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Preface 

This report evaluates the 2016 EU Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS) ad hoc module, which covers the topic 

of young people on the labour market. The main objective of this report is to assess the quality of the 

dataset, but also to provide recommendations on how to improve the module for future repetitions. This 

report presents some main results, but its main goal is only to describe the dataset. Therefore it does not 

provide information about for instance confidence intervals. Readers are referred to the tables(1) on the 

Eurostat website for the reliability checks. 

The EU-LFS is a large-sample survey of private households, which provides detailed quarterly and 

annual data on employment, unemployment and economic inactivity. The EU-LFS was established by 

Council Regulation (EC) No 577/98 of 9 March 1998(2) on the organisation of a labour force sample 

survey in the European Union. This Regulation and its amendments set out provisions for the design, 

characteristics and decision-making process of the survey. The ad hoc modules of the EU-LFS are, as the 

name implies, separate from the core survey, and they provide additional information on selected topics, 

varying from year to year. The topic of young people on the labour market has now been covered three 

times in the EU-LFS ad hoc modules, in 2000, 2009 and in 2016. It is planned for repetition in 2024, but 

with fewer variables, as the work-based learning will then be covered by the core LFS. 

A large number of labour market specialists from national statistical offices, Eurostat and other 

Commission Directorate-Generals played an important role in the planning of the 2016 module. 

The first chapter of this document gives some general information on the 2016 module. Subsequent 

chapters provide more detailed description of each variable, together with information on data collection 

and on the comparability both across countries and between 2009 and 2016, where possible.  

This document is based on data sent to Eurostat and processed before 1 September 2017 as the data was 

at this point in time considered stable enough for analysis and presentation.(3) The quality reports 

provided by participating countries were particularly useful in helping Eurostat to interpret certain values, 

and have also contributed to ideas for repetition of the module. Colleagues from many national statistical 

offices and from research institutions provided Eurostat with insight into the national circumstances, 

explaining specific results that did not fit patterns seen in other countries. Eurostat would like to thank all 

contributors. 

Links to all published information from Eurostat on the ad hoc modules are available at 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/EU_labour_force_survey_-_ad_hoc_modules  

This report was prepared by Håvard Hungnes Lien and Mélina Antuofermo of Eurostat’s unit for labour 

market statistics (F3) with the support of Frank Bauer, Michaela Kotecka, Elodie Cayotte, and Carlo 

Lucarelli (also Eurostat F3), as well as  Mantas Sekmokas (European Commission directorate general for 

Employment and Social Affairs) and Marco Serafini (European Centre for the Development of 

Vocational Training). 

 

Luxembourg, March 2018 

                                                           

(
1
) http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database database by theme - population and social conditions – 

labour market – employment and unemployment – LFS ad-hoc modules 

(
2
) http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:31998R0577  

(
3
) Ireland revised data in March 2018. This report does not reflect their published results. 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/EU_labour_force_survey_-_ad_hoc_modules
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:31998R0577
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Chapter 2: Quality analysis by variable  

Chapter 1: General information on the module 

Executive summary for researchers 

This report assesses the data quality of the European labour force survey (EU-LFS) ad hoc module 2016, 

and provides some main findings of the survey. 

The EU-LFS is the largest European household sample survey, providing quarterly and annual results on 

persons aged 15 and over, both on persons inside the labour market, as well as on those outside it. The 

sample size is about 1.8 million persons per quarter, and surveys are carried out every quarter. Only 

private households are included in the published data. The data collection is done as individual 

interviews. In most countries proxy interviews (with another person in the household) are allowed. 

Participation in the survey is compulsory in ten of the EU countries, and in two of the participating 

European Free Trade Association / candidate countries. The variables which are collected at least once 

per year are called ‘core variables’(4). 

In addition to the core variables, the EU-LFS also has so-called ad hoc modules (AHMs). These are a 

supplementary set of up to 11 variables, added to the core, on a clearly defined labour market relevant 

topic. Topics are chosen in cooperation between the national statistics institutes, various policy directorate 

generals of the European Commission, and Eurostat, on the basis of policy and analysis needs. This 

document presents, assesses and analyses the EU-LFS AHM 2016 ‘Young people on the labour market’5. 

The legal basis for the survey is the Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2015/459 of 19 March 

2015.6 This means that all EU Member States are obliged to carry out the survey and send micro data to 

Eurostat. In addition, Iceland, Norway, Switzerland, and Turkey have also carried out the survey. 

In addition to the technical definitions provided by the Regulation, a dedicated task force consisting of 

experts from a selection of national statistics institutes (DE, IT, LU, NL, PL, SK, and UK), as well as 

representatives from the European Commission directorate general for employment, social affairs and 

inclusion, (DG EMPL) the directorate general for education and culture (DG EAC), the and European 

Centre for the Development of Vocational Training (CEDEFOP), and from Eurostat, developed a model 

questionnaire for this survey. 

The first chapter of this report explains the main goal of the ad hoc module 2016, provides 

recommendations for future repetitions and presents the main findings, analysis of the target population, 

sample sizes, and non-response rates. Links to the core LFS, links to the previous modules on this topic 

(the AHMs 2000 and 2009), and links to other surveys are also given in the first chapter. The second 

chapter presents the details for each variable of the AHM 2016, where the definitions and code lists of the 

variables are available in the subchapters.  

Non-response rates higher than 15 % are considered to make the remaining data for that variable 

unreliable. 

With the exception of the table on sample size and imputation rate, all presented in this report data are 

weighted. 

  

                                                           

(
4
) A more detailed description of methodology and the legal basis of the survey is available at 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-

explained/index.php/EU_labour_force_survey_%E2%80%93_main_features_and_legal_basis 

(
5
) The ad hoc modules are presented more in-depth at http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-

explained/index.php/EU_labour_force_survey_-_ad_hoc_modules 
6
 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1426868392738&uri=OJ:JOL_2015_076_R_0003  

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/EU_labour_force_survey_%E2%80%93_main_features_and_legal_basis
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/EU_labour_force_survey_%E2%80%93_main_features_and_legal_basis
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/EU_labour_force_survey_-_ad_hoc_modules
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/EU_labour_force_survey_-_ad_hoc_modules
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1426868392738&uri=OJ:JOL_2015_076_R_0003
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Description of the module 

 

Aim of the module 

The aim of the ad hoc module 2016 is to provide internationally comparable data on how young people 

are doing on the labour market, and how or if their education helps them there.  

 

The following EU actions constitute the policy background for the AHM 2016 is the following EU 

documents: 

 The Europe 2020 Strategy and the related ‘Youth on the Move’ flagship initiative 

 Rethinking Education: Investing in skills for better socioeconomic outcomes 

 The Youth Guarantee 

 Working together for Europe's young people: A call to action on youth unemployment 

 

 

Main findings 

 The most common reasons respondents give for not completing their education or training 

courses, is their wish to start working or their lack of interest in the chosen course. 

 Only 15 % of those who recently started to work received any help from the public employment 

service to find work. 

 The most common method of finding a job is to ask friends or relatives. 

 About one quarter (23 %) of young persons are either willing to move residence or have done so 

in order to find or have a job. 

 Having work experience while in education correlates with higher employment rates but not with 

higher job quality. 

 

More details about the findings can be found in Statistics Explained 

(http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Young_people_on_the_labour_market_-

_statistics). 

 

  

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Young_people_on_the_labour_market_-_statistics
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Young_people_on_the_labour_market_-_statistics
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List of participating countries 

BE Belgium 

BG  Bulgaria 

CZ Czech Republic 

DK Denmark 

DE Germany 

EE Estonia 

IE Ireland 

EL  Greece 

ES  Spain 

FR  France 

HR  Croatia 

IT  Italy 

CY  Cyprus 

LV  Latvia 

LT Lithuania 

LU  Luxembourg 

HU  Hungary 

MT Malta 

NL Netherlands 

AT Austria 

PL  Poland 

PT  Portugal 

RO  Romania 

SI  Slovenia 

SK  Slovakia 

FI  Finland 

SE  Sweden 

UK  United Kingdom 

 

IS Iceland 

NO  Norway 

CH Switzerland 

 

TR  Turkey 
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Survey implementation analysis 

Main characteristics of the national 2016 LFS ad hoc module 

The table 1.1 presents the main characteristics of the national 2016 LFS-AHM collections. It gives 

summarized information on various aspects of the national questionnaires implementation of the module 

that can be expected to influence the quality and comparability of the results. 

Table 1.1: Main characteristics of the national 2016 LFS-AHM data collection 

 

Country
Reference 

period

AHM 

questions 

after core 

LFS

Interview mode for the LFS 

AHM (CATI, CAPI, PAPI, 

mixed)

Average 

interview 

duration per 

person (in 

minutes) for 

LFS AHM

Participation

Proxy 

answering 

allowed

Pilot survey/ Testing 

type

Belgium Q2 Yes CAPI 6 Compulsory No No

Bulgaria
Q1-Q4, 3rd 

wave
Yes PAPI 9.9 Voluntary Yes

Field test pilot (227 

respondents)

Czech Republic
Q1-Q4, 1st 

wave
Yes CAPI 6.45 Voluntary Yes

Cognitive laboratory 

tests

Denmark Q1-Q4 No  CAWI (45%), CATI (55%) not stated Voluntary Yes No

Germany Q1-Q4 No
CAPI (89%), CATI, self-

administered
5 Voluntary Yes Expert review

Estonia Q2, Q4 No  CAPI (61%), CATI (39%) not stated Voluntary Yes
Field test pilot (229 

respondents)

Ireland Q2 Yes CAPI not stated Voluntary Yes No

Greece Q2 Yes  PAPI 95% CAPI 5% 6 Compulsory Yes
Unknown test type (15 

respondents)

Spain
Q1-Q4, 6th 

wave
Yes CATI (93%), CAPI (7%) 1.3 Compulsory Yes No

France
Q1-Q4, 6th 

wave
Yes  CAPI (93%), CATI (7%) 6 Compulsory No

 Paper test : 60 

households. CAPI test : 

130 persons. Inhouse 

test.

Croatia Q2 Yes

Mixed mode: CAPI for  first 

interview, CATI for repeated 

interview

2.5 Voluntary Yes
Laboratory test (25 

respondents)

Italy Q2 No
CAPI (48.7%) and (CATI 

51.3%)
not stated Compulsory Yes

Field test pilot (1220 

respondents)

Cyprus Q2 Yes
 CAPI in Wave 1 (16,7%) and 

CATI in Waves 2-6 (83,3%)
5.5 Compulsory Yes

Field test pilot (5 CAPI 

and 9 CATI 

respondents)

Latvia Q2 Yes  CAPI (72.9 %), CATI (27.1 %) 2 Voluntary Yes

Cognitive testing 

(number of respondents 

not stated)

Lithuania Q2 Yes
PAPI (47.3%), CAPI (51.9%), 

CAWI (0.8%)
7 Voluntary Yes

Field test pilot (15 

respondents)

Luxembourg Q1-Q4 No CATI, CAWI 5 Voluntary No
Field test (200 

respondents)

Hungary Q2 Yes CAPI 2.96 Voluntary Yes No

Malta Q1-Q2 No PAPI and CATI 10 Compulsory Yes No

Netherlands
Q1-Q4, 2nd 

wave
No CATI 1 Voluntary Yes

Inhouse tests for routing 

errors

Austria
Q1-Q4, 1st 

wave
Yes CAPI 5 Compulsory Yes

Field test pilot (248 

respondents)

Poland Q2 Yes
 CAPI (81,5 %), PAPI (18,0%), 

CATI (0,5 %)
8 Voluntary Yes

Field test pilot (59 

respondents)

Portugal Q2 Yes CAPI (26.5%), CATI (73.5%) 5 Compulsory Yes
Inhouse test of 

questionnaire structure

Romania Q2 Yes PAPI 8 Voluntary Yes
Questionnaire test (12 

respondents)

Slovenia Q2 Yes  CAPI (35%), CATI (65%) 0.5 Voluntary Yes No

Slovakia Q2 Yes  45% CAPI  55% PAPI 5 Compulsory Yes

Field test (15 

respondents), cognitive 

tests (15 persons)

Finland
Q1-Q4, 5th 

wave
No CATI 5 Voluntary Yes

Focus group (8 

respondents), cognitive 

tests (11 respondents)

Sweden
Q1-Q4, 2nd 

and 7th wave
Yes CATI 6 Voluntary No

 Expert review and 

cognitive interviews (7 

test persons)

United Kingdom
Q1-Q4, 1st 

wave
No  CAPI (90%), CATI (10%) 1.41 Voluntary Yes

Field test pilot (1000 

households)

Iceland

Norway
Q1-Q4, 1st 

and 8th wave
Yes CATI not stated Compulsory Yes

Inhouse tests for routing 

errors

Switzerland
Q1-Q4, 1st 

wave
Yes CATI 2.2 Voluntary Yes

CATI field test (33 

respondents)

Turkey Q2 Yes CAPI 10 Compulsory Yes
Inhouse tests on data 

entries
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In short the majority of the countries added the ad-hoc module questionnaire at the end of the core LFS. 

The average interview duration per person for the AHM 2016 varied from 30 seconds in Slovenia to 

around 10 minutes in Malta and Turkey. This is a rather clear sign that the number of questions varied 

from country to country. It should be noted that the average interview durations provided in table 1.1 are 

the ones reported by the countries in their national quality reports Proxy answering was allowed in a large 

majority of the countries. The reference periods differs from one selected quarter (usually second quarter 

– Q2), several (Q1-Q2) or to all quarters during year (Q1- Q4). Additionally, the table 1.1 shows which 

countries conducted a pilot survey, and for those countries the type of testing, and the number of 

respondents participating in testing before the full implementation.  

 

Target population 

 

The general survey entry filter of the module is the age group 15 - 34. Please note that the coding of the 

target group outside the age bracket differs among the participating countries: some code them as not 

applicable, while others remove them completely from the data set. This is of no particular consequence 

for the published tables on the Eurostat website, but researches who use the micro data should be aware 

that the total figure of the variables will in some (but not all) cases include not applicable cases. 

In addition to the general entry filter, most of the variables of the module have additional specific filters. 

The size of the target population per variable, as a proportion to the 15-34 LFS core population, is 

analysed and commented in the respective subchapters.  

The general target population is the same as in the LFS AHM 2009, but different from the LFS AHM 

2000 (where it was 15-35).  

