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To my family

For what cannot be measured

The table has many gaps and, even where figures are known, they are based on such
varied procedures as to lack comparability. To improve the situation much more
study and compilation are needed at the international level and also a great deal of
concerted action by the nations to standardize their procedures.

(UNESCO, 1955, p. 15)
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ABSTRACT

The quality of educational attainment measures lies at the heart of
many cross-national micro-sociological research projects and inter-
national education statistics. This study aims at validating cross-
nationally comparable measures of educational attainment, among
which are the International Standard Classification of Education
1997 (ISCED g7), the |CASMIN| education scheme and years of education.
Following a conceptual discussion of what educational attainment
means, the most common ways of measuring educational attainment
cross-nationally as well as previous evaluations thereof are reviewed.
Then, the implementation of in cross-national surveys is ex-
amined by looking at both the resulting educational attainment distri-
butions in three European surveys as well as the data generation and
harmonisation processes. Finally, a number of cross-national meas-
ures of educational attainment are compared with country-specific
measures with respect to their information content by firstly examin-
ing the dispersion of educational attainment, and secondly the pre-
dictive power when explaining two core social stratification outcomes,
occupational status and social class attainment, by educational attain-
ment. The main results of the study are that the measurement of edu-
cational attainment in cross-national surveys is affected by a number
of avoidable weaknesses which adversely affect the validity of claims
based on analyses of these data: 1. Countries and surveys are incon-
sistent in the way they measure educational attainment and apply
to national data; and 2. actual years of education and the one-
digit version of distort measures of association to differing
degrees in different countries. Both make cross-national comparisons
using these measures highly problematic. Therefore, some amend-
ments to the implementation of in cross-national surveys and
coding for statistical analyses are proposed. As part of the latter, an
alternative simplification of optimised for European survey
research, is developed and validated. Moreover, suggestions for data
collection procedures are made to improve the measurement of edu-
cational attainment nationally and cross-nationally.

Approximate word count: 98.000 words
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EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT IN CROSS-NATIONAL
RESEARCH AND INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION

STATISTICS: SETTING THE SCENE

Educational attainment is of key interest for both academic research and
education policy at the national and international levels. From a macro level
perspective, during the process of economic globalisation, the demand for
more and better skills has increased significantly over the last decades in
developed countries in the East and West. At the same time, the demand for
skilled and especially unskilled manual labour has decreased substantially.
The main reasons for this are the development of information technologies,
increasing automation and thus increases in productivity in agriculture and
manufacturing, allowing an unprecedented growth of the service sector and,
finally, outsourcing of low-skilled jobs to developing countries (see e. g. Ber:
man et al.} 1994; Machin) 1996; Wood| 1994). Consequently, industrial societ-
ies are said to turn into post-industrial “knowledge societies” (e. g. [Drucker,
1969, 1993; Stehr| 1994), whereby theoretical knowledge becomes “the stra-

tegic force, an axial principle, of a society” (Bell, 1974, p. 26).

These developments had and continue to have a substantial impact on the

provision of education throughout developed economies as countries need
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to invest in education and training in order to be economically competit-
ive." Thereby, secondary education is close to becoming universal amongst
the young in many countries, and tertiary education has been expanding
substantially and is becoming increasingly differentiated. Indeed, “the uni-
versity increasingly becomes the primary institution of the post-industrial
society” (Bell, 1974, p.245-246). Beyond increasing educational provision in
terms of quantity, the quality and equity of the education that educational
systems provide is today a key concern for policy makers (see e.g. OECD,

2008)).

From a micro level perspective, education is a core asset for individuals” in-
tegration in modern society: Education provides individuals with skills and
credentials that facilitate their labour market, social and cultural participa-
tion. Moreover, education is an important cause, mediator and outcome of
social inequality and thus plays a decisive role in social class reproduction
(Breen and Jonsson, 2005; Erikson and Jonsson, [1996). It is also an important
predictor of demographic events, such as age at family formation (Blossfeld,
1995} Blossfeld and Huinink, |1991} Kritz and Gurak, |[1989; Liefbroer and Cor{
ijn, [1999), health and mortality (Eikemo et al., 2008; [Lleras-Muney, |2005),
and migration (Long, [1973; Massey and Espinosa, |1997; [Schwartz, 1976). Ac-
cordingly, it is used in a wide range of individual-level empirical studies
either as a main focus (predictor or outcome variable) or as a control vari-
able, especially in sociological research on social stratification. Educational
attainment is finally also used for the production of weighting factors for

survey data.

See e.g. the s Lisbon strategy adopted in 2000 whereby Europe is to become “the most
competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world” (http://europa.eu/
scadplus/glossary/lisbon_strategy_en.htm).
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However, compared to labour market statistics and occupational classific-
ations, education has received much less attention in sociological research
and official statistics: The consensus is that “the division of labor is the
kernel of social inequality” (Ganzeboom and Treiman, 1996, p.202), and
much of sociological research is concerned with social class and status. Con-
sequently, the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO 88),
developed by the International Labour Office (ILO), is much more widely
known and used than the International Standard Classification of Education
1997 developed by United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cul-
tural Organisation (UNESCO). There are also many more publications about
the conceptualisation and measurement of occupation related information
(e. g. Birkelund et al.,|1996; Chan and Goldthorpe, 2006; Elias| 1997; Erikson,
1984} |[Evans| |1992} |(Ganzeboom), 2005b} (Ganzeboom et al., |1992; Ganzeboom
and Treiman, 1996; Goldthorpe, |2000; Goldthorpe and Hope, |1974; Hauser
and Warren, [1997; Hoffmann, 2003} Jones and McMillan, 2001; Prandy) 1990,
1999b; Rose and Harrison, [2007) than about the conceptualisation and meas-
urement of education related information (e.g. Braun and Miiller, 1997;
Brauns et al) 2003; Duru-Bellat et al| 1997, Fredriksen, 1983 Hotfmeyer;
Zlotnik and Warner, 2005; [Hopper, |1968; Kerckhoff and Dylan, 1999; Kieffer,
2007; [Konig et al., 1988; Miiller| 1979; [Turner, 1960). Yet the division of la-
bour and peoples’ position in the occupational structure is strongly affected

by education.

For both academic research and policy information, sample surveys of either
households or individuals are, together with process-produced administrat-
ive information, one of the most important data sources. Educational at-
tainment, which at the most general level means the highest level of educa-

tion an individual has achieved, is considered as a core social background



INTRODUCTION

variable. Social background variables “contain information necessary to
define homogeneous subgroups, to establish causal relations between atti-
tudes and societal facts, and to define differences between scores on scales”
(Braun and Mohler, 2003, p. 112). Only recently, the Statistical Office of the
European Communities decided on uniform definitions of core
social background variables such as age, sex, country of birth, educational
attainment, status in employment and marital status to be included in all

official European surveys (Eurydice} 2007b).

Educational attainment is thus one of the individuals” socioeconomic char-
acteristics recorded in virtually all surveys that use persons as a unit of ob-
servation. Because of its wide use and theoretical importance, measurement
quality with respect to educational attainment is particularly consequential.
In terms of data quality, “a precise measurement not only of the survey
variables but also of the socio-economic background variables is necessary”
(Korner and Meyer, 2005, p. 150). However, the measurement of educational
attainment is often not explicitly discussed because of the implicit familiarity

of researchers with their own educational systems.

Moreover, academic research involving education and official education stat-
istics are both areas for which cross-national evidence is crucial because of the
institutional variation between educational systems in different countries:
Micro-level theories involving education (especially with regards to social
stratification processes) cannot be tested in single countries alone because
the relationship between education and other variables is affected by how
specific educational systems and labour markets work. Macro-sociological
questions concerning the relationship between the organisation of education
in a country and inequality of educational opportunity, economic and so-

cial returns to education, as well as a country’s development can only be
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approached using a comparative research design and multi-national data.
Comparative research is thus highly fruitful for the development of sociolo-
gical theory:
“...cross-national research is valuable, even indispensable, for es-
tablishing the generality of findings and the validity of interpret-
ations derived from single-nation studies. [...] Cross-national
research is equally valuable, perhaps even more valuable, for
forcing us to revise our interpretations to take account of cross-

national differences and inconsistencies that could never be un-
covered in single-nation research” (Kohn, 1987, p.713).

Policy makers need indicators covering a multitude of countries in order
to judge where their own country stands in the international race for e.g.

economic competitiveness or social cohesion.?

Given the insights that cross-national research and international education
statistics promise, the demand for international data on education has been
high ever since the institutionalisation of the social sciences, first highlighted
at the International Statistics Congress in 1853 and later in the establishment
of the International Bureau of Education in 1929 (Heyneman, 1999). Yet
only since policy makers became increasingly interested in cross-national
evidence and since intergovernmental cooperation has taken off in the areas
of cultural collaboration, economic development and education monitoring
after World War II, notably under the auspices of the the Organ-
isation for Economic Co-operation and Development and later also
the European Union (EU), resources for collecting the relevant data have

increased substantially.

An important initial question relates to which is the ‘right’ level of analysis for comparative
research on educational processes and outcomes. Educational systems need not be homogen-
ous across the territory of a sovereign state. However, most comparative studies and data
sets are based on sovereign states or countries as the units of analysis rather than lower level
units (like Linder in Germany), especially if the data collection is commissioned by top-level
governments or other official bodies. Therefore, this study will stick to using states as rep-
resenting educational systems. Also, in a somewhat simplifying way, this study will use the
terms ‘sovereign state” and ‘country’ interchangeably.
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This went along with substantial changes in the meaning of education:
Whereas earlier motives of the international bodies were the promotion of
peaceful coexistence of the former enemies, development and education as
a basic right to culture and asking for state provision of mass education
(quantity), from the 1980s onwards the emphasis shifted to education as a
post-industrial economic factor, economic competitiveness, the skill-set of
the labour force, political accountability and evaluation of the outputs of
education, thus quality (Cuss6 and D’Amico, 2005; Heyneman, 1999). Com-
pared to health, trade and employment, education has thereby increased its
relative standing in the range of international public policy issues in recent

decades (Heyneman, 1999).

International education statistics thus get unprecedented attention by polit-
ical actors, particularly because the quality of the reported data has im-

proved substantially since the 1980s. The reporting of international edu-

cation statistics by large international organisations like the OECD| [EUROSTAT|

or the[UNESCO} originally mostly derived from aggregate administrative data
sources, has increased considerably in the last 20 years.3 The international
bodies increasingly include survey based figures in their published educa-
tion statistics using a number of public administration-driven official sur-
veys to monitor the development and quality of educational systems, la-
bour markets, incomes and living conditions. These are most notably the
European Union Labour Force Survey since 1983 (although pre-
decessor studies exist since 1960), the European Communities Household

Panel 1994—2001) and the European Union Survey on Income and

See e.g. the s now annual “Education at a Glance: OECD Indicators’ series of which
the first volume was published in 1992 (latest version: OECD) |2008), or the [UNESCO[s annual
‘Global Education Digest’, published since 2003 (latest version: UNESCO Institute for Stat;
istics, 2007), preceded by the “World Education Report’, published between 1991 and 2000
(UNESCO, 2000). For more background on the development of international education stat-
istics, see|Cuss6 and D’ Amico| (2005); [Heyneman| (1999); Heyneman and Lykins|(2008); Smyth
(2008b).
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Living Conditions (EU-SILC) since 2004 from [EUROSTAT, Furthermore, there

is a growing number of large cross-national achievement studies like the
[OECD[s Programme for International Student Achievement since 2000;
http://www.pisa.oecd.org), the Adult Literacy and Life Skills Survey
2003, [Statistics Canada and OECD, 2005) and the International Adult Lit-
eracy Survey 1994-1998, (OECD and Statistics Canada, (1995, 2000).4
Considerable public resources are invested in the production of such stat-
istics, and more than ever before, educational systems abroad become an
important point of reference for national education policies and education

planning.

In addition, with the ongoing sophistication of survey methodology, more
academically driven cross-national survey micro-data covering more and more
countries have become available over the last decades. Examples are the
Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe since 2004;
http://www.share-project.org), the European Social Survey since
2002; http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org), the International Social Sur-
vey Programme since 1983; http://www.issp.org), the European and
World Values Studies and since 1981 and 1991 respectively; http:
//www .europeanvalues.nl and http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org), and
the European Election Studies since 1979; http://www.ees-homepage.
net/).5 Again, substantial sums of money are invested in survey organ-
isation, data collection, processing and dissemination, and finally research

using those data.

More studies, especially the Programme for the International Assessment of Adult
Competencies (PIAAC) that builds on and experience, are in the preparation stage.
This enumeration is by far incomplete. For details on many of these and
other cross-national surveys, see |[Heath et al| (2005) and |Donsbach and Traugott
(2008) as well as http://www.gesis.org/dienstleistungen/daten/portale-linklisten/
comparative-survey-projects/|
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Quantitative cross-national and cross-temporal research requires harmonisa-
tion of all variables involved across countries and/or time. Comparable
measurement is one of the most important challenges for quantitative (vari-
able based) comparative social research, which intends to push comparabil-
ity to the highest achievable level. The comparable measurement of social
background variables is however a neglected area: “Instruments allowing
the compatible measurement of demographic and socioeconomic variables

are badly needed” (Wolf and Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik, 2003, p. 2).®

Especially cross-nationally comparable measurement instruments for educa-
tional attainment can be regarded as “among the basic tools for sociologists’
work” (Brauns et al., |2003| p. 221). However, the construction of such instru-
ments is a very difficult undertaking. Since educational systems developed
specific institutional peculiarities through history, they vary to a substantial

degree between different countries (see e. g. Konig et al 1988, p. 5):

“Systematic institutional differences [...] can be found in many
of the features of the organization of education: in differences
in the actual openness of educational institutions brought about,
for example, by tuition requirements; in the different divisions
of secondary schooling into different school types; in the dif-
ferent ages at which selection for secondary school types takes
place and in the different selection criteria employed; in differ-
ences in organizational and internal differentiation in the field
of higher education and in its admission criteria; in differences
in the integration of general and vocationally-oriented training;
in differences in the importance of private and elite schools; in
differences in the organization and spread of systematic further
education after entry into the working world; in differences in
the extent of co-education; and, in differences in the integration
of educational measures for handicapped children into ‘normal’
school operations, and thus in differences in stigmatization and
exclusion caused by the educational system [. .. ]

6 Harmonised measures are however not only desirable in cross-national and cross-temporal
research: The comparability of cross-sectional single-country studies could be largely in-
creased if standardised measures for key variables would be used more consistently. This
would in the long run facilitate reviewing the empirical literature, more formal meta-analysis
and thus research progress.
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Finally, as regards the links between the educational system and
the employment system, we find marked variations in the im-
portance of school diplomas and training certificates on different
national labor markets.”

Strict comparability between educational qualifications, programmes and in-
stitutions thus simply cannot be achieved. However, dropping the entire en-
deavour of cross-national research involving education is not necessary: The
solution to the problem lies in relaxing the requirement of ‘strict compar-
ability” to the “functional equivalence’ of educational qualifications and pro-
grammes. Establishing functional equivalence of educational programmes,
institutions and qualifications is however not easy, either, and there are no
clear rules for assessing the actual achievement of functional equivalence.
Consequently, cross-national data pose a particular challenge to the meas-

urement of educational attainment.

Because of these difficulties and the non-reducible characteristics of educa-
tional systems, there is some doubt with respect to how comparable and
meaningful international education statistics and educational attainment
data in surveys actually are. Yet also quite generally, “questions concern-
ing the quality of survey data are strongly justified” (Alwin, |2007, p.2).
This is especially true for cross-national surveys that pose more methodolo-
gical and organisational challenges than single-nation studies: For example,
“cross-national variation in responses might arise just from the poor quality

of data, but this possibility is rarely considered” (Blasius and Thiessen, 2006,

p-229).

