

broken down by the presence in the household of a child up to and including14 years of 

age.  

The largest subgroup of persons with care responsibilities working part-time or not 

working at all are persons with a child up to 14 years in the household. They amount to 

more than 22%, while there were only 5% of persons looking after other children, and 7% 

of persons looking after 15+ in need of care. In total about 9% persons with a small child 
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gave this a main reason for working part-time or not working, of which only 2% found 

that suitable care facilities was a problem. The other 14% were asked IMPFACIL, 

resulting in almost 2% of persons that mention care facilities. This could be seen as a 

substantial increase compared to what is measured with NEEDCARE. However, for the 

vast majority the question was not relevant.  

Graph 6: Share of persons 15-64 years working part-time or not working with care 

responsibilities, LFS AHM 2010, EU-27 

 

For the category of persons looking after other children the lack of childcare facilities is 

not a major issue. The numbers of persons that mention this point in case that they have 

no small children in the household are not significant both for NEEDCARE and 

IMPFACIL.  

Persons looking after friends or relatives 15+ in need of care and working part-time or 

not working considered the lack of care facilities not very problematic. In total it amounts 

to about 1% evenly distributed as being measured via both variables. Again here the vast 

majority do not mention this as an important reason to work part-time or not working at 

all.  

5.3.3. Conclusions and recommendations 

Summarising, it can be concluded that there are some measurement issues for IMPFACIL 

and the added value compared to the core variable NEEDCARE is limited. The 

measurement issue relates to the dependence on REGCARE which was not measured the 

same in the countries, not applying the filters for a few countries and high shares of no 

answers for a number of countries. This, in combination with the fact that the added value 

of IMPFACIL compared to NEEDCARE is limited, implies that it does not seems  

sensible to keep this variable in case of repetition of this module. The most relevant 

information is provided for persons with small children in the household. This 
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information can easily be collected in the core LFS by extending the filter of 

NEEDCARE. No additional variable seems to be required to measure this. 

In addition, it was observed that this variable is not very relevant in countries that provide 

an extensive network of childcare facilities. Also the age limit of 15 years seems a bit too 

high. These are other reasons to reconsider this variable. 

5.4. NOWRECHI (column 200) and NOWRECAR (column 201) 

5.4.1. Analysis of the results of NOWRECHI 

Short description 

Main reason (linked with childcare) for not working or working part-time. 

Filter 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 and (NEEDCARE = 1, 3 or IMPFACIL = 1, 3) 

Codes  

1 No childcare services available 

2 Available childcare services are too expensive 

3 Available childcare services are not of sufficient quality 

4 Other reasons linked with the lack of suitable childcare services 

9 Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank No answer  

Purpose 

The aim of NOWRECHI is to know which the main constraints on childcare services are: the 

lack of childcare services at all, the costs, or the quality. The answer will depend on the situation 

and the point of view of the person. 

NOWRECHI was also part of the 2005 AHM. It is interesting to note that, aware of the 

inclusion of NEEDCARE in the core LFS, the Task Force evaluating the 2005 AHM 

anticipated that, in the case of the repetition of the module, ‘these variables would 

probably be dropped because NEEDCARE provides already the information’. In 2010, 

the variables were simplified, with 4 relevant categories each looking into the existence 

of the care services available (code 1), their costs (code 2), their quality (code 3). Code 4 

in 2010 (namely: other reasons linked with the lack of suitable care services) is the 

opposite of code 6 in 2005 (namely: other reasons not linked with the lack of suitable 

care services). If 2010 categories are compared to 2005 categories for these two variables, 

only categories 2 and 3 from 2010 correspond completely to categories 4 and 5 from 

2005. The revision of the LFS in 2006 and the inclusion of NEEDCARE in the core 

variables however triggered significant changes in the set of related variables and 

concretely their filters. For this reason, it is unclear to what extend the variables can 

considered to be comparable over time. 

NOWRECHI tries to measure more specifically what the main issues are regarding the 

lack of suitable childcare services. This is a follow-up variable to NEEDCARE from the 

core LFS and IMPFACIL where it is measured if the lack of suitable care facilities is a 

reason to work part-time or not to work at all for persons with care responsibilities. In the 

section on IMPFACIL it was already mentioned that only a small group see the lack of 
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childcare facilities as problematic in finding a (full-time) job. As a consequence the target 

group of NOWRECHI is small. For the EU-27 it amounted to 6 million persons in 2010.  

To assess the quality of the variables only those countries for which the total population 

falling into the filter of NOWRECHI is 50 thousand or more are selected. As a result, 

only about half of the 31 countries were selected applying this criterion for NOWRECHI. 

A serious issue for this variable is the share of no answers. It amounts to more than 10% 

for the EU and up to 20% for BE, IE, HU, PL and UK. On the other hand of the scale 

there are countries like BE, IE, EL, FR, IT, PL, and RO where this share is very low. This 

gives some reason to have doubts about the comparability between countries. It is 

however very difficult to be able to fully assess the comparability because this variable 

depends heavily on other variable like, NEEDCARE, REGCARE and IMPFACIL that 

also have measurement issues. In addition, the share of other reasons is high in a number 

of countries (BG, CZ and DE) making the variable less informative. For the EU the share 

is almost 20%. 

Graph 7: Share of NOWRECHI of the target group of the variable for selected countries, 

LFS AHM 2010 

 

Because of the high shares of no answer and the relative small sample sizes is it difficult 

to make strong conclusions based on the results. It seems that the prices of childcare 

services were considered the main issue for the EU in total and for BG, IE, EL, ES, FR, 

IT, NL, RO and UK. In some countries the availability of the services seemed to be 

problematic (BE, CZ, IT and AT). The quality of the childcare services was virtually no 

issue in all countries. 

All in all NOWRECHI is of limited value because of the small samples. The share of 'no 

answers' and 'other reasons' is also high, making the variable less informative.  
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5.4.2. Analysis of the results of NOWRECAR 

Short description 

Main reason (linked with care of other dependants) for not working or working part-time.  

Filter 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 and (NEEDCARE = 2, 3 or IMPFACIL = 2, 3) 

Codes  

1 No care services available 

2 Available care services are too expensive 

3 Available care services are not of sufficient quality 

4 Other reasons linked with the lack of suitable care services 

9 Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank No answer  

Purpose 

The aim of NOWRECAR is to know which the main constraints on care services for dependant 

persons (ill, disabled and elderly) are: the lack of care services at all, the costs, or the quality. 

The answer will depend on the situation and the point of view of the person. 

NOWRECAR tries to measure more specifically what the main issues are regarding the 

lack of suitable care services for ill, disabled or elderly persons. This is another follow-up 

variable to NEEDCARE from the core LFS and IMPFACIL where it is measured if the 

lack of suitable care facilities is a reason to work part-time or not to work at all for 

persons with care responsibilities. In the section on IMPFACIL it was already mentioned 

that only a small group see the lack of care facilities as problematic in finding a (full-

time) job. For NOWRECAR the situation is even worse than for NOWRECHI, with a 

target group of only 2 million persons. The target populations were so small in some 

countries that it will not give reliable results because of small sample sizes.  

Selecting only those countries in which the total population falling into the filter of 

NOWRECAR is 50 thousand or more results in the selection of only 8 countries. This is 

a very small number of countries. A serious issue for this variable is the share of no 

answers. It amounts to more than 10% for the EU and up to 40% for BE, HU, PL and 

UK. For BE, FR, IT and PL this share is relatively low.  In addition, the share of other 

reasons is high in Germany, making the variable less informative. For the EU the share is 

almost 20%. 

Because of the high shares of no answer and the relative small sample sizes is it difficult 

to make strong conclusions based on the results. It seems that the prices of care services 

were considered to be the main issue for the EU in total and for ES, FR, IT and PL. In BE 

and IT the availability of the services seemed to be problematic. The quality of the 

childcare services was virtually no issue in all countries. 
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Graph 8: Share of NOWRECAR of the target group of the variable for selected countries, 

LFS  AHM  2010 

 

5.4.3. Conclusions and recommendations 

All in all NOWRECHI and to a higher extent NOWRECAR are of limited value because 

of the small samples. The share of 'no answers' and 'other reasons' is also high making the 

variables not very informative. Since the lack of care facilities for ill, disabled and elderly 

is no reason to prevent persons to work full-time NOWRECAR seems not really essential 

and could therefore be dropped in case of future repetitions of the AHM. 

5.5. VARHOURS (column 202) 

5.5.1. Definition in the explanatory notes 

Short description 

Variable working hours.  

Filter 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 and (STAPRO = 3). 