 

 

Description of the variables 

 

 

The module contains 11 variables, split into two sub-modules: 

 

 

Sub-module ‘Educational background’ 

 

WORKEXP: Paid or unpaid work experience during the highest level of education (HATLEVEL) 

WORKSTUD: Type of work experience that is part of the curriculum of the highest level of education 

(HATLEVEL) 

ADDLEVEL: Level and orientation of formal education that person started after reaching highest level of 

education 

DROPREAS: Main reason for not completing the level of formal education started  

LEAVDATE: Date of leaving formal education (split into two variables, month and year, for analytical 

purposes) 

NCONREAS: Main reason for not continuing formal education  
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Sub-module ‘Finding a job’  

 

SUPPORT: Most helpful type of support for finding a job received from public agencies during the 

previous 12 months 

FINDMETH: Method used to find current main job 

OKLEVEL: Extent to which the respondent's current main job corresponds to their level of education 

MOVE4JOB: Willingness to change place of residence for a job 

CMT4JOB: Willingness to have a long commute for a job 

 

 

Links with the AHM 2000 'Transition from school to working life' 

 

Despite the target population, there is not much continuity between the module conducted in 2000 and the 

one in 2016. Moreover, as the 2000 AHM only run in 20 countries, there are issues of comparability and 

coverage at the EU level. The AHM 2000 should be then better considered as a first attempt to have data 

on young people on the labour market, but with some measurement and comparability issues. Concretely 

it focused on when the respondents left / finished education, and when they looked for / found a job 

(duration of job search). It also attempted to measure transitions, using the concept of first significant 

employment (minimum duration of six months) after leaving education. 

 

 

 

Links with the AHM 2009 'Entry of young people into the labour market' 

 

Four of the variables from the 2009 module have been or will in the near future be incorporated into the 

core LFS (PARHAT, PARCOB, HATVOC, FINDMETH). This is a clear sign that the module, at least 

partly, provided high quality and interesting information. Additionally, it has continuity with the 2016 

module concerning the variables on month and year of leaving formal education for the last time and on 

work while studying in formal education. 

 

 

Links with the core LFS 

 

The 2016 module aimed to provide in-depth information on apprentices, and on early leavers from 

training and education. Concretely it adds analytical value by asking about the reasons the respondents 

had for either abandoning incomplete degrees, or for not continuing their education at a higher level. It 

also provides more information on the role the public employment services play when young persons look 

for jobs. 

  



 

11 

 

Chapter 2: Quality analysis by variable  

General issues relating to data collection  

 

Sample size 

The sample size for the AHM 2016 is shown in table 1.3 for each country and for the EU aggregate. It is 

taken as the ratio between the number of interviews for the AHM 2016 variables with the largest number 

of respondents, namely the variables MOVE4JOB and CMT4JOB, and the total population aged 15-34. 

 

Table 1.3: Unweighted number of interviews in the largest variables (MOVE4JOB, 

CMT4JOB) as a proportion of the total population in the age bracket 15-34 

 

 

 
 
 

Population 15-34 Interviews Sample size (%)

EU-28 119 225 000 249 233 0.2

Belgium 2 758 100 5 359 0.2

Bulgaria 1 631 300 6 441 0.4

Czech Republic 2 450 600 8 019 0.3

Denmark 1 420 400 7 671 0.5

Germany 19 022 500 10 976 0.1

Estonia 324 500 3 114 1.0

Ireland 1 149 300 10 386 0.9

Greece 2 383 100 11 429 0.5

Spain 9 990 200 19 324 0.2

France 15 350 700 13 918 0.1

Croatia 1 012 500 1 716 0.2

Italy 12 664 400 25 160 0.2

Cyprus 240 100 2 466 1.0

Latvia 463 000 1 844 0.4

Lithuania 722 700 2 939 0.4

Luxembourg 152 500 2 527 1.7

Hungary 2 286 300 12 156 0.5

Malta 115 200 1 591 1.4

Netherlands 4 144 100 17 601 0.4

Austria 2 158 300 8 165 0.4

Poland 9 451 400 17 183 0.2

Portugal 2 278 600 7 577 0.3

Romania 4 835 000 12 209 0.3

Slovenia 466 800 3 585 0.8

Slovakia 1 476 300 5 272 0.4

Finland 1 320 000 5 946 0.5

Sweden 2 495 900 7 039 0.3

United Kingdom 16 421 900 17 620 0.1

Iceland 83 300 917 1.1

Norway 1 377 500 6 415 0.5

Switzerland 2 058 000 3 005 0.1

Turkey 24 254 100 34 962 0.1
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Non-response rates 

 

The non-response rate for each AHM 2016 variable and for each country is presented in table 1.4. A 

person is considered to be a non-respondent for a variable when the variable is not filled in for that 

person, which means that the corresponding question was not answered by the person during the 

interview and that no value for that variable and that person was attributed through imputation. 

We advise caution when analysing results with a non-response rate higher than 15 %. Such cases are 

colour coded (in red) in the table.  

The unit non-response rate for the core LFS, as transmitted by countries to Eurostat through their national 

quality reports are shown in table 1.5. The analysis of these results, as only referring to the core LFS, 

gives an approximated measure of the quality of the ad hoc module, which can nevertheless be useful. 

Countries with high non-response are marked in red, and their results should be analysed and used with 

caution. 

Table 1.4: Item non-response rate by variable and country (after imputation, weighted) 

 

Note: Highlighted cells are those where the non-response rate is above 15 %. 

 

The overall non-response of the ad-hoc module is satisfactory, but there are obvious problems for 

LEAVDATE and in DROPREAS. Regarding individual countries, Ireland had problems for ten of the 

eleven variables in the module but, as mentioned in the preface of this document, new data has been 

transmitted to Eurostat in between for this country. 

 

 

 

 

WORKEXP WORKSTUD ADDLEVEL DROPREAS LEAVDATE NCONREAS SUPPORT FINDMETH OKLEVEL MOVE4JOB CMT4JOB

EU-28 5.3 0.6 4.4 24.4 35.0 3.7 4.5 4.0 4.4 7.0 7.0

Belgium 0.0 0.0 65.7 85.6 93.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Bulgaria 1.0 0.0 1.2 35.0 36.2 0.0 0.8 1.2 1.4 18.1 17.8

Czech Republic 22.8 0.1 6.2 33.0 26.9 0.6 6.5 0.4 0.1 5.9 1.8

Denmark 0.0 0.0 12.4 3.3 15.6 0.0 1.4 57.2 0.0 0.3 0.0

Germany 16.7 3.4 6.2 37.9 45.5 11.8 9.1 11.3 17.4 16.0 16.4

Estonia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.5

Ireland 17.3 1.0 20.0 64.2 74.7 43.8 16.7 19.4 19.0 18.9 19.0

Greece 3.9 1.5 6.5 66.0 65.5 2.7 5.0 8.5 6.8 7.8 8.0

Spain 6.4 2.0 1.5 12.6 34.9 2.5 8.9 2.4 4.1 15.9 12.3

France 0.4 0.0 0.0 4.5 3.1 3.5 2.2 0.0 0.6 3.9 4.7

Croatia 0.8 0.0 0.8 10.1 48.1 1.6 2.3 1.9 2.6 7.8 5.9

Italy 0.8 0.5 1.0 6.4 24.1 0.8 1.3 0.1 1.6 4.3 4.5

Cyprus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Latvia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.2 0.0 0.0 1.8 1.9 4.1 2.8

Lithuania 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Luxembourg 6.3 0.0 32.5 76.4 60.5 0.0 10.0 6.4 4.6 46.2 6.7

Hungary 1.5 0.0 1.8 13.3 31.1 3.5 1.4 1.7 1.8 14.9 11.2

Malta 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Netherlands 11.5 0.6 17.4 54.3 87.5 25.8 3.8 1.0 4.0 2.2 4.8

Austria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Poland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0

Portugal 3.3 0.0 3.8 17.4 38.1 1.4 2.9 3.6 5.3 5.2 5.4

Romania 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Slovenia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 87.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Slovakia 0.0 0.0 0.7 12.9 20.7 0.0 1.4 1.3 0.8 3.0 2.8

Finland 1.8 0.6 2.5 14.7 24.3 1.8 3.2 0.3 1.2 2.3 2.6

Sweden 0.0 1.2 3.7 13.3 30.8 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.8 1.6 1.5

United Kingdom 5.6 0.2 2.2 13.8 26.5 1.1 8.7 1.2 1.0 5.2 5.2

Iceland 1.4 0.0 1.3 20.4 40.9 2.2 24.4 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.6

Norway 2.0 0.8 2.5 17.6 37.3 10.3 22.7 1.2 2.0 11.8 11.7

Switzerland 0.4 0.0 1.7 4.3 43.0 2.4 1.0 0.4 1.0 0.4 0.6

Turkey 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.1 0.0 51.1
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Table 1.5 Unit non-response rate (core LFS, from the quarterly quality reports) 

 

 
 

 

The item non-response analysis is only an approximation for the quality of the ad hoc module, since this 

information only exists for the core LFS, but it gives some indication for the quality of the module as 

well. Countries with high non-response is marked in red, and their results should be analysed and used 

with caution 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EU-28

Belgium 28.7

Bulgaria Not available

Czech Republic Not available

Denmark Not available

Germany Not available

Estonia 27.8 (average Q2-Q4)

Ireland 26.7

Greece 25.6

Spain Not available

France Not available

Croatia 39.7

Italy 14.3

Cyprus 4.3

Latvia 40.3

Lithuania 23.1

Luxembourg NA

Hungary 19.5

Malta NA

Netherlands NA

Austria NA

Poland 36.9

Portugal 16.4

Romania 14.8

Slovenia 20.9

Slovakia 15.1

Finland NA

Sweden NA

United Kingdom NA

Iceland

Norway NA

Switzerland NA

Turkey 5.5
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Imputation rates 

Table 1.5 presents the imputation rates by country and by module variable. Most countries do not impute 

any module variable, and those countries that use imputation show a moderate use of it. 

 

Table 1.5: Imputation rates by variable and country (unweighted) 

 

 

As seen in table 1.5 most of the variables have no imputation at all, and those countries that use 

imputation show a moderate use of it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WORKEXP WORKSTUD ADDLEVEL DROPREAS LEAVDATE NCONREAS SUPPORT FINDMETH OKLEVEL MOVE4JOB CMT4JOB

EU-28

Belgium

Bulgaria

Czech Republic

Denmark

Germany

Estonia

Ireland

Greece

Spain

France

Croatia

Italy

Cyprus

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Hungary

Malta

Netherlands

Austria  0.18  0.23  0.44  0.77  0.88  1.82  0.54  0.97  0.80  0.78  0.88

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovenia  2.3  1.1  0.8  14.6  2.4  0.8  2.1  2.9  5.3  5.2

Slovakia

Finland

Sweden

United Kingdom

Iceland

Norway

Switzerland 28.5 28.5

Turkey
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Deviations from the model questionnaire 

While the list of variables for the module is stated in a Commission Regulation, a model questionnaire is 

proposed to countries outside the legal basis. Countries are encouraged to follow the model questionnaire 

as much as possible to guarantee comparability across countries. Adjusting the questionnaire to national 

circumstances can in some cases increase the quality of the collected information in that country, but if 

national questionnaires differ markedly from each other, it becomes much harder to compare results 

across countries. 

Table 1.6 provides information on deviations from the model questionnaire by variable and country. 

Nevertheless, it only considers the number of questions that were asked per variable. Variations in the 

question wording are not taken into account. It can be seen from table 1.6 that deviations from the 

recommended model questionnaire are already numerous as regards the number of questions. 

Table 1.6: Deviations by variable and country 

 

 

 

We see that there is a rather large number of deviations from the recommended model questionnaire. On 

one hand, adjusting the questionnaire in a country to national circumstances can increase the quality of 

the collected data in that country, but on the other hand, if the questionnaires differ markedly from each 

other it becomes much harder to compare results across countries. This table only provides information 

on the number of questions that were asked per variable. In addition there were variations in question 

wording. 

 

 

 

 

WORKEXP WORKSTUD ADDLEVEL DROPREAS LEAVDATE NCONREAS SUPPORT FINDMETH OKLEVEL MOVE4JOB CMT4JOB

EU-28

Belgium X

Bulgaria X X

Czech Republic X X X X X

Denmark X X

Germany X X X X

Estonia X X X X X X X

Ireland X X

Greece X

Spain X X

France X X X X X X

Croatia

Italy X X X

Cyprus

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Hungary X

Malta X X X X X X

Netherlands X X X X X X X X X

Austria X X X

Poland X X X X

Portugal

Romania X

Slovenia X X

Slovakia X X X

Finland X X X X X X X X X

Sweden X

United Kingdom X X

Iceland

Norway X X X

Switzerland X X

Turkey X X X X
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Proxy interviews in the 2016 LFS AHM 

Figure 1.1 presents the rate of proxy interviews for the 2016 LFS by country. A proxy interview is an 

interview with someone (e.g. one member of the household) other than the person from whom 

information is being sought. Figure 1.1 shows that the use of proxy answers differ extensively between 

countries. It is reasonable to assume that lower proxy rates lead to more correct answers, as it often can be 

difficult for other household members to know what the real answer would be, especially for subjective 

variables. 

 

Please note that some countries have different guidelines for the use of proxy answers in the core LFS and 

in the ad hoc modules (effectively allowing proxy answers for the core but not for the ad hoc modules, as 

for instance in Belgium). However, as there is only one variable in the dataset about proxy answering, 

results for that variable are presented in this section. 

 

 

Figure 1.1: Percentage of persons surveyed via another member of the household 

(proxy rate)  
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Chapter 2: Quality analysis by variable 

 

This chapter assesses AHM 2016 in more detail, with analysis of each variable. The eleven variables 

included in the module are presented in the same order as in the regulation. This is the order of columns 

in the database, but it does not imply that the variables were collected in this order in all countries. The 

questionnaires used in each country to collect the AHM 2016 data are available, often in several 

languages. 

For each variable we will present in this chapter the technical information on coding and entry filters, the 

size of the target population, relative to the core LFS population, the response rate, an univariate 

distribution of the answer options for the variable under review, the time series data if it is possible and 

the comments on national implementation variants if it is has implications for the data quality. 

Recommendations for data use and for future repetition of the module are also presented for each 

variable. 

 

 

  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1426868392738&uri=OJ:JOL_2015_076_R_0003
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1. WORKEXP: Work experience during studies (column number 
211) 

 

Technical characteristics 

 

Definition of the variable 

Paid or unpaid work experience during the highest level of education (HATLEVEL)  

 

Target population 

This question was asked to respondents aged 15-34 who had any form of completed formal education (at 

least ISCED 1): 

HATLEVEL not 000 

 

Purpose of the variable 

The variable aims to capture if the highest level of completed formal education (HATLEVEL) included 

any practical work experience. We are especially interested in finding how many apprentices there are. 

