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Introduction 

The LFS 2000 ad hoc module was designed to collect information on the transition from 
school to working life. 14 EU member states and 6 Eastern European countries agreed with 
Eurostat to include an additional set of questions to their LFS to investigate this transition. To 
implement this module at national level and to ensure cross-country comparability Eurostat 
proposed a template of 11 questions, with related explanatory notes and guidelines, which 
each country was invited to adopt. The questions were aimed to collect information on school 
completion when respondents left education for the first time, on first significant employment 
and period of job search after leaving continuous education and social background. 
Moreover, questions on date of leaving education for the first time, date of starting and 
ending first significant job were also included to allow the construction of duration variables, 
thus adding a longitudinal perspective to the cross-sectional survey.  

The adoption of this module at national level has inevitably required some adjustments and 
adaptation to the different structure of the national Labour Force Surveys and, more 
generally, to the different national contexts. The national Labour Force Surveys, although 
subject to the constraints of the EU's statistical requirements, are structured according to their 
own national requirements and purposes. Thus, in spite of the close coordination between the 
National Statistical Institutes and Eurostat, country differences in the survey inevitably 
remain. These differences have also affected the implementation of the ad hoc module. Thus, 
in certain countries some questions were not asked in the ad hoc module because the related 
information was already collected in the core questionnaire. While in other countries the 
information has been drawn from other sources such as population registers. Moreover, cross-
country differences in the implementation of the ad hoc module may have been the result of 
adaptations to different national education systems and labour market characteristics.  

Despite these differences, however, to achieve comparability among the data collected in 
different countries a certain degree of standardisation in the questions asked and the 
definitions used needs to be preserved.  

One of the main aims of the present project is to evaluate the national implementation of the 
ad hoc module and to assess the quality and cross-country comparability of the data collected 
in the module. As the country-specific evaluation does need in-depth knowledge of the 
peculiarities of national transition processes, the evaluation of the implementation of the 
module has required the collaboration of national experts, both internal and external to the 
project team. The national experts have been asked to provide an assessment of the technical 
implementation of the ad hoc module according to a pre-specified Module Evaluation Grid 
(see appendix 1). Moreover, they have been asked to generate expert feedback on the 
substantive validity of the module data.  

This report is the final outcome of this evaluation process. Based on the national experts’ 
evaluations, the report synthesises cross-country similarities and differences in the 
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implementation of the ad hoc module and tries to assess the quality and cross-country 
comparability of the data collected in the LFS 2000 module.  

The report is divided into three main parts. The first part deals with cross-country differences 
and similarities in the technical implementation of the module. The main focus is on the 
methodologies used for the data collection (i.e. questionnaire design and official registers 
data), on the selection of the target population, on the information collected and the 
definitions used and on other general problems inherent to the implementation of the module. 
The second part presents the status of the data. Two main aspects related to the data are 
analysed: the quality of the data (e.g. cases of mismatch or inconsistency between the 
information collected and the definitions used) and the validity of the data based on the 
consistency check made by the national experts. The third part of the report discusses some 
substantive issues which have emerged from the evaluation of the ad hoc module 
implementation and the validity of the present module in describing school to work transition 
in different countries. The report ends with a general assessment of the quality and cross-
country comparability of the data of ad hoc module and the implications for empirical 
analyses based on these data. 
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PART ONE 

TECHNICAL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE AD HOC MODULE 

1. The Module Evaluation Grid (MEG) 

The evaluation of the implementation of the ad hoc module at national level has been carried 
out by national experts who are knowledgeable about the educational system and labour 
market situation of their countries as well as competent in evaluating the wording and the 
concepts used in the ad hoc module questionnaire. A Module Evaluation Grid was 
constructed by the project research team to guide the national experts in their evaluation (see 
appendix 1). The grid contains the list of the eleven pieces of information that Eurostat asked 
to be collected through the national questionnaire, supplemented by commentary notes. Thus, 
at the beginning of each section of the grid there is a description of the definitions proposed 
by Eurostat followed by a series of questions aimed at evaluating their adoption at national 
level. These questions were not meant to be exhaustive of all the issues which might have 
originated from the national implementation of the module. Thus, if there were other 
problems which may have occurred, the expert was invited to point them out as well. The 
following sections summarise the results of the national experts’ evaluation process. 

2. Methods of data collection 

In most countries the ad hoc module questionnaire was included in the pre-existing LFS core 
questionnaire (Belgium, Italy, Ireland, Latvia, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain and UK), or added as 
a separate questionnaire at the end of the LFS core questionnaire (France,1 Greece,2 Hungary, 
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Romania and Slovakia). However, there have been some exceptions. 
Austria carried out a separate survey for collecting the ad hoc module information in June 
while the rest of the information from the core questionnaire was collected in March.3 In the 
Netherlands all the information relating to the module was derived from the core 
questionnaire, with the exception of first significant job where specific questions were added. 
Denmark used only register-based information: the data were drawn from three registers, the 
Educational Register, the Register-based Labour Force Statistics and the Central Register of 
Labour Market Statistics. Finally, Finland and Sweden combined information from two 
different sources, official registers and the ad hoc module questionnaire.  

As outlined by the Danish national expert, there are many positive aspects in using register 
data: for example there is no risk of misinterpretations of the questions or refusal to answer 

                                                           
1  In France the ad hoc module questionnaire was included in the annual supplement of the Labour Forces 

Survey which, in the year 2000, was dedicated to lifelong learning.  
2 In particular in Greece the ad hoc module was conceived separately from the core questionnaire: the 

questions were asked without the support of computers, as in the case of the core questionnaire, and in some 
cases by telephone. The national expert recognises that these factors may have contributed a reduction in the 
quality of the data collected.  

3 It has also be taken into account that in Austria 8% of respondents, who have answered the questions of the 
core questionnaire, were changed in June according to the design of the survey. 



4 

the questions. The register data are generally very reliable because they report facts which 
occurred in individuals’ life and do not contain that element of subjectivity which may bias 
the answers in a questionnaire or an interview. However, register data also have limitations as 
suggested by the Danish case. Among the possible limitations there are delays in registering 
the occurrence of an event (e.g. leaving education), lack of coincidence between the purposes 
of the register data and the purpose of the survey data and consequent difficulty (and 
sometimes impossibility) to adapt to definitions different from those used in the registers.4 
The collection of data using interviews, on the other hand, may display high non-response 
rates and often relies on information given by proxy. On these two aspects there is much 
variation across the countries participating in the collection of the ad hoc module data. Both 
the information on non-response rate and on the proportion of proxy interviews were 
provided by the national experts. 

The non-response rate to the ad hoc module is generally low. The highest percentages of non-
response are found in Austria, 21%, and in Sweden, Luxembourg and Ireland, 14-17%. A 
weighting factor created by the national statistical offices will be applied to correct for non-
responses. However, this weighting factor is the same one as is used for the general LFS. The 
only exceptions are the Netherlands and France which have provided a separate weighting 
factor for the ad hoc module to take into account that only 1/5 and 1/3 respectively of the 
potential target group was interviewed (see national reports in appendix 4 for further details). 