Codes  

1 Fixed start and end of a working day or varying working time as decided by the employer  

 
Schedule decided by the employee within one of the following schemes: 

2 Flexitime / Working time banking  

3 Daily number of hours fixed, but some flexibility within the day 

4 Determines own work schedule (no formal boundaries at all) 

5 Other 

9 Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank No answer 
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Purpose 

The variable VARHOURS measures the flexibility of the working time arrangements of 

employees, which is a key component for the reconciliation between work and family life. What 

is more, VARHOURS provides the opportunity to build an indicator to monitor the Employment 

Guidelines regarding the aspect of flexible working time arrangements in the framework of the 

flexicurity policy
4
. VARHOURS is derived from the 2004 ad hoc module variable 

VARWKHRS, which makes the analysis of developments over time possible as well. The focus 

of VARHOURS is on the respondent’s view regarding the actual (not contractual) situation.   

5.5.2. Analysis of the questionnaires 

VARHOURS is a complicated variable. It consists of several elements. The first element 

is if the start and end of the working day is fixed or varies. The second element is if 

employer or organisation decides about beginning and ending times of the working days 

of the employee. And the third element concerns the kind of flexible working time 

arrangement the employee has. All these elements are not always clear black-and-white 

distinctions. The employees' view on this should be leading. This subjective aspect makes 

the variable quite sensitive to the way it is measured via the wording of questions and 

answering categories.  

In the explanatory notes is stated that code 1 applies to an arrangement with really fixed 

start and end of the working day. In addition, if the start and end varies but that these 

times are fully determined by employer or organisation also code 1 applies. An example 

of such a situation is the case of shift work with several shifts starting and ending at 

varying time but determined by the job. All other cases should be coded 2-5. On the other 

end of the scale is code 4 also clearly defined: the employee can fully determine the 

working time. Code 2, flexitime and working time banking, seems also clearly defined. 

However, what is meant by flexitime
5
 is not evident. The Cambridge Dictionary says that 

flexitime is a system of working in which people work a set number of hours within a 

fixed period of time, but can change the time they start or finish work. In practice it may 

refer to several kinds of flexible working time arrangements that can differ between 

organisations. The term working time banking is even less well known. In addition, one 

can question if this type of arrangement is common and known in all MS and to all 

respondents.  

Code 3, daily number of hours fixed but some flexibility within the day, is more 

complicated. It is not flexitime, but some flexibility exists. Since a flexitime working 

time arrangement is not straightforward it is not evident what should be included here. 

The explanatory notes are extensive on this code. It is difficult to adequately measure all 

these cases mentioned in the explanatory notes with one simple answer category. The 

                                                 

4
 Cp. the proposed indicator 'Total employees who have other working time arrangements than fixed start 

and end of a working day as a percentage of total employees' discussed in the EMCO Indicators Group. 

5
 Wikipedia: Flexitime (or flextime, flexi-time, originally derived from the German word Gleitzeit which 

literally means "sliding time") is a variable work schedule, in contrast to traditional work arrangements 

requiring employees to work a standard 9 am to 5 pm day. Under flextime, there is typically a core of 

the day, when employees are expected to be at work , while the rest of the working day is "flexitime", 

in which employees can choose when they work, subject to achieving total daily, weekly or monthly 

hours in the region of what the employer expects, and subject to the necessary work being done. 
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distinction between code 2, 3 and what ends up in code 5 'other' depends on the way the 

questions or answering categories are worded.  

Explanatory notes on category 3 Daily number of hours fixed but some flexibility within 

the day     

– Code 3: This code covers the concept of staggered working hours, a situation where workers may start 

earlier and finish later outside a range of hours according to regulation or collective agreement when 

presence is compulsory. Contrary to flexitime / working time banking there are no account systems of credit 

and debit hours allowing employees to take time off. The number of hours worked each day is equal to the 

contractual number.  Staggered working allows the normal working hours to be varied to suit an 

individual’s needs (as long as service needs/requirements are assured), whilst working the daily contracted 

hours for the post. Banded start/end, for instance working from 10am-6pm rather than 9am-5pm, is one 

special example of staggered working hours.  

This code also includes cases where the daily working hours can be considered as fixed, but in practice 

some flexibility regarding the daily working hours is given, and it is not controlled whether a person works 

exactly the daily number of hours. One example of this is work done mainly during office hours because at 

that time clients have to be served, but outside these hours some flexibility is given. 

 

The countries measured VARHOURS in different ways. Most countries used one or two 

questions. Exceptions are DE and NO that used 3 questions, and NL that used 5 

questions. About half of the countries used an explicit filter question or a strict division 

of groups of answering categories, which has probably a similar effect. This filtering was 

done in three ways. Most of those countries asked if the employer fully decides the 

working time or not (ES, IT, CY, LV, LU, HU, NL, UK and IS). Five countries made a 

similar distinction but the other way around, namely if the employee has some influence 

to vary the start and the end of the working day (CZ, DE, AT, FI and NO). Using these 

different kinds of filter questions can have significant effects on the results. It could be 

possible that in case of doubt the answer will be negative with the first approach and 

affirmative in the second approach risking misclassification. 

Wording of the filter question 

CZ Do you generally have the possibility to vary working hours? 

DE Do you have some flexibility at which time you start and end your work? 

ES Who determines your working hours? 

IT The hours of start and end are fixed rigidly fixed by employer or flexible with one of the following 
possibilities? 

CY The hours you work is decided by your employer with a fixed start and end of a working day 
without any possible alterations by you? 

LV Who determines your working hours? 

LU Who arranges your working times? 

HU Schedule is determined by employer/by agreement with the employer? 

NL Do you have to start and end the working day at times determined by employer? 

AT Can you generally determine the start and end of the working day yourself within certain limits? 

FI Do you have strictly defined starting and finishing time in your job or can you influence them 
yourself? 

UK Are the days and hours you work decided by your employer, yourself or yourself and employer? 

IS Do have fixed working hours decided by your employer or do you have some control over your 
own working time? 

NO Even if you do not work flexible hours, are still able to vary start and end of your working day? 

 

The wording of the question on the working time flexibility varied considerably between 

countries. Almost half of the countries asked something like which of the following 
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arrangements (…) and then list the answering options. Half of the countries asked a 

question of the type: 'how are your working times determined?'. To what extent the 

answering categories are explicitly listed to the respondents is not clear in this case. 

Wording of the working time arrangements question 

BE Which of the following situations describes the best the way you can arrange your working 
times? 

BG How is the usual working time at your main job organised? 

CZ Do you generally have the possibility to vary working hours? 

DK Which of the following arrangements you have on your work? 

DE - 

EE How is the length of your working day arranged? 

EL What is the form of your working schedule? 

ES What type of schedule fits your work? 

FR How are the working times of your main job determined? 

IE Which of the following best describes how your working hours are set? 

IT Your working hours involve … 

CY Which of the following schemes as decided by you apply? 

LV What kind of working arrangement do you use? 

LT You are working by … 

HU How are your working times? 

LU Who arranges your working times? 

MT Which of the following options best describes the working hours in your job? 

NL - 

AT Which of the following working time arrangements apply to you? 

PL What is your working time arrangement? 

PT What kind of working hours do you have in your main job? 

RO Specify which category fits your work schedule. 

SI What are your working hours? 

SK What are the working time arrangements in your main job? 

FI Which of the following best describes your working time arrangements? 

SE How are your working times regulated? 

UK Which of the following best describes your working time arrangements? 

IS Which of the following best describes your working time in your [main] job? 

NO How are you able to vary your work schedule? 

HR Have you the following possibilities at your main work? 

MK What is your usual working time arrangement?  

  

EWCS How are your working times arrangements set? 

 

Five countries used an explicit answering category for the evident difficult cases of 

varying working times but still decided by the employer only: BE, HU, PT, SE and HR. 

An important sub group is the case of shift workers. To code this case is not 

straightforward. The varying times are set by the employer, but to take a shift is often 

decided jointly with the employee. There is some room to fit the allocation of the shift to 

the preference of the worker. Therefore one could have the view that it is not fully 

decided by the employer. As a consequence this group has a risk to be coded differently 

than intended. In most countries where such an answering category was absent it is not 

fully clear how these cases were treated. It depends on wording of the questions, the 

answering categories, the instruction and performance of the interviewers and the 

information given by the respondent. Only five countries included an explicit cue for the 

interviewer how to treat shift work (DK, DE, IE, LU and RO), while most countries 



 32 

apparently dealt with this in the instructions to the interviewers. The latter approach has a 

risk of misclassification but even with a cue this cannot be ruled out, because to what 

extent this cue is actually used in practice is not sure. Respondents can give the wrong 

answer firmly and spontaneously, without the interviewer being aware of it being wrong. 