This variable was also used for routing later on in the survey, as it is used as filter for WORKSTUD. 

 

Link to the 2009 ad hoc module 

In the ad hoc module 2009 the variable Work during studies in formal education was collected (all 

persons aged 15-34) 

 

Link to the 2000 ad hoc module 

None. 

 

Link to the core LFS 

Filtered on HATLEVEL 

 

Data set codes 

1   Both paid and unpaid work experience 

2   Paid work experience only 

3   Unpaid work experience only 

4   No work experience during HATLEVEL 

9   Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank   Unknown 
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Model questionnaire 

 

 

Quality assessment 

 

Target population size, effect of entry filters, nonresponse 

We see that the response rate is good (above 85%), except for in the Czech Republic, Germany, and 

Ireland. Since the entry filter for this variable is HATLEVEL not 000 and 15 <=AGE<= 34, we would 

expect the second lowest bar to be very close to 100%, as the expected number of persons who have no 

formal education at all is very low. We see that the assumption holds for all countries Turkey. This either 

means that there are a surprising number of persons with no formal education at all, or that there is a filter 

or sampling issue somewhere. The number of persons with no work experience at all looks rather 

unconvincing in a series of countries, especially if the variable is broken further down by HATLEV1D 

and HATVOC (Figure 2.3). 
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Figure 2.1 Non-response rate, target population size, and univariate distribution of answers in WORKEXP for all countries 
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National implementations of the questionnaire 

FR: HATLELVEL not possible to filter on. + 2 additional questions on number of activities "paid" and 

number of activities "unpaid" for the following questions to be more fluent 

BE: did not offer 'cannot say' 

PL: did not offer 'cannot say'. Did not split the variable into two questions. 

FI: separate question formulations according to the highest level of completed formal education. 

SK: one joint question for paid or unpaid 

PT: added the definition of work 

ES: the LFS does not include persons aged 15 

TR: this variable is only applied to those who have completed formal education. As apprenticeship 

education takes place in non-formal education in Turkey, this variable does not include apprenticeships. 

LV: the [HATLEVEL studies] was substituted with “the studies at the highest level of education 

successfully completed” and explanatory text “Examples: job, side-job, [apprenticeship], etc.” was 

removed 

 

Analysis of the results 

 

Univariate distribution by country 

We see clearly that the most common response to this question is No work (experience), at 51.2 % at EU 

level. This reflects the majority of the countries, but we also see that the situation is markedly different in 

the Czech Republic (but this could be at least partially a result of the nonresponse rate), Denmark, France, 

Netherlands, Austria, Finland, Sweden, Iceland, and Switzerland. 
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Multivariate analysis – time series 

Comparing the same dataset over time is a useful way of evaluating its quality.  

 

WORKEXP HATLEVEL≠000 

WORKEDUC Everybody aged 15-34 

Setting 15-34 as filter  

Figure 2.2: WORKEXP in 2016 and WORKEDUC in 2009, for countries which 

participated both years. Proportion of respondents who did no work at all during their 

HATLEVEL studies (respondents aged 15-34 in both years) 

(% of target population) 

 

 
 

We see a rather large spread in the results over time for many of the countries. It is difficult to say if this 

is real world change, is due to work of less than one month, or if it reflects quality issues, and if so, when. 

IS, CH, DE, DK, NO, UK, IE, MT, IT, ES, EL, BG, and RO show stability over time. 

 

We see that for part of the countries there are a large difference between 2009 and 2016. However a 

common trend is noticeable people work more and more during their studies. 

 

Another approach for checking the data is to cross WORKEXP with the core variable EXISTPR 

(Existence of previous employment experience). The results of this are presented in Figure 2.3 
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Figure 2.2: WORKEXP (AHM) crossed with EXISTPR (core), persons aged 15-34 not 

currently in employment, 2016.Per cent of persons who worked during studies but never 

had a job. 

 

We see that there are up to 92% errors in the combinations, which means that a very large proportion of 

the respondents either said that they worked during their studies but never had a job. This does not inspire 

great confidence in this variable for the countries in the upper part of the figure. 

 

Comments from countries on problems with implementation 

AT:  Some respondents had difficulties with the reference periods of each question. Especially for the 

questions concerning the additional education (ADDLEVEL) and the work experience during education 

(WORKEXP, WORKSTUD) there are many different reference periods. 

CH:  The filtering in the first part of sub-module 1 (WORKEXP and WORKSTUD) was somewhat 

complicated due to the specificities of the swiss "dual" education system (for some educations it is a 

priori known that the respondent did mandatory payed work with a duration of at least six months). 

CY: Difficult to answer by other than the interviewed person. 

EL: Persons that reported no paid work experience in EXISTPR report paid work in WORKEXP 
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FI: Is it really necessary that variable strictly refers to HATLEVEL? Wording, routing and filtering was 

time consuming as variable refers to information in HATLEVEL variable. We needed 7 different question 

formulations for collecting this variable smoothly and connecting it to the right completed education. 

FR: Drop the HATLEVEL filter ; when not available, too complex to rebuild.   HATLEVEL was not 

available during the collect ; many questions were asked in order to rebuild this variable (very complex 

protocol) ; for 20 observations that are in the scope defined in the regulation, the variable was put to « 

blank ». 

HU:   The variable is suitable for reporting work experiences during studies only with limitation. If a 

person obtained vocational educational on level ISCED 3 and then started to learn on level  ISCED 4 in 

general programme, according to the model questionnaire he/she had to give information about work 

experience during the latest study, that was general education in this situation. In that way the information 

on work experience during the (previous) vocational education got lost. To prevent confounding formal 

and non-formal education we introduced a sentence at the beginning of the sub-module (“Now please 

think of your education where you attained your highest level of education.”); nevertheless, in relation 

with variable WORKEXP, half of the interviewers reported that some of the respondents answered the 

question with work during current education or the work they did during non-formal education in mind. 

In such cases the interviewer warned the respondent and corrected the answer. 

LT: It could be recommended to simplify the filters. 

NL:  For WORKEXP, it is necessary to determine whether the respondent has had paid work during 

the highest attained education. In some types of education (F.E. Mbo-bbl) paid work is part of the 

education and as such it is obvious that these respondents have had paid work during their education. This 

makes the question regarding paid work redundant for the respondents in these types of education. It is 

however not known whether these respondents have done any unpaid work during their education, so the 

question regarding this subject has to be asked anyway. Because the routing in this part of the 

questionnaire is very complex and because leaving out the question regarding paid work disturbs the flow 

of the interview, the paid work-question is included anyway for respondents in types of education where 

having paid work is obvious. 

PT: This variable should cover all the educational cycles attended by the person and not only the highest 

level of education. 

RO: Order of variables (and questions) WORKEXP and WORKSTUD should be changed. In this way we 

can get information on the number of persons who get practical instruction during studies + those 

working outside curriculum.   Routing from the filters is problematic (at least for a PAPI survey) 

SE: Some difficulties are present due to the fact that HATLEVEL is not always easily translated into the 

levels used in the Swedish educational system. 

SI: without reference to HATLEVEL.   In the national language it was not easy to ask about 

HATLEVEL studies in connection with any work (we needed to use more than one sentence). In 

consequence of better translation the text on HATLEVEL studies was introduced before the WORKEXP. 

TR: Since apprenticeship education takes place in non-formal education in Turkey, this variable is only 

applied to those who have completed formal education. So this variable does not include apprenticeship. 

UK: The main difficulty in the UK implementation of the 2016 AHM concerned the construction of the 

eligibility filters in the questionnaire – specifically those based on education levels. 

 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

The quality and response rate are mostly acceptable, WORKEXP implies a lot of work for the NSIs. 

Countries suggest to not filter on HATLEVEL and to limit the number of reference periods in the module 

Some countries do not have enough observations for 'has had working experience during HATLEVEL'. 

This is not very believable, especially among persons with medium level vocational education. The 

understanding among respondents of 'work during studies' should be looked into before implementing the 

new core LFS variable on work-based learning. 

The understanding of job among the respondents seems to vary greatly between EXISTPR in the core and 

WORKEXP in the ad hoc module. This needs to be looked into and solved for a future repetition of the 

variable.  
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2. WORKSTUD: Work-based learning 

 

Technical characteristics 

 

Definition of the variable 

Type of work experience that is part of the curriculum of the highest level of education (HATLEVEL) 

 

Target population 

This question was asked to respondents who said they worked during their highest level studies (and 

therefore also implicitly limited to persons aged 15-34) 

WORKEXP in (1, 2, 3) 

 

Purpose of the variable 

The variable distinguishes the two kinds of work-based learning: apprenticeship (code 1) and mandatory 

traineeship (code 2). 

 

Link to the 2009 ad hoc module 

In the ad hoc module 2009 the variable Work during studies in formal education was collected 

 

Link to the 2000 ad hoc module 

None. 

 

Link to the core LFS 

Implicitly filtered on HATLEVEL, and allows for finding apprentices and trainees as an added 

information to the level and field of the education 

 

Data set codes 

1   Apprenticeship (operational Eurostat definition) 

2   Mandatory traineeship 

3 Mandatory work-based training where distinction between 1 and 2 is not 

possible 

4 Optional traineeship (part of education) 

5 Work outside the curriculum 

9   Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank   Unknown 
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Model questionnaire 

 

 

 

Quality assessment 

 

Target population size, effect of entry filters, nonresponse 

We see that the response rate is good in all countries 

The target population size, as a proportion of the 15-34 LFS population, varies quite a lot (90% in 

Finland, 9% in Romania), as a direct consequence of the answers the respondents gave in WORKEXP. 

This reflects the differences in the educational systems in the countries, and also if it is usual to have a 

side job in parallel to studying. It is also possible that this is a data collection quality issue.
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Figure 2.1 Non-response rate, target population size, and univariate distribution of answers in WORKSTUD for all countries 
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National implementations of the questionnaire 

PL: In Poland there is no possibility to mix the mandatory and optional forms of traineeships within one 

traineeship programme therefore in WORKSTUD_Q2 we asked only whether it was mandatory part of 

the curriculum with the two answer categories: - Yes, - No. 

BE: the order of the answer categories has been switched: How long did the work experience that was 

part of the curriculum last in total? 1. Less than 6 months   /   2. 6 months or more ++++++  +++ no use of 

"cannot say 

IT: WORKSTUD_Q4 has been asked only when WORKEXP_Q1=1 and WORKEXP_Q2=1. If only paid 

work experience or only unpaid work experience, we have imputed WORKSTUD_Q4 with code 1 or 

code 2 respectively. 

FR: slight adaptation of the questions depending on the number of activities (one or several) 

EE: slightly different wording for WORKSTUD_Q2 answer categories 

FI: not completely. Please, see the questions AH13, AH14 and AH15. 

TR: Since apprenticeship education takes place in non-formal education in Turkey, this variable is only 

applied to those who have completed formal education. So this variable has not  option  1-apprenticeship. 

AT: WORKSTUD_Q2: Instead of “Was this a mandatory part of the curriculum?” we used the question 

wording “Was that work mandatory or voluntary?”. We suggest using this wording, because it is neutral 

and balanced. WORKSTUD_Q4: Some respondents had several mandatory traineeships and for example 

only one was paid. Therefore we offered the additional answer “Some paid, some unpaid”. As that means 

“at least one was paid”, we coded these cases as WORKSTUD_Q4 =yes. Furthermore, instead of “Were 

you paid for your work?” we prefer the balanced question wording “Was that mandatory work paid or 

unpaid?” with the answering categories “Paid”, “Unpaid”, “Some paid, some unpaid”. 

PT: Use of different versions for the WORKSTUD_Q1 question according to the type of work experience 

performed. 

LV: The wording of the question WORKSTUD_Q3 (question P’7 in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc 

module) was changed, by including “apprenticeship outside classroom, at the workplace, in enterprise or 

institution”, as well as answers: 1.“Less than 6 months” and 2.“6 months and longer” were changed. The 

question WORKSTUD_Q4 (question P’8 in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) was supplemented 

with “during apprenticeship”. 

 

 

 

Analysis of the results 

 

Univariate distribution by country 

On EU-level the mandatory traineeships are the most prevalent (38.9%), followed by working outside the 

curriculum (35.7%). Apprentices come third, and make up 16.5%  This is however not the case in all 

countries, as we for instance find in Austria and in the United Kingdom that the appretices outnumber the 

trainees, and that work outside the curriculum is the most common situation in for instance Denmark, 

Germany , Ireland, and Portugal. 
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Multivariate analysis – time series 

2009 work during studies 

Outside education 

Figure 2.2: WORKEXP in 2016 and WORKEDUC in 2009, for countries which 

participated both years. Proportion of respondents who worked, but only outside of their 

HATLEVEL studies (respondents aged 15-34 in both years) 

(% of target population) 

 

 
 

Ok for most, but very doubtful results for FR, LT, MT, CH. As always, we cannot really say which year 

the data is strange for, as we only have two data points to compare to each other, but we do advise caution 

when using these data points. 