Despite the wide utilisation of education measures, validation studies of dif-
ferent types of measures and, more specifically, different harmonised meas-
ures for cross-national research, are scarce. This is in line with a more gen-

eral tendency in the social sciences not to give systematic attention to meas-
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urement issues (Carmines and Zeller| [1979), and a certain reluctance of re-
searchers “to face the problems that may be present in the survey. An “ignor-
ance is bliss” attitude seems to prevail and gratuitous assumptions are made
about the quality of the data” (Lessler and Kalsbeek, |1992} p. 7). Most of the
literature on cross-national comparability of measurement is actually con-
cerned with attitudinal measures or other areas where structural equation
modelling and reflective measurement using multiple questionnaire items
can be applied.” The comparability of formative or single-item factual meas-
ures is rarely assessed, and the methodological ‘toolkit” for such assessments
is far less developed than the available statistical models for factor analytic

measurement.

For example, among a number of ways of harmonising education informa-
tion, the International Standard Classification of Education 1997 (ISCED o7)
by the is a standard that is widely used nowadays in international

education statistics on the one hand and increasingly also in academically-

driven cross-national surveys on the other. Although the |OECD, [EUROSTAT|

and [UNESCO| have used extensively for their statistical reports, the

validity of as well as its reliability across different data sources has

not yet been thoroughly assessed. Another example is the measurement
of educational attainment by the number of years of education that an indi-
vidual has completed. This measure is widely used especially by economists
and often criticised on conceptual grounds. Consistent with the introduction
of the concept of “core social variables” for official European surveys, official
bodies like also recognise the need to work on the quality of edu-

cational attainment measures (Eurostat, 2007c). Therefore, there is a great

If latent constructs are theorised to cause the response (as is e.g. the case with attitudes),
this is termed ‘reflective measurement’, whereas if the latent construct is a function of the
responses (as is e. g. the case with socioeconomic status), this is termed ‘formative measure-
ment’ (e. g. Howell et al} 2007).
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need to improve the quality of cross-national survey data on educational

attainment and resulting international education statistics.

This study presents an evaluation of cross-national measures of educational
attainment that are commonly used in survey research. It intends to con-
tribute to the ‘craft of social science research’ by finding some dos and don’ts
of measuring educational attainment in sample surveys. For that purpose,
different measures of educational attainment will be examined with respect
to various kinds of non-sampling errors. Since this is a diverse and vast area,

this study will particularly focus on the following two topics:

1. The consistency of usage of the foremost cross-national measure of
educational attainment, the across surveys and survey waves,
and

2. the comparative information content of different cross-national meas-

ures of educational attainment in one data source.

As will be shown, the measurement of educational attainment in cross-
national surveys is affected by a number of avoidable weaknesses which
adversely affect the validity of claims based on analyses of these data. These
weaknesses are often the result of insufficient conceptual grounding of the
measurement of educational attainment in cross-national surveys because
the definitions used are too loose and/or partly unsuitable, and of a lack
in quality and standardisation of the national data collection instruments.
Partly these are insufficiencies in data coverage by conscious choice because
of specific priorities of survey organisers or national teams. The results
could be used for the improvement of measurement practices in future cross-
national surveys and survey waves, as well as the refinement of international

education indicators.

11
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The study will restrict itself to European countries and thus European sur-
veys, for the reason that this is the world region for which most and prob-
ably also the highest quality cross-national data are available. Furthermore
because of the lower level of variation in economic development across
European countries as compared to the world as a whole, it is more real-
istic to achieve comparable measurement within a region like Europe than

across a wider range of countries. Finally, [[SCED o7|is used a lot by [EUROSTAT|

for the compilation of [EU|education statistics.

The study is divided into three parts: builds the basis for the re-
mainder of the study. It discusses the concept of education, introduces the
most commonly used cross-national measures of educational attainment and
reviews studies that have evaluated measures of educational attainment be-
fore. It will also review the criteria by which cross-national measures of

educational attainment will be evaluated in the later parts of the study.

In the measurement of educational attainment in a number of large-
scale European cross-national surveys using the will be examined,
with a focus on the resulting data and the practical implementation process.
Firstly, the consistency of the data will be assessed by comparing distribu-
tions of educational attainment over time within surveys and across surveys.
Then, the actual data generation processes will be examined, including a
close look at the data collection instruments and at the harmonisation pro-

cedures.

In the third part, different cross-national measures of educational attainment
will be evaluated by comparing their information content. In a first step, the
variation of different categorical measures will be compared for one of the
European cross-national surveys, the European Social Survey (ESS). In a

second step, using the same survey, the explanatory power of a number of
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cross-national educational attainment variables will be compared with the
explanatory power of the country-specific measures of educational attain-

ment.

The findings will be synthesised in a final chapter. Furthermore, this chapter
will present specific recommendations concerning the measurement of edu-
cational attainment in cross-national surveys and the use of educational at-
tainment measures in empirical studies. It will e. g. discuss which measures
work better than others on the basis of the findings from the earlier chapters,
what the conceptual basis for choice between the different measures is, and
what needs to be considered when implementing measures of educational

attainment in international surveys.

13
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In this first part of the thesis, the foundations for the later chapters will be es-
tablished. introduces the different ways of measuring educational
attainment in cross-national research that have been proposed thus far, and
links them to the theoretical construct of educational attainment.
consists of a literature review of previous evaluation studies of measures of
educational attainment. It concludes by introducing the main criteria for the
evaluation of cross-national educational attainment measures used in this

study.

17






CONCEPTS AND CROSS-NATIONAL MEASURES OF

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Measurement is defined by |Carmines and Zeller| (1979, p. 10) as “the process
of linking abstract concepts to empirical indicants”, i. e. theory and ‘the out-
side world’. “The critical task for measurement is to design questions that
produce answers reflecting perfectly the constructs we are trying to meas-
ure” (Groves, 2004, p.43). Therefore, all measurement requires an explicit
clarification of the underlying (unobservable) constructs and concepts (e. g.
Alwin, 2007, p. 6), i. e. the “elements of information sought by the researcher”

(Groves, 2004, p. 41).

visualises that analytical measures used in statistical estimations
are derived from (source) data resulting from respondents’ responses to
questionnaire items, which are derived from indicators, which are in turn
derived from theoretical constructs.® It also gives the potential sources of

error related to each step (see also |Groves, |2004, p. 48).

The clear specification of the relationship between constructs, indicators,
questionnaire items and analytic measures is particularly important for com-
parative research, when an ‘implicit’ common understanding of the concepts
and indicators involved is even less probable than in a non-comparative con-

text. However, as |Scheuch| (2000) notes, there is a lack of reflection about the

The step from questionnaire item/source data to analytical variables can take many differ-
ent forms, and the one-indicator-one-measure specification given here is just an example.
Alternatively, one composite measure could be derived for all three indicators.

19
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F1GURE 2.1: Operationalisation: From constructs to measures

meaning of survey questions in cross-nationally comparative research. This
is especially true for educational attainment: Education is a typical control
variable that is simply added to any multivariate individual level model be-
cause researchers ‘know’ that it correlates highly with many response and
other explanatory variables (Kingston et al., 2003). There is often only little
theorising about what theoretical construct it stands for and why it should
have an effect on the chosen outcome variable. Accordingly, it is often re-
ferred to in a rather generic way (Burgess, 1986). Educational attainment
can however mean quite different ‘things’, depending on the discipline, re-
search area and theoretical focus. In this section, the most important ways
of conceptualising educational attainment are therefore presented. Then, the
chapter will move on to a presentation of different measures of educational

attainment used in cross-national research.

2.1 THE CONCEPT OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Because of the importance of education for individuals’ life chances and
the importance of a skilled labour force for a society’s prosperity, from a
sociological point of view, the educational system can be regarded as another

‘backbone’ of modern society next to the labour market and the family. The
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most prominent theoretical constructs commonly indicated by educational

attainment are human capital, cultural capital and socio-economic status.

Human capital primarily comprises an individual’s “useful skills and know-
ledge” that are “in substantial part a product of deliberate investment”
(Schultz, 1961, p.1).? An individual’s investment in education is a means
to improve one’s employability and placement in advantageous job categor-
ies. Since schooling is considered to be the main source of human capital,
the duration of schooling is commonly considered as the best indicator of an
individuals” investment in human capital. For the measurement of human
capital itself, economists often use educational certificates or years of educa-
tion as proxies. If available, more direct measures of skills and competences

are however closer to the concept of human capital.

Secondly, educational attainment is an indicator for ‘cultural capital” (Bour+
dieu and Passeron, |1977), which means the individuals’ cultural resources in
terms of linguistic competences, cultural knowledge and attitudes required
to succeed e.g. in the educational system or some other area of life. Cul-
tural capital in the ‘embodied state’ consists (just like human capital) in
“long-lasting dispositions of the mind and body” (Bourdieu, 1986, p.243). It
is, according to Bourdieu, best measured by the time invested in the acquis-
ition of cultural capital (p.246), which however has to go beyond the mere
time invested in schooling and needs to consider the family-based intergen-

erational transmission of cultural capital, especially in early childhood.

Educational (and especially academic) qualifications are conceptualised as “in-
stitutionalised” cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1986, p.243). It allows individu-

als to objectify their embodied cultural capital, which “makes the difference

Although the notion of human capital is in fact much wider than this and refers to all kinds
of productive capacities in people, including health and geographic mobility (Becker) [1993
[1964]; Schultz, [1961), in most applications human capital is restricted to the more narrow
notion of productive skills and knowledge.

21
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between the capital of the autodidact, which may be called into question
at any time [...] and the cultural capital academically sanctioned by leg-
ally guaranteed qualifications, formally independent of the person of their
bearer” (Bourdieu, [1986, p. 247). Educational qualifications facilitate the con-

version of cultural capital to economic capital.

Thirdly, socio-economic status is an abstract construct referring to an indi-
vidual’s or a family’s economic and social position in society. It is thus
related to an individual’s or a family’s market power and social prestige.
Educational attainment as an indicator for socio-economic status is usually
combined with information on occupation, income and wealth. The con-
struct is sometimes criticised for mixing up elements that are too distinct to
be thought of as one ‘thing” in a theoretically useful way. It is thus often pre-
ferred to disaggregate socio-economic status in more specific components
like poverty, social class membership and educational attainment (see e.g.

Hauser, |1972; Jencks et al., |1988).

Further individual characteristics that are not at the core of either human or
cultural capital but are commonly thought to be indicated by an individual’s
educational attainment are social background, cognitive ability, discipline,
trainability and motivation. Educational attainment is thus used by employ-
ers to screen applicants by these qualities. Especially educational certificates
are seen as signalling devices (Arrow, 1973; Berg, |1970; Hirsch, |1976; |Spence,
1973; Thurow, 1972; [Young) 1958), as they are ‘what selecting agents (em-
ployers, university admissions) actually see’, e.g. when an applicant sends
in a CV with copies of the diplomas and degrees mentioned in it, whereas
the individual’s actual human capital in terms of marginal productivity is

unobserved.
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This strand of theory, which developed as a reaction to the classical human
capital approach, often conceptualises educational attainment as a positional
good rather than an absolute one: “When everyone stands on tiptoe, no one
sees better” (Hirsch, |1976, p.5). Due to the scarcity principle, the relative
value of education for the individual diminishes with the proportion of
people who have the same or higher level of attainment. Therefore, if all
individuals pursue more education in order to increase their life chances, at
the collective level, the gain is entirely offset by the fact that all individuals
do the same, which only lifts the level of education as a whole (‘credential
inflation’, which might or might not advance social welfare and prosperity,

but is certainly costly), but not the individual’s position relative to others.

In an extreme version of this approach, education does not produce any
human capital itself, but only tests and certifies cognitive ability, social back-
ground, discipline and motivation. According to allocation theory (e.g.
Collins, 1971; Kerckhoff, [1976), ascriptive factors are continuously import-
ant also in modern societies: “the power of ‘ascribed” groups may be the
prime basis of selection in all organizations, and technical skills are second-
ary considerations depending on the balance of power. Education may thus
be regarded as a mark of membership in a particular group (possibly at
times its defining characteristic), not a mark of technical skills or achieve-
ment” (Collins, 1971, p. 1008). Allocation theory stresses that individuals are
constrained by the social structure and selection processes. Through educa-
tional credentials (or the lack of them) individuals are marked for further
selection processes in later life, for example in the labour market and higher

education.

To summarise, how can the indicator ‘educational attainment” be specified

in operational terms? Since both human capital and (embodied) cultural
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capital refer to inherent or abstract characteristics of individuals that are, in
principle, unobservable, these concepts are impossible or rather expensive
to measure directly. As proposed by both human capital and cultural cap-
ital theory, duration based measures are considered appropriate to capture
the investment in capital. However, often is not the investment in capital
of interest to researchers, but the actual output, i.e. amount (and type) of
human/cultural resources the individual controls. Therefore, the level of edu-
cation an individual has reached or educational qualifications are also often used
as measures for educational attainment.”® For signalling and allocation ap-

proaches, only formal qualifications are relevant.

Since all theoretical approaches (apart maybe from a strict, classical interpret-
ation of human capital theory) regard educational credentials as an import-
ant resource for the individual, the most common understanding of educa-
tional attainment refers to the highest educational qualification obtained by
an individual. It is however widely acknowledged that employers in some
cases also recognize attendance of an educational programme if it was not
successfully completed (e.g. when an individual attended university for a
number of years without graduating). Therefore, the qualification achieved
might not be sufficient as a measure of educational attainment, and the hu-
man capital and credentialing approaches need to be combined. Finally,
the ranking of individuals on any of those conceptualisations of educational
attainment rather than the absolute position could be used to reflect educa-

tional attainment as a positional good.

The level of educational attainment can thus operationally refer to the dur-

ation of the educational experience, the level of the highest or last educational

The European Qualifications Framework for Lifelong Learning defines a qualification
as “a formal outcome of an assessment and validation process which is obtained when a
competent body determines that an individual has achieved learning outcomes to given
standards” (European Commission, 2008al, p. 11).
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institution or programme attended or completed as well as the level of the

highest or last educational certificate achieved.

The notion of ‘level of education” in a strict sense seems to imply a uni-
dimensional conceptualisation of educational attainment. Given the high
degree of differentiation of educational systems today (e. g. Kogan), 2008), it
is however increasingly difficult to conceive educational attainment as a uni-
dimensional concept that can be understood in purely quantitative terms of
‘more’ or ‘less’ education. Therefore, the term ‘level of education’” will be

used here in a wider sense, including qualitative differences between types

of education, especially vocational and general education.

In academic research, vocational education and training has for a long time
played “the role of a greatly neglected child” (Mayer and Solga, 2008, p.6),
compared to the importance assigned to general and higher education. The
joint [UNESCO)/[ILO] recommendations on technical and vocational education
and training define technical and vocational education as
“a comprehensive term referring to those aspects of the educa-
tional process involving, in addition to general education, the
study of technologies and related sciences, and the acquisition
of practical skills, attitudes, understanding and knowledge relat-

ing to occupations in various sectors of economic and social life”
(UNESCO and ILO, |2002, p.7).

There are three arguments in favour of the inclusion of in the wider

concept of educational attainment:

1. contributes to socialisation, increases the individual’s human cap-

ital, and thus usually means a step forward in the ‘job queue’.
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2. General and vocational education on the one hand and vocational edu-
cation and training on the other hand are becoming increasingly in-
separable, and it is impossible to draw the line between them in a
consistent way cross-nationally (see also Konig et al., 1988, p. 56-57).

3. The signalling value of educational qualifications differs substantially
across countries, particularly in terms of the provision of specific occu-
pational skills in vocational education and training and in terms of the
degree of standardisation (see e. g. Breen, |2005; Breen and Buchmann,

2002).t

Therefore, the notion of education has to be used in a wide sense—covering
general and academic education (‘Bildung’) as well as vocational and profes-

sional education and training (“Ausbildung’)—in cross-national research.