Regarding the use of proxy interviews, four countries, Belgium, France, the Netherlands and 
UK, did not collect information by proxy (see table 1). With the exception of Sweden and 
Finland where proxies accounted for only 3 and 5 per cent of the interviews, the other 
countries have high percentages of proxies, ranging from 30-40% in Hungary to 67-69% in 
Portugal. Many national experts have pointed out that the use of proxy interviews may have 
lowered the quality of the data collected in the ad hoc module, especially when information 
were asked on field of education and dates of leaving education, entering and leaving the first 
significant job. 

The remaining sections of this first part of the report deal with an evaluation of the 
differences and similarities between the definitions proposed by Eurostat and the definitions 
used at the national level. Country tables are presented in appendix 2: they summarise the 
main differences in the definitions and point out whether the data show high percentages of 
missing information and inconsistency. 

                                                           
4 The Danish expert says: “It has been necessary to use registrations made for quite another purpose and to 

make some assumptions. – This is the case of the unemployment-spells which are assumed to approximate 
the job search periods.”  



5 

3. Selection of the target population 

The identification of the target population of the ad hoc module is crucial for the 
comparability of the data collected in the module. Eurostat, when commissioning the survey, 
recommended that some specific criteria were adopted to identify the target population. 
According to these criteria the target population of the ad hoc module should be composed 
of:  

 

 Young people aged between 15 and 35 years who have left continuous education or training 
in the last 5 or 10 years. 

 

 

From the evaluations of the national implementation of the ad hoc module, it emerges that the 
majority of the countries has adopted the age range 15-35. However, 5 countries (Austria, 
Belgium, Finland, Italy and the Netherlands) have interviewed people aged between 15 and 
34 years old. There are two main reasons for this choice: (1) to make the ad hoc module data 
comparable with other data sources. Other published data usually compare younger age 
groups up to 34 years old with adult age groups starting from 35 years old (for example, 
people aged 15-34 compared to people aged 35-64); and (2) to harmonise the data with the 
LFS sample and the weighting factor which in many countries is stratified by 5-year age 
groups (e.g. 15-19, 20-24, 25-29, etc.). Finally, 3 countries, Spain, Sweden and UK, have 
adopted the age range 16-35. In Spain this is because the legal age to start working is 16.5 In 
Sweden and UK, the compulsory school leaving age is 16, so most, if not all, people aged 15 
had not left education at the time of the interview. These small deviations from the Eurostat 
recommendations do not affect the comparability of the data. 

The other criteria to define the target population of the ad hoc module are: young people aged 
15-35 should have left continuous education, that is leaving education for the first time, in the 
last 5-10 years (preferably 10 years). In three countries, Italy, Lithuania and UK, there is not 
a clear mention of “leaving education for the first time”.6 The possible consequence of the 
lack of a clear specification of “first leaving education” might be an over-representation of 
people with high level of education (since it is likely that ‘leaving education’ refers to the last 
time, instead of the first time). 

In Finland and Sweden the national experts report that some difficulties emerged in 
identifying the moment of leaving continuous education. This is due to the fact that in these 
countries very few young people have linear and clear transition patterns (e.g finishing 
studying and starting working immediately after finishing studying). They usually combine 
studying and working for some time and this makes the time of “leaving education for the 
first time” very difficult to identify. 

                                                           
5 For the same reason people aged under 16 years old are not interviewed in the core questionnaire either.  
6 In Slovakia if respondents completed their studies in the last 10 years they are not asked about interruptions 

of studies. This assumes that they have carried out their studies continuously which may not be the case. 



6 

The time span considered between leaving education and the interview was for most 
countries 10 years7 but 5 countries, Finland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Sweden and UK 
chose a shorter time period, 5 years. The main reason given by the national experts for this 
choice is the problem of recalling information on events which occurred much earlier in time.  

Latvia chose to consider 10 years in the cases of completion of education and 5 years in the 
cases of interruptions. However, in Latvia subsequent questions on first significant job and 
period of job search were asked only to those who interrupted their studies without 
successfully completing them. Since in Latvia the selection of the target population was very 
different and has produced not comparable data, comments on the definitions used and the 
data collected by this country for each item in the ad hoc module will not be included in this 
report.8  

Eurostat suggested that: 

 

 “Leaving education” should include (1) completion of education - successful (e.g. 
graduation or acquisition of the final school leaving diploma) or not successful - and (2) 
interruption of studies for more than one year (3) with the exclusion of interruptions due to 
special reasons (e.g. maternity leaves, illness, national service, etc.).  

 

 

On the application of these three criteria the countries were split between those which fully 
implemented them (9 countries) and those which adopted only part of the criteria. Thus, 
Lithuania and Greece did not explicitly mention that leaving education could mean both 
successful and unsuccessful completion. In both cases the national experts said that 
successful completion is more likely to have been recorded. This may have caused a 
reduction in the number of people included in the target population and an over-
representation of those who have succeeded in reaching higher educational levels.  

Regarding the definition of interruptions of studies, in Denmark and Hungary a longer period 
of interruption was allowed (respectively 14 and 15 months) to exclude from the target group 
those people who were in a period of gap between leaving school and entering college or 
university. This is because in these countries it is not unlikely that young people, for various 
reasons, wait a long period before entering tertiary education.  

In Ireland and Lithuania no time limit for defining interruptions of study was specified. 
Moreover, Austria, Denmark,9 Luxembourg and the Netherlands did not explicitly exclude 
the cases of interruptions for special reasons. France did not exclude interruptions due to 

                                                           
7 In Greece, in the case of people in education at the time of the survey, interruptions occurred before 1991 

were also recorded. This was to increase the number of cases of those who experienced interruption of 
studies, otherwise very small.  

8 However, both the country table and the final brief report of the Latvia’s national expert are included in the 
appendixes. 

9 In the case of Denmark the reasons for the interruption of study could not be known, since the information 
was taken from the official registers. 
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illness. In all these latter cases this may lead to a higher incidence of interruptions compared 
with the other countries. 

Finally, “leaving continuous education” refers to both education and training (with at least 
10% of the total training in the educational/training institution), full-time or part-time and 
vocational and general courses. Once again the countries are quite divided between those 
which applied all these criteria and those which did not adopt all of them. Denmark, Hungary, 
Italy,10 Latvia, Romania11 and Slovakia considered only education within the formal 
education system. Moreover, training and apprenticeship were clearly excluded in UK while 
in Ireland it is ambiguous whether respondents considered apprenticeship as part of 
education.  

Denmark, Ireland and UK have explicitly considered only full-time education. Other 
countries (France, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia and Sweden) 
did not specify (or have not clearly specified) that education should have included part-time 
and full-time education. So, it is not possible to be sure whether respondents interpreted the 
question in a more or a less extensive way. The specification of the inclusion of vocational 
and general education seems to have been less problematic. Even when not specified the 
experts recognise that both types of education have been considered.  

It is difficult to assess the consequences of the use of less stringent criteria for the 
identification of the target population in certain countries. It is obvious that those countries 
which used more restricted definitions (e.g. full-time education only or exclusion of training) 
will have a more selected sample than the others. However, the consequences of this choice 
depend on the incidence that, for example, part-time education or training (the categories 
mostly excluded from the definition) has in the countries which did not include them. 