 

Figure 2.3 uses the unemployment rate by HATLEV1D (core) *HATVOC (core)*WORKEXP (ahm) * 

WORKSTUD (ahm)  to shows at what level we in the end can publish results by the main element of this 

module, namely work-based learning. That some combinations are empty (for instance apprenticeships in 

lower education)  is not strange or worrying. We can also explain why sample sizes for large breakdowns 

are problematic in the smaller countries.We also clearly see that the types of work-based learning differ from 

country to country (some have all types, some have trainees but not apprntices, and so on). We do however 

expect to find publishable results for the combined group of work-based learning 

(apprentices+trainees+mandatory work-based learing) under vocational medium education. The large and 

missing case is Germany, which obvioulsy influences the EU aggregate. Using data at country level is fine, 

but we advise caution when making conclusions for EU level labour market outcomes by education type. It 

is likely that the under-reporting of work-based learning in Germany is caused by many many of the 

respondents (especially apprentices) understood the  the question on work experience to refer to an 

additional job beside the apprenticeship and not the apprenticeship itself.
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Figure 2.3: Unemployment rate for persons aged 15-34, by HATLEV1D*HATVOC*HATWORK (composite of AHM variables WORKEXP 

and WORKSTUD)  

 

EU-28 BE BG CZ DK DE EE IE EL ES FR HR IT CY LV LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO SI SK FI SE UK IS NO CH TR

Low education - total 22.9 27.2 25.7 27.9 12.8 12.9 17.8 28.0 38.3 38.2 31.8 35.1 28.0 19.7 18.4 20.9 19.8 21.0 11.3 14.1 17.7 22.6 17.8 12.6 28.9 45.2 27.9 29.0 14.8 8.8 15.4 11.6 12.2

No work at all 24.4 32.4 25.4 17.6 13.1 18.5 34.4 40.6 39.4 32.3 38.1 28.6 19.8 18.5 23.6 23.3 11.8 19.6 17.9 23.9 18.5 12.1 27.7 47.5 28.6 16.8 21.1 10.7 13.4

Work only outside curriculum 14.8 15.1 9.9 22.1 24.5 20.4 17.7 8.8 12.3 29.9 10.1 8.5 11.6 13.2 8.8

Work-based learning (sum of the following) 24.2 16.4 36.0 47.2 33.2 27.3 31.0 12.1 28.3 28.3 11.7 7.6

Apprenticeship 13.0

Mandatory traineeship 26.6 20.5 38.8 49.7 34.6 30.0 12.5 28.3 27.6 30.0

Mandatory work-based learning 11.6

Optional traineeship 40.4

No answer 18.6 27.9 13.5 22.9 45.6 34.7 27.6 14.0 13.9 12.5

Medium education - total 11.9 12.3 9.4 7.2 7.5 4.6 8.1 13.6 34.2 27.4 17.7 20.5 21.0 21.0 13.0 13.4 12.5 7.2 4.2 6.6 7.6 10.6 16.9 10.7 9.6 11.9 12.2 9.4 8.0 6.3 6.6 6.7 13.8

Medium general education 13.1 11.7 9.2 5.2 9.3 4.9 8.7 15.4 33.0 28.3 15.6 23.9 24.2 16.8 13.7 12.5 8.4 8.7 9.3 10.5 13.9 10.9 7.1 15.6 10.4 9.2 7.6 8.6 15.4

No work at all 15.2 13.5 8.5 5.3 16.0 8.5 19.3 37.4 31.6 17.2 25.7 24.8 16.3 14.0 9.9 9.3 9.9 10.7 13.5 10.8 20.0 20.0 11.1 12.0 4.6 17.0

Work only outside curriculum 9.6 7.6 7.8 18.0 15.6 17.1 21.2 7.9 7.7 10.5 7.0 13.3 6.6 14.3 8.2 6.9 5.1 9.3 12.7

Work-based learning (sum of the following) 12.4 15.0 26.0 13.2 9.9 8.0 5.6 10.8

Apprenticeship 15.7 14.6

Mandatory traineeship 13.4 26.2 10.7 10.2

Mandatory work-based learning 8.2

Optional traineeship 25.6

No answer 10.8 17.2 21.0 8.4

Medium vocational education 11.4 12.5 9.6 7.3 5.4 4.5 7.6 10.8 35.4 26.6 18.5 21.1 20.2 16.1 9.6 13.0 6.8 5.6 7.3 10.6 19.7 10.7 10.1 10.8 10.9 7.8 7.0 6.1 5.9 12.3

No work at all 12.4 14.3 10.0 6.4 4.7 17.9 38.2 31.1 23.4 22.4 22.6 16.3 9.4 10.1 10.0 22.4 10.5 11.1 10.0 15.3 12.5 6.8 16.9

Work only outside curriculum 8.6 11.5 6.6 23.0 15.2 14.4 24.0 7.0 4.7 20.6 6.4 10.6 9.7 5.6 8.6

Work-based learning (sum of the following) 11.4 11.8 9.8 7.8 5.4 7.4 6.6 37.4 22.3 17.8 21.1 19.4 12.9 9.8 11.4 7.4 5.1 7.1 11.8 14.7 12.3 11.6 11.8 10.6 6.3 3.8 2.2 5.9 12.2

Apprenticeship 7.5 6.5 28.9 13.4 5.2 5.0 7.3 11.1 10.6 8.8 2.7 3.2 6.0 12.5

Mandatory traineeship 14.2 11.2 9.0 8.8 8.5 44.5 24.8 20.1 24.1 19.2 13.0 9.8 11.6 8.0 6.3 12.1 15.5 11.8 11.7 13.3 11.0 5.9 6.7 11.8

Mandatory work-based learning 21.1 4.5

Optional traineeship 11.9 48.1 29.5 20.9 5.3 18.4

No answer 29.6 19.3 17.6 4.9

High education - total 7.6 6.7 6.0 3.8 8.1 2.7 3.5 7.5 29.0 17.7 8.3 11.0 14.9 14.0 5.4 3.7 2.6 2.6 4.5 4.7 13.1 5.4 11.8 7.5 7.2 6.4 4.4 4.3 3.6 14.2

No work at all 10.2 9.8 9.7 3.6 12.2 4.7 10.4 34.7 18.7 9.1 18.8 16.6 5.5 4.5 5.4 15.6 5.6 11.2 13.0 17.3 14.2 6.3 6.1 14.9

Work only outside curriculum 5.8 4.6 4.5 7.0 5.2 17.4 16.2 11.6 11.1 12.6 3.3 3.8 2.6 11.4 12.6 8.5 6.0 3.1 3.5 3.4 10.4

Work-based learning (sum of the following) 7.0 6.1 3.7 8.4 8.0 23.0 17.9 8.2 16.8 14.0 10.5 4.3 2.7 1.8 4.9 5.3 11.5 11.3 6.4 5.9 5.0 4.1 2.6 3.9 17.3

Apprenticeship 6.0 17.6 11.8 7.8 16.4 5.6 9.0 4.0 7.3

Mandatory traineeship 8.2 6.1 4.7 6.4 35.9 21.7 8.7 24.0 14.5 11.9 4.7 2.5 2.1 5.7 5.5 12.5 14.9 7.9 5.5 5.6 5.9 4.7 18.9

Mandatory work-based learning 11.1 0.9

Optional traineeship 5.5 2.8 28.5 12.2 11.5 4.6 5.6 12.4

No answer 6.1 31.2 14.9 16.4 3.5 15.5
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Comments from countries on problems with implementation 

PL: Respondents had problems with identifying differences between questions 18 Was any of this work a 

part of curriculum carried out within formal education system? and 19 Was this work the mandatory part 

of the curriculum? They felt we were asking them about the same thing twice. 

HU: Respondents found it difficult to answer this question if they had a similar level professional 

qualification earned earlier, which was the case for 4% of persons with a professional training (the 

Hungarian core survey includes questions concerning this area). At times, it was hard for respondents to 

remember how much work they did during their last education. Separating participation in formal and 

non-formal education also caused a problem to many respondents. Question WORKSTUD_Q3 was 

especially difficult when the education took place a long time ago; a family member was interviewed 

instead of the respondent; or the number of working days during several years had to be added up. 

CH: The filtering in the first part of sub-module 1 (WORKEXP and WORKSTUD) was somewhat 

complicated due to the specificities of the swiss "dual" education system (for some educations it is a 

priori known that the respondent did mandatory payed work with a duration of at least six months). 

HR: We had some issues with period of 6 months. It wasn't clear enough it is 6 months with interruptions 

or 6 months continuously so we asked clarification from Eurostat. 

EE: Question WORKSTUD_Q2 of the model questionnaire was split to questions JN3B (Was (some of) 

the work done while you were studying a mandatory part of the curriculum?1. Yes 2. No) and JN3BA 

(Was the work which was done as part of the curriculum fully or partly mandatory? 1. Fully 2. Partly) in 

the ELFS pilot survey. According to the results of the pilot survey, in case the work was partly 

mandatory, respondents tend to answer ‘No’ to JN3B and in this case JN3BA was not asked at all. 

Therefore it was corrected to one question JN3B1 in the final ELFS questionnaire with slightly different 

answer categories compared to the model questionnaire (Was (some of) the work done while you were 

studying a mandatory part of the curriculum? 1. Fully mandatory 2. Partly mandatory 3. Not mandatory). 

FR: Workstud_Q2 : « 3. It was a combination of mandatory and optional part » : difficult to understand  

Workstud_Q3 : length of the period : difficult to answer when different periods to add 

SK: In order to ensure the correct interpretation of mandatory and optional part of curriculum and length 

of training on-the-job the explanatory notes were needed to supplement by examples based on empirical 

praxis.   

NL: The Dutch LFS copies the Eurostat model questionnaire for the questions used WORKSTUD, except 

for one situation: The question HB_Betaald is used to determine whether any work or internship which 

the respondent has had during his/her education was compensated with pay. However, it is already 

determined earlier in the questionnaire whether the respondent has done any paid/unpaid work during 

education. If the respondent reports that he/she only had paid work or only had unpaid work, then the 

question HB_Betaald becomes redundant and will not be asked. 

UK: Workstud_Q1: Interviewer debriefing suggested that respondents struggled to understand the main 

concept of this question 

ES: We though that could be problematic to ask WORKSTUD_Q4 to people who declared  

WORKEXP_Q1<>1 and WORKEXP_Q2=1 because it was as if we ask the same question twice so, we 

decided to filter these people and not asking WORKSTUD_Q4. 

LV: Based on the results of the cognitive testing, the wording of the question WORKSTUD_Q3 (question 

P’7 in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) was changed, by including “apprenticeship outside 

classroom, at the workplace, in enterprise or institution”, as well as answers: 1. “Less than 6 months” and 

2. “6 months and longer” were changed. Question WORKSTUD_Q4 (question P’8 in questionnaire of 

Latvian ad hoc module) was supplemented with “during apprenticeship”. 

AT: As Austrian respondents with apprenticeship or nursing diploma as their highest educational 

attainment perfectly fulfill the AHM16 definition of apprentices, we did not ask them the questions 

WORKSTUD_Q1 to WORKSTUD_Q4, but coded them automatically to WORKSTUD=Apprenticeship. 

WORKSTUD_Q2: Instead of “Was this a mandatory part of the curriculum?” we used the question 
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wording “Was that work mandatory or voluntary?”. We suggest using this wording, because it is neutral 

and balanced. WORKSTUD_Q4: Some respondents had several mandatory traineeships and for example 

only one was paid. Therefore we offered the additional answer “Some paid, some unpaid”. As that means 

“at least one was paid”, we coded these cases as WORKSTUD_Q4 =yes. Furthermore, instead of “Were 

you paid for your work?” we prefer the balanced question wording “Was that mandatory work paid or 

unpaid?” with the answering categories “paid”, “unpaid”, “some paid, some unpaid”. 

CY: The interviewers did not understand question Workstud3 as it is written both in the model 

questionnaire and in our questionnaire.“Did the total period of this training on-the-job last 6 months or 

more”? The question was understood as:Yes: “6 months”,No: “more than 6 months”.This is not what it 

was supposed to mean.So, the question and the modalities were changed to:“Did the total period of this 

training on-the-job last 6 months and more”?Yes: “Yes, 6 months and more”,No: “No, less than 6 

months”. 

PT: The question WORKSTUD_Q4 was asked only when WORKEXP_Q1=1 and WORKEXP_Q=1 

(both paid and unpaid work experiences). If only pay work experience, the WORKSTUD_Q4 was 

imputed automatically with code 1; if only unpaid work experience, then code 2 was used. 

 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

The variable reflects the differences in education systems to some extent, but parts of it also are caused by 

what we assume to be implementation problems in the the filter variable (WORKEXP). Comparisons 

inside countries is fine, but we advise caution when using the EU aggregate. In case of repetition (a 

simplified HATWORK variable is planned for the core LFS) it is important that the understanding of 

'work experience during studies' is improved among the respondents. 
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3. ADDLEVEL: Level of additional formal education 

 

Technical characteristics 

 

Definition of the variable 

Level and orientation of formal education that person started after reaching highest level of education  

 

Target population 

15 <= AGE <= 34 and EDUCSTAT = 2 

Has not been a student or apprentice in regular education during the last four weeks 

 

Purpose of the variable 

The variable aims to find dropouts and early school leavers, and what type of education they started, but 

later abandoned incomplete. Using this variable together with LEAVDATE we can also find the time-

span between leaving an education and starting to work.  

 

Link to the 2009 ad hoc module 

None, not collected in 2009.  

 

Link to the 2000 ad hoc module 

None, not collected in 2000.  

 

 

Link to the core LFS 

It is filtered on AGE and EDUCSTAT. The variable gives supplementary information on the education 

history of the respondent, and could therefore be analysed together with HATLEVEL. It uses ISCED 

coding, and is therefore directly comparable to EDUCLEVL and HATLEVEL. 

 

Links to other surveys 

Resembles the variable DROPEDUCLEVEL in the Adult Education Survey 2016 
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Data set codes 

00   No other formal education started after reaching the highest level of education 

10   ISCED 1 

20   ISCED 2 

30   ISCED 3 where distinction by orientation is not possible 

34   ISCED 3 general programme 

35   ISCED 3 vocational programme 

40   ISCED 4 where distinction by orientation is not possible 

44   ISCED 4 general programme 

45   ISCED 4 vocational programme 

50   ISCED 5 

60   ISCED 6 

70   ISCED 7 

80   ISCED 8 

99   Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank   Unknown 

 

Model questionnaire 
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Quality assessment 

 

Target population size, effect of entry filters, nonresponse 

64.1 per cent of the persons aged 15-34 were asked this question. 

 

The response rate is overall good, but we see problems for Belgium, Ireland, Luxembourg, and 

Netherland 

 

 

Analysis of the results 

Univariate distribution by country 

 

For the member states with acceptable response rates the proportion of 'no further education started' 

ranges from 69.9 per cent in France to 99.4 per cent in Romania.  
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Figure 3.1: Univariate distribution of ADDLEVEL (% of target population) 
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National Questionnaire implementation 

AT: some respondents indicated non-formal education in ADDLEVEL. To make clear that we only refer 

to formal education, we added “This does not include courses.” to the question text. 

ES: We didn't know, which studies we had to take into account when the interviewee had studied two 

different courses after his/her highest level of education reached and the first one was finished and the 

most recent wasn't finished. We consulted this point with Eurostat and we were told that the latest study 

should be taken into account because the main objetive of the variable was to know the ones that were 

abandon. 

FR: Routing by HATLEVEL =000 or HATLEVEL <> 000 is difficult 

LV: The questions ADDLEVEL_Q1 and ADDLEVEL_Q2 were supplemented with “formal education”, 

and the explanatory text “In case of several, please refer to the last one” was removed. 

SK: At the beginning of the work there was some confusion how to solve 2 parallel studies. Developing 

the paper questionnaire we are not in favour of two versions of one question. 

UK: Addlevel_Q1_0: We amended the question wording to 'May I just check, have you ever taken part in 

any qualifications or training?' because the follow-on question asked about the qualification. However, 

interview debriefing suggested that this resulted in too wide a scope (for the respondent) and that further 

clarification should have been given in the question. 