To summarise, at the conceptual level, educational attainment can be gener-
ally defined as an individual’s highest level of formal education achieved, includ-
ing qualitative differentiation within levels of education. This notion needs
to be further specified for operational purposes depending on the theoretical
focus of the study. ‘Level of education’ can refer to educational programmes
or certificates. “Achieved’ can mean either that an educational programme
was ‘reached’ in terms of entry, or that a level of education was successfully
completed in terms of exit from the programme. With respect to the latter,
successful completion is usually associated with the acquisition of an edu-
cational certificate. Educational attainment can also be proxied in a rather
unspecific way (i. e. ignoring signalling and qualitative differences between

types of education) by the duration of the educational experience, which is

Whereas serves to only give basic occupational skills to low-ability pupils who are
unable to follow academic programmes in some countries (e.g. Italy, Spain and France), it
imparts very specific vocational skills in others, where vocational training programmes are
highly standardised and combine schooling and workplace training (e. g. Germany, Austria,
Switzerland, the Netherlands and Denmark). Other countries again avoid a high degree of
specialisation while still providing rather high-quality transferable vocational education (e. g.
Sweden).
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otherwise rather a measure of ‘input’, i.e. investment in education rather

than output.

2.2 CROSS-NATIONAL MEASURES OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Educational attainment is like much factual data usually ‘directly measured’,
i.e. derived from source data that come about by administering question-
naire items to survey respondents, through more or less simple recoding.
This is in contrast to e.g. the measurement of social attitudes or academic
competences that are often conceived of as latent constructs and thus meas-
ured by scales derived from multiple (reflective) indicators using factor ana-
lytic techniques. Moreover, whereas educational attainment often enters in-
dex measures such as socioeconomic indices ), it is not usually conceived

of as a composite index itself.

Because of the differences between educational systems and qualifications
awarded, it is impossible to use exactly the same data collection instruments
and thus use an input harmonisation approach for the measurement of levels
of education or qualifications in different countries.” The common approach
to measuring educational attainment in cross-national surveys thus consists
in collecting data on educational qualifications or levels of education us-
ing country specific instruments. The resulting country-specific education
variables (CSEVF) are then harmonised into a cross-nationally comparable
scheme by recoding (output-harmonisation), which then can be used in stat-

istical analyses or subjected to further recoding (Statistisches Bundesamt,

Detailed background information on different European educational systems, even a sum-
mary of which extends the scope of this study, can be found in Konig et al.| (1988, for the
early developments until the 1970s), [Kogan et al.| (2008| focus on ten Central and Eastern
European countries and institutional change since 1989), Horner et al.| (2007, covering all
European countries), (Schneider| (2008c, describing 15 European countries with a special fo-
cus on [ISCED g7), the Information Network on Education in Europe ’s database
on education systems in Europe, Eurybase (Eurydice, 2009) and the s World Data on
Education (UNESCO International Bureau of Education, [2007).
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2004). If the cross-national scheme to be used is specified before the data are
collected, i.e. during the design phase of the survey, the harmonisation ap-
proach is called ‘ex-ante output harmonisation’. If the cross-national scheme
is specified after data collection, such as when national surveys that were
designed independently of each other are harmonised, the harmonisation
approach is called ‘ex-post output harmonisation” (e. g. Korner and Meyer,

2005).

Different user communities have developed a number of ways of operation-
alising educational attainment for cross-national research. These different
measures often reflect conceptual and methodological choices. Using ac-
tual or hypothetical years of education or educational scoring
tion 2.2.2) provides the advantage that education can be parsimoniously in-

cluded in statistical analyses as a linear variable. International categorical

frameworks like the education scheme (Section 2.2.3) and [ISCED g7

(Section 2.2.4) formulate a set of exclusive categories and then re-classify

country-specific education categories according to some underlying ‘com-

mon denominator’, usually along the basic distinctions of levels of education
(primary, secondary and tertiary) on the one hand and orientation of the
educational programme (general or vocational) on the other. They aim at a
shared methodological paradigm while still allowing sufficient representa-

tion of national peculiarities.

2.2.1  Years of education

Following |Blau and Duncan| (1967), social researchers and economists often
resort to years of education or schooling (or measures derived thereof) as a
measure reflecting the amount of education that individuals have received

(e.g. Eikemo et al., 2008; Hauser, 1972; Kunovich and Slomczynski, 2007;
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Scheepers et al., 2002; Treiman et al., 2003; [Ireiman and Yip, 1989). Years of
education can either be measured directly (actual years of education) or they can
be derived from country-specific education categories (virtual or hypothetical

years of education, see e. g. Ganzeboom et al., 1992).

Actual years of education is the only cross-national measure of educational
attainment that can be achieved through input harmonisation. For collect-
ing this information, different surveys use different question wordings. For
example, the ESS|asks “How many years of full-time education have you com-
pleted?”, whereas the International Social Survey Programme enquires
about “years (of full time) schooling including university but not vocational
training” (Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner, |2005, p.230). Age at leaving full-
time education (e.g. Weakliem, |2002) is a related measure which does not
take the different starting ages of compulsory education in different coun-
tries into account. Obviously, these different ways of measuring actual years

of education will produce different results.

These measures build on the assumption that firstly “the longer someone is
exposed to education, the more skills and knowledge he or she can acquire,
and the more he or she is socialised, directly or indirectly” and secondly
“all kinds of skills and knowledge are of similar value” (Braun and Miiller,
1997, p. 170). With regards to the first assumption, when using actual years
of education, individuals who repeat a grade or otherwise take longer to com-
plete some educational programme appear to be more highly educated than
‘faster” (and thus potentially more able) individuals. With regard to the
second assumption, actual years of education can be considered to be an inad-
equate measure of educational attainment for stratified educational systems

such as those in most European countries because the returns to different
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educational programmes of similar duration probably differ (see e.g. Gany

zeboom and Treiman, 1993; Smith and Garnier, [1987).

For these reason, hypothetical years of education might be a more adequate
measure of educational attainment. Hypothetical years of education assign the
number of years it theoretically or typically takes to complete some educa-
tional programme or career to country-specific education categories, some-
times additionally taking track differences into account. When deriving hypo-
thetical years of education from the|[CSEVE, there are however no set rules about
how many years of education to assign to specific qualifications, and this
always involves some degree of judgment. For example, in Hauser| (1972),
incomplete studies are assigned a value referring to the years of education
actually attended, up to one year below the years assigned to individuals
who completed their studies. Hauser also gives “up to a year’s credit for ex-
tended vocational training” (p. 164). Ganzeboom and Treiman, (1993} p. 476)
describe their method for assigning scores as follows:

“Our approach is to assign scores to educational categories on

the basis of intrinsic knowledge of the educational system in-

volved. Typically, those categories known to correspond to a spe-

cific number of years of education are initially assigned scores,

and the remaining categories are then interpolated, with adjust-

ments of the scores (including those initially assigned) to accom-

modate differences in the qualifications resulting from particular

types of schooling among those who obtain the same amount of

schooling. The advantage of years of education over a simple

rank order of the categories is that the constructed variable is (in

principle) completely comparable across studies and has an inter-

pretable metric. The major disadvantage is that adjustments to

accommodate ‘slow’” and ‘fast” (academic and vocational) tracks

violate the strict interpretability of the resulting scale as measur-

ing year of schooling; what the scale measures is something more
like “virtual” years of schooling.”

This assignment process can be regarded as ‘arbitrary weighting” of a score.

Both actual and hypothetical years of education are used as interval level vari-
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ables in statistical models. However, “a year of schooling may well vary in
its effect on occupational status depending upon where in the educational
career it comes” (Ireiman and Terrell, 1975, p.368). This could firstly be re-
flected by adding a non-linear term in the regression equation or otherwise
adapt the model specification. Many authors preferred to drop the approach
of using ‘years of education” when analysing data from stratified educational
systems and use either scaling methods or categorical classifications instead,

described in the next subsections.

2.2.2  Scoring and related measures

More rarely, scaling approaches are used in order to convert country-specific
education categories to a common metric using some criterion variable,
e.g. occupational status or prestige or father’s occupation (Ganzeboom
and Treiman, (1993} |Smith and Garnier, [1987; [ITreiman and Terrell, |1975).
This means that the mean occupational attainment score of all individu-
als in some education category is assigned to these individuals. Effect-
proportional scaling assumes that, as with years of education, “a single di-
mension underlies the educational categories and that scores on the underly-

ing dimension can be assigned to each category” (Ganzeboom and Treiman,
1993, P-476).

The advantage of the optimal scaling approach is that all variation of
with respect to the chosen criterion is picked up in the scaled variable so that
with respect to this criterion, no information gets lost: “Such a method pro-
duces a scale which has the maximum correlation with the criterion variable
of any possible scaling of the original categories” (Ireiman and Terrell, 1975,
p-571). However, this relies on the assumption that firstly, the nationally

specific measures used for the scaling are in fact exhaustive categorisations
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of attainment within the countries used, and secondly, that the criterion is

measured in a strictly comparable way (Braun and Miiller, 1997).

A related measure that was proposed rather recently is the ‘Hoffmeyer-
Zlotnik/Warner matrix of education” (Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner, |2007,
2005), which combines scaling and ranking elements. It arranges educational
qualifications according to the social prestige of the occupations that holders

of these qualifications typically achieve from 0 to 10."3

An advantage or disadvantage of these approaches, depending on the re-
searcher’s interest, is the fact that “an optimal scaling procedure can be used
without reference to the meaning of categories” (Ganzeboom and Treiman,
1993, p.477). This might make sense when educational attainment categor-
ies are not of interest in themselves, but when education is used as a control
variable. Otherwise Ganzeboom and Treiman!(1993) regard scaled education
variables as well corresponding to the concept of education as a relative or
positional good (see |Thurow, 1972), which also underlies the approach by

Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner| (2007).

These measures are however not widely used. One of the reasons for this is
that they do not have an internal metric, but ‘borrow” their units from an ex-
ternal criterion (Treiman and Terrell, 1975, p. 576), which turns them into a re-
lative measure. Substantively, education scores are thus not direct measures
of educational attainment any more: They describe the ‘value” of education
expressed in units of the criterion variable used for the scaling. This means
that education scores will be different for different criterion variables so that
comparability across outcomes is problematic, resulting in “endless relativ-

ism” (Braun and Miiller, 1997, p.172). A scaling approach might thus not

To my knowledge this measure has not yet been applied in any cross-national study, and
the specific implementation is only shown in [Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner| (2007) for four
countries.
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be meaningful for all types of studies, and is especially problematic for com-
parisons across cohorts or countries when the inherent relationship between
educational attainment categories and criterion variable differs across coun-

tries and time points (Ganzeboom and Treiman| 1993, p. 477).

2.2.3 The|CASMIN|education scheme

The most influential categorical measure of educational attainment in aca-
demic cross-national social stratification research was developed in the pro-
ject ‘Comparative Analysis of Social Mobility in Industrial Nations (CASMIN)’
in the 1970s and 1980s (Brauns et al., 2003; [Konig et al., [1988; Liittinger and
Konig) 1988; Miiller et al,[1990)." It is commonly referred to as the {CASMIN]|
education scheme’. The scheme regards the educational system as a
‘sorting device’ for the positioning of individuals in the social class structure.
It is theoretically based on Bourdieu’s work on cultural capital and school-
ing success (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977) as well as signalling approaches
to the effects of education on the labour market (e. g. Spence, 1973).
was specifically designed for comparative social stratification and mobility
research, especially on social class reproduction, and was used in a number
of seminal cross-national studies on social stratification and mobility (e.g.
Breen, [2004b; Breen et al., |2009; [Erikson and Goldthorpe) [1992; Shavit et al.,

2007; Shavit and Blossfeld) |1993; Shavit and Miller, 1998).

2.2.3.1  Units of classification and classification criteria

is based on educational certificates and intends to classify func-

tionally equivalent qualifications across countries together, where functional

14 The original German version of Konig et al.| (1988) is [Konig et al.|(1987).
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equivalence refers to the selectivity effects of different qualifications for in-
tergenerational social class (im-) mobility. The researchers developing the
scheme aimed at categories which “should, to the greatest extent possible,
both optimally reflect the typical, class specific barriers in the educational
system, as well as grasp the differentiations relevant for utilization on the
labor market” (Miiller et al., (1990, p.67). This reflects the two main ‘steps’
in social class reproduction: the influence of one’s social class origin on
educational attainment on the one hand, and the effect of one’s educational
attainment on the attainment of one’s social class position on the other. How-
ever, given the importance of educational certificates for many theoretical
approaches beyond the perspective of social stratification research, the use-
fulness of the scheme extends beyond this initial application (Konig

et al., 1988, p. 78, note 84).

The scheme is two-dimensionally structured by the following cri-

teria (Konig et al., |1988, p. 55):

1. The vertical distinction of levels of education, which is proxied by the
costs, length and quality of the educational experience, intellectual abil-
ities required and value of the resulting certificate in the labour market.
The hierarchical level is mainly operationalised through the possibility
of access to higher education, and are denoted as 1 (elementary, i.e.
non-selective, compulsory/minimum education), 2 (secondary, i. e. in-
termediate education between non-selective minimum schooling and
up to the university entrance qualification) and 3 (higher/tertiary, i.e.
all education after acquisition of the university entrance qualification).

2. The horizontal distinction between “general” and ‘vocational” education.

Whereas the former usually prepares for continuation of education up
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to university entry, the latter is intended to convey practical knowledge

and skills for specific occupations and thus labour market entry.

2.2.3.2 Categories of the|CASMIN|education scheme

The original scheme (Konig et al., [1988) contains eight categories:

1a. Inadequately completed general elementary education;
1b. General elementary education (non-selective, compulsory);

1c. Basic vocational qualification or general elementary educa-
tion and basic vocational qualification;

2a. Intermediate vocational qualification or intermediate gen-
eral education plus basic vocational qualification;

2b. Intermediate general qualification (or selective education re-
quiring a longer education than 1b);

2c. Full maturity certificate;'>

3a. Lower tertiary certificate (building on 2c¢ but shorter and
more practically oriented than 3b); and

3b. Higher tertiary certificate (traditional university degree and
above).

Since the scheme was developed for use with data gathered in the
1970s, it was updated by Brauns and Steinmann| (1999) in order to reflect
more recent changes in the educational systems in France, Germany and
the United Kingdom. Category 2c was split into 2¢ gen for general maturity
certificates and 2c voc for vocational maturity certificates or general maturity
certificates followed by a vocational qualification. Category 3a was divided
into 3a gen, general diplomas from lower tertiary education, and 3a voc, dip-
lomas with vocational emphasis from lower tertiary education, and category

3b into 3b low, higher tertiary education (lower level) and 3b high, higher

This is the notation given in Brauns et al.|(2003). The boundary between 2 and 3 was changed
after the initial design of the classification, which assigned matriculation certificates as 3a
rather than 2c, where the higher qualifications were thus 3b and 3c respectively.
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tertiary education (higher level). The two latter distinctions were mainly tar-
geted at the French and British educational systems, although in principle
such distinctions can also be made for other countries. They will generally
become important in the long run because of the Bologna reforms (Bologna

Working Group on Qualifications Frameworks) 2005; |[Eurydice} 2009).

2.2.3.3 Application of|CASMIN|

is usually applied to data by ex-post output-harmonising available
on the individuals” highest educational qualification. The problems
related to the sometimes insufficient national data and historical changes
in educational systems are described in some detail by Konig et al.| (1988,
p- 59-61): For example, sometimes a pragmatic compromise must be reached

e.g. when do not differentiate qualifications that could on theoretical

grounds be validly differentiated in

Konig et al. (1988, p.61-68) also describe how to match national educa-
tion categories to in Germany, France, Hungary, Ireland, Poland,
Sweden and the United Kingdom (distinguishing Scotland and Northern Ire-
land from England and Wales). Recent tables mapping national educational
qualifications to the updated categories can be found in Brauns et al.
(2003) for France, Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom. The applica-
tion of to the [ESY data is shown in and will be used and
discussed further in of the study.