Regarding the order of the categories, it is mentioned in the explanatory notes that the 

order is that of the expected frequency of occurrence, while the order of increasing 

flexibility is 1, 3, 2 and 4. Several countries (among them CZ, FR, IT, LT, HU, MT, RO, 

FI) have indeed chosen the order of flexibility for the codes in their questionnaires. This 

is a logic that makes sense 

Table 1. Summary of the differences in questionnaires measuring VARHOURS 

Country Filter question on who determines start 

& finish of working day

Separate category for varying 

working times set by employer

Remarks

BE no yes in cat 3 daily hours may vary

BG no no

CZ possibility to vary hours no cat 4 should be in agreement with employer

DK no no, but interviewer cue Examples mentioned, teaching in cat 3

DE possibility to vary hours no, but interviewer cue 3 separate questions

EE no no

EL no no
flexitime is not mentiond but is called flexible 

workschedule

ES hours determined by employer no

FR no no Teachers mentioned in 'other'

IE no no, but interviewer cue

IT fixed hours determined by employer? no

CY fixed hours determined by employer no

LV hours determined by employer no

LT no no

LU hours determined by employer no, but interviewer cue shift workers should be coded 1

HU hours determined by employer? yes

MT no no

NL hours determined by employer no
no questions asked to shift workers, many 

separate specific questions

AT hours determined by employee no

PL no no

PT no yes

RO no no, but interviewer cue

SI no no

SK no no

FI possibility to vary hours no In cat 3 daily hours may vary slightly

SE no yes varied working time not specified

UK hours determined by employer no

IS hours determined by employer no

NO possibility to vary hours no

HR no yes

MK no no

EWCS no yes cat 2, 3 & 5 are combined  

Category 2 Flexitime or working time banking are English terms not always 

straightforward translatable to all languages. As a result countries used several wordings. 

This can lead to different results, especially when the answering categories are explicitly 

listed during the interview. Some concrete examples can be mentioned. EE, ES and IT 

used the term working time banking only, while in the UK and some other countries used 

only flexitime. It is not clear if these terms will always ring a bell for every respondent 

especially in case of proxy answering. Countries like DE, FR and RO fully explained the 

concept as: possibility to work more or less on a working day that can be compensated in 

hours or days. In a note, FR made specific reference to the case of flexible hours 

combined with core hours (‘mandatory periods of presence’), which should be included 

in this category. RO explained that the weekly/monthly worked hours are those ‘settled 

by the working contract’. EL, LV, MT, PT and FI worded flexitime/working time 
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banking as flexible work schedule or the possibility to vary working hours per day, which 

is not fully covering the concept.  

As mentioned earlier, code 3 Daily number of hours fixed, but some flexibility within 

the day is also not straightforward to formulate as an answering category. Most countries 

stayed close to the label of the variable. It is not evident how this part of 'flexibility 

within the day' is interpreted. Explanatory notes had suggested an adaptation of the 

concepts to the national situations. BE clarified the difference between this code and code 

2, namely the lack of account systems for credit or debit hours under code 3. Several 

countries (EL, FR, IT, HU, FI) made the variable more concrete by referring to this as 

'flexibility to start and/or finish the working day'. LV mentioned as well the possibility ‘to 

split working time in several parts’. MT decided to include the staggered hours here, but 

also the system of core hours combined with variable hours: ‘Implies that an employee 

may start earlier to finish before ex start work at 7am and finish at 4pm; if employee 

starts work at 8am, s/he finishes at 5pm. In addition, this working arrangement includes 

working a core number of hours and flexible hours for the non-core part of the day: an 

employee must be at work between 9am and 1pm (core hours), and has flexibility for the 

rest of the hours of work for the day’. Whichever wording is chosen, it seems not enough 

to capture all cases that were intended to be captured in the category according to the 

explanatory notes.   

5.5.3. Analysis of results 

VARHOURS shows strongly varying results between the countries. The percentages of 

the category fixed start/end as decided by the employer ranges from 44% in FI to 95% in 

LV. In the Nordic countries, AT and DE this share is relatively low with less than 60%. 

In thirteen countries this share is higher than 80%.  

Graph 9: VARHOURS by country, LFS AHM 2010 
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The share of flexitime or fixed days with some flexibility within the day differs 

considerably. The Nordic countries, DE and AT show a share of flexitime that is larger 

than the share of fixed hours per day with some flexibility. Especially in Norway, the 

share of flexitime is very high. This is not really surprising since all employees are asked 

if they have a flexitime arrangement in separate question in the core before the specific 

questions in the AHM. This has a high risk of upward bias compared to the approach 

listing this arrangement in a list with other types. Very low shares of flexitime of less 

than 3% is visible in IT, CY, LT, LV, SK, BG, HU and HR. In FR, IT, EL, LT and UK 

the share of fixed hours per day with flexibility is considerably higher than the share of 

flexitime. A very high share of fixed hours per day with flexibility within the day is 

extremely high in Italy, with 30%.  

The share of employees with full control on their working times is limited in all 

countries. In more than half of the countries it amounts to less than 3%. Relatively high 

shares are visible in AT (10%), IS (9%) and FR (8%).  

The category 'other' is low is almost all countries. It is only significant in the UK, with a 

share of 10%. The share of no answers is low. In only a few countries it is significant: 

DE, BE and EL. For DE it is 4%, making it a substantially large number of persons in 

total. 

To check how shift work is treated the employees with SHIFTWORK code 1 is selected. 

The results show that for CY, LV, HU, NL, AT and SK virtually all shift workers are 

coded as start/end determined by employer. This is in line with the explanatory notes. For 

a number of countries the share is high as well. But for EE, IE, EL, IT, FI, SE, UK, IS 

and MK the share is less than 80%. This raises serious doubts about the correct 

implementation of the variable. In EE, IE, SE, NO and MK a substantial share is coded as 

having flexitime. This is remarkable since the combination of shift work with flexitime 

seems unlikely. In EL, IT, FI and UK a substantial part is coded as fixed working hours 

with some flexibility in start and end of the working day which is not fully illogical. 

Another possible code would be other arrangements. This is visible in the UK with as 

share of more than 10% and in Iceland with 7%.  
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Graph 10: VARHOURS for shift workers by country, LFS AHM 2010 

 

The European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS) 2010 asked a similar question on 

variable working times. The results of this survey are compared with the LFS AHM. The 

EWCS had a separate category for employees that can choose between several fixed 

schedules determined by employer or organisation. This seems a good way to harmonise 

the treatment of these ambivalent cases. In the EWCS flexitime was not a separate 

category. This makes it not possible to confront those results.  

EWCS 2010 UK questionnaire 

Q39 How are your working time arrangements set? 
SHOW CARD Q39 – READ OUT – ONE ANSWER ONLY! 

1 – They are set by the company / organisation with no possibility for changes  

2 – You can choose between several fixed working schedules determined by the 

company/organisation  

3 – You can adapt your working hours within certain limits (e.g. flexitime)  

4 – Your working hours are entirely determined by yourself  

 

The EWCS gives a similar picture of the EU situation as the LFS AHM 2010. Nordic 

countries, AT and DE have low shares with fully fixed working times. The only country 

with a similar pattern, while this is not visible in the LFS, is the Netherlands. The EWCS 

results seem not implausible for the Netherlands. On the other end of the scale with high 

share of fixed schedules the same countries are present: most of the new Member States 

and ES, PT. In the EWCS Greece is among them while this is not the case for the LFS 

AHM and for SI and MK it is the other way around.  
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Graph 11: Working time arrangements Q39 by country, EWCS 2010 

 

 

The percentage of category start/end defined by employer of VARHOURS is compared 

with the total of categories 'set by company' and 'choice between fixed schedules' of 

EWCS Q39 for employees only. The results show that for many countries the shares are 

similar. For a few countries the share in the LFS is somewhat higher. In particular for The 

Netherlands the LFS results are totally different from the EWCS, as observed before. In 

the LFS the share of fixed start and end is much higher. This is probably partly the result 

of the special way this variable was implemented.  

For a number of countries the share of fixed start/end in the AHM is considerably lower 

compared to the EWCS. For CZ, DE, IE, EL, FR, IT, CY, FI, UK and MK the share in 

the LFS is more than 10% points lower. For several of the countries this will be caused 

by the way the case of having the choice between several fixed schedules is treated in the 

LFS AHM 2010. In the EWCS shift workers are more likely to be captured correctly, 

with the second answering option, while this is not evident in case of the LFS AHM 2010 

for some countries. The share of fixed start/end for shift workers is relatively low in case 

of FI, IE, UK, IT and EL for the LFS AHM. This makes it likely that the treatment of this 

category in the AHM is a cause of the downward bias in the LFS in those countries.  
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Graph 12: Difference between share of fixed start/end of working between AHM and 

EWCS in percentage points 

 

5.5.4. Conclusions and recommendations 

To measure the flexibility in the working times of employees is not easy. It is 

complicated because of the different kinds of arrangement. Moreover, the degree of 

flexibility and the room that the employee has to influence the working times is not a 

black-and-white distinction. The variable VARHOURS in AHM 2010 is an attempt to 

capture this degree of flexibility and the kind of arrangements.  

Countries have implemented the variable differently with strong variation. This includes 

number and wording of both questions and answering categories. In addition, there is 

some circumstantial evidence that difficult cases were not treated in the same manner by 

all countries. The main issue is the distinction between code 2, 3 and 5: flexitime, fixed 

hours but some flexibility between with the days and others. This was not done in the 

same way by the countries. For this reason it advised to combine them into one category 

of 'flexible working times'. The second issue is the treatment of shift work. According to 

the explanatory notes these cases should be code as 1: fixed schedule determined by 

employer. However, there is reason to believe that no all countries were successful in 

this. As a consequence, the cross-country comparability of the results is limited.  