NL: It turned out to be very difficult to specify the derivation of ADDLEVEL. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Multivariate analysis 
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Figure 3.2: Multivariate analysis of ADDLEVEL and DROPEDUC (AES) 

 

 

The Adult Education Survey 2016 contains the variable DROPEDUC. It asks 'Is there any educational 

programme that you started but then stopped without completing?' to persons aged 25-34 who have at 

completed at least basic education (ISCED 1) in the last 20 years7. This is very close to what the 

ADDLEVEL variable does. Most of the breakdowns for ISCED levels are flagged, but we can easily 

compare non-dropouts over the two variables. 

We see that for most countries there is a reasonable match between the two variables. Some caution could 

be advised for using data from LU, NL, NO, SI. LU and NL have not great response rate as well. 

 

Comments from countries on problems with implementation 

HU: It was difficult to wording the lower ISCED levels in ADDLEVEL_Q1 according to the Hungarian 

education system, therefore we used a separate question for these persons. 

FR: Routing by HATLEVEL =000 or HATLEVEL <> 000 is difficult 

SK: At the beginning of the work there was some confusion how to solve 2 parallel studies. Developing 

the paper questionnaire we are not in favour of two versions of one question. 

FI: routing / dynamic linking to HATLEVEL is difficult 

AT: In our pre-test we found out that some respondents indicated non-formal education in ADDLEVEL. 

To make clear that we only refer to formal education, we added “This does not include courses.” to the 

question text. 

UK: Addlevel_Q1_0: We amended the question wording to 'May I just check, have you ever taken part in 

any qualifications or training?' because the follow-on question asked about the qualification. However, 

interview debriefing suggested that this resulted in too wide a scope (for the respondent) and that further 

                                                           
7
 2016 AES manual https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/700a220d-33dc-42d4-a5c4-

634c8eab7b26/2016%20AES%20MANUAL%20v3_02-2017.pdf page 54 

https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/700a220d-33dc-42d4-a5c4-634c8eab7b26/2016%20AES%20MANUAL%20v3_02-2017.pdf
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/700a220d-33dc-42d4-a5c4-634c8eab7b26/2016%20AES%20MANUAL%20v3_02-2017.pdf
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clarification should have been given in the question. 

LV: respondents have difficulties in understanding the term formal education. 

NL: very difficult to specify the derivation of ADDLEVEL 

SI: Problems occurred while data validation since the filter for variable ADDLEVEL was too narrow and 

did not cover all the appropriate respondents. A mistake was made due to confusion in routing and 

filtering - we had mistakenly used routing written above the question (if workstud_Q4 in (1,2,cs) and 

hatlevel not equals 000) instead of broader filter (if educstat=2). The mistake also influenced other 

variables. We then linked all the missing answers to variables (ADDLEVEL, LEAVDATE) to the 

administrative data on participation in education (in secondary and tertiary education). From there we got 

information on enrolment in education and on the month persons were last (if) enrolled in education. 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

 

The variable seems to work from a technical viewpoint, but it can be questioned whether it is very 

interesting, as a very large majority of the population did not start/drop out from any education. It is 

doubtful whether the separate ISCED levels can be broken down by other variables and still remain 

within the publication thresholds (or indeed even be published as univariate distributions). 

It is also rather unpopular among many countries to use HATLEVEL either as a filter or as a reference 

point for another question. 
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4. DROPREAS: Reason for dropping out 

 

Technical characteristics 

 

Definition of the variable 

Main reason for not completing the level of formal education started 

 

Target population 

EDUCSTAT = 2 and ADDLEVEL ≠ 00 

Has started a new study after HATLEVEL but did not complete it, and is not in education at the time of 

the interview 

 

Purpose of the variable 

To find out why persons abandon their studies. 

 

Figure 2.4.1 Filter / questionnaire errors 

 

Link to the 2008 ad hoc module 

Not collected in 2009 nor in 2000 

 

Link to the core LFS 

Filtered on EDUCSTAT and AGE 

 

Link to other surveys 

Based on the ILO school-to-work transition survey (variable C2)8 

 

Data set codes 

0   Completed last formal education 

   Did not complete last formal education due to: 

1   The level of difficulty 

2   Failure of study to meet needs or interest 

3   The costs of studying 

4   A wish to start working 

5   Family reasons 

                                                           
8
 SWTS questionnaire 

http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/@ed_emp/documents/instructionalmaterial/wcms_140858.pdf  

http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/@ed_emp/documents/instructionalmaterial/wcms_140858.pdf


 

41 

 

Annexes 

6   Health reasons 

7   Other 

9   Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank   Unknown 

 

 

Model questionnaire 

 

 

 

Quality assessment 

 

Target population size, effect of entry filters, nonresponse 

11.7 per cent of the persons aged 15-34 were asked this question. The response rate was too low, at 75.6 

per cent. 

 

Please note that CZ and NO did not implement the model questionnaire in full (the DROPREAS_Q1 

question is missing), so their data is not comparable to the other countries. Additionally, Turkey also has 

an improbable result for the 'completed last study' answer option, but has not provided the questionnaire, 

so we cannot make any conclusions on why this is the case. 
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Analysis of the results 

 

The largest answer option is 'completed last study', which either means that they did something after 

HATLEVEL at a lower level, or that they were in fact not dropouts (did not start and then abandon 

something after HATLEVEL). 

Too small target population, unclear what the 'completed last study' group means, and too high non-

response.  

Some of the results are questionable. For instance, it is not believable that Belgium has 120 times more 

dropouts than Romania. 
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Figure 2.4.3: Univariate distribution of DROPREAS 

(% of target population) 
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Multivariate analysis 

As this variable has not been collected before it is not possible to use time series analysis as a tool for 

checking its quality. We have other sources for the number of 'early leavers from education and training' 

i.e. those who did not continue after upper secondary, but we don’t know their reasons for not continuing 

(and dropouts are another group really) 

 

National Questionnaire implementation 

AT: inclusion of the following explanatory notes: Respondents who did not take an exam should be 

included in code 1 “I failed the final or other exam”. Pregnancy as a reason for dropping out should be 

included in code 5 “Family reasons”. In order to ensure a broad understanding of costs of studying 

Austria added two examples to the answering category 3: “Costs were too high (e.g. tuition fees, costs of 

living)”.  

CH: The information on the successful conclusion of any study started after the conclusion of 

[HATLEVEL study] was already known from the core interview, Therefore Switzerland dropped 

DROPREAS_Q1. 

EL: Persons that did not report (in ADDLEVEL) whether they started another program after 

HATLEVEL, were not asked the question on DROPREAS 

FI: For variable DROPREAS Finland gave three alternatives in question AH22: Have you: 1. completed 

the education, 2. Discontinued studies temporarily or 3. Discontinued studies for this qualification for 

good? Finland can separate temporary and final discontinuation. In alternative 

questions AH25A and AH25B Finland included extra answer category 7. Language skills are not 

sufficient for studying. This alternative was coded into DROPREAS=1 The level of difficulty together 

with AH25A/AH25B=1 Studying is too difficult. 

HU:  Value 1 (“the level of difficulty”) of the variable does not exactly match the answering category 1 

(“I failed the final or other exam”) belonging to the question. As a solution, Hungary  split the category 

into two: (1) It was difficult (2) Failed the final or other exam. 

IT:  In the first category of answer “I failed the final or other exam” Italy added also “the studies were too 

difficult” 

LV: The question DROPREAS_Q1 (question P’13 in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) was 

supplemented with “formal education”, and in line with the peculiarities of the Latvian the word 

“successfully” was removed. 

During the cognitive testing, it turned out that respondents have difficulties in understanding the 

term formal education. Based on the results of the cognitive testing, the question DROPREAS_Q2 

(question P’14c in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) was supplemented with the request to specify 

the reason for leaving formal education studies – “Could you, please, specify the reason?” 

 

NL: The concept ‘Because of the level of difficulty’ is in Dutch two-dimensional. Therefore we chose to 

capture this concept by asking both dimensions via separate questions and merging the answers to the 

answer-category required. The first category reads "Because I failed an exam or test", the second category 

reads "Because the education was too difficult". The moment of dropping out differs between these two 

categories. The two categories are combined again to derive the answer categories of DROPREAS as was 

specified in the model questionnaire. 

PL: We didn`t use the "Cannot say" answer category. 
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Comments from countries on problems with implementation 

Too small numbers for being published for many answer categories (DE, RO, NL)  

On the concept level, it is clear that measuring the number of dropouts can only be partially achieved.  

Only studies not completed after the highest educational attainment are being covered. E.g., a person not 

completing a university study and subsequently finalising an apprenticeship will not be counted as 

“dropout”. (DE) 

The answer "other" was used very often (BE, DE, EL, AT and NO). We therefore need to add / rework 

answer categories :  

Add an option for   

• students who have not finished their study but consider that they have not yet left their study 

(BE) 

• students who have suspended their studies for a certain period of time (six months or a year) and 

return later; in their case attaining an education level is in progress (HU) 

Regroup / merge:  

• New code 1 “Problems at school/university/apprenticeship (failed exams, problems with 

teachers/employers)” would combine “level of difficulty” and “problems with teachers/employers”.  

• Change code 3 into “Financial reasons”.  

• Drop Code 4 “I wanted to work”, because it could cause social desirability and it is partly 

included in “Financial reasons”. 

• collapse the two categories "study did not fit his needs or interest" and "difficulty to continue his 

studies" in a one (IT) 

 

Underline that pregnancy as a reason for dropping out should be included in code 5 “Family reasons”. 

(AT) 

The reasons for not completing further study raised various feelings, sometimes shame with animosity. 

(SK) 

Respondents have difficulties in understanding the term formal education. (LV) 

Wording of code 1 of the proposed questionnaire wasn't in line with code 1 of the variable. (ES) 

The meaning of code 0 "Completed last formal education" wasn't clear. (BG) 

 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

 

 

The target population is tiny, and the non-response is too high and has to be drastically improved.. On the 

one hand, we should therefore not have more answer categories, but on the other hand, the use of 'other' is 

too high. The answer options (and possibly the entry filter) should be looked at thoroughly. 

The results are interesting, and it is also an important security addition / recovery of those who most 

likely answered wrongly to ADDLEVEL. 

We don’t have any other sources for the reasons for dropping out, so the topic is well worth keeping, but 

the implementation needs improvements.  
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5a. LEAVDATE (year) 

 

Technical characteristics 

 

Definition of the variable 

Date of leaving formal education 

 

Target population 

EDUCSTAT = 2 and ADDLEVEL≠00 

 

 

Purpose of the variable 

Gives the year of abandoning an incomplete study. This can be compared to the year of completing the 

lower level study. 

 

 

Link to the 2000 and 2009 ad hoc module 

Some likeness to the 2000 module "Month + Year when leaving education for the first time". More 

comparable to the 2009 module " Month and year of leaving formal education for the last time" 

(STOPDATE). 

Link to the core LFS 

Filtered on EDUCSTAT. Complements the information in HATYEAR (date of acquiring with a diploma 

the highest level of educational attainment) 

Data set codes 

1982-2016  Year 

9999   Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank   Unknown 
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Model questionnaire 

 

 

Quality assessment 

 

Too small target population, too high non-response rate (73.5% EU-28). 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of the results 

 

Univariate distribution by country 
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Figure 2.5.2: Univariate distribution of LEAVDATE (year) (% of target population) 
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National Questionnaire implementation 

 

AT: For respondents who did not remember the year, when they left the additional education 

(LEAVDATE_Q1a/Q1b=Cannot say), we added the question “How old were you when you 

completed/last attended that education?” With this additional question we were able to reduce the number 

of missings in this question from 18 to 3 missing answers. 

 

EL: Persons that did not report (in ADDLEVEL) whether they started another program after 

HATLEVEL, were not asked the question on LEAVDATE. 

 
ES: We don't take into account, in the filter, people who answer "don't know" in v213 and v215 variables. 

People who answered 'don't know' in ADDLEVEL or in DROPREAS are not applicable for LEAVDATE 

in the Spanish questionnaire and no answer for the LFS module. 

 
IT: We have introduced a question about age when the respondent did not know the year. 

 

LV: The questions LEAVDATE_Q1a (question P’15gb in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) and 

LEAVDATE_Q1b (question P’15gp in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) were supplemented with 

“formal education studies”. 

PL: We had two questions containing information on month and year - 1. On completion of education, 2. 

On leaving the education. We didn`t use the "Cannot say" answer category. 

PT: Use of auxiliary variables (in which year did you complete/leave the level of education? Or how 

many years did you complete/leave it? Or at what age did you complete/leave it?). The respondent can 

choose how to provide the information asked.  

 

 

Multivariate analysis 

Given the low response rate we don’t see any reason to provide further multivariate analysis. 

 

Comments from countries on problems with implementation 

AT: Despite automatic warnings in Blaise and despite special interviewer training, there are some 

respondents who completed/left their additional education before they completed their highest education. 

Besides some respondents completed/left their additional education only a few months or one year after 

HATYEAR, although the usual duration of the indicated additional education is more than one year. 

These problems show that – apart from a recall bias – respondents had difficulties with the reference 

period “start after highest level of education”. 

DK: Problems with filter conditions. 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

Several countries (AT, CH, EE) suggest to drop the question for the months and limiting the variables to 

asking for the year only. Countries report that respondents had difficulties to remember the exact month 

in which they had left/completed formal education. They also report that filters are too narrow. 
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5b. LEAVDATE (month) 

 

Technical characteristics 

 

Definition of the variable 

Date of leaving formal education 

 

Target population 

EDUCSTAT = 2 and ADDLEVEL≠00 

 

 

Purpose of the variable 

Gives the year of abandoning an incomplete study. This can be compared to the year of completing the 

lower level study. 

 

has dropped out from something, and is not in education now 

 

Link to the 2000 and 2009 ad hoc module 

Some likeness to the 2000 module "Month + Year when leaving education for the first time". More 

comparable to the 2009 module " Month and year of leaving formal education for the last time" 

(STOPDATE). 

Link to the core LFS 

Filtered on EDUCSTAT. Complements the information in HATYEAR (date of acquiring with a diploma 

the highest level of educational attainment) 

 

Data set codes 

01-12   Month 

9999   Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank   Unknown 
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Model questionnaire 

 

 

Quality assessment 

Due to the too small target population (EDUCSTAT = 2 and ADDLEVEL≠00), the non-response rate is 

too high. Therefore the quality is low. 

In general the response rate is too low (65% in the EU-28) except in Estonia, France, Cyprus, Austria and 

Turkey. 