In terms of usage of Brauns et al.| (2003 p. 242) suggest to

“apply a more refined classification to single countries that better
accounts for the institutional diversity within the respective edu-
cational system. [...] The framework is flexible enough
in use to allow for the further differentiation within the frame-
work of straightforward comparable categories to obtain—where
needed—the most detailed picture of national educational cred-
its.”
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An additional benefit of using differently detailed measures in statistical ana-
lyses is that this allows the researcher to perform basic sensitivity checks to
find out if the aggregation of different qualifications in one category

is valid.

2.2.4 The International Standard Classification of Education

In order to compare aspects of education cross-nationally, “it is necessary
that the required data become available for the different countries on the
basis of an internationally accepted standard classification scheme encom-
passing all types of educational programmes that a country can possibly
have” (UNESCO, (1999, p.4). is designed to serve as such a scheme,
and is supposed to be suitable for assembling and presenting comparable
education statistics (on e.g. enrolment and attainment) both within and
across countries. The purpose of is not restricted to facilitating statist-
ical reporting and cross-national research, but includes monitoring of inter-
national development goals involving education targets and the provision
of background information for national education policy formulation and
decision-making (UNESCO, 1999, p.5). is thus a multidimensional
multi-purpose cross-classification for harmonising national educational pro-
grammes into a cross-national framework for levels and fields of education
(tields of education will not be discussed in this study, but see UNESCO

2006 [1997], p. 41—45). It is mostly used for international statistical reporting

by [UNESCO, [OECD| and [EUROSTAT], but it can in principle be adapted for the

measurement of individuals” educational attainment in sample surveys, as

regularly done in surveys coordinated by
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The first version of [ISCED [ISCED 78| (with a predecessor from 1958), was ad-

opted by the General Conference in 1978. The use of this classific-
ation over the following 20 years by national authorities and international
organisations revealed its inadequacies: the was considered lim-
ited in scope, too crude to embrace recent changes in educational systems,
not clearly specified and thus difficult to apply (OECD, |1999; Sauvageot,
2001). For example, apprenticeship training in the dual system in the Ger-
man speaking countries was not covered, which hugely distorted the pic-
ture of secondary education cross-nationally (Konig et al., 1988; Sauvageot,
2001). was therefore revised in 1997 (OECD) [1999; [UNESCO, [1999),
2006 [1997]).1® At the 34th general conference of the in Paris in 2007,
it was again decided to undertake a “revision of the International Standard
Classification of Education ...in view of the major changes that have taken
place in the adaptation and the structuring of education systems since the
last revision” (UNESCO, 2007). In fact, already Sauvageot (2001) describes
a number of conceptual and implementation problems of the It is

planned that a revised version of will be adopted at the

General Conference in 2011.%7

ISCED o7|is currently implemented in a wide range of cross-national surveys,

e.g. in the (first two waves only), [EU-LFS| [EU-SILC| and the

studies. [I[SCED 78 was used e. g. in the and Among the studies us-
ing [ISCED}related measures are e. g. [Domanski and Przybysz| (2007); Miiller

16 For an overview of the development of see |Smyth| (2008b) and |[Sauvageot| (2001).
17 A detailed conceptual review of the is beyond the scope of this study and included

in Schneider and Kogan| (2008). A few issues however should also be mentioned here. First
of all, the development of the mappings itself does not guarantee comparability of the
[ISCED] categories: National Statistical Institutes (NSIk) could apply the [SCED|criteria and defin-
itions in inconsistent ways. Some evidence for this is given in [Schneider and Kogan| (2008).
However, with few exceptions, these problems do not invalidate the use of the alto-
gether and can in principle be solved by re-assigning country-specific education categories to
categories. This will however not be attempted in this study which thus evaluates the
‘official” version of rather than the revised mappings proposed in some of the chapters
in Schneider| (2008c).
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(2005); Saar et al.|(2008)); [Steedman and McIntosh| (2001); von dem Knesebeck

et al. (2006) and [Huisman et al.| (2003).

The documentation of can be found in a number of publications
by the and the UNESCO (2006 [1997]) contains the formal
framework and introduces the basic definitions and concepts of
UNESCO (1999) is supposed to support countries in the application of
to their national data in a more operational way. The |(OECD| manual (1999)
provides the most detailed documentation on[ISCED 97 and in a few instances

deviates from the [UNESCO[s conceptualisation of ISCED 971 Such deviations

will be highlighted in the following sections. The manuals for the yearly

|[UNESCO-UIS)/|JOECD)/[EUROSTAT| (UOE) data collection (for the latest versions,

see UNESCO-UIS, OECD and EUROSTAT, 2008ajb,c) in chapters 6-17 du-
plicates information from the manual and particularly address data
providers in education ministries or .18 Finally, the has published
a handbook on international education statistics in 2004b|(OECD), 2004b) that
contains information on There are also some publications with de-
tailed information about authored by experts who were involved in
the revision process for (Sauvageot, 2001; |Smyth, 2008b) or users of
(Kieffer and Tréhin-Lalanne, 2008} [Schneider, [2008¢).

The OECD (1999) manual includes conversion tables proposing how the na-
tional educational programmes and qualifications of all member states
could be allocated to categories, which were developed by the mem-

ber countries in consultation with the Secretariat.'® “These proposals

In 2008, the data collection jointly administered by Institute for Statistics
(UNESCO-UIS), |OECD| and [EUROSTAT] comprised more than 60 countries worldwide. It pro-
duces aggregate data on students enrolled, entrants, graduates, graduations, repeaters, av-
erage class size, educational personnel, education and research expenditures and other con-
cepts by level of education, type and field of education, type of institution, age, sex etc. in
accordance with the Results are e.g. published in [Eurydice| (2007a)); [Eurydice and
Eurostat| (2005)).

Unfortunately, these mappings are not widely known yet: Some users of do not men-
tion them, such as [Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner| (2005) and |[Erikson and Jonsson| (2001),
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represent the starting point for a process of consultation within the Tech-
nical Group, with the aim of working towards an internationally agreed
upon allocation of national educational programmes to in the [OECD|’
(OECD, 1999, p. 10). [Eurostat (2005) contains comparable mapping tables for
use in the data collection, which can be regarded as an update from the
tables and also include EU-member states that are not covered by the
tables (e.g. Bulgaria and Estonia). These tables also contain informa-
tion on some [I[SCED|criteria, such as the typical starting age of the educational
programme, its theoretical duration, and minimum entrance requirements.*°
The UNESCO/OECD World Education Indicators Programme| (2000) and
UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2006) additionally published map-
pings for 16 and 19 non{OECD| countries respectively, including Brazil, China,
Egypt, India, Indonesia, the Russian Federation, and Zimbabwe. The
handbook (2004b) as well as Eurydice and Eurostat| (2005, p. 56-63) contain
mappings in a graphical rather than tabular format, organising educational
programmes according to students’ typical age of entry and exit and thus

visualising the structure of educational systems across countries.

2.2.4.1 Basic definitions of [SCED 97

is made up of a set of concepts and definitions, which are assumed
to be universally applicable, as well as operational instructions. This is
highly important since educational institutions and certificates have some-

times the same or similar names when e.g. translated into English, but

and |[Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner| (2005) apply to German qualifications in a way
that does not conform to the mappings, e.g. classifying Master crafts diplomas as
level 4 rather than 5B. The way they describe the levels also reveals some
misunderstanding of levels 4 and 5.

20 Despite the yearly updates of the mappings, no more recent mappings have been pub-

lished online.
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entirely different meanings.®* In the framework of education is
defined to comprise all communication (using different modes and media)
designed to bring about learning, i.e. improvement in behaviour, know-
ledge, skills etc., in an organized and sustained setting involving a providing
agency (UNESCO, 2006 [1997], p.9-10). According to this definition, incid-
ental or non-formal learning (i. e. as a by-product of some event or activity)
is not covered. Otherwise, the framework is very general in scope, as it
covers education thus defined “for all age groups and includes special needs
education as well as other types of education irrespective of the institution
or agency providing the education or the mode of delivery” (UNESCO, 1999,
p.5). Therefore, distance, adult and continuing education are included, too,
and usually assigned to categories on the basis of their equivalence

with regular education programmes (UNESCO) 2006 [1997], p. 13).

In contrast to the basic unit of classification of is the educa-
tional programme, which is defined on the basis of its “educational content
as an array or sequence of educational activities, which are organised to
accomplish a pre-determined objective or specified set of educational tasks.
Objectives can, for example, be preparation for more advanced study, quali-
fication for an occupation or range of occupations, or simply an increase of
knowledge and understanding” (UNESCO), 2006 [1997], p. 11). “Educational
activities” are not restricted to courses, but may include practical periods of
work in companies, team-based research projects and the individual writing

of dissertations. In most cases, the completion of an educational programme

See e. g. the erroneous use of the term ‘high school” by [Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner, |2005
as a direct translation from the German term ‘Hochschule”: The context clearly indicates that
the authors actually meant higher education institutions, although native English speakers,
especially Americans, would understand ‘high school’ to refer to secondary school. Similarly,
the term “primary school” has different meanings across countries and thus needs to be clearly
defined for cross-national purposes.
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and thus accomplishment of the pre-determined objective is formally certi-
fied through an award, diploma or the like. Thereby can, like

also be used for classifying educational qualifications.*

2.2.4.2 |ISCED 97/main levels of education

levels of education are meant to relate to “gradations of learning ex-
periences and the competences which the contents of an educational pro-
gramme require of participants if they are to have a reasonable expectation
of acquiring the knowledge, skills and capabilities that the programme is
designed to impart” (UNESCO, 2006 [1997], p.15). classifies edu-
cational programmes into seven broad ordinal levels (o to 6), which thus
mean to reflect the degree of complexity of the content of an educational
programme in broad steps from very elementary to more complex learn-
ing experiences. The definitions of some levels of education were changed
and the rules for assigning educational programmes to specific levels were

clarified and tightened in compared to The following para-
graphs describe the seven main levels.

level o (pre-primary education) is defined as programmes forming the
“initial stage of organized instruction ... designed primarily to introduce
very young children to a school-type environment, i.e. to provide a bridge
between the home and a school-based atmosphere” (UNESCO, |2006 [1997],
p-20). Pre-primary education is school or centre-based, starts at age three

or later and lasts up to the age of entry into primary education. In contrast

Technical documentation specifying how to adapt to the measurement of educa-
tional attainment and how to implement it in cross-national surveys is however not currently
available, although this was announced to be part of the operational manual in [UNESCO
(2006 [1997], p.7). In order to use for the measurement of educational attainment
instead of enrolment, the certificates resulting from educational programmes need to be clas-
sified rather than the programme itself. Fortunately, certifications are also indicated in the
(tabular) mappings.
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to child-care, which is not covered in level o, staff in pre-primary
education need a pedagogical rather than paramedical qualification. For the
measurement of educational attainment, o would be used to classify
individuals who did not receive any substantial amount of formal schooling,

i.e. who completed less than primary education.

level 1 (primary education or first stage of basic education) pro-
grammes “are normally designed on a unit or project basis to give students
a sound basic education in reading, writing and mathematics along with
an elementary understanding of other subjects such as history, geography,
natural science, social science, art and music” (UNESCO, 2006 [1997], p. 22).
The transition from level o to 1 is marked by the beginning of sys-
tematic (and usually compulsory) studies, and the minimum and maximum
entry age is five and seven years respectively. Primary education lasts up
to entry into lower secondary education, typically after six years. In coun-
tries where primary and lower secondary education are integrated in one
long educational programme (‘basic education’), only the first 6 years count
towards level 1. In terms of educational attainment, individuals who

completed primary education, but did not receive an level 2 qualifica-
tion, are assigned to level 1.

level 2 (lower secondary education or the second stage of basic educa-
tion) is marked by the full implementation of basic skills, the beginning of
subject presentation and more specialised teaching than level 1. “In many, if
not most countries, the educational aim is to lay the foundation for lifelong
learning and human development on which countries may expand, system-
atically, further educational opportunities” (UNESCO, 2006 [1997], p. 24). It
starts after the end of primary education or the first six years of basic educa-

tion and ends around nine years after the beginning of primary education,
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i.e. at age 14-16, which often coincides with the end of compulsory educa-
tion. In many countries, the first school leaving certificate is awarded upon
successful completion of this level of education, which often is decisive in
terms of which type of educational programme can be followed at the next

higher level.

level 3 (upper secondary education) constitutes the first level of post-
compulsory and the final stage of secondary education in most coun-
tries. Usually the completion of level 2 is required for entry into
3.2 The degree of specialisation is increased compared to level 2,
and teachers typically need higher or more specialised qualifications. The
age of entry is typically age 15 or 16 (but sometimes 14), and the duration

can range from two to five years. The typical exit age is 18 or 19.

level 4 (post-secondary, non-tertiary education) “captures programmes
that straddle the boundary between upper secondary and post-secondary
education from an international point of view, even though they might
clearly be considered as upper secondary or post-secondary programmes
in a national context” (UNESCO, 2006 [1997], p.31). These programmes
require the completion of level 3, but are often not considered signi-
ficantly more advanced than level 3 (e.g. second cycle or second chance
programmes, often for ‘correcting’ the choice of programme at level 3, or
continuing/adult education). Their duration is between six months and two
years. This level did not exist in and the respective programmes
were either assigned to levels 3 or 5.

In some countries compulsory education however extends into level 3, e.g. education
is obligatory in Germany until age 18 (although there are some variations across the federal
states), and in Hungary compulsory education lasts until age 18. In the United Kingdom,
compulsory education was also extended to age 18 by the Education and Skills Act 2008.
Since compulsory education requirements vary a lot across countries, it is very problematic
to use as a criterion for ISCED.
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level 5 (first stage of tertiary education) “consists of tertiary pro-
grammes having an educational content more advanced than those offered
at levels 3 and 4” (UNESCO, 2006 [1997], p.34). Such programmes are
provided by various types of colleges and universities and have special entry
requirements (certificates from levels 3 and 4). The cumulative dura-
tion from the beginning of level 5 is at least two years, but completing two
programmes of a cumulative duration of four to six years at level 5 is com-
mon. These programmes do not yet lead directly to an advanced research

qualification.

level 6 (second stage of tertiary education) “is reserved for tertiary pro-
grammes which lead to the award of an advanced research qualification. The
programmes are therefore devoted to advanced study and original research
and are not based on course-work only” (UNESCO, 2006 [1997], p. 39). These
are thus exclusively higher education programmes that require the submis-
sion of a thesis of publishable quality, and conclude with the doctorate or
PhD, or the Licentiate in a few countries. They prepare for research and

faculty posts.

Since it is practically impossible to directly assess and compare the complex-
ity of the content of all educational programmes for all countries,
uses a number of auxiliary criteria as proxies. These auxiliary criteria are
ranked into main and subsidiary criteria, which complement each other (UN+
ESCO) 2006 [1997], p. 16 and |OECD||1999, p.13). These criteria include e.g.
the typical starting age of participants, theoretical and typical duration of
a programme, typical and minimum entrance requirement, type of certific-
ate or diploma awarded upon successful completion of the programme and
others. No auxiliary criterion should be the sole guide for attributing an

educational programme to a certain level, but variations could be envisaged,
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keeping the content of the educational programme as the primary classific-

ation criterion in mind. [Iable 2.1/ gives an overview of main and subsidiary

criteria for assigning [ISCED|levels.

2.2.4.3 Sub-categories within ISCED 97 main levels

did not provide any sub-categories within the different levels,

which is why it was criticised for being too undifferentiated. The introduc-
tion of a set of complementary dimensions according to which some
levels can be subdivided is the most consequential change introduced by
These sub-dimensions serve to facilitate classification and achieve
more pertinent statistics. However, these sub-dimensions are often ignored
or users of the classification are not aware of them (e. g. Korner and Meyer,
2005, p.15). Therefore, they are described here in some detail. There are

four complementary dimensions, namely

1. Type of programme/type of subsequent education or destination;
2. Programme orientation;
3. Cumulative (theoretical) duration since the beginning of a specific

level; and

4. Position in the national degree and qualification structure.

levels o, 1 and 6 do not have any complementary dimensions.
shows, in the last column, which complementary dimensions apply to which

ISCED| levels.