If the results of the LFS AHM 2010 are compared with the EWCS it shows that the 

general picture is more or less the same in both sources. However, there are some 

countries for which the results differ significantly. In several cases this can be attributed 

to the treatment of the choice between several fixed schedules determined by the 

organisation.  

The recommendation is that for future repetitions the variable should be less ambitious. 

To capture specific kinds of flexible arrangements in the EU in a comparable way is 

probably not possible. Furthermore, it seems a good idea to have a specific category for 

the case where the employee can choose from several schemes determined by the 

employer or the organisation like the EWCS is using and some of the countries applied. 

This is clear type of arrangement that can be captured explicitly. Having a separate 
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category would facilitate harmonised measurement on EU level. Finally, it is 

recommended to develop a model questionnaire for this variable. This would assist 

countries to measure this variable and this will prevent unnecessary differences in the 

implementation of this variable. 

A concrete proposal of a model question is presented below. This incorporates all 

recommendations mentioned above. It is similar to the EWCS version of this variable. 

To what extend can you determine the start and end time of your working day? 

1. Start and end of the working days are fully fixed 

2. Choice between several working schedules fixed by employer or organisation 

3. Some flexibility in start and end of working days 

4. Can fully determine own working times.  

 

5.6. POSSTEND (column 203) 

Short description 

Possible to vary start and/or end of working day for family reasons (at least one hour). 

Filter 

VARHOURS = 1, 3, 5, blank 

Codes  

1 Generally possible  

2 Rarely possible  

3 Not possible  

9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)  

Blank No answer  

Purpose 

The aim of POSSTEND is to evaluate the actual degree of flexibility of the job in terms of 

reconciliation with family life as a usual and exceptional means. POSSTEND focuses on the 

possible variation of the start and/or end of a working day by at least one hour. Together with the 

information on the general variability of working hours in VARHOURS this should give a 

complete picture how far the reconciliation is possible in different working time arrangements. 

As in VARHOURS, it is the respondent’s view/knowledge what matters. 

5.6.1. Analysis of the results 

The variable POSSTEND was also implemented in 2005, with identical categories. The 

filters are however different. In 2005 the variable applied to all employed 15-64 years 

including the self-employed, while the 2010 variable is limited to employees only. In 

addition, the 2010 variable depended on VARHOURS. VARHOURS  code 2 on 

Flexitime/ Working time banking or code 4 Own work schedule with no formal 

boundaries at all were excluded from POSSTEND. The assumption is that these cases 

should be coded as ' Generally possible'. The restricted filter aimed at simplifying the 

response burden. However, it requires an automatic encoding which is not error-free. 

Moreover, one could argue that for the respondents with VARHOURS = 2 in 

combination with an existence of core hours or other practices limiting the flexibility of 

the employee the assumed POSSTEND = 1 is not 100 % implicit.   
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Most countries used a straightforward question on the possibility to vary start of end of 

the working with at least one hour for family reasons. This is in fact a yes/no question. 

Allowing to give the modalities yes, generally/yes, rarely/no would need a separate 

follow-up question in case of yes. Some countries did this even explicitly. Only three 

countries included the modalities in the question itself (EE, UK, IS). Analysing the 

questionnaire of the UK showed that they used to have a sort of two stage approach in 

2005 but changed this for AHM 2010. Latvia made an error in the implementation of this 

variable, with as result that almost all respondents skipped the question. France used 

three separate yes/no questions explicitly addressing different cases of family 

circumstances. This was subsequently creatively transcoded into the modalities that were 

required. In fact one can say that France measured something else than that was the 

intention. It should be noted that in 2005 this variable was measured with a single 

question similar to what was done by the other countries. 

The results show strong differences between countries. The share of employees for which 

it is generally possible to vary start and end of working day for family reasons, including 

VARHOURS=2 and 4, ranged from 86% in the Netherlands to 20% or less in BG, LT, 

RO and HR. The general picture is consistent with VARHOURS. For DE and ES the 

share of no answers is significant with a share of 5 or higher. Germany accounts for half 

of the EU total of no answers, not counting Latvia.  

Graph 13: Distribution of answer categories for the variable POSSTEND, by country. 

2010 

 

As mentioned before, the filter of POSSTEND was changed in 2010 compared to 2005. 

This impacted on the comparability of the results in time. For the EU-27 the share of 

employees for which it is generally possible to vary start and end of working day for 

family reason is considerably higher in 2010 compared to 2005. This is visible for many 

countries. In addition, for some countries the results were in 2010 very different from 

2005, and not fully explainable with the change of filter. France showed a share of 74%, 

while in 2005 it was only 38%. This is clearly the result of a different and deviating way 
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of measuring this variable in 2010. UK showed differences of more than 20% points. 

This is also largely due to the change of question wording, including the modalities into 

the question. The following figure tracks change over time for all countries for the reply 

'generally possible' on the POSSTEND variable. 'No answer' is excluded from the 

calculation of percentages. For 2010 'generally possible' combines 'generally possible' 

from POSSTEND with those employees who have either flexitime / working time 

banking, or who determine their own work schedule totally (VARHOURS = 2 or 4), as 

these by default can vary their working days. 

 

Graph 14: Employees (STAPRO=3) 15-64 years of age who say it is generally possible to 

vary the start or stop of the working day for family reasons, 2005 and 2010.  

 

5.6.2. Conclusions and recommendations 

The conclusion is that POSSTEND did not cause major problems implementing it. 

However, there is evidence that the variable is quite sensitive to the wording. The UK 

changed the wording from 2005 to 2010 with significant different results. FR measured 

the variable totally different from the original intention making the results not 

comparable with the other countries. More guidance on the way the variable is measured 

is needed in case of future repetitions in order to have more comparable results.  

5.7. POSORGWT (column 204) 

5.7.1. Definition in the explanatory notes 

Short description 

Possible to organise working time in order to take whole days off for family reasons (without 

using holidays). 
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Filter 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 and (STAPRO = 3)  

Codes  

1 Generally possible  

2 Rarely possible  

3 Not possible  

9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)  

Blank No answer  

 

Purpose 

The aim of POSORGWT is to evaluate the actual degree of flexibility of the job in terms of 

reconciliation with family life as a usual and exceptional means. POSORGWT extends the 

information surveyed through POSSTEND by asking for the possibility to organise the working 

time in order to take whole days off (without using holidays). Together with the information on 

the general variability of working hours in VARHOURS this should give a complete picture how 

far the reconciliation is possible in different working time arrangements. As in VARHOURS, it 

is the respondent’s view/knowledge what matters. 

5.7.2. Analysis of the results 

This variable was part of both 2005 and 2010 modules. The categories are identical. In 

the short definition from 2005, it was indicated that the variable measured the possibility 

to take whole days off for family reasons, without using neither holidays nor special 

leave. In 2010 the special leave was no longer mentioned.  

Most countries used a straightforward question on the possibility to arrange working 

times to take a day off for family reasons similar to POSSTEND. It is in fact a yes/no 

question. Allowing to give the modalities yes, generally/yes, rarely/no would need a 

separate follow-up question in case of yes. Some countries did this even explicitly. Only 

three countries included the modalities in the question itself (EE, UK, IS). Analysing the 

questionnaire of the UK showed that they used to have a sort of two stage approach in 

2005 but changed this for AHM 2010. France used five separate yes/no questions 

checking which leave arrangement was used to take days of for family reasons and one 

question on checking if these leaves are limited to emergencies only. This was 

subsequently creatively transcoded into the modalities that were required. In fact one can 

say that France measured something else than that was the intention. It should be noted 

that in 2005 this variable was measured with a single question similar to what was done 

by the other countries. 

The results show strong differences between countries, with the EU-27 average of 

'generally possible' at 39%. The share of employees for which it is generally possible to 

take a whole day off for family reasons ranged from 75% in Austria to 10% or less in 

Cyprus, Hungary and Romania. Cyprus, Hungary, and Malta show the highest 

proportions for 'not possible', with France, Austria and Norway at the opposite side of the 

spectrum. For DE, ES, NL and IS the share of no answers is significant, with a share of 

5% or higher, Germany accounts for half of the EU total of no answers.  
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Graph 15: Distribution of answer categories for the variable POSORGWT, by country. 

2010 

 

The following figure tracks change over time for all countries for the reply 'generally 

possible' on the POSORGWT variable. 'No answer' is excluded from the calculation of 

percentages. 