There is no information at all in Bulgaria, Lithuania and Romania,  

 

 

Analysis of the results 

 

Univariate distribution by country 
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Figure 2.5.2: Univariate distribution of LEAVDATE (month) (% of target population) 
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Questionnaire implementation 

AT: LEAVDATE_Q2 “And in which month?”: we added “...which month in the year...” and inserted the 

year from LEAVDATE_Q1a/Q1b. Due to this insertion interviewers had the possibility to repeat the year 

again and subsequently reduce misunderstandings. 

NL: LEAVDATE is determined using questions regarding the date on which the respondent left formal 

education. First, it is determined in which year the respondent left formal education. As a follow-up 

question, the month is determined. According to the model questionnaire, all respondents who receive the 

first question should receive the second. However, in similar questions in the Dutch LFS only respondents 

who left formal education in the past two years receive the follow-up question. This is in line with how 

questions related to the past are dealt with in the Dutch LFS as the feeling is that details on dates in a 

more distant past are difficult for the respondent to recapture and therefore less reliable. To remain 

consistent in the questionnaire this routing was also applied to the questions regarding LEAVDATE.  

 

Multivariate analysis 

Given the low response rate we don’t see any reason to provide further multivariate analysis. 

 

 

Comments from countries on problems with implementation 

Same as for LEAVDATE (year) 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

Same as for LEAVDATE (year) 
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6. NCONREAS 

 

Technical characteristics 

 

Definition of the variable 

Reason for not continuing education 

 

Target population 

EDUCSTAT = 2 and ADDLEVEL = 00 and HATLEVEL = 000-500 

 

Purpose of the variable 

To find out why respondents did not continue education at a higher level than their HATLEVEL (for 

persons who have HATLEVEL ISCED 5 or lower). This is particularly important for early school-

leavers. These have not abandoned an unfinished study, but at least some of them have stopped at a low 

level. 

 

Link to the 2000 and 2009 ad hoc module 

None 

 

Link to the core LFS 

EDUCSTAT and HATLEVEL 

 

The variable is quite close to the Adult Education Survey variables DIFFTYPE and NEED. 

 

Data set codes 

0   Highest level of education was considered high enough 

1   The level of difficulty 

2   Failure of study to meet needs or interests 

3   The costs of studying 

4   A wish to start working 

5   Family reasons 

6   Health reasons 

7   Other 

9   Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank   Unknown 
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Model questionnaire 

 

 

Quality assessment 

 

The response rate is good (>95%) in all countries except in Ireland, Netherland and Norway. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of the results 

 

Univariate distribution by country 
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Figure 2.5.2: Univariate distribution of NCONREAS (size of target population as a proportion of the 15-34 population, and nonresponse and 

distribution of answer options as a proportion of the target population) 
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Questionnaire implementation 

AT: Like in DROPREAS we inserted two examples to the answering category 3: “Costs were too high 

(e.g. tuition fees, costs of living)”. In the explanatory notes we added that code 5 “Family reasons” 

includes pregnancy as a reason for not continuing education. For a better understanding in German we 

translated “…not continuing education” into “…not starting any further education”. We extended the 

filter to HATLEVEL=000-600. 

 
FI:  For variable NCONREAS we divided answer category 1. The level of difficulty into three answer 

categories in our question AH26. They are: 1. Has applied to study but has not been accepted, 2. Studying 

is too difficult and 9. Language skills were not sufficient for studying. NCONREAS alternative 2. Failure 

to of study to meet needs or interest we divided into two answer categories in question AH26: 3. Not 

interested in studying and 4. Has not found a suitable field of study. 

 

FR: Multiple answers allowed for NCONREAS_Q1, then the main reason is asked. 

 

LV: The question NCONREAS_Q1 (question P’17 in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) was 

supplemented with “formal education studies at higher level”. 

In the answer 3 of the question NCONREAS_Q1(answer 4 of the question P’17 in questionnaire of 

Latvian ad hoc module) both studies started and not started are taken into account. 

Based on the results of the cognitive testing, the question NCONREAS_Q1 (question P’17 in 

questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) was supplemented with the request to specify the reason for not 

continuing formal education studies at higher level: “Could you, please, specify the reason?” 

During the cognitive testing, it turned out that respondents have difficulties in understanding the 

term formal education. 

Based on the results of the cognitive testing, the question NCONREAS_Q1_0 (question P’18 in 

questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) was supplemented with the request to specify the reason for not 

going to school: “Could you, please, specify the reason?” 

PL: We applied a wider filter than was required in the variable. Persons with HATLEVEL>500 were 

excluded at the stage of transcoding. The extension of the filter was due to necessity of preparing the 

paper questionnaire - where the exclusion of very small and detailed population would be too complicated 

and difficult. In NCONREAS_Q1 we split the answer category 1."Failed entrance exam, or study would 

be too difficult" into two answers: 1.I did not qualify (I failed the entry exam), 2.because studying was too 

difficult  

PT: The option 1 of the NCONREAS_Q1 was split in two national answering categories. 

 

Multivariate analysis 

 

NEED variable from the AES 2016 has something very close to the 'high enough' answer, with an entry 

filter that can be assumed to be closeish 

 

Comments from countries on problems with implementation 

CH: At the beginning of the data collection process we have noticed that there was a relatively high ratio 

of NCONREAS=7 ('Other reasons'). However, when opening the category by adding an additional 

question on the nature of this "other reasons", we found that the respondents indicated reasons that could 

actually be coded under the given categories 1-6 (e.g.: "Instead of continuing education I attended several 

job-related (non-formal) trainings" -> code 0: 'HATLEVEL considered high enough'). We could 
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eventually resolve this difficulty in attributing answers to the given categories by reinstructing the 

interviewers. 

ES: One of the codes of HATLEVEL=500 wasn't included in the filter by error. It supposed a non-

response in 13 registers in this variable. 

FR:  During testing the model questionnaire in 2013, one of the answers was “economic reason”. At that 

time 12% of respondents chose this answer. This response category is not included in the current 

questionnaire, and the category of financial problems was worded as “costs of studying were too high”. 

However, only 3% chose this answer. Evidently, the two answering categories imply two very different 

reasons. Both narrative answers and feedback by interviewers clearly show that many respondents would 

have needed the answers economic or financial reasons and simply picked another category instead, for 

instance “wanted to work”. However, it seems that wanting to work was a necessity rather than a real 

wish. 

PL: For persons with the lowest levels of education it was sometimes a sensitive question. 

SI: Filter error (being too narrow), missing data derived from administrative sources on student and 

pupil's enrolment to study programmes; filter error on ADDLEVEL has impact on variables DROPREAS, 

LEAVDATE and NCONREAS 

 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

'Others' was used very often (AT, CH, DE and EL). 

Additional categories are needed. The code 'cost of studying would be too high' can also be include. 

France suggests to drop the HATLEVEL filter. 

In the 2016 AHM explanatory notes; pg 14 paragraph 2: "the target group of the variable consist of all 

persons who are not in education and did not start another study after reaching the highest level of 

education, while their HATLEVEL is not higher than secondary education". The explanation for this 

comment variable is "EDUCSTAT = 2 and ADDLEVEL = 00 AND HATLEVEL = 000-500". There is a 

contrast between explanation and filter.  
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7. SUPPORT 

 

Technical characteristics 

 

Definition of the variable 

Most helpful type of support for finding a job received from public agencies during the previous 12 

months 

 

Target population 

This question was asked to respondents aged 15-34 who either worked at the time of the interview and 

had been less than one year in their current job, or who did not work at the time of the interview. 

 

(WSTATOR = 1,2 and STARTIME< 12)9 or WSTATOR = 3-5 

 

Purpose of the variable 

The variable aims to capture if persons received free of charge support for finding a job from the local 

public employment office or central government or other bodies. Furthermore, if such help was received, 

the variable asks for which type of assistance was most helpful.  

It is collected because it is important for the European Commission, and especially the Directorate 

General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, to know if the public employment services work 

as intended. 

 

Link to the 2000 and 2009 ad hoc module 

None. 

 

Link to the core LFS 

Filtered on WSTATOR and STARTIME. Somewhat related to REGISTER and WAYJFOUN. 

 

 

Data set codes 

0   No support received 

   Most helpful type of support: 

1   Assistance in finding job vacancies 

2   Advice on how to apply for a job 

3   Advice on opportunities for training and education 

4   Being given a place on a work programme 

5   Being given a place on an educational or training programme 

                                                           
9
 Technically this SAS code would include blanks and missing, but for the variable it is meant to        

mean 0-11 
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6   Other 

7   Support received, but not considered helpful 

8   Support received, but level of helpfulness unknown 

9   Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank   Unknown 

 

Model questionnaire 

 

 

Quality assessment 

 

Target population size, effect of entry filters, nonresponse 

 

The size of the target population size is fine, and there is no problem with the response rate  

 

Analysis of the results 

 

Univariate distribution by country 
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Figure 7.1 : Univariate distribution of SUPPORT (% of target population) 
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We see that 85 % of the answers are "no support received", which of course means that the remaining 

eight answer options share the remaining 15 % of the answers between them. The consequence is that for 

several of the countries the results are not publishable for more than one answer category. Only one 

country, Finland, stands out from this pattern. It is possible that this is a result of a very thorough 

approach to asking these questions, as Finland asked separate yes/no questions for each type of possible 

help, and then asked for the most helpful type among the yes answers. This is considered as a way to get 

results of good quality, but it is very work intensive for both interviewer and respondent, and is therefore 

seldom used. 

 

 

Questionnaire implementation 

AT: 1.0% of the applicable answers in SUPPORT go to code 6 “Other” (42 respondents). For this group 

we offered an additional question to ask for the precise type of support. More than half of this group (23 

persons) indicated financial support, like unemployment benefits. 

  

Many respondents of the target group are students, who are not looking for a job. In our pre-test we found 

out that this group did not feel addressed by the question SUPPORT_Q1. Therefore we added the 

answering category “No, you were not looking for a job”. We coded this group as SUPPORT=”No 

support received”. 

 

BE: Use of 2 additional questions (Q121b and Q121c) which give more detail on the kind of institution 

mentioned in the variable SUPPORT and an additional answer category ("no, you have not looked for a 

job over the past 12 months) to know if the person has got support. This supplementary category was 

added to answer "no". 

 

ES: We don't take into account, in the filter, people aged 15 because, they are not part of the aim 

population in Spain. 

 

FI: It seems our national way of defining number of months since the persons started to work differs from 

the way Eurostat uses in STARTIME. Therefore our target group in questions used for variable 

SUPPORT was larger. This caused extra work afterwards when reason for differences in results, 

especially between 'missing' and 'not applicable' groups, was sought. For variable SUPPORT we 

included two extra questions: AH2_6 Participated in labour market training (in the past 12 

months)? and AH2_7 Received support and guidance for becoming an entrepreneur (in the past 12 

months)? Afterwards we combined AH2_6 in SUPPORT=5 and AH2_7 in SUPPORT=6.  

 

FR:  All the kinds of supports were asked then what was the most helpful (slight deviation from the model 

questionnaire); but in Q1 a problem was found: the question of the helpfulness of the support was not 

asked when only one support was declared. A correction was made for Q2-Q4 and imputations based on 

answers on Q2-Q4 (proportions of helpfulness when only one support was declared) were made for Q1: 

about 170 observations. 

 

IT: During the pilot survey - which preceded the AHM survey - we noted that: 1) people not in 

employment could think of having received a "support” only if this help has led to a positive result; 2) the 

support consistent in education or training opportunities was not clearly highlighted when we talk about 

"support for finding a job." Therefore, in the Italian AHM, the question has been extended in the wording 

so as to overcome such problems; in particular stressing "to respond regardless of the fact that the support 

had provided an effect or not " and adding "to include also the support related to further education or 

training opportunities". 

 

LV: As in Latvia the services of the State Employment Agency are free of charge, the question 

SUPPORT_Q1 (question P’20 in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) was shortened, and public 

employment office was substituted with public employment office in Latvia – “State Employment 
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Agency”. The following wording of the answers 4, 5, 6 of the question SUPPORT_Q2 (question P’21 in 

questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) was changed in line with the peculiarities of Latvian. 

 

PL: We applied a wider filter than was required in the variable. We addresed the variable to all persons 

aged 15-34. Persons outside the filter were excluded at the stage of transcoding. The extension of the 

filter was due to necessity of preparing the paper questionnaire - where the exclusion of very small and 

detailed population would be too complicated and difficult.  

Because of the extension of the filter in question SUPPORT_Q1 we added the answer category 3. "I have 

not looked for a job during the last 12 months" for employed persons who started their current work later 

than last 12 months. 

In question SUPPORT_Q1 we didn`t mention that received support should be free of charge because in 

Poland services of Public Employment Office cannot be paid. 

We didn`t use the "Cannot say" answer category. 

 

PT: Introduction of the reference week as a start point of the last 12 months in the wording question 

of SUPPORT_Q1. 

 

 

 

Multivariate analysis: Looking at persons who did not get help 

Figure 7.2 : Comparing SUPPORT to the core variable REGISTER (% of target population 

who said they got no help finding a job) 

 

Figure 7.3 : Comparing SUPPORT to the core variable WAYJFOUN (% of target 

population who said they got no help finding a job) 
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Figure 7.4 : Comparing SUPPORT to the AHM 2016 variable FINDMETH (% of target 

population who said they got no help finding a job) 

 

 

The core LFS contains the variables "Registration at public employment office" (REGISTER), which has 

answer options for receiving assistance or not, and " Involvement of the public employment office at any 

moment in finding the present job" (WAYJFOUN), which is a yes/no question. 
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Figure 7.2 shows the correlation between SUPPORT and REGISTER, for the target population of 

SUPPORT imposed on both variables. We see that with the exception of Finland and Sweden (and to 

some extent Iceland) the correlation is high. In fact, given this correlation and the very low use of most of 

the answer options in SUPPORT it is clear that we could just have used the REGISTER variable for the 

analysis of how the public employment service works.  

It is however well worth looking into the cases of Finland and Sweden to see what is behind their results. 

By pure chance we have a very good test case for questionnaire design. In fact we have almost laboratory 

conditions for tests: two very similar countries which have the exact opposite results from each other on 

two closely related variables, in full scale field implementation in the same year. Looking at their 

questionnaires we find that Sweden has a meticulous approach for asking about REGISTER, and a toned 

down approach for SUPPORT. Finland has done the opposite, with just a yes/no question for REGISTER, 

and a detailed questioning for SUPPORT.  

And the results speak for themselves: more detailed questions give very different results than more 

superficial questioning. 