TYPE OF PROGRAMME/OF SUBSEQUENT EDUCATION OR DESTINATION
This complementary dimension is denoted by capital letters A, B and C
and occurs at [ISCED| levels 2, 3, 4 and 5. These letters have a somewhat

different meaning at each level: type of subsequent education or destination



TaBLE 2.1: Criteria for classifying educational programmes by levels of education

How to dete.rmir}e the level of a programme: Prqu criter.ia f.or contents Name of the level Code Corr.lplem'entary
Main criteria Subsidiary criteria dimensions
Educational properties; School  Staff qualification Pre-primary education o None
or centre-based; Minimum age;
Upper age limit
Apprenticeship of reading, Entry into the nationally designated Primary education/ 1 None
writing and mathematics primary institutions or programmes First stage of basic
Start of compulsory education education
Subject presentation; Full Entry after some 6 years of primary Lower secondary 2 Type of subsequent education or

implementation of basic skills
and foundation for lifelong
learning

education; End of the cycle after 9
years since the beginning of primary
education; End of compulsory
education; Several teachers conduct
classes in their field of specialization

education/
Second stage of basic
education

destination; Programme orientation

Typical entrance qualification; (Upper) secondary 3 Type of subsequent education or

Minimum entrance requirement education destination; Programme orientation;

Entrance requirement; Content; Post-secondary non 4 gumulfatlve fduratloln s1{1ce the

Age; Duration tertiary education eginnng o cvels

Minimum entrance requirement; First stage of tertiary 5  Type of programmes; Cumulative

Type of certification obtained; education (not leading theoretical duration at tertiary;

Duration directly to an advanced National degree and qualification
research qualification) structure

Research-oriented content; Prepare graduates for faculty and Second stage of tertiary 6  None

Submission of thesis or
dissertation

research posts

education (leading to
an advanced research
qualification)

Source: [UNESCO|1999, p. 8, Table 2; identical to [UNESCO |2006 [1997], p. 19, Table 1.
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at levels 2 to 4, and type of programme at level 5. Since the sub-categories at
levels 3 and 4 are defined by their relationship to the sub-categories at [[SCED|
level 5 and the sub-categories at level 2 with reference to the sub-categories

at level 3, the sub-categories are set out here from ‘top” to ‘bottom’.

5A programmes are higher education programmes that are largely the-
oretically based. These are generally university studies, but equivalent stud-
ies at polytechnic colleges or universities of applied science that lead to an
academic degree are also included. 5B programmes in contrast cover
tertiary vocational education programmes of at least 2 years duration that pre-
pare for direct entry into the labour market. They are thus rather practical
in scope and more occupationally specific than type A programmes. These
are generally sub-degree level courses, which are often based on previous
vocational training or technical upper secondary education. It can be very
difficult to draw the line between type A and type B programmes at level 5.
The minimum criteria for classifying a programme as 5A are a minimum
duration of studies of 3 years, level 6 as the typical qualification for
faculty involved in teaching, and 5A studies either lead to access to studies
for an advanced research qualification 6) or to professions with high

skills requirements, such as medical doctors or lawyers.

At level 4, the manual diverges from the s conceptual-

isation. According to [UNESCO) I[SCED| 4A programmes prepare for entry to

level 5, irrespective of type of programme. Programmes classified as
[ISCED|4B in turn do not give access to tertiary education, but are designed for
direct labour market entry. In contrast, the proposes to use category
4A only for programmes preparing for 5A, and 4B for programmes

preparing for [[SCED| 5B. Programmes classified as 4B in the [UNESCO]| version
are classified as 4C in the [OECD| version.
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At level 3, 3A are “programmes (...) designed to provide direct ac-
cess to 5A”, 3B “programmes (...) designed to provide direct access
to 5B” and 3C “programmes (...) not designed to lead directly to
5A or 5B. Therefore, these programmes lead directly to the labour
market, [ISCED| 4 programmes or other 3 programmes” (UNESCO, 2006

[1997], p-31).%

For level 2, 2A programmes are “programmes designed for direct ac-
cess to level 3 in a sequence which would ultimately lead to tertiary educa-
tion, i.e. entrance to 3A or 3B”; 2B “programmes designed for direct
access to level 3C” and 2C “programmes primarily designed for direct access

to the labour market at the end of this level” (UNESCO, 2006 [1997], p. 25).

Programmes denoted as C can thus be said to generally contain ‘terminal
programmes’ that prepare for labour market entry. Programmes in sub-
category B give access to at least one higher level of education, but exclude
access to the mostly general/academic programmes 3A and 5A (except 4A,
which is largely used for second-chance programmes for gaining access to
university and can thus be accessed from 3B and 3C). Programmes
in sub-category A (apart from 4A) contain the most direct path up to the
highest level of education, i.e. the doctorate, and thus include traditional

academic/general education (but not exclusively so).

PROGRAMME ORIENTATION The second complementary dimension is
programme orientation, which is used at[ISCED|levels 2, 3 and 4. General edu-
cation (abbreviated to ‘g’ as in 3Ag) “is mainly designed to lead participants
to a deeper understanding of a subject or group of subjects, especially, but

not necessarily, with a view to preparing participants for further (additional)

24 The|OECD]version of [ISCED|level 4 is thus more consistent with the use of the sub-dimension
programme destination at[ISCED|level 3.
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education at the same or a higher level” (UNESCO, 2006 [1997], p. 25). Gen-
eral education is school based. In countries where on-the-job training is the
typical mode of achieving practical skills, general education is regarded as
appropriate for labour market entry. In other countries, where vocational

training is largely provided in the educational system, this is not the case.

Pre-vocational or pre-technical education (abbreviated “p” as in 2Bp) “is mainly
designed to introduce participants to the world of work and to prepare them
for entry into vocational or technical education programmes” (UNESCO,
2006 [1997], p.26), but does not yet lead to a full labour market relevant
qualification. The proportion of vocational and technical contents should be
at least 25 % for classification as pre-vocational or pre-technical. This type
of education is however rather rare, and the mappings do not contain

many programmes designated to fall in sub-category ‘p’.

Vocational or technical education (abbreviated to ‘v’ as in 3Cv) “is mainly de-
signed to lead participants to acquire the practical skills, know-how and un-
derstanding necessary for employment in a particular occupation or trade
or class of occupations or trades” (UNESCO, 2006 [1997], p.26). Such quali-
fications are directly relevant for the labour market and usually recognised
by a country’s employers’ associations. The importance of vocational pro-
grammes as well as the specific organisation of vocational training and their

vocational specificity varies a lot across countries.

Programme destination and programme orientation tend to overlap (i.e. ‘A’ is
mostly general education, ‘B” pre-vocational and vocational, and ‘C” mostly
vocational). However, the degree of overlap differs across countries: In coun-
tries with an ‘open’ educational system (e.g. Finland, Sweden, the United

Kingdom and Central and Eastern European countries), where vocational
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education may also lead to subsequent general/academic education, voca-
tional education is included in subcategory ‘A’ in terms of programme destin-

ation.

PROGRAMME DURATION The cumulative theoretical duration (in full-
time equivalents) since the beginning of level 3 or 5 is used to make
additional differentiations within 3C and 5A programmes. It is
also used in order to determine if a programme should be classified as

level 3 or 4.

Within 3C, the distinguishes between programmes with less

than six months duration, six months to one year, one to two years, and more
than two years. In order to identify what counts as level 3 completion,
the distinguishes 3C programmes that have a duration comparable to
the cumulative duration of 3A and 3B programmes in the respective coun-
try from programmes that are significantly shorter (i.e. by more than one
year) (OECD) 1999, p. 42). however differentiates ‘short’ and ‘long’
3C programmes using an absolute cut-off of three or two years dur-
ation in the depending on the year of the survey (Eurostat, 2006a),
2008d). This distinction is important because for graduation and attainment,
short 3C programmes do not count as ISCED level 3 completion so that in-

dividuals who complete such programmes should be included in level 2.

At level 4, the uses cumulative duration since the beginning of
level 3 to decide if an educational programme should be classified as
4 when[ISCED| 3C is the minimum entry requirement: If the cumulative
duration of the 3C programme and the programme in question is more than

the duration of the typical 3A or 3B programmes in the respective country,
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it should be assigned to level 4; otherwise it should be put into

level 3.

At level 5, cumulative duration is a very important additional criterion
to distinguish between ‘lower” and ‘higher” degrees. Cumulative duration

is calculated by adding up the duration of consecutive programmes. The

sub-categories distinguished by the are

1. Two and less than three years (not used for 5A since 5A pro-
grammes have a minimum duration of three years by definition);
Three and less than four years;

Four and less than five years;

Five and less than six years; and

More than six years.

Al ol S

The uses somewhat less detailed sub-categories: ‘short’ (two to less
than three years); ‘medium’ (three to less than five years); ‘long’ (five to six

years); and very long (more than six years).

POSITION IN THE NATIONAL DEGREE STRUCTURE Tertiary education
is marked by an internal structure of qualifications in many countries, and
the Bologna process implements such a structure in all [EUl member states
(and other participating countries) since the Bologna declaration in 1999 (The
European Ministers of Education, |1999). Since this declaration was signed
after the adoption of the Bologna reforms are not reflected in the
revised framework. In countries with an undergraduate/postgraduate

split, the first degree is an important transition point, and only a second
5A degree gives access to level 6.

This is picked up by the sub-dimension position in the national degree structure
in The internal structure thus refers to the division between un-
dergraduate and postgraduate studies, concluding with a first and second

degree respectively (or even further degrees). 5A second programmes
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require the completion of an 5A first programme, and should have a
significantly higher level of content than first-degree programmes. A differ-

entiation between first and second qualifications is also drawn (but, upon

inspection of the mappings, much less used) within 5B.

Many European countries did not have such a structure before the Bologna
process kicked in, and their first degrees would have been equivalent to
second degrees in countries that used to have this distinction already before
the Bologna reforms. For example, British Bachelor’s degrees, the French
Licence and the German Diplom and Magister are all first degrees, but the
German degrees take longer and accordingly cover a higher level of edu-
cational content than the first degrees in France and the United Kingdom

others.

OECD, (1999) adds ‘intermediate” qualifications to the qualification structure
in 5A. This category does not count as completion of 54, but
covers the initial years of a longer 5A programme that conclude with a sep-
arate examination (e.g. the Diplome d’Etudes Universitaires Générales
in France; or Zwischenpriifung or Vordiplom in Germany). From a human
capital perspective, it is important to include the attainment of such a level
of education separately from the previous (usually 3A) and later (5A first)

qualifications (OECD) 1999, p. 54).

shows the transition pattern and typical educational paths taken
through educational systems in terms of It builds on the transition
pattern given by UNESCO (2006 [1997], p. 18), but is slightly adapted to the
[OECD[s version of including the additional subcategory 4C, and also
visualises the most important sub-categories. It should be noted that the
arrows shown are simplified and only reflect ‘minimal entry requirements’.

This means that although no arrow is drawn between e.g. 3A and
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FIGURE 2.2:[ISCED g7/ transition pattern according to [OECD

5B, this path is possible in most countries, as 3A is usually regarded
as a higher qualification than 3B, and qualifications are seen as ‘downward

compatible’.

As the previous sections and reveal, [ISCED 97 is a very complex

classification. Its application to actual data from different countries is by
no means straightforward, and cannot be. In order to facilitate the applic-
ation, the has prepared an operational manual, which gives “spe-

cific and operational instructions. Without them, no individual country, no
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matter how strong its intention to facilitate international comparisons, is
in a position to determine whether its method of assigning programmes
to international categories is compatible with the methods of other coun-

tries” (UNESCO, 1999, p.11). It is therefore necessary that everybody who

is responsible for the coding of [CSEVs into ISCED 97/is familiar with this opera-

tional manual and the manual provided by the (including the mapping

tables for the single countries).

2.3 ONE CONCEPT, ONE OPERATIONALISATION OF EDUCATIONAL AT-

TAINMENT?

Given the different ranges of countries and research areas involving edu-
cation as a central variable, the actual concepts and measures of education
used in the studies cited throughout differ greatly—it is in fact
difficult to identify any two studies that operationalise educational attain-

ment in the same way:.

It should be clear by now that there are different perspectives one can take
with respect to the conceptualisation and measurement of educational attain-
ment: One size won't fit all. For measuring level of education as a widely
recognized qualification and looking at economic returns to education as a
signal, researchers need information on the highest educational certificate
the respondent has achieved. For measuring level of education in terms of
socialisation and investment in education, it is the highest level and poten-
tially type of education (e. g. general or vocational) attended, irrespective of
the formal certificate achieved, that needs to be covered in the data. Both
the highest level attended and level of the highest certificate achieved can,
but need not be, the same for any given individual: Individuals often enrol

in an educational programme without graduating, either because they drop
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out before the end of the programme, chose not to take the final examin-
ation or fail it. Furthermore, there might be differences between countries
in the overall incidence of such discrepancies between level of education at-
tended, completed and certified. In France for example, selection does not so
much depend on admission procedures, but on highly competitive exam-
inations, so that there is a rather high discrepancy between the proportion
of people who complete a certain level of education and the proportion of
people who also achieve the respective certificate. shows how
these concepts are nested within each other, with ‘grade/educational pro-
gramme attended’ being the widest and ‘certified successful completion of
grade/educational programme’ being the narrowest one. The unit of meas-
urement differs across these definitions of educational attainment: in the
first two cases, it is the educational programme or grade, in the last case it

is the certificate.

attended grade/educational programme,
but not necessarily fully /completed

completed grade/educational programme,
but not necessarily successfully /certified

certified successful completion of
grade/educational programme

FIGURE 2.3: Scope of different concepts of educational attainment

visualises how measures of educational attainment are derived,
similar to the more general depiction in Since human capital,
possibly extended by the aspect of signalling, is the construct underlying
most theories on the effects of education, it is given as the example construct

here (but others would be possible).

Whereas actual years of education could be considered to capture the invest-

ment in education, hypothetical years of education come closer to an output
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Construct Indicator Questionnaire item Analytical measure

__________ 1 P | | | |

I I
Years of education+—:—>ACtual years of

Hypothetical years
of education

| ! i G !
I

, | i i ' i , education X
| | ! ! |
' iu?zz? *'_LEducational i1 Level of education ——+ > Scaled measure '
' P |7 attainment ' " attended < i
| (& signal) L 1> ISCED :
I .

! - Ede:atlonal T CASMIN :
| .1 certificates !
I

| L :
: v !

(In-)Validity Measurement Error Processing Error

FIGURE 2.4: Operationalisation of human capital

measure. In contrast to years of schooling, using a categorical variable, it
is possible to measure what type of education (vocational, technological or
academic) an individual attended or achieved, and to take the signalling

character of formal qualifications into account. This idea is fundamental to

the [CASMIN| scheme and, to a lesser degree, to [[SCED gy

The basic idea of both international classifications of education,
and is to provide a framework with which national classifications
can be ‘translated” into an internationally standardised classification. The
challenge is to “apply the most precise educational classification that can
still be considered as a ‘common denominator” to the respective countries
involved” (Brauns et al 2003, p.242). Such a framework might be based on
a set of definitions for the categories of the international classification (which
can be more or less explicit) like or provide explicit definitions plus
detailed mappings linking national educational programmes (as the basic

unit of classification) to internationally comparable categories, like

Both [CASMIN| and [ISCED gy basically distinguish between primary, secondary

and tertiary education, and then differentiate further within these levels. Not
only are such measures more meaningful (especially in European societies

with highly differentiated and stratified educational systems) than years of
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education, but they can usually also be derived from national educational

attainment measures available in virtually all social surveys.