Graph 16: Employees (STAPRO=3) 15-64 years of age who say it is generally possible to 

take a whole day off for family reasons. 2005 and 2010                        .   
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For the EU-27 the share of employees for which it is generally possible to arrange 

working time to take whole days off for family reasons is considerably higher in 2010 

compared to 2005, up from just below 30% to just above 40%. The clear upward trend is 

visible for most of the countries. France showed a share of 62% while in 2005 it was only 

22%, and has the largest increase. This is clearly the result of a different and deviating 

way of measuring this variable in 2010. Also AT, FI, UK and IS showed differences of 

more than 20% points. For the UK this is probably also due to the change of question 

wording including the modalities into the question. 

5.7.3. Conclusions and recommendations 

The conclusion is that POSORGWT did not cause major problems implementing it. 

However, there is evidence that the variable is quite sensitive to the wording. The UK 

changed the wording from 2005 to 2010 with significant different results. FR measured 

the variable totally different from the original intention making the results not 

comparable with the other countries. More guidance on the way the variable is measured 

is needed in case of future repetitions in order to have more comparable results.  

5.8. Sub-module on Career breaks and use of parental leave rights 

This sub-module constitutes a follow-up of the 2005 PARLEAVE and NOPLREAS 

variables. This extension of the sub-module was triggered by the 2005 ‘problem’: it 

would be extremely difficult to get comparable data on career breaks and related issues 

by using the concept of parental leave only
6
.  

The 2010 sub-module consists of three variables: REDWORK on reducing working time 

after the birth of the youngest child, STOPWORK on stopping work to take care of the 

youngest child and PARLEAVE on taking full-time parental leave to take care of the 

youngest child.  A fourth variable, NOPLREAS on the reasons for not using parental 

leave was optional and only implemented in three countries. 

It remains to be assessed whether the variables as defined in the module (concepts, 

reference period, filters) remained fully comparable among countries after the national 

implementation. The task force is invited to assess which are the concrete comparable 

results but also the limits of this sub-module, and issue recommendations for further 

improvements and harmonisations in future repetitions of the module. 

5.8.1. PARLEAVE in 2005 and 2010 

The variable PARLEAVE is the only variable implemented both in the 2005 and 2010 

modules
7
. The recommendation of the TF evaluating the module was to replace the 2005 

variable by a simple yes/no variable on parental leave taken in the last 12 months. The 

2010 module tackles the problem identified by supplementing PARLEAVE by two 

variables – REDWORK and STOPWORK. However, PARLEAVE in 2010 was not a 

simple yes/no variable and did not refer to the leave taken during the year preceding the 

interview.  

                                                 

6
 Explanatory notes, page 15, in the preamble of the sub-module 

7
 NOPLREAS was present in 2005 module, but optional in 2010. 
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To manage a combination of 2005 and 2010 PARLEAVE data is unlikely because of 

several reasons: 

(1) Ambitious PARLEAVE in 2005, with limited comparability. There was no public 

table releasing 2005 values for this variable. In 2005, the variable was based on a 

definition from a Council Directive
8
 and its filters were designed at national level, taking 

into account the ‘national rules for parental leave’. The Task Force assessing the 2005 

module considered national filters as misleading and pointed out that parental leave was 

not a usual situation; therefore countries were invited to impute values from social 

security registers. A full list of national approaches concerning the filters is available in 

the Annex 1 of the 2005 evaluation report
9
. Most countries included under code 1 (No 

parental leave) the couples without children, or with children above various ages when 

thresholds were influenced by national provisions on parental leave. Only BG, ES, LV, 

AT, PT, FI and NO had filters that could be seen as comparable to the 2010 filters but 

only in what the age of children is concerned. In addition, the 2005 variable was far too 

ambitious trying to capture in six categories whether parental leave was full-time or part-

time, remunerated or not, taken in one block or in other arrangements. This ambition of 

the 2005 complex categories of PARLEAVE was combined with generally low incidence 

of parental leave during the last 12 months. 

(2) Different reference periods. The reference period of PARLEAVE changed from 

2005 to 2010 as follows: in 2005 it was the year preceding the survey, while in 2010 it 

refers to any period of parental leave taken to take care of the youngest child aged less 

than eight.  

(2) Different definition. In 2010 the restriction to the youngest child was enforced, and 

parental leave taken for other children of the households was explicitly excluded. Back in 

2005 there was no distinction among the children, even if it was most likely that parental 

leave was taken for the youngest child. 

5.8.2. Specific principles for the sub-module and its variables 

The sub-module built around several principles which could be summarised from the 

explanatory document as follows: 

1. the variables REDWORK and STOPWORK are comparable in the sense that they 

cover all kinds of arrangements; 

2. the new focus of the variable PARLEAVE is the full-time parental leave; even if 

countries like LU have part-time leave, which is then not reflected and creates 

confusion 

3. STOPWORK includes
10

 parental leave; 

                                                 

8
 Council Directive 96/34/EC: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexapi!prod! 

CELEXnumdoc&lg=EN&numdoc=31996L0034&model=guichett to grant men and women workers an 

individual right to parental leave on the grounds of the birth or adoption of a child to enable them to 

take care of that child, for at least three months, until a given age up to 8 years to be defined by 

Member States and/or management and labour. [..] Member States may apply or introduce more 

favourable provisions that those set out in this agreement. 

9
 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?code=KS-RA-07-011  

10
 In fact, for respondents without second job, when PARLEAVE=2-5 then STOPWORK should always be 

>= PARLEAVE (for instance PARLEAVE=5 means STOPWORK=5 or 6); moreover if 

STOPWORK=1, PARLEAVE can not be >=2. Of course these rules only concern the population 

answering STOPWORK, which is smaller than that answering PARLEAVE (Frequently Asked 

Questions document, page 8). 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexapi!prod!CELEXnumdoc&lg=EN&numdoc=31996L0034&model=guichett
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexapi!prod!CELEXnumdoc&lg=EN&numdoc=31996L0034&model=guichett
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?code=KS-RA-07-011
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4. for countries where parental leave is linked to employment, the variables STOPWORK 

and PARLEAVE might be combined by filters which reflect the national situation; 

5. maternity and paternity leave are excluded
11

 from all variables; 

6. countries enjoy a lot of freedom in the implementation: they might combine the 

questions through filters if this is possible in the national context, or reverse the order 

of variables/ questions [..] if they think that the answers to PARLEAVE do not 

distort
12

 the ones to REDWORK and STOPWORK. 

The definition of the variables themselves can be synthesised as follows: 

7. all three are defined around the concept of the youngest child – if aged less than eight - 

of the respondent (or spouse) in the age group 15-64;  

8. REDWORK and STOPWORK share the same reference period
13

; 

9. REDWORK and STOPWORK share the same filter: Everybody aged 15 to 64 with at 

least one own/spouse’s child up to the 8
th

 birthday living in the household and 

[WSTATOR=1,2 or (EXISTPR =1 and REFYEAR-YEARPR <= age of the youngest 

child +1)] 

10. PARLEAVE has a similar, but less restrictive filter: Everybody aged 15 to 64 

with at least one own/spouse’s child up to the 8
th

 birthday living in the household. 

11. STOPWORK and PARLEAVE share the same categories (ongoing, none, plus 

four different time intervals); 

5.8.3. Filters 

The variables from this sub-module share particularly long (and complex) filters. For 

REDWORK and STOPWORK not less than three variables from the core LFS are 

needed: WSTATOR on the labour status during the reference week, EXISTPR on the 

existence of previous employment experience and YEARPR on the year in which person 

last worked. Household variables are involved as well. 

The shared filter of the sub-module (namely, the filter of PARLEAVE) is the population 

aged 15-64 whose youngest child (be it one's own child or spouse’s child) is less than 

eight. The age limit for the child comes from the Council Directive 96/34/EC and brings 

harmonisation in the various practices from 2005. The sample is larger than the one from 

2005, solving in this way the low incidence of parental leave during the year preceding 

the interview. Some countries, however, have seen as a major limitation of the module 

the fact that by referring to the leave taken for the youngest child (varying reference 

periods) it is not possible to use the overall LFS information on presence in work and 

working patterns. Recall issues and difficult proxy answering were noted as well. 

REDWORK and STOPWORK have a more restrictive filter, and they focus on those 

parents who either are in employment (WSTATOR=1,2) at the moment of the interview 

                                                 

11
 This exclusion is implemented differently for the three variables, resulting in different reference periods: 

‘Maternity and paternity leave are excluded from all of the following variables: for REDWORK and 

STOPWORK it is stated that the reference period is any period of at least one month after the 

paternity or maternity leave, whereas both kind of leave are excluded from PARLEAVE by the 

definition of parental leave’ (explanatory notes, page 15, in the preamble of the sub-module).  

12
 Further on, explanatory notes will actually encourage the order of questions PARLEAVE – STOPWORK 

– REDWORK because ‘this could even be easier for respondents as it reflects the natural sequence of 

events for many parents’ (explanatory notes, page 15, in the preamble of the sub-module).  

13
 See previous note on exclusion of maternity and paternity leave from the sub-module. 
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or had a previous job either after or shortly before the birth of the youngest child. The 

filter condition is long and complex, and not easy to implement in all countries. In 

particular, for many survey modes it was difficult to include the respondents who had a 

job ‘shortly before’ the birth of the youngest child. 