We see in figures 7.3 and 7.4 that comparison to WAYJFOUN and to FINDMETH give very similar 

results as we found for REGISTER. The results are therefore belieavable. 

 

 

 

Figure 7.5 : Comparing the two different population groups of SUPPORT to each other 

(% of target population who said they got no help finding a job) 

 

 

In Figure 7.5 we compare the two main groups of SUPPORT (in employment and not in employment). 

We would expect to find broadly the same result for the two different population groups (those who work, 

but have been doing so for less than one year, and those who are not in employment). There can be some 

bias, in that those who are working at the time of the interview could previously have been looking more 
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actively for a job than those who are not working at the time of the interview. Still, the two groups look 

rather equal when it comes to having help from the public employment office. For the results in general, 

there is one clear main cluster, with Finland again as an extreme outlier. 

 

Comments from countries on problems with implementation 

Too complicated filter (PL, MT, FR, SK, BG) 

STARTIME is not legally possible to use as filter, as it is a derived variable (BG) 

There is a mistake in the filter-instruction for SUPPORT: Whereas the question refers to “the previous 

twelve months”, only respondents not working or having worked less than 12 months for the same 

employer are included in the filter (CH, FI) 

The question does not clarify how many persons really received useful help to find a job. The result of 

only 6% of the employed aged 15 to 34 finding a job through the Public Employment Office does not fit 

with the situation of 73% being in public employment programs currently (HU)  

This question does not seem to fit well with respondents' experience. Also, using only 'job centre' in the 

wording potentially focuses respondents away from online, free-of-charge support or peer-to-peer (UK) 

There are discrepancies with the results of REGISTER and WAYJFOUN. The question should be more 

articulated to better define what kind of support/assistance should be considered (IT) 

The limits of 'assistance' are not clear. Is consulting an internet add perceived as help? It is also difficult 

to exactly say what we mean by 'Public institutions' (FR) 

An answer category “No, I wasn’t looking for a job” should be added (AT, IT) 

Codes 4 and 5 should be merged into “being given a place on an educational, training or work 

programme” (AT) 

Several items have too little number of cases to be published (DE, PT) 

The answers are not suitable for self-employed (LV) 

 

 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

The results correlate heavily with the core variables REGISTER and FINDMETH. If we decide to 

continue the variable in the 2024 ad hoc module, it must realistically offer something that those two 

variables do not. The current version of the variable has far too many answer options. The goal of the 

variable must also be clarified: for instance, does 'assistance' include using the public employment office's 

website services? 

The entry filter should be simplified, and it cannot use STARTIME 

The number of answer options should be reduced, and at the same time we need to give a reasonable 

answer option for self-employed and for persons who did not look for a job (or filter them out, but this 

goes against simplifying the entry filter). 

Based on the FI/SE results shown in Figure 7.2 it is highly recommend with a detailed asking approach 

Given the answer distribution this variable does not give much more information than the core variables 

WAYJFOUN or REGISTER, or the ad hoc module variable FINDMETH (which is scheduled for 

inclusion in the future core). Since there then will be three core variables on this topic it is rather doubtful 

if we need an ad hoc variable on it as well. 
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8. FINDMETH 

 

Technical characteristics 

 

Definition of the variable 

Method used to find current main job 

 

Target population 

This question was asked to respondents aged 15-34 who were employees 

 

STAPRO=3 

 

Purpose of the variable 

The variable checks which was the method used by young people to find their current, main job.  

 

Link to the 2000 and 2009 ad hoc module 

None. 

 

Link to other ad hoc modules 

Similar to the AHM 2014 variable with the same name, but with a somewhat different target population. 

Some thematic links to the AHM 2008 variable HELPFIND. 

 

Link to the core LFS 

Filtered on STAPRO. Some relation to REGISTER and WAYJFOUN. 

 

Data set codes 

1   Advertisements, via any channel 

2   Relatives, friends or acquaintances 

3   Public employment office 

4   Private employment agency 

5   Education or training provider 

6   Contacted employer directly 

7   Employer contacted person directly 

8   Other method 

9   Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank   Unknown 
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Model questionnaire 

 

 

Quality assessment 

 

Target population size, effect of entry filters, nonresponse 

 

The size of the target population size is ok, and there is no problem with the response rate.   

 

 

 

Analysis of the results 

 

Univariate distribution by country 
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Figure 8.1: Univariate distribution of FINDMETH (% of target population) 
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Questionnaire implementation 

AT: For a better understanding of code 6 “It was a direct application to the employer”, we added the 

example “spontaneous application”. Furthermore we supplemented code 7 “Employer contacted you 

directly” with the example “job offer”. For persons holding a second job, we added the remark “Please 

refer to your main activity”. 

EE: Asked if has started current job more than 12 months ago,  if started in the last 12 months then 

national core question D11A is used. No impact on the results. 

 

EL:  A wider filter was used in the data collection with paper questionnaires. In particular, the relevant 

question was addressed to all employed. The reason for this deviation was to facilitate data collection and 

it is foreseen that have no impact on the statistics 

 

FR: if respondent answers « Other », a precision is asked. STAPRO was not available during the collect; 

variable was rebuilt with a slight difference; for 30 observations that are in the scope defined by 

regulation, the variable was put to « blank » 

 

IT: For FINDMETH we used two variables already present in the “core” part of the LFS questionnaire 

(C59 and C59AA) plus a third variable introduced (C50AAA). C59 identifies those people who have 

found their current job by means of the Public employment office. This corresponds to the category 

“Public employment office” of FINDMETH. C59AA has the same categories of FINDMETH with the 

exception of “Public recruitment competitions (including classification of merit for teachers)”, “A public 

employment agency different from the Public Employment Office" and “Launching private business” 

that, with the category “other”, fit within the category “Other method” of FINDMETH. Finally, C59AA 

has also the category “Previous experiences (stage, apprenticeship, traineeships, activities of short 

duration) in the same company where you work now”. Like requested in the Eurostat document “Detailed 

specifications of the AHM2016”, we used this category like a filter for a new question C59AAA “After 

this experience in the company where you are working now, how did you get the job? Did you do an 

application to the employer or were you contacted by the employer?” serving to distinguish between 

“contacted employer directly” and “ employed contacted person directly”. 

 

LV: In the answer 3 of the question FINDMETH_Q1 (question P’23 in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc 

module), the public employment office was substituted with public employment office in Latvia – “State 

Employment Agency”. 

 

PL: We didn`t use the "Cannot say" answer category. 

 

PT: Use of different question versions according to the existence (or not) of more than one job. 

 

SK: FINDMETH due to filter (STAPRO=3) was the final question of the questionnaire. 
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Multivariate analysis 

The same variable (although with a slightly different target population) was included in the 2014 ad hoc 

module. The following figures show the correlation between the two years, for the combined comparable 

population (employees who found the job in the last 5 years, aged 15-34). 

 

Figure 8.2: Comparing FINDMETH 2014 to FINDMETH 2016, by answer category (% of 

combined target population for both years) 

 

Advertisement 
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Relatives, friends, or acquaintances 

 

Public employment office 
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Private employment agency 

 

 

Education or training institution 
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Contacted employer directly 

 

 

Employer contacted person directly 
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For some of the graphs the clusters are so tight that there is no space for country labels. In those cases we 

only show the outliers by name. 

We see that for most answer categories and most countries that the correlation is high, and consequently 

that the results are believable. The cases that can be questioned are LU, EE, NO, MT, HR, LV, for some 

of the answer categories. This can at least be partially explained by large changes in the 'other' category. 

 

Comments from countries on problems with implementation 

AT: There is a contradiction to the explanatory notes of the same variable FINDMETH in the module 

“Migrants on the labour market”: “Code 5 should be applied for cases where the job was found through 

the network of the formal education and training institution or as a result of an internship in the context of 

this education programme.” Hence respondents of the module “Migrants on the labour market”, who got a 

job after an internship, should choose code 5, whereas respondents of the AHM16 should take code 6 or 

7. We recommend aligning the explanatory notes of FINDMETH with the module “Migrants on the 

labour market”. 

 

EE:  For FINDMETH_Q1 “How did you find your current job?” (JS3) problem was that similar 

national question D11A already is in the core questionnaire 

FI: No right option for an entrepreneur to be found. 

FR: Distinction between private/public employment agency is not clear. 

 

 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

The variable shows consistency over time, and there were no problems with implementation. We could 

consider to add 'please refer to your main job' for those who have more than one job, and to explain the 

difference between public and private employment agencies better. The variable could easily be repeated 

in the same form. This is in line with the conclusions and recommendations in the AHM 2014 report. 
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9. OKLEVEL 

 

Technical characteristics 

 

Definition of the variable 

Extent to which the respondent's current main job corresponds to their level of education 

 

Target population 

This question was asked to respondents aged 15-34 who were in employment. 

 

WSTATOR = 1,2 

 

Purpose of the variable 

The variable measures mismatches between education (HATLEVEL only) and which skills are necessary 

for the respondents' jobs. It can therefore be used to analyse the gap between what education institutions 

provide and what employers demand. 

 

Link to the 2000 and 2009 ad hoc module 

None. 

 

Link to other ad hoc modules 

Thematically linked to the AHM 2014 OVERQUAL variable, but the answer options are too different 

from the ones in OKLEVEL to make any meaningful comparison. 

 

Link to the core LFS 

Filtered on WSTATOR. HATLEVEL and ISCO4D can also be used to measure (mis)matches between 

job and education. 

 

Data set codes 

1   The job corresponds well to their education 

2   The job corresponds to some extent to their education 

3   The job does not correspond very well to their education 

4   The job does not correspond at all to their education 

9   Not applicable (not included in the filter) 

Blank   Unknown 
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Model questionnaire 

 

 

Quality assessment 

 

There is an acceptable target population size and response rate, and a suitable number of answer options. 

 

Analysis of the results 

 

Univariate distribution by country 
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Figure 9.1: Univariate distribution of OKLEVEL (% of target population) 
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Questionnaire implementation 

 
AT: For persons holding a second job, we added the remark “Please refer to your main activity”. There 

was a change in the model questionnaire concerning this variable. Before December 2015 the instructions 

of OKLEVEL indicated that all diploma/qualifications acquired before, including and after HATLEVEL 

should be taken into account. In the current version of the model questionnaire it is stated that 

respondents should only refer to the highest level of education. For us this change came too late, we were 

not able to adapt the questionnaire and the interviewer training material anymore. 

 

CY: Question Oklevel was difficult to be clearly translated in Greek in a way to be easily understood by 

the interviewers. The translation in Greek reads as follows: 

“To what extent do you think all your formal education studies correspond to the needs and demands of 

your current job?” The model questionnaire was not used exactly as it is recommended. The words ‘helps 

you’ in meeting the demands of your current job were not used because the word ‘corresponds’ was 

believed to give better the meaning of what is wanted.  However, one thing noted is that the regulation 

variable reads as:  “Extend to which the respondent’s current main job corresponds to their level of 

education”. The model questionnaire question reads as: “To what extent do you think that your formal 

education helps you in meeting the demands of your current job”.  

 

IT: We changed the question wording, in this way:  "You think that your job is appropriate to your level 

of education attained? A lot, quite, a little or not at all appropriate?" 

 

LV: The question OKLEVEL_Q1 (question P’24 in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) was 

supplemented with “main job or business”. 

 

PL: We didn`t use the "Cannot say" answer category. 

 

PT: Question OKLEVEL_Q1 was imputed automatically with "Unknown" when EDUCSTAT=2 and 

HATLEVEL=00. 
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Multivariate analysis 

As there are no LFS variables to compare to, we use the ILO setup for mismatches, by 

HATLEVEL/ISCO, for each of the answer options, covering persons in employment aged 15-34 years. 

 

 

Figure 9.2: Comparing mismatches measured as HATLEVEL/ISCO and as OKLEVEL 

(AHM), persons aged 15-34 

 

 

 

In Figure 9.2 we are splitting the OKLEVEL respondents into two mutually exclusive but exhaustive 

groups: those who according to the ILO classification have a match between job and education, and those 

who don’t (blue line). We would expect that those who have an objective mismatch say not very well or 

not at all (OKLEVEL). 

Therefore, we would expect the lines in the figure to be the opposite of each other. But we see that they 

actually follow the same pattern to each other. So, the objective and the subjective mismatch 

measurements do not add up at all. 

 

This shows that the ILO approach for finding mis/matches10 does not at all correspond to the subjective 

approach of finding mismatches. If this is due to failings in the ILO approach, or the AHM 2016 

approach, or both, is hard to say. 

 

 

                                                           
10

 ISCO-08: Part 1: Introductory and methodological notes, pages 14-15  

http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/stat/isco/isco08/  

http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/stat/isco/isco08/
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Comments from countries on problems with implementation 

DE: We think that it would be better to change the question wording and also the possible answers 

(cfr.6.3.2 d). Furthermore, in the AHM Explanatory notes of December 2015 is written "If the respondent 

currently is in education at a higher level than his HATLEVEL, please refer to the ongoing studies".  It 

might be preferable to consider, for this variable, only the highest level of education attained 

(HATLEVEL), because only in this way analysing and comparing the results is easier and more accurate. 

The question in the Explanatory notes are not very clear  (furthermore, question do not match variable 

codes in wording) 

HU: Feedback from interviewers suggests that this question, which was relatively easy to answer, failed 

to fully grasp the phenomenon it wants to examine. In many cases, respondents considered their specific 

professional qualification rather than their educational level, which often did not fit their job, or they 

could only find a very low paid job in their profession, and consequently opted for jobs for which they are 

overeducated. The question and the answering categories failed to provide information that could be used 

to describe these phenomena. 

SK: The respondents needed to explain difference between the level and field of education. 