The main problem with using for comparative research today is that
it has only been applied to a limited number of countries in the past, that
there are no formal guidelines for its implementation in other countries, and
that it is not systematically updated on a regular basis due to lacking institu-
tional backing. There is also generally not much documentation available on
The advantage of the scheme is that it was specifically de-
veloped for the purposes of social stratification and mobility research and is
academically driven. Compared to one of the biggest advantages of
is the availability of background information and documenting ma-

terial, especially the mapping tables (Eurostat, [2005; (OECD) [1999).

A shortcoming of both categorical measures of educational attainment is the
neglect of dropouts or exam failures (see also Brauns et al., 2003). People
who drop out of an educational programme or fail the examination require-
ments are therefore classified at their last successfully completed level of
education, despite the fact that they might have spent a substantial amount

of time in the educational system after achieving that level.



PREVIOUS EVALUATIONS OF MEASURES OF
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT FOR CROSS-NATIONAL

RESEARCH AND EVALUATION CRITERTA

The previous chapter described measures of educational attainment com-
monly applied in cross-national research. This chapter will review the literat-
ure concerning evaluations of these measures and conclude by synthesizing
the gaps in current research and evaluation criteria chosen for the remainder

of the study.

In the first section, the available cross-national evaluations of educational at-
tainment measures will be reviewed. As a next step, I will briefly discuss
selected studies evaluating different ways of measuring educational attain-
ment in country-specific studies. In the last two sections of this chapter,
open questions concerning the quality of measures of educational attain-
ment arising from this review will be summarised, and evaluation criteria

for the main parts of the study (Parts [[] and [[I) will be presented.

3.1 PREVIOUS CROSS-NATIONAL STUDIES EVALUATING EDUCATIONAL

ATTAINMENT MEASURES

Not many studies have been conducted to evaluate the quality of measure-

ment of educational attainment in comparative research. Quite some of them
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belong to the ‘grey” literature: these studies represent preparatory or back-
ground work that is conducted for international organisations or survey or-

ganisers and hardly ever published in academic journals.

Cross-national studies evaluating the measurement of educational attain-
ment cover two different issues: 1. The consistency of the distribution of
educational attainment across data sources (Dourleijn et al.,|2000; Hoffmeyer-
Zlotnik and Warner, 2007; Hudson| |2007; Kolsrud and Skjak, 2005) and 2. the
loss of information (and thus explanatory power) coming about by harmon-
isation (Braun and Miiller| 1997; Kerckhoff and Dylan, 1999; Kerckhoff et al.,

2002)).

3.1.1  Consistency of educational attainment distributions

Inconsistencies in the educational attainment distributions within countries
across data sources (using the same cross-national coding scheme, usually
could hint at differences in the underlying data generation processes,
especially in the exact way in which are harmonised into the cross-
national scheme. Given the complexity of the and the fact that the
available information sources (such as the mappings) are not widely
known, misclassifications of country-specific education categories in
categories are quite probable. This can especially be expected to be a prob-
lem when the data are coded by non-experts, as is the case e.g. in the

(Hoftmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner, 2007).

Dourleijn et al| (2000, p.8) report large variations across countries in the dis-
tribution of educational attainment according to an aggregated three-level

version® for women born between 1953 and 1967 in the Fertility and

25 The three-level version of distinguishes o to 2 (low level of education), 3 and 4

(medium/upper secondary level of education) and 5 and 6 (high/tertiary level of education).
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Family Surveys for 17 European countries that according to the authors
do not match the distributions published in the yearbook (Euro?
stat|, [1996) for the same population. They also notice that there are no clear
regional patterns in the distributions of educational attainment. However,
the official reference data are not shown side by side with the data, so
that it is hard to tell what the authors mean by ‘large’ variations and incon-

sistencies.

With respect to the Eurostat (2007¢) notes that most countries’ NS re-
port that they have never compared the educational attainment distributions
produced by their Labour Force Survey with outcomes of the data
collection or other external data sources. [Hudson| (2007) examines absolute
differences between [OECDfs “Education at a Glance” Series (EAG), usually

derived from national [LFSs and used as a standard of comparison, and a

number of academically driven and sample surveys
and in the distribution of The purpose of this study is to

investigate the quality of survey data sources for the development of
indicators on the social outcomes of education, for which are unsuitable.

For these comparisons, again a three-level version of [[SCED 97 is used.

In most countries, the surveys report more cases in the ‘low education” cat-
egory and fewer cases in the ‘medium education” category than In
the a number of countries also show considerably more respondents
with “tertiary education” as compared to The differences are quite large
in a few countries, amounting to e.g. a difference of around 60 percent-
age points in the ‘low education’ category for the United Kingdom (UK) in
the Switzerland in the and Germany in the Czech
Republic (CZ), [DE and the [UK] repeatedly turn up as the countries with the

lowest match with data.
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The distributions in the are closer to overall than those in the or

which could be explained by the fact that the [ESS|decided to use

as the cross-national coding scheme for educational attainment at the outset
(for more details, see [Section 4.1.1). The sponsored surveys and
also fare better than the academically driven ones. [Hudson! (2007) sug-
gests three potential sources for these inconsistencies: 1. Non-comparability
of samples, possibly exacerbated by the rather small sample sizes of social
surveys as compared to ,'26 2. unreliability of the educational attainment
measures used, e.g. because of differences in the question wording across

surveys; and 3. differences in the harmonisation procedures, i.e. coding of

the [GSEV} into

Hudson| (2007) checked the data with respect to the first issue by com-
paring the distributions of age, sex, number of individuals in the household,
labour force status etc. with the distributions of these variables in data.
From this comparison, the author infers that “sampling in general is not the
reason the education attainment variable in differs from that reported in
[...] Moreover, the distributions for non-education variables are closely
aligned both in countries for which education attainment data are aligned
and in countries for which education attainment data are not aligned, sug-
gesting that the mis-alignment seen in the education variable does not result
from a sampling problem” (p.9). As can be seen by the enormous reduc-
tion in the discrepancies when recoding the source data into
(p. 7-8), the third issue seems to have a big influence on the consistency of
educational attainment data in different surveys. Hudson| (2007) thus over-
all concludes that these findings “reiterate the importance of the national-

coding-to{ISCED| transition process, and further support the conclusion that

The author does not mention bias because of item non-response, possibly because item non-
response is not very common for educational attainment variables (see Section 4.1).
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something specific to the coding of the education attainment variable (rather
than sampling) is the main source of the discrepancies between international

surveys and [EAG]" (p.9). This is not checked any more in this paper.

Both [Kerckhoft and Dylan| (1999) and Kerckhoff et al.| (2002) also come to
the conclusion that is not always implemented in in the way re-
commended by the A closer look at table 1 in Hudson[s the paper
(p. 11) allows us to speculate as to what might have gone wrong and why a
low level of attainment is overestimated in the non-{LFS data. With respect
to in the vocational upper secondary education is either misclas-
sified as ‘low’ education rather than ‘medium’ or not covered in the data,
so that respondents are assigned to their highest level of general education,
which would be ‘low”: there are far too few respondents in the ‘medium’
category. Something similar might have happened in|CZ and Poland (PL), es-
pecially with respect to differential classification of vocational programmes
as short or long 3C programmes in different surveys. The difficulties in the
treatment of upper secondary vocational education could also be explained
by the reluctance of data coders to aggregate vocational and general educa-
tional attainment categories at the upper secondary level in one international
category, which is understandable given the actual differences between the
respective qualifications. For the the overrepresentation of ‘low’” edu-
cated individuals in the can probably be explained by differences in the
mappings applied since the boundary between levels 2 and 3 is
disputed for the |UK| (see Schneider, |2008a).

There is also some initial evidence of the bridging of [CSEV} into ISCED| in

the from Kolsrud and Skjak! (2005) and Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner
(2007). Hotfmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner (2007) find differences in the distribu-

tion of educational attainment according to a six-level version of ISCED| (sum-
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marising levels o and 1) between the and published data (OECD,
2006) for [DE, Denmark (DK), France and Luxembourg (LU). For [LU|and
these differences can be attributed to misclassifications by the Luxem-
bourgish and French teams because the source data are available in the
The authors however do not quantify these differences either, and only
examine these four countries out of the 30 countries for which data are

available.

Kolsrud and Skjak (2005) in their discussion of the harmonisation of back-
ground variables in the [ESS|find difficulties in the differentiation of primary
and secondary education as well as inconsistent use of the two categories
for tertiary education in the three countries they examine (Belgium (BE),
Israel and Sweden (SE)), not in line with the [UNESCO[s documentation
of (UNESCO, [2006 [1997]). One problem seems to lie in the delin-
eation of primary and secondary education. Another problem that occurred
in a number of [ESS countries and was examined by Kolsrud and Skjak| (2005)
is where to draw the line between level 5 and 6. |[Kolsrud and Skjak
(2005, p.172) conclude that “national teams don’t necessarily have a shared
understanding of the product (common frame) variable, even when the cat-

egories of the product variable are well defined”.*”

To summarise, only very little systematic evidence exists so far concerning
the consistency across surveys and countries in the application of to
[CSEVk. However, the few studies that made such comparisons usually find
substantial discrepancies in the distribution of educational attainment across
data sources and recommend to find the causes of these discrepancies. Apart

from Hudson| (2007) checking the comparability of the different samples,

As a consequence of these issues, the authors suggest a “centrally coordinated review of the
national input instruments and the national bridging into the common coding frame”
(Kolsrud and Skjak, 2005, p. 176). A Quality Enhancement Meeting for the educational attain-
ment measure in the is scheduled for October 2009.



3.1 PREVIOUS CROSS-NATIONAL EVALUATIONS

none of the studies makes a systematic attempt at tracing the sources of the

inconsistencies in terms of data generating processes.

3.1.2  Studies on the loss of information through harmonisation

Next, cross-national studies that examine the loss of information through
harmonisation of into cross-national education variables are to be dis-
cussed. Kerckhoff and colleagues published two articles concerning the eval-
uation of and the education scheme for a small number of
countries, namely Great Britain (GB), the Netherlands (NL), [SE and the
United States on the one hand (Kerckhoff and Dylan, 1999) and
and the [US on the other (Kerckhoff et al., 2002). Braun and Miiller| (1997) per-

formed a similar evaluation for the and Hungary (HU), covering

CASMIN|, years of schooling and a very basic three-category scheme.

The methodological rationale of the analyses performed in these studies was
that there are two sources of systematic variation in the association between
educational attainment as given by a cross-national measure and other (out-
come) variables (e.g. occupational status) over countries: Firstly, the ‘true’
association between educational attainment and the chosen outcome vari-
able may differ over countries—this is what researchers are usually inter-
ested in. Secondly, different cross-national measures of educational attain-
ment reflect the ‘true” level of educational attainment to different degrees.
Therefore, the strength of the association between educational attainment
and the outcome variable will also depend on which specific (cross-national)
measure of educational attainment is used. The strength of association was

in all these studies measured by the R?s resulting from regressions of the

outcome variable on different education measures.
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The information content of different measures of educational attainment can
be evaluated by comparing the association of these measures with a given
outcome within countries. The association of the outcome with a country-
specific education measure can serve as a benchmark. Furthermore, the vari-
ation in the information content of different measures of educational attain-
ment across countries can give valuable information on how adequate the

different measures are in different national contexts.

Braun and Miiller| (1997) use a relatively wide set of outcome variables (in-
cluding e.g. gender attitudes and personal income) to evaluate
years of schooling and a basic three-category scheme. In all countries but the
years of schooling were (sometimes considerably) less strongly associated
with the outcome than the country-specific education variable, regardless of
the outcome variable chosen. Using resulted in less—but still some-
times undesirable—loss of predictive power. The minimal three-category
scheme showed the weakest performance of all measures, illustrating “how
much information we lose by using increasingly unrefined measures of edu-
cation” (Braun and Miiller, 1997, p.177). An interesting additional benefit
of this study is that for two country-specific categorical measures of
educational attainment are used: one that includes vocational training, and
another one that does not. The results show that the inclusion of vocational
training can be crucial since it explains a lot of variation in some of the

outcome variables and is a core pillar of the German educational system.

For the evaluation of Kerckhoff and Dylan! (1999) used data from
the for [GB| and the They compared the R?s resulting from the re-
gression of occupational prestige scores (Treiman, [1977) and cognitive test

scores on educational attainment measured in three ways: 1. Using [ISCED 78
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as implemented by the national researchers, 2. using as recommen-
ded by the and 3. using the country-specific educational attainment
classification. The latter was used as a benchmark. The authors summarised

the results as follows (Kerckhoff and Dylan, 1999, p.770):

1. “Relatively minor changes in the classification of the in-
digenous credentials into standard categories (in this case
categories) can alter the associations between educa-
tional attainment and both occupational prestige and cog-
nitive skill.

2. Both constructions of standard categories underestimate the
associations between educational attainment and two im-
portant outcomes (occupational prestige and cognitive skill).

3. Underestimation is much greater in one country than
in another (the [U3).

4. The different underestimates lead to misleading impres-
sions of the relative importance of educational attainment
in the two countries by making the differences look larger
than they actually are.”

The comparison of [CASMIN| and [I[SCED 78| in Kerckhoft et al. (2002), also rely-

ing on data but using (crude) occupational prestige and International
Socio-Economic Index scores as outcome variables, shows that in
and performs better than This is because [ISCED 7§
does not differentiate between vocational and general education at the dif-
ferent levels; a distinction which is considered to be very important in many
European countries, but not so much in the In the [US in turn,
works better because it distinguishes between first and postgraduate degrees,
a distinction that is not important in European countries (before the Bologna
reforms). Thus the reclassifications imposed by either international frame-

work are not equally (in-) adequate in all countries. It is also noted that

neither [CASMIN| nor [ISCED 78| offer enough categories to adequately repres-

ent all important distinctions in educational credentials. Kerckhoff et al.

(2002) thus suggest a refinement of the scheme that more or less
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corresponds to the differentiations already proposed by Brauns and Stein:

mann| (1999), which actually appears to work much better in the [US and also

slightly better in [GB| than the original scheme.

Finally, Kolsrud and Skjak (2005) find differences within levels
between technical and general lower secondary education with respect to
attitudes towards immigrants in[NI] The conclusions thus resemble those by
Braun and Miillerl and Kerckhoff and colleagues: the aggregation of subcat-
egories can lead to a loss of important characteristics of the data. Kolsrud
and Skjak (2005) thus recommend to complement cross-national statistical
analyses using the comparable variable by country analyses using the
However, Kolsrud and Skjak (2005) do not study the effects of harmonisation
for other countries in the in a similar way, although this is in principle

possible with the [ESS| data.

To summarise, differences in analytic procedures, concept specifications and
measurement often prevent valid comparisons. “This difficulty has, in fact,
been common to all attempts at comparative research on social mobility and
the process of status attainment, with the result that it has heretofore been
impossible to distinguish between true differences in social structure and
differences resulting from variations in measurement procedures” (Treiman
and Terrell, 1975, p. 564-565). As shown in this brief review of the literature,
this is even true with harmonised measurement, because the harmonisation
process masks differences between countries that are highly relevant to the

process being studied.

Therefore, “the important conclusion to be reached is that the way in which
the standard categories are constructed from the indigenous categories can
make a major difference in the kinds of results that are produced in com-

parative research” (Kerckhoff and Dylan, [1999, p. 769, italics in the original).
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Specifically the level of detail and homogeneity of harmonised education
categories are influential in the cross-national comparability of educational
attainment measures. When measures of educational attainment are sim-
plified by reducing the number of categories, it can happen that variation
on the education variable is reduced to such a degree that its associations
with other variables are strongly attenuated. This means that if we include
educational attainment in some statistical analysis and the measure of edu-
cational attainment is highly simplified, we in fact only very partially control
for educational attainment. This can change the results of the statistical ana-
lysis from those that would be achieved with a detailed measure, and thus
the conclusions drawn from the analysis. Therefore, “What we want ... is
the best measure of the concept in question for a particular country rather
than a standard measure that is more appropriate in some countries than in
others (and will therefore show weaker relationships in some countries than
in others)” (Heath et al)} 2005, p.321). In order to allow the construction
of detailed cross-national educational attainment variables, it is therefore
recommended to collect data in sufficient detail, also having in mind that
educational systems continue to change and thus measures will have to ad-

apt to these changes accordingly (Braun and Miiller} 1997).