4. Definitions  

Once the target population was identified Eurostat suggested implementing a series of 
questions aimed at collecting information on school completion, first significant job, period 
of job search and social background. The questions were accompanied by guidelines which 
explained the meaning of the different concepts to be used. This section reviews the 
definitions proposed by Eurostat for each item of the ad hoc module and summarises the 
country differences in the implementations of these definitions.  

4.1 School completion 

The section on school completion collects data on date of leaving education for the first time, 
highest level of education successfully completed when leaving education and field of 
education and training. This is very important information in transition research. The 
combination of information on date of leaving education for the first time and on the kind of 

                                                           
10 Regional vocational courses (which may have a component of training) are included. 
11 Initial training is part of the education system. 
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education which respondents obtained at this stage (level and field of education) makes it 
possible to know for specific kinds of qualifications the age at which this qualification is 
reached in the various countries covered by the ad hoc module. It allows assessing 
empirically and in a comparable way the typical graduation ages in the various countries. 
Moreover, when combined with the other information related to the first significant job it 
allows the constructing of duration indicators such as length of time before entering first 
significant job, to study more precisely the transition from the qualifications obtained into the 
labour market and into different kinds of jobs. 

Date of leaving education 

 The date of leaving education refers to the date of leaving education (or training) for the first 
time, that is the time in which continuous education has been completed or interrupted for 
more than one year.  

 

 

Most of the countries involved in the collection of the ad hoc module data followed the 
Eurostat recommendation which stated that the date of leaving education refers to the date of 
completing or interrupting studying for the first time.12  

As previously mentioned, the recording of the month of leaving education is important for the 
construction of duration indicators. Thus, an accurate recording of the month as well as the 
year of leaving education is highly desirable.  

Overall the recording of the year of leaving education appears to have been unproblematic. 
On the other hand the recording of the month has been less accurate. Belgium, Ireland, 
Portugal and Spain decided from the beginning of the survey that recording the month was 
optional when leaving education occurred in less recent years.13 The reason is to avoid recall 
problems which, according to the national experts of these country, are very likely to occur. 
Some countries have opted for imputing the month in certain cases: in Ireland the month was 
recorded for the last five years and for the previous years set at June; in Finland in cases of 
interruptions the ‘academic term’ was asked and subsequently the month imputed;14 in 
Greece some imputations for year of leaving were made based on the information collected 
from the core questionnaire to correct for non-responses and mistakes.15  

                                                           
12 The only exceptions may be those countries which have not clearly specified, in selecting the target 

population, that leaving education refers to the first time leaving (i.e. Italy, Lithuania and UK). Moreover, in 
the case of Lithuania and in Slovenia the date seems erroneously to refer to the date of successful completion 
when leaving education for the first time. 

13 In the Portuguese case the month was recorded only from the year 1998 onwards. 
14 The information on both month and year of leaving education for those who completed education in the last 5 

years was collected from the Register of Completed Education and Degrees.  
15 Moreover, the date of leaving education in the cases of interruptions may be prior to 1991 since interruptions 

of studies before 1991 were also recorded.  
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The percentage of missing information for month of leaving education was particularly high 
for Italy (83%), the Netherlands (74%), Portugal (76% missing), Sweden (45%) and, to a 
lesser extent, Spain (26% of missing).16  

The imputation of the month of leaving education through the use of typical months of 
graduation or of the month which marks the end of the ‘academic term’ may lead to 
inaccuracies and mismatch between the date of leaving education and the date of starting 
working (which, according to the Eurostat definition of first significant job, should be later 
than the date of leaving education). The high percentage of missing information on month in 
the other countries may make it impossible to construct duration indicators for these 
countries.  

Highest level of education successfully completed  

 The highest level of education achieved refers to the level which has been successfully 
completed when leaving education for the first time. 

 

 

The above definition was accompanied by the Eurostat recommendation to use the ISCED-97 
in codifying these educational qualifications to guarantee cross-country comparability in the 
data collection.  

For most of the countries involved in the collection of the ad hoc module data the gathering 
of this information was apparently unproblematic. The countries involved did not report any 
particular problems in implementing the international classification ISCED-97.17 However, a 
series of tests carried out by Eurostat in the year 2000, on the quality of the data collected in 
the Education and Training module included in the EU Labour Force Survey, shows that in 
many countries there are some problems in the codification of the highest level of education 
successfully completed into ISCED-97. This rises doubts on the reliability of the data 
codified using ISCED-97 in the EU LFS.   

Moreover, the information drawn from the ad hoc module is particularly problematic in the 
following countries. 

In Ireland the data reporting this information are not correct at present and a new dataset 
should be sent by the national statistical office to solve this problem. Moreover, the Irish 
national expert has pointed out that, even though successful completion has been correctly 
defined as passing the exams, respondents may have interpreted 'passing' the exam in 
different ways because there is no formal institutional basis to define what it means in 
practice.18 

                                                           
16 In Portugal this is due to the decision to record the date of leaving education when it occurred in 1998 or 

afterwards and in Spain to leave optional the possibility to record the month when leaving education occurred 
in the year 1997 or afterwards. 

17 Denmark, Finland and Sweden used register data to collect this information. 
18 In general in Ireland 'passing' the Leaving Certificate (the main upper secondary qualification) is usually 

taken to mean achieving five or more 'pass' grades. 
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In France the “highest level of education” refers to both successful and unsuccessful 
completion. Respondents reported the level of education from which they left continuous 
education, even when they left without successfully completing it.  

In Lithuania the question was poorly phrased and there are some doubts about the adherence 
of the information collected to the Eurostat definition.  

In Italy and UK the question did not explicitly refer to “first leaving education”. So some 
respondents may have answered in relation to the most recent time of leaving continuous 
education.  

With the exceptions of Ireland and Lithuania and bearing in mind the observations made 
above, this information can be used without reservation in comparative analyses.  
 

Field of education and training of the programme attended before leaving education for 
the first time 

 Field of education and training refers to the latest educational programme attended before 
leaving education for the first time. Thus, in the case of interruption of study, the field of 
education and training refers to the educational programme attended when the interruption 
occurred and not to the last educational level successfully completed. 

 

 

The countries are split between those which accepted and adopted the Eurostat definition and 
those which, from misunderstanding or choice, have collected the information on the field of 
education of the last educational level successfully completed. Among these latter countries 
are Denmark, Ireland, Italy and Portugal. In the UK data the two definitions are mixed up: the 
question asked about the last educational programme attended, but the filtering instructions 
and some automatic codes assumed that this was the same as the last educational level 
successfully completed. Moreover, some countries collected the information for everybody, 
irrespective of the educational level attended, while other countries collected the information 
only for those who left from level 3 of ISCED-97 or above. This latest difference does not 
represent a real problem when people left from ISCED 1 or 2 since, in most countries, the 
programmes of the lower levels of education are very general and undifferentiated in terms of 
field of study. However, this may be a problem for those who left education at ISCED 3 level 
without successfully completing it because, in this case, the field of education cannot be 
assumed (being equally possible that respondents have left from general and vocational 
programmes).  

The international classification of field of education has been lamented by most of the 
national experts to be one of the most difficult classifications to be implemented. The main 
reason is the difficulty in fitting the national programmes into a classification which seems to 
correspond little with the national educational systems. In some countries, such as Portugal 
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and Lithuania,19 there is no national classification of field of study and this made an 
impossible task for these countries to implement the international classification. 