From the analysis of the filters, it would result that STOPWORK and REDWORK target 

parents in employment (at certain present or past moment), while PARLEAVE targets 

parents in general. On the other hand, EU legislation defines parental leave as a leave for 

‘men and women workers’. EU legislation also invited Member States to apply more 

favourable provisions in the implementation of parental leave. The AHM 2010 tried to 

capture cases when the definition of ‘workers’ at national level is independent from the 

concept of ILO-employment from the LFS. It also tried to capture the national, most 

favourable conditions for parental leaves – or this is one understanding of the more 

general filter of PARLEAVE.  

The context of the different filters for PARLEAVE and STOPWORK was outlined 

above. However, either because of parental leave which is linked to employment, or 

because of specific interviewing limitations, the concept of target population was 

sometimes the same at national level. DE, PL, PT, UK and NO used the same sample of 

respondents for all variables: PARLEAVE and STOPWORK/ REDWORK. IT and PT 

used as filter the simplified version ‘employed or with work experience’. 

The TF is invited to issue recommendation concerning the simplifications of the filters of 

this sub-module, and explore the possibility of combining them in one common filter. 

5.8.4. Defining career breaks: STOPWORK and PARLEAVE 

The module did not cover a common career break: maternity leave. Many countries 

reported respondents’ confusion between maternity leave and parental leave. Some 

respondents considered relevant the overall absence from work. 

Both STOPWORK and PARLEAVE deal with career breaks other than maternity/ 

paternity leave of at least one month to take care of the youngest child. They also have 

identical answering categories. While PARLEAVE covers full-time parental leave only, 

STOPWORK covers any kind of arrangement. In some countries the existence of more 

parental benefits or benefits for different periods of time was a cause of confusion, and 

the best practice was to clarify the national concepts for respondents.  

The module does not distinguish between parental leave and time spent at home without 

the right to return to the working place. Sometimes countries had to adapt the 

questionnaire for people who were not in work, and distinguish among them who were on 

family leave and who were not working but for a different reason than family leave. 

In many countries where parental leave is common, the first variable filled in was 

PARLEAVE, followed by STOPWORK-not-PARLEAVE and the final STOPWORK 

variable combined both career breaks expressed in time intervals. In other countries the 

first question concerned STOPWORK and if yes then it was checked if full time 

PARLEAVE existed. The STOPWORK variable was therefore derived differently in the 

module: either as a sum, or as direct answer. In the second case, it is assumed that 

respondents would include parental leave in the time of stopped work. However, parental 
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leave could be ambiguous as a concept, because the beneficiary could consider himself 

(and especially for short periods) in work while being absent from work.  

The table below shows the combinations of categories of the two variables, as recorded in 

the 2010 module at aggregated level. In principle, most combinations could be explained 

by particular cases. The extreme case of people who did not stop work but who had 

parental leave is not significant at EU level – and could be explained in the light of a 

second job. On the other hand, the fact that the categories show a clear match should also 

be interpreted with care, as there are countries where answers were pre-filled – practice 

allowed in order to reduce the response burden in member states where parental leave is 

common.  

STOPWORK by PARLEAVE  

PARLEAVE

STOPWORK

 Not taken 

parental leave 

for 1 month

Parental 

leave <3 

months

Parental 

leave 3-6 

months

Parental 

leave 6-12 

months

Parental 

leave >12 

months

Parental 

leave is still 

ongoing

No 

answer

Not 

applicable

Total

Not stopped working 96% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 100%

Stopped < 3 months 35% 57% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 0% 100%

Stopped 3-6 months 27% 6% 62% 3% 1% 1% 0% 0% 100%

Stopped 6-12 months 20% 3% 3% 70% 3% 1% 1% 0% 100%

Stopped > 12 months 15% 1% 1% 3% 79% 1% 1% 0% 100%

Not returned to work yet 22% 2% 1% 3% 7% 64% 1% 0% 100%

No answer 17% 2% 1% 2% 2% 3% 73% 0% 100%

Not applicable 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 98% 100%
 

A common recommendation emerging from the evaluation of the module by the NSIs 

was to consider reducing the response categories. This is particularly relevant for these 

variables, where the same categories were proposed twice. It was also pointed out that it 

was not always easy to record periods of exactly three months, etc. and as a result the 

same time intervals might be recorded differently by different questionnaires (and 

interviewers). The TF is invited to suggest, for future implementations of the module, a 

way to reduce the combinations of answering categories, in order to reduce the response 

burden. 

5.8.5. REDWORK (column 205): analysis of results 

Short description 

Reduced working hours to take care of the youngest child in the household for at least one month 

(excluding maternity and paternity leave). 

Filter 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 with at least one own/spouse’s child up to the 8
th
 birthday living in the 

household and (WSTATOR = 1,2 or (EXISTPR = 1 and REFYEAR-YEARPR <= age of the 

youngest child +1)) 

Codes  

1 Yes 

2 No 

9 Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank No answer  
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Purpose 

The variable REDWORK aims at providing the number of persons who reduced their working 

time after the birth of the youngest child. The reference period is any period of at least one 

month after the paternity or maternity leave. It should complete the information from 

STOPWORK and PARLEAVE as well as from FTPTREAS which delivers such information for 

the current job in case it is the main reason. All arrangements are covered, in particular both paid 

and unpaid ones. 

REDWORK is a simple yes/no variable, checking the reduction of working hours for at 

least one month. It is limited to those reductions following the birth of the youngest child. 

Parents who reduced working time for an older child and maintained the work scheduled 

are not included in the Yes category. 

The variable seemed to raise no particular quality problems. Highest values are recorded 

in SE, DE and NL (all above 30% of respondents) while lowest values were recorded in 

BG, EE, HU and RO. When analysing by gender, high shares (of women with a child 

younger than eight and in employment - at the time of the interview or in the given 

moment in the past - who reduced their working time) were recorded in DE (highest 

value: 60%), but also in NL, CY, SE, UK (around 40%). With the exception of CY, the 

countries enumerated are also the countries where men reduced their working time: 

however, only SE shows a value which is close to 40% of all men respondents, while for 

the other countries values are around 15% among men.  

Graph 17: Distribution of REDWORK by gender 

 

 

 



 49 

5.8.6. STOPWORK (column 206) and REDWORK 

Short description of STOPWORK 

Stopped working to take care of the youngest child in the household for at least one month 

(excluding maternity and paternity leave). 

Filter 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 with at least one own/spouse’s child up to the 8
th
 birthday living in the 

household and (WSTATOR = 1,2 or (EXISTPR = 1 and REFYEAR-YEARPR <= age of the 

youngest child +1)) 

Codes  

1 No 

 Yes, stopped working for a completed period of 

2 - up to 3 months 

3 - more than 3 months and up to 6 months 

4 - more than 6 months and up to 1 year 

5 - more than 1 year 

6 Has not returned to work yet 

9  Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank No answer  

Purpose 

The variable STOPWORK aims at providing information on career breaks after the birth 

of the youngest child. The reference period is any period of at least one month after the 

paternity or maternity leave. It covers all arrangements chosen by the employee, both paid 

and unpaid. STOPWORK is not restricted to parental leave only (which is the objective 

of PARLEAVE below) since many other arrangements are possible and respondents do 

not always know about parental leave provisions. The variable excludes contracts 

terminated by the employer. 

STOPWORK uses the filter of the REDWORK question, indicating a conceptual unity of 

the two variables and allowing more detailed analysis. The graph below shows that the 

male participation in either reducing working hours or even stopping work is rather 

exceptional, and likelier to be for short(est) periods: less than three months. 

While the combination ‘no reduction of working hours’ + ’no parental leave’ remains 

most common even for women, some interesting patterns can be noticed when looking 

into the duration of the break accompanied or not by a reduction in working time. Results 

look plausible, as the reduction in working time is associated with less long absences and 

less current absences. 
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Graph 18: STOPWORK by REDWORK and gender 

 

5.8.7. PARLEAVE (column 207):  analysis of results 

Short description 

Full-time parental leave of at least one month taken to care for the youngest child in the 

household (excluding maternity and paternity leave). 

Filter 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 with at least one own/spouse’s child up to the 8
th

 birthday living 

in the household. 

Codes  

 

1  No, has not taken full-time parental leave for at least one month  

 Yes, has taken full-time parental leave for a completed period of: 

2 - up to 3 months 

3 - more than 3 months and up to 6 months 

4 - more than 6 months and up to 1 year 

5 - more than 1 year 

6 Leave is still ongoing 

9  Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank No answer  

Purpose 

The aim of PARLEAVE is to analyse the take-up rate of full-time parental leave to care for 

children for men and women (Council Directive 96/34/EC of 3.6.1996, OJ L145) as well as the 

length of the full-time parental leave taken. The variable completes the information on career 

breaks provided by the variable STOPWORK. 
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IE had a non-response rate of 51 %, with valid answers only from WSTATOR=1,2. It is 

the only country where PARLEAVE results are restricted to currently employed persons. 