3.2 PREVIOUS STUDIES EVALUATING DIFFERENT EDUCATION MEAS-

URES WITHIN COUNTRIES

Which measure of education to use—a continuous one like years of educa-
tion or a categorical, credential based one—is of course not only an issue
in cross-national research. Especially in the there was a debate around

the existence (or not) of a so-called ‘sheepskin effect’,?® i.e. if educational

28 Educational certificates used to be made of sheepskin in the
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certificates have an effect on labour market outcomes over and above the
effect of years of education. Such an effect is indicated by “disproportionately
large increases in returns to schooling after the completion of certain years
that usually entail a degree” (Park} 1999, p.238). Reviewing the literature
comparing the performance of different educational attainment measures
within countries is a useful addition to the review of cross-national evalu-
ations since country-specific studies can take a quite detailed look at how
a specific educational attainment measure ‘works’. Moreover, evidence on
the malfunctioning of a specific educational attainment measure from an
individual country would replicate itself for this country in cross-national

studies.

Goodman! (1979a) compares a number of specifications of the educational
attainment effect on log earnings adjusted for full-time employment, using
adjusted R?s as the criterion to decide which specification explains earnings
best. The data set is a public use sub-sample of employed native born white
males between 15 and 65 years of age in the 1970 the [US Census. The spe-
cifications include a linear effect of years of education, a level-specific effect
(i.e. completion of a specific level of education, irrespective of the achieve-
ment of the respective certificate), a purely credentialist model, and com-
binations thereof (linear/credentialist and level-specific/credentialist). The
results show that the combined level-specific/credentialist specification fits
the data best: This means that the returns to schooling differ across levels
of education (elementary, high school, college, postgraduate) and with the
acquisition of the respective educational certificates (especially the achieve-
ment of a Bachelor’s degree). Log earnings are thus best explained by edu-

cational attainment if the measure of attainment combines level based and
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certificate based elements. The other models however come relatively close,

especially the linear/credentialist and the level specific model.

Subsequent the based studies also find evidence for sheepskin effects,
usually in addition to positive effects of partial studies (Faia, |1981} Frazis,
2002; [Heywood, 1994; Hungerford and Solon, 1987; Jaeger and Page| 1996;
Park, [1999). With respect to the comparison of different measures of edu-
cational attainment for other countries, Antelius and Bjorklund| (2000) also
find this result for Treiman and Terrell (1975) showed that with respect
to school leaving age fails to represent differentiations within groups
of people who left school at the same age but had attended different institu-
tions (grammar school or secondary modern school). For|CH} it has also been
shown that using ‘years of education’ rather than|[CASMIN]leads to a substan-
tial deterioration of model fit when predicting the prestige status of the first

job and labour market entry class (Buchmann and Sacchi, 1998, p. 425).

Miiller and Klein| (2008) finally show in some detail why the three-level ver-
sion of does not well represent the structure of educational attain-
ment in [DE| and thus leads to distorted substantive results on the intergen-
erational transmission of education: European Commission| (2008b), based
on data, reports that the dependence of individuals” educational at-
tainment on their parents” attainment is lowest in |DE| among all [EU| member
states, which is diametrically opposed to the results of the studies (e. g.
OECD, 2007) that throughout find rather strong effects of social origin on
student achievement in Again, the reasons can be sought in the high
level of heterogeneity of the middle and high categories which lead
the authors to conclude that “this three-level version [of my addition]
is such an undifferentiated, crude instrument that mixes up the incompar-

able that its use in this form should have been banned long ago” (Miiller and
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Klein, 2008, p. 52, my translation). The associations between parental and re-
spondents” education is substantially higher in |DE| when a more adequate

measure of educational attainment such as is used.

3.3 OPEN QUESTIONS AND AIMS OF THIS STUDY

Previous evaluations of different measures of educational attainment, either
studied in single countries or in a comparative context, reveal a number of
problems in the measurement of educational attainment relevant to cross-
national research. A relatively old statement by Ireiman and Terrell (1975)
is thus still valid today: As a consequence of these problems,
“various analysts have drawn contradictory conclusions from the
same data, a fact which underscores the point that numerical re-
sults may depend as much on measurement procedures as on
social reality and that standardized measurement procedures are
therefore a necessary prerequisite to the valid attribution of ob-
served differences to differences in social reality. To be sure,
standardized measurement procedures may mask as well as re-

veal true differences, but this problem is best resolved by refining
measurement, not by muddling it” (p. 564, footnote 2).

Therefore, the aim of this study is to provide a comprehensive evaluation of
the measurement of educational attainment in cross-national surveys. It will
build on the previous studies evaluating cross-national measures of educa-
tional attainment cited in this chapter, using similar methods and try to fill

some significant gaps:

First of all, there is hardly any systematic and large-scale evidence available
on the consistency of educational attainment data across time, countries and
data sets. It would therefore be worthwhile to 1. systematically quantify
differences in educational attainment distributions over time and across data

sources and 2. check the (in-)consistency of data collection instruments and
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recoding decisions in different countries when harmonising country-specific
into cross-national categories. This will be covered in [Part II| of this study,

focussing on [ISCED g7, since this is the measure used in most surveys today.

Secondly, the few studies comparing different cross-national measures of
educational attainment using construct validation techniques are limited in
scope in a number of ways: Since data using the revised were not
available until recently, has not yet been thoroughly evaluated by
any study. The results reached by Kerckhoff and Dylan|(1999) and Kerckhoff
et al. (2002) using might differ from those that would be achieved
with today: The major revision of undertaken in 1997 may
have changed the performance of the measure. Therefore, these studies need

updating.

Furthermore, although years of education are often used in cross-national re-
search, only the study by Braun and Miiller| (1997) has evaluated the predict-
ive power of years of education in a cross-national context. The studies also do

not consistently distinguish between measurements of actual and hypothetical

years of education. A comparison for [ISCED| and [CASMIN| for a wider range of

countries is also still outstanding (Ptetfer, 2008, p. 7).

In addition, in terms of choice of outcome variables for construct valida-
tion, as the data only included the major occupational categories of
the measures of occupational status and prestige used in Kerckhoff,
and Dylan| (1999) and Kerckhoff et al. (2002) are very crude. This might
have influenced the results, probably by “underestimating the degree of un-
derestimation” resulting from the harmonisation of educational attainment
variables. So far no study has attempted to validate the results achieved
with occupational status or prestige measures using social class attainment as

the outcome variable either.
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Finally, and most importantly, from the studies reviewed, it remains unclear
if works ‘equally bad” in all European countries (which would actu-
ally be better than differences between countries in the appropriateness of
a cross-national measure) since these studies only cover a relatively small
number of countries. We thus still lack knowledge about the effects of us-
ing comparable education measures in a wider range of countries, which is
crucial for a real assessment of the comparability of educational attainment

measures.

It would therefore be highly useful to check the performance of a wide range
of harmonised educational attainment measures in recent cross-national sur-
veys covering a wide range of countries. Filling these gaps is the aim of

Part Il of this study.

Taken together, [Part 1Il and [Part III} thus look at the comparability of educa-

tional attainment measures from different angles and focus on the different
stages of research where problems emerge, ranging from data collection over
coding and harmonisation to statistical analysis. This will conclude in a set
of specific recommendations which will be presented in the final chapter of

the study.

3.4 CRITERIA FOR THE EVALUATION OF CROSS-NATIONAL EDUCA-

TIONAL ATTAINMENT MEASURES

Any cross-national measure of educational attainment must be reliable and
valid within countries and comparable across countries. The goals of valid
country-specific and at the same time cross-nationally comparable meas-

urement “unfortunately work against each other. Greater comparability is
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achieved through generality, and therefore at the cost of what is character-

istic to each country. Finding a balance is not easy” (Brynin, 2003, p. 330).>°

3.4.1 Validity and reliability

Carmines and Zeller| (1979) discuss the two basic quality criteria for empir-
ical measurement: validity and reliability. Validity refers to “the extent to
which any measuring instrument measures what it is intended to measure”
(Carmines and Zeller, 1979, p.17). For example, does the measure capture
the whole breadth and all aspects of the intended concept? It is “a theoretic-
ally oriented issue because it inevitably raises the question, ‘valid for what

purpose’?” (Carmines and Zeller, |1979), p. 16).

The authors distinguish three types of validity:

1. Criterion validity refers to the degree to which a measure correlates with
an independent second measure of what it is supposed to measure (or
predict). However, Carmines and Zeller| (1979) note that “the most im-
portant limitation [of the concept of criterion validity, my addition] is
that, for many if not most measures in the social sciences, there simply
do not exist any relevant criterion variables” (p.19), which strongly
reduces the practical usefulness of the concept of criterion validity.

2. Content validity “depends on the extent to which an empirical meas-
urement reflects a specific domain of content” (Carmines and Zeller,

1979, p.20) and does not leave out any specific domain included in

29 Measurement quality is only one aspect of data and survey quality. The wider evaluation
of data quality of cross-national social survey data (e.g. issues related to the coverage of
sampling frames, availability of survey documentation, mode of data collection, experience
of surveying organisations, interviewer training etc., |Groves| 1989; [Harkness| [1999; Heath
et al.| 2005} [Lynn), |2003; [(OECD), 2003b) is however beyond the scope of this study. Therefore,
the discussion in this section will restrict itself to measurement validity, reliability and com-
parability. Other aspects of data quality are mentioned in the study when relevant evidence
is available.
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the construct to be measured. For example, if for some country, not
all dimensions of the construct are covered in its measurement, this
leads to ‘construct underrepresentation’ (van de Vijver, 2003). In order
to achieve content validity, “the researcher must be able to specify the
full domain of content that is relevant to the particular measurement
situation” (Carmines and Zeller, 1979, p.20). Unfortunately, there is
no rigorous way to assess content validity because there are no well-
defined objective criteria for when content validity is achieved, partly
because most concepts are not specified with the required exactness.
The assessment of content validity thus relies on common-sense judge-
ment to a substantial degree, which reduces its usefulness for the prac-

tical assessment of validity.

. Construct validity “is concerned with the extent to which a particular

measure relates to other measures consistent with theoretically derived
hypotheses concerning the concepts (or constructs) that are being meas-
ured” (Carmines and Zeller, |1979, p.23).3° With respect to categorical
variables, construct validity is e. g. negatively affected by ‘aggregation
error’, which is the error coming about by the merging of categories.
Construct validity is thus highly sensitive to the information content
of measures. Since construct validity and aggregation error can be
assessed empirically by correlating the measure to be evaluated with
some outcome variable that can, by theoretical reasoning, be assumed
to be closely related to the construct underlying the measure, it is the
most common and practically useful way of establishing a measure’s

validity (Carmines and Zeller} 1979, p. 27).

30 |Groves| (2004)) uses the term in a different sense that is closer to what Carmines and Zeller
(1979) denote as criterion validity, stating that “construct ‘validity’ is the extent to which the
measure is related to the underlying construct” (Groves, [2004, p. 50).
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In turn, reliability is defined as “the extent to which an experiment, test or
any measuring procedure yields the same results on repeated trials” (Car-
mines and Zeller} [1979, p.11). A measure cannot be valid without being
reliable. In contrast to validity, which implies systematic measurement error,
reliability refers to random measurement error (Alwin, |2007; [Carmines and
Zeller| 1979). Reliability is usually assessed by correlating repeated or paral-
lel measures of some construct (multiple measurement approach). However,
this relies on strong and usually unrealistic assumptions, e.g. that the re-
spondent does not ‘remember” his or her response at the first measurement
point (Alwin| |2007), and that there is no actual change. It is also very diffi-
cult to administer identical measures several times in one survey interview
in a way that is acceptable for survey respondents. As an alternative, the
multiple indicator approach and tests of internal consistency are often used.
This has the disadvantage that we cannot separate exactly which part of the
non-common variance across questionnaire items is due to unreliability and
which part due to actual differences in the ‘true values’ on the indicators. A
final way of checking (albeit aggregate) reliability is to compare summary

statistics (e.g. the distribution) of some measure across data sources.

3.4.2 Cross-national comparability

For the purposes of cross-national or longitudinal research, the criterion of
comparability must be added to the criteria of reliability and validity in the
assessment of measurement quality: A measure can (theoretically) be per-
fectly reliable and valid, but yet incomparable across time-points or coun-

tries.3" But what does cross-national comparability or equivalence mean?

Although many of the points made in this study apply to both spatial and time comparisons,
the terminology used will be restricted to cross-national comparisons.
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There are many different, sometimes partly overlapping, notions of equival-
ence used in the literature: |Johnson| (1998) counts no less than 52, ranging
from ‘cultural equivalence” to ‘psychometric equivalence’. Most discussions
of cross-national comparability or equivalence however relate to attitude or
academic achievement scales or similar measures that are constructed from
multiple questionnaire items and constructed through factor analytic mod-
els (e.g. Billiet, 2003; Billiet et al.,, 2002; [Blasius and Thiessen, |2006; Braun,
2000; Davidov, 2009; Kankaras and Moors, 2009; Przeworski and Teune, 1966;

Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998).

At a general level, cross-national comparability requires the validity and re-
liability of measurement to be highly similar across countries: If random or
systematic measurement error differs (a lot) across countries, the comparabil-
ity of cross-national statistics will be (very) limited. Aspects of comparability
or equivalence of measurement can thus be derived by extending the notions

of validity and reliability to the cross-national context.

In order to assess the reliability of educational attainment data at the ag-

gregate level, in [Part 11| [Chapter 4] educational attainment distributions from

different data sources will be compared over time and across three cross-
national European surveys. This will be referred to as ‘consistency” of edu-
cational attainment measures in order to distinguish the assessment of ag-
gregate measurement outcomes from the more specific meaning of reliability

in psychometric terms.

With respect to comparability of validity, in order for comparisons across
countries to be valid at the most basic level, the construct in question must
exist and be equivalent across countries (‘construct equivalence’, Kuechler,
1987; Scheuch, [1968; van de Vijver, |2001). With respect to educational attain-

ment, this pre-condition is fulfilled to at least some degree: In all countries
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under study here, educational attainment can be assumed to be important as
an indicator of human and cultural capital as well as, when indicated by edu-
cational qualifications, a signal of the successful acquisition of skills and/or
third variables such as ability—even if this applies to different degrees in
different countries. The question of how important educational attainment is
for these underlying constructs and if there are differences across countries

therein is then an empirical one.

The second condition of comparability is that the content validity of the meas-
ure employed is the same in all countries, which will be termed ‘equival-
ence of content validity” here. Therefore, even if we cannot easily evaluate
the content validity of a measure in one country (see [Section 3.4.1), what
can be assessed in this study is how far measures of educational attainment
employed in different countries and surveys cover the same domain of con-
tent. For example, if construct underrepresentation occurs in some country,
this measurement will not be comparable to the measurement in other coun-

tries.

Consistency of the underlying concepts, operationalisations and thus ques-
tionnaire items used in the country-specific data collection instruments for
educational attainment is indicative of equivalence of content validity of the
resulting measures. The equivalence of content validity of a measure lies
in both the actual question wording as well as response options. In any
comparative survey it needs to be made sure that all countries collect data
on the same operational specification of educational attainment, e.g. years
of education (in turn specified in an equivalent way), certified educational
attainment or level of education attended or completed (or a combination

of those).3> If e.g. some countries collect information on the highest level

Also the application of differs slightly depending on the choice of either completed or
attended educational programmes.
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of education attended and others on the highest qualification achieved, the

resulting data are not easily comparable.