Since the difficulty in adopting this classification was encountered by all countries it is hard 
to assess the success of implementing it and the degree of comparability of the data collected. 
However, the data can be used with caution and with the exclusion of those countries where 
the high percentage of missing values makes impossible any analysis.  

In conclusion, the implementation of the international classification seems to require more 
work and more collaboration between Eurostat and the national statistical offices.  

4.2 First significant job after leaving education for the first time 

The information collected under this heading is: experience of first significant job (whether it 
has occurred or not), dates of starting and ending first significant job and occupation type. 
Information on first significant job is of crucial importance in examining the initial career 
stages of young people: their labour market status, the time between leaving education and 
the acquisition of first significant job and the types of job entered. Linking this information to 
the information on educational qualifications (level and field of education) obtained in the 
preceding section of the ad hoc module will allow an analysis of the correspondence between 
the qualification obtained and the type of job acquired. Moreover, linking this information to 
the information on current job, which was collected in the LFS core questionnaire, allows us 
to study the evolution of labour market achievements. 

Experience of first significant job 

The question on experience of first significant job aims to verify whether the respondent had 
a first significant job after leaving continuous education. It works as a filtering question, 
filtering out those respondents who did not have any significant job experience from 
answering the subsequent questions. Even though this information seems quite 
straightforward it presented some difficulties in its collection due to the definition of first 
significant job. According to the Eurostat guidelines: 
 
 First significant job is defined as a job (1) started after leaving continuous education, (2) 

with a duration of minimum 6 months, (3) with a minimum of 20 hrs per week and (4) being 
no casual work or training scheme. 

 

 

Not all countries have adopted the full definition of first significant job. Thus, some countries 
have not excluded casual jobs or training schemes (Lithuania20 and France),21 others have not 

                                                           
19 Lithuania has not collected the information at all while in Portugal data on field of education show 80% of 

missing information. 
20 However, in Lithuania there is a much more important problem. The first condition, “after leaving continuous 

education”, has not been well specified and has been translated as a job started after the successful 
completion of the highest level of education. 

21 If the instructions to interviewers were faithfully followed several training programmes would have been 
included in the UK. 
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specified that the first significant job should consist of a job involving at least 20 hours per 
week (Italy, Portugal and UK). In these cases the possible consequence is an over-
representation of those who experienced a first significant job. However, the incidence of 
jobs lasting less than 20 hours per week is very low among young people at least for Portugal 
and Italy. So their inclusion will make hardly any difference in the results of future empirical 
analyses. 

In the Netherlands the information was taken from the core questionnaire which assigned 
different criteria to define a ‘significant job’, that is a job involving at least 12 hours per week 
(instead of 20) and lasting for more than 1 year (instead of 6 months). There are also other 
restrictions (see country table and final report of the national expert) which made the 
selection of those who experienced a first significant job in the Netherlands comparable with 
the other countries in a very limited way. 

In the evaluation of the national implementation of the ad hoc module the national experts 
were asked whether first significant jobs started before leaving continuous education were 
recorded. With the exception of Belgium and Lithuania, which interpreted the Eurostat 
definition strictly and excluded all the jobs started before leaving continuous education, all 
countries considered as first significant jobs also those jobs that started before leaving 
continuous education and went on after leaving education, if they met the criteria of first 
significant job.22 Finland also added one criterion more: to be recorded the jobs started before 
leaving continuous education should have lasted at least 6 months after leaving education. 
Hungary did not consider as first significant jobs those jobs which respondents had during the 
14 months gap period in studying.  

Taking in mind that Belgium and Lithuania may have a lower proportion of young people 
having experienced a first significant job, because of the more restricted definition used, the 
information collected on experience of first significant job shows a good degree of 
comparability.23 

Date of starting first significant job 

 The date of starting first significant job should be subsequent to the date of leaving education 
for the first time. 

 

 

Since most of the countries recorded as first significant job also a job started before leaving 
education and continuing after leaving education there is the issue of which date in these 
cases has been recorded as date of starting first significant job. In the Frequently Asked 
Questions compiled by Eurostat, the suggestion was to postpone the date of entering the first 

                                                           
22 In Italy and Luxembourg it is not clear how these jobs have been treated. The guidelines to the interviewers 

did not explicitly tackle the issue but the data show that there are cases in which the date of starting first 
significant job is prior to the date of leaving education.. 

23 Ireland is the only country which shows a comparably high percentage of missing information (24%) for this 
item.  
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significant job and to make it coincide with the date of leaving education. However, not all 
countries adopted this solution. Thus, Finland, Ireland, the Netherlands, Slovenia and Sweden 
recorded the real starting date.24 There are no negative consequences linked to this decision 
since the real starting date offers richer information and the date may be subsequently 
postponed for comparative reasons. When first significant job was the current job in which 
respondent was employed the information was collected from the core questionnaire. This 
had the advantage of avoiding asking once again for the same information as had been 
already collected. However, it is clear from the data that the information on date of starting 
current job is less detailed than the information required in the ad hoc module. In all countries 
in the data drawn from the core questionnaire there are high percentages of missing 
information for month (50-60% coded as 99). This is due to the fact that recording the month 
was optional for those jobs started more than two years before the time of the interview.  

The percentage of missing information for year of starting first significant job is higher in 
Ireland and Italy (around 30%) than in the other countries when the data are drawn from the 
ad hoc module. Instead, the percentage of missing information for month is higher in Spain. 
This is also because for this date Spain decided to make optional the recording of month 
when before the year 1997.  

Date of ending first significant job 

 If school leavers have ended their first significant job at the time of the interview (that is, the 
first significant job is different from the current one) the date of ending the first significant 
job should have been recorded. 

 

 

The date of ending the first significant job was collected by all countries. In general, the 
collection of this information did not present big problems. The missing information ranges 
between 4% and 13% for year and it is in general a little higher for month.25 The question of 
what to consider as the ‘end of a job’ has found most of the national experts in agreement that 
it mainly refers to the change of employer.  

Occupation of first significant job 

 The occupation type of first significant job should have been recorded (when the first 
significant job is different from the current job) using ISCO-88 classification. 

 

 

The collection of the information on occupation of first significant job was also generally 
unproblematic. In general the national classifications of occupation were used and then 

                                                           
24 In some cases also in Greece the real starting date of first significant job has been recorded. But this seems to 

be related to inconsistencies in the application of the interviewers’ guidelines. 
25 In Ireland the month was recorded only for the last 5 years; for the years before the month was set to June. In 

Spain reporting the month was optional if jobs started in 1997 or before.  
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recoded in ISCO-88. As in the case of ISCED-97, ISCO-88 has been used for some years by 
most of the countries and its implementation does not present major difficulties.  

There are two countries for which the occupational classification presents some limitations: 
(1) Denmark drew the information on occupation from the earnings statistics which were 
established only in 1994 and (2) Romania used only 1-digit of the ISCO-88 classification. In 
the first case 54% of the information on occupation is missing because the information on the 
type of occupation was not available before 1994, that is prior to the establishment of the 
earnings statistics; in the second case no detailed examination of the occupations can be 
carried out.  