In general, the values for 2010 look plausible, with: 

- high presence of parental leave (over 40% of the respondents aged 15-64 with the 

youngest child younger than eight) in several countries: CZ, EE, LV, HU, SI, SK, FI, SE; 

- values of over 20% of respondents with parental leave where reported by DE, LT, LU, 

AT, RO, HR;  

- lower than 10% values for the persons taking parental leave where recorded in: IE, EL, 

ES, CY, NL, IS, NO. While the values of IE were influenced by the high non-response 

rate and the values for NL are plausible in combination with the part-time takers, the 

values for IS and NO might seem under evaluated (in 2005, PARLEAVE defined as 

parental leave during previous year – had app. 15% positive values for NO). 

Graph 19: Parental leave – distribution among population 15-64 with youngest child less 

than 8 years old 

 

 
 

When looking into the length of parental leave: 

- CY and IS stand out as countries where only the category ‘parental leave of less than 3 

months’ – which could be in line with national circumstances; 

- the high levels of ongoing leave are relatively well correlated with high frequencies of 

parental leave longer than one year (BG, CZ, DE, EE, FR, LT, HU, AT, PL, RO, SK, FI); 

SI, ES and EL recorded most frequent parental leaves of more than 6 months and less 

than a year; LU, PT and DK seem to have the parental leaves of 3-6 months as most 

frequent among all parental leaves; shortest leaves (up to three months) were recorded in 

BE, IE, EL, IT, NL, NO, plus CY and IS. 

The analysis by gender shows that, for men: 

- only in SE a significant share of the respondents men took parental leave (over 40%); 
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- FI comes second among the countries with high shares of parental leave among men, 

with more than 15% of all respondent men having taken parental leave, and a 

significantly higher share (when compared to SE) of parental leaves of more than one 

year; LU comes next, with values from three months to one year; 

- DK, DE, SI, UK, IS have above 5% of respondents men haven taken parental leave; 

Parental leave is much more present among women: 

- a good indication of the presence of parental leave is given by the ‘on-going leave’ 

category, with values close to 40% of all female respondents in HU, CZ and SK; EE, LT, 

AT and FI report app. 20% for the same category; these values are usually combined with 

low shares of absence of paternal leave (with the exception of LT, where the parental 

leave could be a new phenomenon); 

- more than half of all respondents women did take parental leave in the past in: DE, EE, 

LV, SI, SK, FI, SE; 

- parental leaves of more than one year are predominant (among all types of parental 

leave) for women in: CZ, DE, EE, FR, LV, LT, HU, AT, RO, SK, FI and SE; 

- less than 20% of all respondents women used parental leave in: BE, BG, DK, IE, EL, 

ES, FR, IT, CY, MT, NL, IS, NO. Among them, BG and FR show relatively high on-

going parental leave for women. 

Graph 20: Parental leave for women– distribution among population 15-64 with youngest 

child less than 8 years old 
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5.8.8. NOPLREAS (columns 208/209) – optional variable 

NOPLREAS focuses on the reasons why parents did not use parental leave. In 2010 the 

variable was optional.  

As optional variable, it was only implemented in few countries: Estonia, Italy, 

Luxembourg and Romania. The modal value for Estonia was ‘partner takes/took parental 

leave’ (code 09). Most answered two categories for Italy were ‘no legal right’ (code 07) 

and ‘partner or other relatives are/ were around’ (code 10). Most answered three 

categories in Romania were on the partner taking parental leave (09), the lack of legal 

right (07) but also ‘had no significant job during that period’ (code 01). In Luxembourg, 

the distribution of the variable was: 18% because of lack of significant job during the 

period, 14% because the partner had no job, 13% because of the financial loss and 11% 

because it was the partner who took parental leave. 

There is no public table releasing the 2005 NOPLREAS data, probably because the 

related PARLEAVE variable was also not released. Given the limited amount of data 

available, any release of the 2010 NOPLREAS data is excluded. 
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ANNEX 1: LIST OF VARIABLES - MODULE 2010 

Specifications of the 2010 ad hoc module on reconciliation between work and family 

life 

1. Member States and regions concerned: all. 

2. The variables will be coded as follows: 

The labelling of variables of the Labour Force Survey in the column ‘Filter’ refers to Annex III to 

Commission Regulation (EC) No 377/2008 of 25 April 2008 implementing Council Regulation (EC) No 

577/98 on the organisation of a labour force sample survey in the Community as regards the codification to 

be used for data transmission from 2009 onwards, the use of a sub-sample for the collection of data on 

structural variables and the definition of the reference quarters
14

. 

Name Column Code Description Filter 

REGCARE 197  Person regularly takes care of other children up to 14 (other 

than own/spouse’s children living in the household) or of ill, 

disabled, elderly relatives/friends aged 15 or more in need of 

care 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 

  1 Yes, of other children up to 14   

  2 Yes, of relatives/friends aged 15 or more in need of care  

  3 Yes, of other children up to 14 and of relatives/friends aged 15 

or more in need of care 

 

  4 No   

  9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)   

  Blank No answer   

     

CHILDCAR 198  Use of childcare services per week for the youngest child 

living in the household 

(including paid childminders, pre-school; apart from 

compulsory school) 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 

with at least one 

own/spouse’s child up to 14 

living in the household  

   Childcare services are used for … per week  

  1 - up to 10 hours  

  2 - more than 10 hours and up to 20 hours  

  3 - more than 20 hours and up to 30 hours  

  4 - more than 30 hours and up to 40 hours  

  5 - more than 40 hours  

  6 No use of childcare services  

  9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)  

  Blank No answer   

 

                                                 

14
 OJ L 114, 26.4.2008, p. 57. 
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Name Column Code Description Filter 

IMPFACIL 199  Impact of availability and affordability of care facilities on 

not working or working part-time 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 and 

(FTPTREAS≠3 and 

SEEKREAS≠3 and 

(REGCARE=1-3 or has at 

least one own/spouse’s child 

up to 14 living in the 

household)) and FTPT≠1 

  1 Suitable care services for children are not available or 

affordable 

 

  2 Suitable care services for ill, disabled, elderly are not available 

or affordable 

 

  3 Suitable care services for both children and ill, disabled and 

elderly are not available or affordable. 

 

  4 Care facilities do not influence decision for labour market 

participation 

 

  9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)  

  Blank No answer   

     

NOWRECHI 200  Main reason (linked with childcare) for not working or 

working part-time 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 and 

(NEEDCARE=1,3 or 

IMPFACIL=1,3) 

  1 No childcare services available  

  2 Available childcare services are too expensive  

  3 Available childcare services are not of sufficient quality  

  4 Other reasons linked with the lack of suitable childcare 

services 

 

  9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)  

  Blank No answer   

     

NOWRECAR 201  Main reason (linked with care of other dependants) for not 

working or working part-time 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 and 

(NEEDCARE=2,3 or 

IMPFACIL =2,3) 

  1 No care services available  

  2 Available care services are too expensive  

  3 Available care services are not of sufficient quality  

  4 Other reasons linked with the lack of suitable care services  

  9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)  

  Blank No answer   
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Name Column Code Description Filter 

VARHOURS 202  Variable working hours Everybody aged 15 to 64 and 

STAPRO = 3 

  1 Fixed start and end of a working day or varying working time 

as decided by the employer  

 

   Schedule decided by the employee within one of the following 

schemes: 

 

  2 Flexitime / Working time banking   

  3 Daily number of hours fixed, but some flexibility within the 

day 

 

  4 Determines own work schedule (no formal boundaries at all)  

  5 Other  

  9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)  

  Blank No answer  

     

POSSTEND 203  Possible to vary start and/or end of working day for family 

reasons (at least one hour) 

VARHOURS=1,3,5,blank 

  1 Generally possible   

  2 Rarely possible   

  3 Not possible   

  9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)   

  Blank No answer   

     

POSORGWT 204  Possible to organise working time in order to take whole 

days off for family reasons (without using holidays) 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 and 

STAPRO = 3 

  1 Generally possible   

  2 Rarely possible   

  3 Not possible   

  9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)   

  Blank No answer   

     

REDWORK 205  Reduced working hours to take care of the youngest child in 

the household for at least one month  

(excluding maternity leave) 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 

with at least one 

own/spouse’s child up to the 

8th birthday living in the 

household and (WSTATOR = 

1,2 or (EXISTPR = 1 and 

REFYEAR-YEARPR <= age 

of the youngest child + 1)) 

  1 Yes  

  2 No  

  9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)  

  Blank No answer   
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Name Column Code Description Filter 

STOPWORK 206  Stopped working to take care of the youngest child in the 

household for at least one month  

(excluding maternity leave) 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 with 

at least one own/spouse’s 

child up to the 8th birthday 

living in the household and 

(WSTATOR = 1,2 or 

(EXISTPR = 1 and 

REFYEAR-YEARPR <= age 

of the youngest child + 1)) 