FR: Subjective question that can require further explanations during interview 

Problems with the inconsistency between the variable and the model questionnaire in terms of proper 

understanding the concept (meaning) of education - in the variable there was a reference to the level of 

education, in the model questionnaire only to the education which could refers both to the level and 

orientation of education. When we restrict the content of the variable only to the level of education there 

is a problem how to explain to the respondents the way how they should connect their level of education 

with the current job: the level of education could be a quite empty and abstract concept when we try to 

confront it with the specific job – when respondent perform his job as IT specialist and his highest level 

of education is ISCED 7, but in the field of Literature, then his level of education is appropriate with the 

job but the field is completely not appropriate. From the perspective of respondents we think it would be 

easier to give them some space for their perception as it is in the model questionnaire, and not restrict 

them only to the level of education. From Eurostat we received also information that we should refer to 

the highest level of education however in the note below the model questionnaire there was information 

that "formal education includes all diploma/qualifications acquired before and including HATLEVEL, as 

well as formal studies following HATLEVEL (including ongoing, not completed studies)". We think that 

restriction only to the highest level of education is not the best approach – when respondent performs his 

job as IT specialist and his highest level of education is ISCED 7 in the field of Literature, but in the same 

time he has Computer Sciences diploma on the ISCED 6 level then his highest level of education is not 

appropriate with the job, but it doesn`t mean that he doesn`t have formal qualifications to do IT job. PL 

For some of the respondents it was difficult to assess to what extent their (formal) education helps them in 

meeting the demands of their current job. BG 

It wasn't clear what formal education had to be considered in the wording of the question when the 

respondent studied after obtaining the level declared in HATLEVEL. ES 

This variable should allow a more detailed analysis on mismatches between the existing level of 

education and the required one in current job, in order to evaluate cases of "under" or "over" qualification 

for the job. PT 

The description of answer categories of variable  OKLEVEL in the regulation, does not correspond to the 

formulation of the relevant questions in the model questionnaire (in fact, the particular answer categories 

collect information that is different from the information that is supposed to be collected in this variable. 

This issue should be resolved in a repetition of the module. EL 

As a similar variable exists in the module “Migrants on the labour market” (i.e. OVERQUAL) and as this 

variable was tested within the scope of the LAMAS Taskforce 2 we support the alignment of the two 

variables OKLEVEL and OVERQUAL. AT 

Several respondents have asked for more detailed explanations about this question. LT 
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In cases when proxy interviewing is used, the collected data may not be correct. MT 

What is needed to know by asking this variable? Is it to know whether the job corresponds well to the 

education, or whether the education corresponds well to the job? Whatever the case, both the regulation 

variable and its modalities should be changed. It is not very clear what is wanted. Also, the modalities 

should be looked at again. If we want the modalities to be ‘to a large extent, to some extent, very little, 

not at all’ why aren’t they written in the regulation in this way?   
CY 

 

Respondents have difficulties in understanding the term formal education. LV 

Respondents found this question ambiguous or too subjective, especially in proxy interviews. There was 

also some confusion amongst respondents as to whether vocational training or overall experience and 

skills had helped people to get a job. Interviewer debriefing suggested that most respondents struggled to 

answer this question UK 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

 

Recommend to consider what we actually want to measure with this variable (level/field/both), and if 

HATLEVEL is the best reference point (we could also cover lower but more relevant studies, and / or 

informal qualifications). Add answer options for over-qualification. We could consider looking at the 

OVERQUAL variable from the AHM 2014. 

 

Difficult to answer in proxy interviews (CY, DE and UK). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

83 

 

Annexes 

10. MOVE4JOB 

 

Technical characteristics 

 

Definition of the variable 

Willingness to change place of residence for a job 

 

Target population 

15≤AGE≤ 34 

 

Purpose of the variable 

The variable MOVE4JOB aims to capture the effort that young people made or are willing to make for 

being in employment. It collects information about moving (with information on national, intra-EU or 

outside-EU mobility). For persons in employment, it is checked if young people moved home for their 

current main job. For young people who are not in employment, it is checked whether they would be 

willing to move home. 

 

Link to the 2000 and 2009 ad hoc module 

None 

 

Link to the core LFS 

Filtered on AGE 

 

 

Data set codes 

1   Respondent has moved or would be willing to move within their country 

2   Respondent has moved or would be willing to move to another EU country 

3   Respondent has moved or would be willing to move outside the EU 

4   Respondent has not moved or would not be willing to move for a job 

Blank   Unknown 
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Model questionnaire 

 

 

Quality assessment 

 

There is an acceptable target population size and response rate, and a suitable number of answer options. 

 

Analysis of the results 

 

Univariate distribution by country
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Figure 2.5.2: Univariate distribution of MOVE4JOB (% of target population) 
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Questionnaire implementation 

AT: For MOVE4JOB_Q2A we used the different wording “Where did you live before moving?” (instead 

of “Did you move within the country?”) and offered the answering options “Other place in same 

province”, “Other Austrian province” and “Other country”. We prefer this wording, because the “Yes” 

and “No” in the answering options makes the question more difficult. 

For moving within the country we offered more detailed answering categories (NUTS2 level) and we 

collected the precise country for having moved from abroad. 

CH: The fact that Switzerland is not a EU member state led to a relatively high ratio of MOVE4JOB=3 

('has moved or would be willing to move outside the EU'; primarily due to respondents in employment 

having moved to Switzerland from a EU country). However, as we asked for the specific country of 

provenance in question MOVE4JOB_Q2A and we added the category 3a ('Yes, to another EFTA 

country') in question MOVE4JOB_Q2B, we can still distinguish wether a respondent had moved or was 

willing to move inside or outside the area of freedom of movement for workers (to which the EFTA 

countries belong). 

EE: Question MOVE4JOB_Q2A of the model questionnaire was split to 2 questions: JS5 (Did you move 

within Estonia?1. Yes 2. No) and JS5A (Please specify, from where did you have to move because of 

your current main job or starting entrepreneurship? 1. European Union 2. Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway, 

Switzerland (EFTA Member States) 3. Other country excluding EU and EFTA Member States) in the 

ELFS pilot survey. No problems appeared with questions JS5 and JS5A in the pilot survey and these 

questions remained the same in the final questionnaire. 

Question MOVE4JOB_Q2B of the model questionnaire was split to 2 questions: JS5BA (Would you be 

willing to move abroad? 1. Yes 2. No) and JS5BB (Please specify, where would you be willing to move. 

1. European Union 2. Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland (EFTA Member States) 3. Other 

country excluding EU and EFTA Member States) in the ELFS pilot survey. According to the results of 

the pilot survey, there was no answer category for people willing to move to several countries within or 

outside EU, within or outside EFTA or anywhere. It was corrected in the final questionnaire with multiple 

responses allowed to question JS5BBV. 

FI: Some of the model questions in fact contain two questions, for example MOVE4JOB_Q2A and 

MOVE4JOB_Q2B. We used questions AH5A and AH6A for employed persons and questions AH5B, 

AH6B and AH6C for non-employed persons. 

IT: For WSTATOR in (1,2) we already had the question in the “core” part of the LFS questionnaire. 

Furthermore, we kept the same formulation for STAPRO=3 and STAPRO in (1,2,4). Finally, the 

answer  “Yes, from abroad” has been followed from a question about the specific country, only after 

recoded in “EU country/outside EU”. 

LV: In line with the peculiarities of Latvian, the questions MOVE4JOB_Q1A_E and 

MOVE4JOB_Q1A_SE were merged in one question (question P’25 in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc 

module). 

The question MOVE4JOB_Q1B (question P’27 in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc module) was 

supplemented with “or start business”. 

In questions MOVE4JOB_Q2A and MOVE4JOB_Q2B (questions P’26 and P’28 in questionnaire of 

Latvian ad hoc module), Latvia choose to use Eurostat recommendations for EFTA Member States, as 

well as merged answers 3a and 3b in one. 

As there were some difficulties in respect to translation of the terminology into Latvian, the questions 

MOVE4JOB_Q2A and MOVE4JOB_Q2B (questions P’26 and P’28 in questionnaire of Latvian ad hoc 

module) as well as answers thereof were changed in line with the peculiarities of the Latvian. 

PL: We didn`t mention the EFTA countries. 

As a result of testing we also asked in a different way the question MOVE4JOB_Q2A - Did you move 

within the country? In our questionnaire it was: "Did it involve moving abroad?" (moving the place of 

residence/home). 



 

87 

 

Annexes 

We asked all employed persons whether they  "..move [their place of residence/home] in order to take up 

their current work?" We didn`t use separate question for self-employed (MOVE4JOB_Q1A_SE) because 

it would be asked in the same way in Polish. 

We didn`t use the "Cannot say" answer category. 

PT: Use of different question versions for the question MOVE4JOB_Q1 according to the existence (or 

not) of more than one job rather than the professional status. 

The question MOVE4JOB_Q2A was split in more national questions order to have a more fluid 

interview. 

The question MOVE4JOB_Q2B was also split in more national questions. 

SE: MOVE4JOB_Q2A:The question in the model questionnaire does not make sense if the respondent 

does not know the answer categories. We therfore we split it into two questions. The first is stated as 

MOVE4JOB_Q2A. For those who answered that they moved from another country we then asked 

"Which country did you move from?". The answer was then coded into the categories in the model 

questionnaire "EU/Non EU". 

MOVE4JOB_Q2B:The question in the model questionnaire does not make sense if the respondent does 

not know the answer categories. We therfore we split it into three questions. First we asked if they could 

move to an EFTA COUNTRY, then an EU-country and then a country outside both EFTA/EU. 

 

 

 

Multivariate analysis 

Can look at the census (figure 2 in the http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-

explained/index.php/People_in_the_EU_%E2%80%93_statistics_on_geographic_mobility article) for at 

least some form of comparison 

 

Comments from countries on problems with implementation 

CY, BG, EE, HR, UK: difficult for proxies 

BG: difficult for persons not in employment to answer 

EE: Respondents having 2 homes (an example have rented apartment in place of work) and respondents 

moved due to several reasons do not know if to consider it move for job or not. Respondents do not want 

to answer about willingness to move as it depends of many things (answers like: not now, maybe later, 

after completion of studies; depends of wage; depends of job etc). 

IT: for inactive people, it’s missing in the demand a time reference that allows a more precise answer. In 

fact, the question is too vague, and the answer seems rather improvised (specially for the very young and 

those who still have ahead several years of study). Often the interviewee before answering has asked: 

“When? After I finished my studies?”, “Now, if I suddenly need to work?”, 

ES: there wasn't any suitable category for respondents working abroad and fulfilling the constraints to be 

interviewed in our LFS. 

FI: The situation (when moving) is affected by factors other than just work. 

SK: Too hypothetical situation for younger students; 

SE: The question in the model questionnaire was not properly designed for use in CATI, since it was 

posed as a YES/NO question but had more answer alternatives. 

 

 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/People_in_the_EU_%E2%80%93_statistics_on_geographic_mobility
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/People_in_the_EU_%E2%80%93_statistics_on_geographic_mobility
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Conclusions and recommendations 

Don’t ask hypothetical questions 

Add a reference period 

Clarification needed for persons with two homes, and persons who work short-time abroad 
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11. CMT4JOB 

 

Technical characteristics 

 

Definition of the variable 

Willingness to have a long commute for a job 

 

Target population 

15≤AGE≤ 34 

 

Purpose of the variable 

To see which effort young people made or are willing to make for being in employment. It collects 

information about accepting a long commute (defined as at least 1 hour each way). For persons in 

employment the variable checks if the respondents have a long commute for their current main job. For 

persons not in employment the question is whether they would be willing to accept such a commute in 

order to get a job. 

 

Link to the 2000 and 2009 ad hoc module 

None 

 

Link to the core LFS 

Filtered on AGE 

 

Data set codes 

1 Respondent is currently commuting or would be willing to commute for longer 

than one hour (each direction) 

2 Respondent is not currently commuting and would not be willing to commute 

for longer than one hour (each direction) 

Blank   Unknown 
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Model questionnaire 

 

 

Quality assessment 

Good response rate and target population size. 

 

 

Analysis of the results 

 

Univariate distribution by country 
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Figure 2.5.2: Univariate distribution of CMT4JOB (% of target population) 
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Questionnaire implementation 

 

 
AT: To make explicitly clear that we refer to just one way travelling time from home to work, we 

included “each way” in the question text. 

For persons holding a second job, we added the remark “Please refer to your main activity”. We extended 

the filter of CMT4JOB_Q1B to "CMT4JOB_Q1A≠1 or WSTATOR in (3-5)". 

EE: “Does your journey from home to work usually last more than 1 hour?” was not included to the 

module because this information is available from the core questionnaire. National question D34 “How 

much time does it usually take for you to get to work from your home?” is asked from all employed 

persons. 

LV: In the variable CMT4JOB, there was no explanation for coding of the answer code - 9 (not 

applicable). Latvia decided to code the answers, which do not meet the variable filters. The question 

CMT4JOB_Q1B was supplemented with “starting a business”. 

PL: In Poland in core 2016 LFS questionnaire we had our national question on commuting for job. We 

decided to not repeat this question in the module questionnaire for the employed persons and use the 

answers from the core questionnaire and transcode them in accordance with the CMT4JOB variable 

codes. For unemployed and inactive populations we apply CMT4JOB questions in the module 

questionnaire. 

 

Multivariate analysis 

The LFS does not provide any other reference points for commuting time, but the OECD has a published 

table on 'Time spent travelling to and from work', in its OECD Family Database11. The reference years 

and target populations are not the same as for this LFS module, but at least it gives us something to 

benchmark the CMT4JOB results against. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
11

 http://www.oecd.org/els/family/database.htm , table LMF2.6 

http://www.oecd.org/els/family/database.htm
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Chart LMF2.6.A: Average time spent travelling to and from work, 1999-2014a 

Time spent travelling to and from work or study, in minutes in a week day, all 15-to-64-year-oldsb 

    Minutes per day 

    All Men Women 

Korea   58 74 42 

Japan   40 50 21 

Turkey   40 52 28 

Mexico   36 49 24 

Canada   30 36 25 

Hungary   30 32 28 

Norway   29 33 26 

Estonia   29 30 29 

Austria   29 34 25 

Netherlands   28 34 22 

OECD-26 average   28 33 22 

Germany   27 34 19 

Belgium   27 31 23 

Poland   26 30 22 

Portugal   25 32 20 

Eurozone average   25 29 21 

Australia   25 31 18 

Slovenia   25 28 24 

EU average   25 29 21 

Denmark   23 29 18 

New Zealand   23 29 18 

Ireland   23 26 20 

France   23 26 19 

United Kingdom   22 28 16 

Italy   22 27 16 

Spain   21 26 16 

United States   21 25 17 

Finland   21 21 20 

Sweden   18 21 19 

          

China   47 56 38 

India   32 44 18 

South Africa   36 44 29 

 

The OECD results give support to the CMT4JOB findings, as the Eurozone average is 25 minutes, far 

below the long commute limit of 1 hour each way.  

 

Comments from countries on problems with implementation 

CY + DE: difficult for proxy interviews 

BG: difficult question for persons not in employment, and for proxies 

HR: high non-response for proxy interviews 
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EE: there any many other factors (which were not asked about) that influence willingness to commute 

SK: difficult to answer for persons not in employment 

 

 

 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

Plausible results, no major issues in implementation.  

Could consider limiting the target population to persons in employment, as hypothetical questions 

generally should be avoided. 

 