The percentages of missing information for this item are higher in Hungary (10%) and 
Slovakia (7%, coded 999) when first significant job is the current one and the data are drawn 
from the core questionnaire. The percentage of missing information is 45% in France26 and 
12% in Austria when the information is taken from the ad hoc module.27  

4.3 Continuous job search after leaving education 

This part of the ad hoc module aimed to explore the difficulties encountered by young people 
in the labour market at the beginning of their occupational career. The information to be 
collected included the existence of any period of job search after leaving education and the 
duration of the longest spell of job search.  

 
Existence of any period of job search after leaving education 

 Continuous period of job search is defined as the period, (1) between leaving education and 
the time of the interview, (2) lasting more than one month, (3) in which the interviewed 
person has not had a job and (4) actively looked for a job. 

 

 

In the Netherlands and UK this information was not collected following a special agreement 
between Eurostat and the National Statistical Offices of these two countries. Also Lithuania 
did not collect this information. Other countries have only partly adopted the definition 
suggested by Eurostat and this may create problems of comparability. The main deviations 
from the Eurostat definition are in regard to two criteria:  

1. Continuous period of job search between leaving education and the time of the interview: 
in Hungary, Italy and Slovenia, there is no specification of this criterion. In Hungary the 
question asked for a period of job search experienced during the last 10 years. Italy and 
Slovenia asked more generally whether the respondent had ever experienced a period of job 
search. In Austria it is ambiguous whether the period of job search starts from the time of 

                                                           
26 The missing information is due to an error occurred when linking the information from the core questionnaire 

and the information from the ad hoc module. A new corrected data set should be available soon.  
27 In the Netherlands 18% of first significant jobs are coded 0 (“Armed Forces”) which may have been the result 

of some miscodification. 
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interruption of study (successful or unsuccessful) or only from the time of completion of 
study.  

2. Actively looked for a job: this criterion was not specified in Austria (which has also not 
specified that the period should last minimum one month), Belgium, Greece and 
Luxembourg. In France it was specified that respondents should have looked for a job but the 
term “actively” was left out. 

The use of less stringent criteria in the above mentioned countries may inflate the proportion 
of people who declared to have had a period of job search. On the contrary, the adoption of 
the concept of unemployment (as a substitute of ‘period of job search’) in Denmark, Finland 
and Sweden may have produced the opposite effect. 28 Denmark used the Central Register of 
Labour Market Statistics which reports information on unemployment. Finland and Sweden 
asked for a period of unemployment after leaving education. In these countries it is not clear 
how close the definition of unemployment corresponds to the definition of period of job 
search proposed by Eurostat. However, overall this should not have caused serious problems 
of comparability since, in these countries, most young people in searching for a job are 
usually registered unemployed to claim unemployment benefits. 

A cautious use of this information is recommended, the conceptualisation of period of job 
search is quite ambiguous in the countries above examined and this reduces the degree of 
cross-country comparability. 

Duration of the longest spell of job search 

 The length of job search refers to the length of the longest spell of job search experienced 
between leaving continuous education and the time of the survey. 

 

 

This information is affected by all the limitations mentioned in the previous section. In 
addition, in Lithuania information collected on the duration of the period of job search refers 
to the time before acquiring the first significant job and the question was erroneously asked 
only to those whose first significant job was ended. In Portugal, the question asked 
generically for the longest spell of job search experienced, without referring to the period 
between leaving continuous education and the time of the interview. 

It follows that also in this case the use of this information must be very prudent. 

4.4 Social background 

The collection of information on social background is very useful to examine cross-country 
differences in the relationship between family of origin and young people’s education and 
occupational outcomes. The transition from school-to-work may be strongly influenced by 

                                                           
28 Also in Italy the question asked for a period of unemployment. However, the use of the term ‘unemployment’ 

is likely to affect the data to a lesser extent than the omission of the first criterion ‘between leaving education 
and the time of the interview’. 
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parents, both directly supporting children’s decision in the labour market and indirectly 
influencing children’s educational careers. Thus, the study of the effect of social origin on 
young people’s educational attainment and subsequent occupational destinations is of 
fundamental importance to understand the process of reproduction of social inequalities in 
each country and across-countries.  

Eurostat asked the countries involved in the collection of the ad hoc module information to 
add at the end of the questionnaire one question on the highest education or training 
successfully completed by father or mother. 

Highest level of education or training successfully completed by father or mother 

 Social background is measured by the highest level of education successfully completed by 
one of the parents. Eurostat suggests to report the level of education achieved by the parent 
with the higher level of education. 

 

 

In the Netherlands and UK this information was not collected following a special agreement 
between Eurostat and the National Statistical Offices of these two countries. However, quite 
disappointingly three other countries - Lithuania, Luxembourg and Portugal - decided not to 
collect this information in the ad hoc module.  

Austria, Belgium, Finland, Greece, Romania, Slovakia and Spain29 were particularly 
successful in collecting this information. With the exception of Romania and Finland, these 
countries have collected the information on both parents’ education and then selected out the 
parent with the highest educational attainment. In the rest of the countries the missing 
information testifies a more difficult collection of these data: 10% in Sweden, 15% in 
Denmark, 17% in Ireland and 27% in Italy. Hungary shows a very high percentage of missing 
information (56%) which may be due to a codification error. 

Overall the information on parents’ education, in those countries which collected it, is 
comparable. Austria and France are the only exceptions: in Austria the question asked for the 
highest educational level of parents when respondents were 15 years old; in France the 
question asked only for father’s highest educational attainment. 

4.5 Supplementary questions 

In 6 countries some extra questions were asked to improve and complete the data on school-
to-work transition. The extra information collected focuses mainly on reasons for leaving 
education, ways of job search, type of contract of first significant job (e.g. fixed-
term/permanent and part-time/full-time) and reasons for ending first significant job. Even 
though the other countries have not included other questions, the national experts generally 

                                                           
29 In Austria and Slovakia according to the national statistical office the missing information for parents’ 

education is very low (respectively 5% and 1-2%). However, the Eurostat data of these countries show a 
higher proportion of missing information which means that further checks are needed on the data transmitted 
to Eurostat.  
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expressed the need to collect more information on first significant job and the way in which 
young people find it. The information Eurostat asked to be collected was considered quite 
limited for describing fully the school-to-work transition in different countries.  
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PART TWO 

A GLANCE AT THE DATA 
 

Part One of this report has tackled the issue of comparability of the information collected in 
the ad hoc module through an examination of the criteria and methodology used in the 
selection of the target group and an evaluation of the coincidence or deviation of the 
definitions implemented at national level from the definitions recommended by Eurostat. In 
doing so, the first part of the report has also introduced some of the problems which have 
been found in the data of the ad hoc module (i.e. percentages of missing information). Part II 
will examine the validity of the data collected and their plausibility. This part will draw from 
the results of a series of frequency tables derived from the ad hoc module data and from the 
results of some “consistency checks” carried out by our project team and by the national 
experts between the ad hoc module data, the data from the LFS core questionnaire and other 
data sources.  