  1 No  

   Yes, stopped working for a completed period of  

  2 - up to 3 months  

  3 - more than 3 months and up to 6 months  

  4 - more than 6 months and up to 1 year  

  5 - more than 1 year  

  6 Has not returned to work yet  

  9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)  

  Blank No answer   

     

PARLEAVE 207  Full-time parental leave of at least one month taken to care for 

the youngest child in the household (excluding maternity 

leave) 

Everybody aged 15 to 64 with 

at least one own/spouse’s 

child up to the 8th birthday 

living in the household 

  1 No, has not taken full-time parental leave for at least one 

month 

 

   Yes, has taken full-time parental leave for a completed period 

of  

 

  2 - up to 3 months  

  3 - more than 3 months and up to 6 months  

  4 - more than 6 months and up to 1 year  

  5 - more than 1 year  

  6 Leave is still ongoing  

  9 Not applicable (not included in the filter)  

  Blank No answer   

     

 210/215  Weighting factor for the 2010 ad hoc module (optional) Everybody aged 15 to 64 

  0000-

9999 

00-99 

Columns 210-213 contain whole numbers 

Columns 214-215 contain decimal places 
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ANNEX 2: LIST OF DATASETS PROPOSED FOR DISSEMINATION 

On the Eurostat website there are several datasets releasing the most relevant information 

from each AHMs. Under the header “employment and unemployment”
15

 we currently 

group together the topics most relevant to the labour market, as follows: 

 

The number of datasets released varies. Each specific dataset can be accessed after typing 

its data code (for example: lfso_05regcp) in the Search field. 

The table below displays the tables disseminating the 2005 data. A short analysis is added 

on whether combining 2005 and 2010 data would theoretically be feasible.  

  2005 Eurostat dissemination 2005 data source and 

recommendation for 2010 

dissemination 

1  Number of persons between 15 and 64 years old 

regularly taking care of other children up to 14 or 

people older than 15 in need of care (lfso_05regcp)  

To add care for own children. 

Source: REGCARE. For users, the 

focus on ‘other’ children is 

surprising. 

2    Number of persons between 15 and 64 years old 

wishing to change the organisation of their working 

life and care responsibilities (lfso_05changp)  

2005 CHANGORG (C239). Not 

repeated.  

3    Main childcare-related reasons given by persons 

between 15 and 64 years old for not working or not 

working more (lfso_05nowrep)  

2005 NOWRECHI (C240). 

Limited comparability. Assessment 

needed. 

4    Main type of childcare used by employed persons 

between 15 and 64 years old for own/spouse's children 

up to 14 while working (lfso_05typece)  

2005 TYPECARE (C237). Only 

the childcare dimension repeated: 

CHILDCAR in 2010. Assessment 

needed. 

5    Number of employed persons between 15 and 64 

years old regularly taking care of other children or 

people in need of care (lfso_05regce)  

REGCARE for employed persons 

(see table 1). The focus on other 

children remains problematic. 

6    Number of employed persons between 15 and 64 

years old wishing to change the organisation of their 

working life and care responsibilities (lfso_05change)  

CHANGORG (2005) – not 

repeated – for employed persons 

(see table 2). 

7    Main childcare-related reasons given by employed 

persons between 15 and 64 years old for not working 

or not working more (lfso_05nowree)  

2005 NOWRECHI (C240) for 

employed persons. Limited 

comparability. Assessment needed. 

8    Number of employed persons between 15 and 64 

years old having to make working time arrangements 

over the last 12 months to care for children,. by 

working time pattern (lfso_05reduc1)  

2005 REDUCT (C241). Not 

repeated 

9    Number of employed persons between 15 and 64 2005 REDUCT (C241) by 
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years old having to make working time arrangements 

over the last 12 months to care for children, by 

occupation (lfso_05reduc2)  

occupation. Not repeated 

10    Main reasons (linked with care of other people in 

need of care) given by employed persons between 15 

and 64 years old for not working or not working more, 

by working time pattern (lfso_05nowre1)  

2005 NOWRECAR (C242) for 

employed persons, by working 

time pattern. Limited 

comparability. Assessment needed. 

11    Main reasons (linked with care of other people in 

need of care) given by employed persons between 15 

and 64 years old for not working or not working more, 

by occupation (lfso_05nowre2)  

2005 NOWRECAR (C242) for 

employed persons, by occupation. 

Limited comparability. Assessment 

needed. 

12    Number of employed persons between 15 and 64 

years old who can vary start/end of working day for 

family reasons, by economic activity (lfso_05posse1)  

2005 POSTEND (C243) by 

economic activity. Limited 

comparability. Assessment needed. 

13    Number of employed persons between 15 and 64 

years old who can vary start/end of working day for 

family reasons, by occupation (lfso_05posse2)  

2005 POSTEND (C243) by 

occupation. Limited comparability. 

Assessment needed. 

14    Number of employed persons between 15 and 64 

years old who can take whole days off for family 

reasons, by economic activity (lfso_05posoe1)  

2005 POSORGWT (C244) by 

economic activity. Limited 

comparability. Assessment needed. 

15    Number of employed persons between 15 and 64 

years old who can take whole days off for family 

reasons, by occupation (lfso_05posoe2)  

2005 POSORGWT (C244) by 

occupation. Limited comparability. 

Assessment needed. 

16    Number of employed persons between 15 and 64 

years old taking time off over the last 12 months for 

family sickness or emergencies, by highest level of 

education attained (lfso_05timee1)  

2005 TIMEOFF (C245) by highest 

level of education. Not repeated 

17    Number of employed persons between 15 and 64 

years old taking time off over the last 12 months for 

family sickness or emergencies, by economic activity 

(lfso_05timee2)  

2005 TIMEOFF (C245) by 

economic activity. Not repeated 

18    Number of employed persons between 15 and 64 

years old taking time off over the last 12 months for 

family sickness or emergencies, by occupation 

(lfso_05timee3)  

2005 TIMEOFF (C245) by 

occupation. Not repeated 

19    Average usual working hours of employed persons 

between 15 and 64 years old by main type of childcare 

used for own/spouse's children up to 14 while working 

(lfso_05typech)  

2005 TYPECARE (C237). Only 

the childcare dimension repeated: 

CHILDCAR in 2010. Assessment 

needed. Combination with core 

HWUSUAL. 

20    Average usual working hours of employed persons 

between 15 and 64 years old by regular care of other 

children or people in need of care (lfso_05regch)  

REGCARE in combination with 

core HWUSUAL. See previous 

comments. 

21    Average usual working hours of employed persons 

between 15 and 64 years old by wish to change the 

organisation of their working life and care 

responsibilities (lfso_05changh)  

CHANGORG (2005) – not 

repeated – with core HWUSUAL 

(see tables 2 and 6). 

22    Average usual working hours of employed persons 

between 15 and 64 years old by main childcare-related 

reasons given for not working or not working more 

(lfso_05nowreh)  

2005 NOWRECHI (C240) 

combined with core HWUSUAL. 

Limited comparability. Assessment 

needed. 
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The dissemination of the 2010 data consists of 11 tables grouped under three headers: 

   
 2010. Reconciliation between work and family life (lfso_10)  

 

 
 

       
 Care responsibilities (lfso_10care)  

 

        

  
 Persons taking care of other children or relatives in need of care (1 000) 

(lfso_10cregcar)  
  

        

  
 Persons making weekly use of childcare services for their youngest child 

(1 000) (lfso_10cchildc)  
  

        

  
 Main child-care related reasons for not working or working part-time 

(1 000) (lfso_10cnowchi)  
  

        

  
 Main care related reasons for not working or working part-time (1 000) 

(lfso_10cnowcar)  
  

     
 

   
 Flexibility of working time (lfso_10flex)  

 

        

  
 Employees by flexibility of their working schedule and by economic 

activity (1000) (lfso_10fvareco)  
  

        

  
 Employees by flexibility of their working schedule and by educational 

attainment (1000) (lfso_10fvaredu)  
  

        

  
 Employees by their perceived possibility to vary start/ stop of the 

working day for family reasons (1 000) (lfso_10fposste)  
  

        

  
 Employees who can take a whole day off for family reasons, by 

occupation (1 000) (lfso_10fposorg)  
  

         
 Career breaks and parental leave (lfso_10leav)  

 

        

  
 Persons who took parental leave to care for their youngest child aged less 

than eight, by length of parental leave (1 000) (lfso_10lparlea)  
  

        

  
 Persons who stopped work to care for their youngest child aged less than 

eight, by length of absence (1 000) (lfso_10lstopwo)  
  

        

  
 Persons who reduced their working time to care for their youngest child 

aged less than eight (1 000) (lfso_10lredwor)  

 

Given the limits of the comparability, most tables display only results for 2010. The only 

table with both 2005 and 2010 data is lfso_10fposorg. 
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