1. Data on the target group 

Table 1 (first three columns) presents for each country the percentages of people in the LFS 
aged 15-35 who are part of the target group, their sample size (unweighted) and the 
percentages of missing information. There is a lot of country variation in the percentages of 
the 15-35 population who took part in the ad hoc module survey. This percentage ranges from 
6.6% in the Netherlands to 41-42% in Belgium and Slovakia. The large country variation is 
in part the result of the different construction of the survey. Thus, in the Netherlands only 
6.6% of the sample was part of the target group because only those who participate in the first 
wave of the LFS were interviewed.30 The issue in this case is whether this sample is 
representative of the total population aged 15-35 (which seems to be the case, according to 
the national expert’s evaluation) and whether the small number of cases (1318) makes the 
results of future empirical analyses reliable.  

In Latvia the survey was carried out only for those who interrupted their studies without 
succeeding (9% of people aged 15-35, 497 cases). This makes the people in the target group a 
subsample of the ad hoc module sample. In this case, due to the choice made at national level 
and the small sample size, the data for Latvia cannot be compared with the data from the 
other countries.  

Another country which clearly shows data problems is UK (73% of missing information). In 
its present state the data cannot be used.  

For different reasons it is not recommended that the data of Lithuania are used in comparative 
analyses. Even though the target group is represented by 40% of the people aged 15-35, the 
                                                           
30 The reason is that in this wave interviews face-to-face are carried out which are considered more adapt to for 

collecting the kind of information asked for the ad hoc module. 
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total number of cases involved in the survey is small (1211 cases). Moreover, as pointed out 
by the national expert, the definitions used throughout the module are either not 
correspondent to the Eurostat definitions or ambiguous in their formulation. 

The small sample size (494 cases) is also a problem in the case of Luxembourg. In this case 
the choice of a time span of 5 years since leaving education and the high percentage of 
missing information (15.4%) to the first question may have reduced the number of people in 
the target group. The national expert also pointed out the difficulty in employing well skilled 
interviewers which may have affected the collection of the data.  

Some data problems have been identified in Slovenia too. Even though a new dataset has 
been sent to Eurostat, there are still problems in linking information from the core 
questionnaire (especially information on household components, e.g. education of parents 
and respondents’ marital status) to the information of the ad hoc module. Hopefully, in the 
next few weeks it will be decided whether these problems may be solved in time for the 
empirical analyses.  

Regarding the other countries, the percentage of the target group participating in the ad hoc 
module survey ranges between 30 and 40 per cent. Disaggregating the target group by age 
confirms that the data looks reasonable for these countries. The bell curve shape of the 
distribution of the people aged 15-35 according to the three categories presented in table 1, 
shows the expected results (see charts 1-20, appendix 3, based on weighted data).31 The target 
group is composed of higher proportions of people in their mid-20s and lower proportions of 
younger and older age groups. This is easily explainable by the fact that many people in the 
youngest age groups were still in education at the time of the survey and many people in the 
oldest age groups left education more than 5 or 10 years ago.  

Thus, with the exclusion of Latvia and Lithuania and taking into account the need for new 
corrected data for Slovenia and UK, it may be concluded that in the rest of the countries there 
are no major problems in the data which identify the target group, subject to the different 
ways in which countries defined this group.  

2. Consistency check within the LFS data  

Frequency tables and cross-tabulations for each item of the ad hoc module have been 
carefully analysed for each country. A short description of the incidence of the missing 
information has already been made in the previous part of the report. In this part the focus 
will be on the possible mistakes which occurred in the practical implementation of the 
module or in the codification of the data as they emerge from the tables.  

The data have shown two types of inconsistencies: (1) mismatch between the data collected 
in the core questionnaire and in the ad hoc module and (2) inconsistency between the 
definition used and the data collected in the ad hoc module.  

                                                           
31 The chart for Sweden shows a less clear pattern. 
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In the first case the most common mismatch found is between respondent’s current 
educational attainment and his/her educational attainment when left education for the first 
time, that is the current educational attainment is lower than the educational attainment when 
respondent left education for the first time. A clear example of the second type of 
inconsistency is given by the calculation of the period of time spent in first significant job. 
According to the definition of first significant jobs, jobs lasting less than 6 months should be 
excluded but in some cases the data contradict this definition and jobs lasted less than 6 
months are recorded32(see country tables for more details). In other cases the calculation of 
the length of time in first significant job has given negative numbers (which very likely 
testifies coding errors). Another inconsistency has been pointed out by the Greek national 
expert: in Greece 13% of people who answered that their first significant job is finished have 
the same occupation in their current job. 

These inconsistencies may affect the validity of the data for certain items, especially when 
the inconsistencies themselves add up to high percentages of missing information. Thus, a 
more careful crosschecking within the information collected in the ad hoc module and 
between the ad hoc module and the core questionnaire data is recommended in the future. 

There are more general issues of consistency which are not linked to the national 
implementation of the ad hoc module but to the general outline of the ad hoc module survey. 
Some national experts have pointed out that the definitions used in the ad hoc module tend to 
contradict definitions used in the rest of the LFS questionnaire creating confusion among 
respondents and interviewers. People interviewed in the LFS who combined studying and 
working were considered as ‘employed’ in the core questionnaire while ‘in education’ in the 
ad hoc module. Moreover, the core questionnaire does not impose limitations, or imposes less 
stringent limitations than those imposed by the ad hoc module, to the recording of the job 
(e.g. no limit of number of hours per week or duration for more than 6 months).  

One of the criteria used for identifying ‘first significant job’ is that the job should start after 
leaving education. We have already seen that Eurostat has suggested postponing the date of 
starting first significant job and making it coincide with the date of leaving education when 
the job started before leaving education. In some countries this solution has been 
implemented in the ad hoc module. However, when the information on first significant job is 
drawn from the core questionnaire (that is the first significant job is the current one) the date 
of starting the job is the real one also when this date is prior to the date of leaving education.  

Another issue is related to the more detailed ISCED-97 classification used in the core 
questionnaire compared to that used in the ad hoc module. This makes it difficult to compare 
respondents’ educational attainment when they left education for the first time with their 
present educational attainment. There is no apparent reason why the more detailed 
classification should not also be used in the ad hoc module.   

                                                           
32 However, it may be that in some countries these cases refer to jobs started before leaving continuous 

education and the date recorded was postponed to the date of leaving education. 
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The results presented here refer to the frequency tables and cross-tabulations analysed in the 
first stage of the project. Numerous problems in the national data have been pointed out and 
some of them solved. However, other problems of inconsistency may emerge from the 
analysis of more detailed cross-tabulations. Thus, further data checking is needed (for 
example, more cross-tab of the ad hoc module information by age and by educational 
attainment) to make sure that the data are cleaned of all possible mistakes. 

3. Consistency check using other data sources 

As part of the evaluation of the implementation of the ad hoc module the national experts 
were asked to compare the results from the ad hoc module with alternative data source to 
verify the plausibility of the ad hoc module data. A general comment of the national experts 
has been that it is difficult, if not impossible, to find other data sources which can match the 
criteria used in the ad hoc module. This is due especially to the specific criteria used in the 
selection of the target group of the ad hoc module. Some experts have based their general 
judgement of the validity of the data mainly on their experience and their knowledge of 
education and labour market statistics. 

The national experts of Luxembourg, Slovenia and Denmark have warned that, even though 
the data from the ad hoc module describe fairly well the transition from school-to-work of 
young people in their countries, the small number of cases in the sample limits the possibility 
of more ambitious analysis than the presentation of simple frequency tables. 

In three countries the national experts have found some inconsistency between the ad hoc 
module data and the data from other data sources.  

The Greek expert compared the data from the ad hoc module with the data from the national 
Census and the Ministry of Education. From these comparisons it emerges that the data from 
the LFS tend to underestimate the population aged 15-35 and the young people who are not in 
education at the time of the survey. With regard to the information collected in the ad hoc 
module he found the data from the ad hoc module generally consistent.  

The national expert of Hungary compared the data from the ad hoc module with the data of 
another survey, the Youth 2000 Survey. He points out that as a consequence of the definition 
used in the LFS the number of interruptions of studies recorded tend to underestimate the 
phenomenon of interruption. However, this does not question the reliability of the data 
collected in Hungary. According to the expert’s comparison, the percentage of those aged 15-
35 whose first significant job finished and the percentage of those who were still in the first 
significant job are underestimated in the data from the ad hoc module, while the percentage 
of young people who were employed for more than one year is overestimated. Regarding the 
information on period of job search, the data from the ad hoc module show a low percentage 
of those who experienced a period of job search for more than one month. 

In the Netherlands the national expert has compared the data collected in the ad hoc module 
with the data from the School Leavers Survey. He found that the weighted population of 15-
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35 years old tends to underestimate (by factor 2) the actual number of school leavers. The 
national expert also points out that despite the small sample size of the people in the target 
group. The data on educational attainment and occupation of first significant job are reliable. 
On the contrary, the information on length of time in first significant job and social 
background, for those who live together with the family of origin, is not reliable. 
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PART THREE 

SUBSTANTIVE VALIDITY OF THE AD HOC MODULE 
 
 
This part deals with the evaluation of the substantive validity of the ad hoc module to 
describe school-to-work transitions in the various countries. The last task of the national 
experts was to write a brief report which summarised the major problems in the practical 
implementation of the module and provided a critical evaluation of the substantive validity of 
the ad hoc module (appendix 4 collects the national experts’ reports)33.  The evaluation 
consisted of (a) an evaluation of the design of the ad hoc module (does it capture the 
transition from school to work in your country?) and (b) an evaluation of the 
conceptualisation of the variables. A number of interesting issues have been raised which are 
summarised in the following section. 

1. Issues related to the definition of the target population 

According to the national experts of Finland, Romania, Sweden and UK the ad hoc module 
has been designed in a way which does not fully capture the transition from school-to-work 
in their countries. This is because in these countries (and probably other countries as well) 
this transition is not linear, that is leaving education and after starting working. The transition 
from school-to-work is gradual and young people experience periods of studying and 
working. Moreover, sometimes young people have breaks of one or two years between 
different levels of education and it has emerged that it is difficult to know how to consider 
these breaks in the ad hoc module.  

As a suggestion to make easier the identification of those in the target population, the 
Romanian expert suggested including a question on the way in which respondent left 
education, whether graduating with diploma, graduating without diploma or interrupting 
during the course of study. The Romanian questionnaire implemented this question with good 
results. 

The concept of ‘education’ proposed by Eurostat is very extensive: it includes education and 
training, part-time/full-time education and vocational and general. It has been noted that 
officially in some countries some types of training are not considered “education” but 
“employment” (e.g. UK and Sweden) and it is questionable whether in the ad hoc module 
people involved in whatever type of training (including 10% of the total training in the 
educational/training institution) should be considered “in education”. There may also be 
people who attend a series of short vocational courses which it is difficult to think of as 
continuous education.  

                                                           
33 Unfortunately the final report for Sweden has not arrived in time to be included in this report. 
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The Hungarian expert also pointed out that, to better describe young people’s educational 
career before entering the labour market, interruptions for less than one year should be 
considered. Among the Hungarian young people interruptions for less than one year are 
frequent. Thus, using the definition of interruption proposed by Eurostat underestimates this 
phenomenon.   

2. Issues related to the definition of the first significant job 

The issue about how to classify people who participated in training courses, as ‘in 
employment’ or ‘in education’, is of course an issue also in the definition of first significant 
job. As already pointed out many national experts felt that some training courses should not 
be excluded from the definition of first significant job. 

The Eurostat definition of first significant job – which includes only jobs which lasted for 6 
months or more) seems not to be adequate for describing the school-to-work transition in 
Spain (and probably in other countries as well). The Spanish national expert has pointed out 
that the extended use of fixed-term contracts with short duration (less than 6 months) among 
Spanish young people is no longer exceptional (especially for those aged 16-24). Thus, 
knowledge of the experience of first short fixed-term contracts is relevant in studying early 
job careers in Spain and their exclusion can lead to ‘misleading’ interpretation of the young 
people’s experience in the labour market. Also the Irish expert noticed that the exclusion of 
short-term jobs could lead to an overrepresentation of people who ‘never had a job’.  

Moreover, since according to the definition proposed by Eurostat first significant job should 
have started after leaving education, there emerged the issue in the national implementation 
of how to treat the cases in which the first significant job started before leaving education. 
Most of the countries, which participated in the collection of the data of the ad hoc module, 
decided to include these jobs. Some of them also recorded the real starting date of starting 
first significant job. Most of the national experts argued in favour of keeping the information 
about the real date of first significant job in the data (instead of postponing the data at the 
time of leaving education, as suggested by Eurostat). It appeared that postdate the time of 
starting first significant job would be a loss of precious information. In countries where 
situations of dual status are very common among young people the decision not to keep the 
information on the real starting date may lead to an unrealistic representation of these 
situations and does not contribute to a better understanding of the school-to-work transitions. 

Another issue arising during the implementation of the ad hoc module is how to deal with 
situations in which the boundaries between training and working are not clearly defined. The 
outcome has often been ambiguous because it was left to respondents’ judgement.   

Many national experts have also pointed out the need for the collection of more information 
on first significant job (i.e. ways of finding first significant job and characteristics of first 
significant job, part-time/full-time or temporary/permanent). This is because young people 
often experience a wide range of different types of jobs, especially temporary and part-time 
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jobs. Knowing the type of occupation gained is not enough to describe young people’s 
transitions to the labour market.   

3. Issues related to the definition of period of job search 

The definition of period of job search has been among the most problematic. It is difficult to 
describe the reasons for that (no national expert has given an explanation). However, 
deviations to the application of the Eurostat definition are numerous. It is worth pointing out 
that a few countries preferred to ask for information about the period of job search before 
gaining the first job and others asked vaguely about a period of job search in the last 10 years 
(or sometimes even not mentioning the last 10 years). It appears that they had difficulty in 
understanding which information they were looking for. Moreover, the period of job search 
before acquiring the first significant job and the ways of job search seemed to be more 
interesting information to be collected for many countries.  

4. General concluding assessment of data quality and comparability 

This report has presented the results of the evaluation of the implementation of the ad hoc 
module in the countries which took part in this data collection. The national implementation 
of the module has presented various problems which have been described in the previous 
sections of the report. In this section it is worth making a general assessment of the quality 
and cross-country comparability of the data collected. 

The ad hoc module data collected have shown substantial problems and cannot be used for 
comparative analyses in Latvia and Lithuania.  Moreover, in Luxembourg, the Netherlands, 
Slovenia and Denmark the sample sizes are fairly small and this may lead to limiting the use 
of the ad hoc module data to simple descriptive statistics.   

At present the data for UK show clear mistakes. Thus, an evaluation of their quality and 
recommendations about their use will have to be delayed until the time at which an accurate 
revision of the dataset will be made.  

For another country, Ireland, the use of the ad hoc module data is conditional upon the 
acquisition of new data from the national statistical office. This is due to problems which 
emerged in the codification of the ‘highest level of education successfully completed’.  

In the other countries the data seem to be good enough to be used in empirical analyses 
(taking into account the observations made in the part of the report presenting the results of 
the consistency checks). However, there is the issue of whether the definitions used are 
comparable. To summarise, the main differences in the implementation of the Eurostat 
definitions regard:  
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1. The selection of the target group:  five countries, Belgium, Portugal,34 Romania, Spain 
and Sweden35 (with the exception of the 5 years span between leaving education and the 
time of the interview) have followed the Eurostat criteria more closely. In the remaining 
countries, there are various types of divergence between the Eurostat and the national 
criteria used to identify the target population (see country tables). Among the most 
important ones there is the restricted definition of ‘education’ which (a) includes only 
education within the formal education system in Denmark, Hungary, Italy and Slovakia 
or/and (b) includes only full-time education Denmark, Ireland and UK. Moreover, 
Finland, the Netherlands, Sweden and UK have chosen a time span of 5 years. Austria, 
Denmark, Luxembourg and the Netherlands have not excluded cases of interruptions for 
special reasons.36  

2. Field of education: in contrast to the Eurostat recommendations, Denmark, Ireland, Italy, 
Portugal and in part UK have collected this information in relation to the last educational 
level successfully completed before leaving education. Moreover, Portugal has found 
very difficult the implementation of the international classification which has led to an 
incredibly high percentage of missing information. All the other countries have adopted 
the Eurostat definitions. 

3. First significant job: the definition used in the Netherlands is very little comparable with 
the definitions used in the other countries (due to the derivation of this information from 
the core questionnaire). Moreover, Belgium is the only country which excluded jobs 
started before leaving education (strictly applying the Eurostat definition). France, Italy, 
Portugal and UK have not excluded work involving less than 20 hours per week (UK has 
also not excluded in some cases training schemes).  

4. Period of job search: the Netherlands and UK have not collected this information. 
Hungary, Italy and Slovenia have not specified that the period of job search should have 
occurred in the period between leaving education and the time of the survey. Austria, 
Belgium, Greece and France have not clearly specified that respondents should have 
looked actively for a job. Denmark, Finland, Italy and Sweden have used the term of 
‘unemployment’ to identify the period of job search.  

5. Social background: the Netherlands, Portugal and UK have not collected this information. 
The data for Austria, Hungary and Slovenia need to be corrected.  

It is clear that the choice of which country to include in the comparative analyses varies 
depending on the analyses that are intended to be carried out. As above described, also in the 
case of countries which do not show apparent data problems, the concepts used are not fully 
comparable. Thus, in relation to the purposes of the empirical analysis, a careful selection of 

                                                           
34 However, in Portugal no specification that education includes part-time and full-time, vocational and general 

courses, has been made. 
35 The national expert has pointed out that at the beginning of the survey those cases in which people combined 

part-time education and working were ambiguously treated. 
36 France has not excluded the cases of interruptions due to illness. 
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the countries for which comparable data are available in the ad hoc module is to be 
recommended.  
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Table 1: Percentages of people aged 15-35 years old in the target group of the ad hoc module 
(sample size is in parentheses) 

 
Countries Target group Others Missing  Proxy 
      
AT  30.6% 63.7% 5.6%  50% 
 (4632) (9647) (854)   
BE  40.7% 53.6% 5.7%  No proxy 
  (2930) (3860) (411)   
DK 38.6% 58.5% 2.9%  No proxy 
 (1673) (2535) (126)  (registers) 
ES 26.7% 67.1% 6.2%  Not known 
 (14909) (37415) (3445)   
FI 32.3% 59.2% 8.5%  4.6% 
 (3576) (6559) (951)   
FR 38.7% 57.3% 4.0%  No proxy 
 (19444) (28786) (1998)   
GR 33.3% 66.3% 0.3%  63% 
 (7654) (15223) (78)   
HU 36.8% 59.0% 4.2%  30-40% 
 (8614) (13825) (991)   
IE 30.0% 70.0% 0.0%  45% 
 (10101) (23552) (1)   
IT 31.4% 61.5% 7.1%  Not known 
 (17331) (34014) (3937)   
LT 40.2% 59.8% 0.0%  50% 

 (1211) (1798)    
LU 12.2% 72.5% 15.4%  51% 

 (494) (2942) (621)   
LV 8.9% 7.3% 83.7%  Not known 

 (497) (406) (4653)   
NL 6.6% 32.4% 61.1%  No proxy 
 (1318) (6487) (12213)   
PT 28.3% 70.1% 1.5%  67-69% 
 (3557) (8796) (199)   
RO 37.9% 59.6% 2.5%  36% 
 (4693) (7394) (310)   
SE 29.0% 59.3% 11.7%  3% 
 (1872) (3826) (754)   
SI 29.9% 66.4% 3.8%  67.7% 
 (1750) (3887) (220)   
SK 41.8% 57.0% 1.2%  Not known 
 (3872) (5285) (112)   
UK 22.7% 4.1% 73.3%  No proxy 
 (8251) (1476) (26687)   
Note: some rows do not exactly sum to 100% because the percentages have been rounded  
to the nearest whole figure. 
 



29 

List of the National Experts who have participated in the evaluation of the 
national implementation of the ad hoc module 

 
 
AUSTRIA: Lorenz Lassnigg, Institut für Höhere Studien. 
 
BELGIUM: Maarten Wolbers, Research Centre for Education and the Labour 

Market, Universiteit Maastricht. 
 
DENMARK: Terese Teilmann, Danmarks Statistik. 
 
FINLAND: Mirja Tiisanoja, Statistics Finland. 
 
FRANCE:  Dominique Goux, Institut National de la Statistique et des Etudes 

Economiques. 
 
GREECE: Stelios Zacahriou, National Statistical Service of Greece. 
 
HUNGARY: Peter Robert, TARKI Rt (Social Research Institute). 
 
IRELAND: Emer Smyth, Economic and Social Research Institute. 
 
ITALY: Cristina Iannelli, Centre for Educational Sociology, University of 

Edinburgh. 
 
LATVIA: Zaiga Priede, Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia. 
 
LITHUANIA: Gaile Dapsiene, Lithuanian Department of Statistics. 
 
LUXEMBOURG: Jean Langers, Statec. 
 
NETHERLANDS:  Maarten Wolbers, Research Centre for Education and the Labour 

Market, Universiteit Maastricht. 
 
PORTUGAL: Ana Luisa Felix Neves, INE Servico de Estatisticas do Trabalho. 
 
ROMANIA: Silvia Pisica, National Institute for Statistics. 
 
SLOVAKIA: Ivona Bodlalova, Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic. 
 
SLOVENIA: Irena Svetin, Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia. 
 
SPAIN: Asuncion Soro Bonmati, Universidad de Alicante. 
 
SWEDEN: Olle Wessberg, Statistics Sweden. 
 
UK: David Raffe, Centre for Educational Sociology, University of Edinburgh.
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