The coverage of response categories also must be equivalent across countries.
This means that countries have to in- or exclude educational programmes
and qualifications from the same or equivalent segments of the educational
system. If a country e.g. does not cover vocational education and train-
ing, whereas others do, this country cannot be compared to the others in
terms of educational attainment. The same applies to adult education, for-
eign qualifications and non-formal education: It should be clearly specified
in the survey regulations if such types of education are to be covered by
the educational attainment instrument or not. The equivalence of content

validity and consistency of data collection instruments will be examined in

(Chapter 5| [Section 5.1} For this purpose, data sources, question wordings

and response categories in the different surveys will be analysed.

In case that a cross-national classification of educational attainment is used

for harmonisation, equivalence of content validity also depends on

1. the actual comparability of the categories in the cross-national classific-
ation across countries,33 and

2. coding consistency, which means that the assignment of national edu-
cation categories to international ones is performed in the same way in

all countries.

The consistency of coding in harmonisation procedures will be discussed in

ection 5.2

A detailed discussion of the comparability of the categories themselves is beyond
the scope of this study. This however was covered in a collaborative project covering 15
European countries (Schneider} 2008c). Although this is only a first step in the evaluation
of on conceptual grounds and in terms of comparability, this study showed that
is, with the exception of some assignments of national educational programmes to
international categories for a few countries, an adequate classification for establishing cross-
national equivalence of educational programmes and certificates.
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The equivalence of content validity could be understood to underlie the com-
mon but usually undefined notion of ‘nominal comparability’. Although this
is an important precondition of comparability, it is however not sufficient.
In addition to the equivalence of content validity, we also need equivalence
of construct validity, which means that harmonised measures have to show
a similar degree of construct validity across countries. Therefore, for cross-
national research, attenuation of association because of simplified measures
of educational attainment, i. e. lacking construct validity within countries be-
cause of aggregation error, is only one of the issues related to simplifying
education measures. “An evaluation of a standard scheme ...does not de-
pend on whether its use lowers the explanatory power of educational attain-
ment. Rather, it depends on the size of the reduction and how consistently it
occurs across societies” (Kerckhoff et al., 2002, p. 106). If, therefore, the atten-
uation of associations resulting from harmonising country-specific measures
of educational attainment differs a lot across countries, not only construct
validity is affected in those countries where the attenuation is large, but also
comparability across countries is low. In contrast, if the chosen harmonised
variable is detailed enough to mirror the most important educational dif-
ferentiations with respect to some outcome variable in all countries covered
by the survey, the cross-national measure can be regarded to display equi-
valence of construct validity. The size of the attenuation of association and
differences across countries therein can be assessed by comparing the con-
struct validity of the original (detailed) country specific and cross-national

educational attainment measures. This will be performed in the empirical

analyses in [Part III} (Chapter 7 [(Chapter 6|investigates the degree of variation

of different categorical measures of educational attainment since this allows
conclusions about the information content of these measures independent of

an external construct.
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CONSISTENCY OF CROSS-NATIONAL MEASURES
OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT IN EUROPEAN
SAMPLE SURVEYS






INTRODUCTION

In this second part of the study, the quality of the measurement of educa-
tional attainment will be examined with respect to the consistency across sur-
vey data sources. One of the requirements of data quality is the reliability or
consistency over time and between different data sources. Reliability can be
regarded as a necessary condition of valid measurement (Alwin, 2007, p. 16).
Data inconsistencies are usually described in terms of random measurement
error, although the errors do not need to be strictly ‘random’. Random in
this context means ‘variable’, i. e. the error differs across data sources and is
in this sense not systematic. Such errors can however still be explained and

thus potentially eliminated in many cases.

The importance of consistency or coherence across data sources, time and
countries is also reflected in the quality guidelines of the which dis-

tinguish a number of sub-dimensions of coherence:

1. “Coherence across datasets implies that the data are based on com-
mon concepts, definitions and classifications, or that any differences
are explained and can be allowed for. [...]

2. Coherence over time implies that the data are based on common con-
cepts, definitions, and methodology over time, or that any differences
are explained and can be allowed for. Incoherence over time refers to
breaks in a series resulting from changes in concepts, definitions, or
methodology. [...]

3. Coherence across countries implies that from country to country the
data are based on common concepts, definitions, classifications and
methodology, or that any differences are explained and can be allowed
for” (OECD, 2003b), p. 10).
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Consistency across time, data sources and countries can be achieved by set-
ting up and following a precise methodology concerning data collection
and processing, although some degree of random error will almost neces-
sarily remain (Alwin, 2007). Many cross-national surveys, particularly those
coordinated by official bodies, nowadays use the as the underly-
ing framework for measuring educational attainment. However, detailed
guidelines on how to adapt and implement this classification for the meas-
urement of educational attainment in cross-national surveys are lacking. It
is therefore important to find out if there are major inconsistencies in its
current use, so that researchers are aware of potential data quality issues.
Moreover, detailed knowledge of the specific issues occurring will help de-

veloping guidelines to tackle these.

What are potential sources of differences in the harmonised educational at-
tainment distribution across surveys, survey waves and countries? We can

distinguish the following four broad groups of sources of inconsistencies:

1. Differences due to actual change over time (e.g. cohort replacement,
educational reform, grade inflation) if data was collected at different
time-points and due to actual differences across countries (e.g. educa-
tional institutions, selectivity, state of educational expansion);

2. differences between achieved samples due to coverage, sampling,
mode of data collection, unit- or item-non-response and post-survey
adjustment error (e.g. coverage of institutionalised populations, sur-
vey vs. register data; mail questionnaire vs. personal interview vs. tele-
phone interview; sample size and composition, allowance of proxy re-
porting, weighting, see e. g. Groves, 2004, p. 54—60);

3. differences between variables due to the operationalisation of educa-
tional attainment, related to invalidity on the one hand and unreliabil-
ity or measurement error on the other (e.g. wording of questionnaire
items; level of detail of response categories; non-coverage of specific
sectors of the educational system; type of information in education
registers, see e. g. Groves, |2004, p. 50-53); and

4. differences in coding and harmonisation procedures that can be sub-
sumed under processing error (see e. g. |Groves, 2004, p.53-54).
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The first source of differences is the only ‘legitimate” one. Inconsistency is
thus conceptualised as observed instability of the data that is not due to “ac-
tual” change. With the exception of unit- and item-non-response, the second
issue will not be examined closely in this study because all data sources eval-
uated here are based on random sampling techniques, using relatively large
samples and basically referring to the same population (residents in private
households).34 Different amounts of missing data across time-points, sur-
veys and countries are another source of incomparability, as are differences
in the (unknown) levels of attainment among respondents with missing val-
ues (item non-response) even if countries have comparable amounts of unit
nonresponse. In this study, the main focus lies on the last two sources of in-
consistencies, operationalisation and coding, i. e. those where improvements
can be achieved by amending data collection instruments and coding pro-
cedures, and where the potential impact of inconsistent methodologies is

large.

Chapters [4] and [5| thus aim at evaluating in how far consistency across time,
surveys and countries is achieved, examining three large-scale cross-national
surveys. Both input (data generation) and output (resulting distributions)
will be covered. Coherence in the aggregate data output across time and data
sources will be treated in Educational attainment distributions
using [ISCED g7 will be compared over time and across three different surveys.
This allows an evaluation of the ‘reliability” of aggregate educational attain-
ment data across time points and surveys. Coherence in the data collection
input across countries will be discussed in by examining possible
causes of inconsistencies in distributions across time, surveys and countries.

In order to achieve this, the data generation and harmonisation processes in

There are however differences across countries in the way ‘residents” and ‘households’ are
defined (see e. g. Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner, [2008). This issue will not be discussed in
this study either.
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the different surveys and countries will be closely investigated. This consti-

tutes an evaluation of the ‘equivalence of content validity” (see [Section 3.4.2))

across time points, surveys and countries.



CONSISTENCY OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT DATA

IN THREE CROSS-NATIONAL SURVEYS

In the first section of this chapter (Section 4.1, the data sets used in this part
of the study will be introduced. In the second and third section, the actual
achievement of coherence across datasets will be evaluated by comparing

the distributions of harmonised education variables 1. from different survey

years for the same data source (Section 4.2) and 2. from different data sources
for the same or close survey years (Section 4.3).

4.1 INTRODUCING THE EVALUATED DATA SOURCES: [ESS| [EU-LFS| AND

EU-SILC

Three European cross-national surveys will be examined in this and the next
chapter: The European Union Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS), the European
Union Survey on Income and Living Conditions and the European
Social Survey (ESS). They were conducted around the same time, between
2002 and 2007, and all consist of at least three waves (however, specific coun-
tries are sometimes only covered in one or two waves). With respect to
the coding of educational attainment, an ex-ante output harmonisation ap-
proach (Ehling} |2003)) was chosen in all of them, which means that the survey

organisers specified the cross-national education variable to be coded at the
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outset, and it is the responsibility of the national teams or National Statist-
ical Institutes ) to deliver data in this format. In all three surveys, the
was chosen as the coding frame, albeit in different levels of detail.
The actual data collection processes, instruments and country-specific edu-
cation variables (CSEVf) to be used can however differ substantially across

countries and surveys.

4.1.1  The European Social Survey

The (for the most recent technical report, see Jowell and the Central
Co-ordinating Team), 2008) is a biennial repeated cross-sectional survey car-
ried out in around thirty mostly European countries.3> It covers the general
population from age 15 upward. Its main focus is change in peoples’ atti-
tudes and values over time. The [ESY also contains a number of variables
capturing the social background of the respondents as well as their partners
and parents, which in principle makes it attractive for comparative social
stratification and mobility research. For this study, data from the first three
rounds (collected in 2002/2003, 2004/2005 and 2006/2007 respectively) are
analysed.36 The data are processed, documented, distributed and archived

by the Norwegian Social Science Data Services (NSD).

Exact sampling procedures in the vary across countries, but they are co-
ordinated and need to be ‘signed off” by a specialist sampling panel, which

e.g. insists on strict probability methods without substitutions or use of

These are Austria , Belgium , Bulgaria , the Czech Republic , Cyprus ,
Denmark , Estonia , Finland , France (FR), Germany (DE), Greece , Hungary
(HU), Iceland (iS), Ireland (IE), Israel (iD), Italy, Latvia Luxembourg (LU), the
Netherlands (NL), Norway (NO), Poland (PL), Portugal (PT), Romania (RO), the Russian
Federation (RU), Slovakia (SK), Slovenia (sI), Spain (ES), Sweden (SE), Switzerland (CH),
Turkey (TR), Ukraine and the United Kingdom (UK). Not all countries participated
in every round of the survey, and data for[Lv|and [RO| were not yet released for the integrated
data file because the design weights have not yet been produced.

The actual editions of the data used here are edition 6.1 for round one, edition 3.1 for round
two and edition 3.2 for round three.
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quotas. The procedures are documented in the Documentation Reports,
the Technical Reports and in the Final Activity Report (Jowell and the Central

Co-ordinating Team), 2003, 2005}, 2008)).

Unit non-response is more of an issue in academic surveys than in official
surveys because academic surveys are never compulsory. They also may
be perceived as less important or legitimate by potential respondents. The
response rates in the|ESS|are, despite all refusal conversion efforts, not always
satisfactory and only [PL| achieves the target response rate of 70 % in all
rounds. and [FR| throughout have response rates of less than 50 %, and
and the [UK] also have response rates below 60 % in

all rounds in which these countries participated. The target on contact
rates (maximum non-contact rate of 3 %) was reached in
[PL]in all rounds in which these countries participated. In some countries,
non-contact rates are exceptionally high in round two and[TR} > 10 %),
and for round three, exact non-contact rates are not (yet) documented for all
countries. in the appendix shows an overview of response rates in
all three [ESY rounds.

Respondents were asked for their highest level of education using country-
specific questionnaire items and response categories. The resulting
were reclassified into a simplified version of by the national teams
in the respective countries, and the data then sent to provided the
following pieces of information about on a special web-site in order

to support the national teams with the recoding work:

- For round one, the [UNESCOfs operational manual (UNESCO) [1999) as
well as a short description of the differences between and the

coding frame was provided.
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— For [ESS|round two, in addition to the [UNESCO['s operational manual, a two-
page document (Norwegian Social Science Data Services, |2004) with some
explanatory notes on how to process the was provided, including

the overview over criteria given in [UNESCO) (1999), Table 2 (re-

produced here in [Iable 2.1/ on page 47).

— For [ESY round three finally, also the mappings (Eurostat, 2005) link-
ing national educational programmes to categories were provided,

and the explanatory notes were improved.

The explanatory notes (Norwegian Social Science Data Services| 2004, ver-
sion provided for round three) contain the following guidelines for the meas-

urement of educational attainment in the

“Respondent’s education (F6: EDULVL): Countries should use the
best possible nationally designed instrument in F6 to measure respond-
ent’s highest level of education. This question corresponds to the coun-
try specific variable EDLVXX, where suffix XX refers to the country
code. The data should then be re-coded into the coding frame [...],
resulting in variable EDULVL. National measurements must when ne-
cessary be adjusted to ensure complete coverage of relevant categories
in EDULVL. All categories 06 should be covered in the national ques-
tionnaire. [...]

For examples about how national bridging to have been done
in other surveys, it is recommended to download the fUOE| coding ex-
ample”, giving valuable information about mapping in the [UOE|
2004 Education Survey. Many countries participating in[ES§round three
will in this cross national education study find examples of how na-
tional educations were coded into [[SCED| standard.”

Therefore, it was stressed by that should be of high quality and
detailed enough to allow coding into the main levels. However, rather
than asking national teams to adopt the mappings, they were referred

to as ‘coding examples’.
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The simplified variable edulvl in the only distinguishes the main
levels of education, but none of the sub-dimensions ‘programme ori-
entation’, ‘destination” or ‘duration” (Norwegian Social Science Data Ser{

vices)| |2004):

Not completed primary (compulsory) education;

Primary or first stage of basic;

Lower secondary or second stage of basic;

Upper secondary;

Post secondary non-tertiary;

First stage of tertiary (not leading directly to an advanced research quali-
fication);

Second stage of tertiary (leading to an advanced research qualification).

Ul -~ W N B O

5’?

This enlisting of main levels already contains an error which will
almost certainly lead to problems in the harmonisation process: The low-
est category contains the word ‘compulsory” as an explanatory attribute of
‘primary” education.3” The duration of compulsory education varies across
countries and, if anything, coincides with[[SCED|level 2 rather than 1 (see
[tion 2.2.4.2). We shall come back to this when looking at the data collection

instruments (Section 5.1) and harmonisation procedures (Section 5.2.3).

Missing data on the education variable (item non-response) are not problem-

atic in the[ESg apart from the case of[[S| An overview is shown in Table

4.1.2  The European Union Survey on Income and Living Conditions

The European Union Survey on Income and Living Conditions is
the functional successor of the European Communities Household Panel
(ECHP), a large-scale panel study of households in Europe, which ran from

1994 until 2001. is a yearly household survey conducted since 2003

This error is already present in Chapter 2 of the Questionnaire Development Report (Erikson
and Jonsson), |2001} p. 28) and was implemented all through the pilot and the actual surveys.
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TABLE 4.1: Missing data on the education variable in the by
round, %

Round 1 Round2 Round3  Total

14 0.0 0.1 0.5
DK 0.2 0.1 1.8 0.7
. 19 44 3.0
0.5 1.7 0.3 0.8
26 0.0 0.3 1.0
0.0 0.0 1.1 0.3
. 14.3 . 14.3
3.0 1.1 . 1.9
NO 1.6 02 0.2 0.7
RU . 14 14

35 33 34

Source: European Social Survey 2002—-2007, own calculations.
Respondents aged 25-64.

Note: In all countries not shown here, missing data are less
than 1 % in all survey rounds.

(all member states covered since 2005) and serves the monitoring of in-
comes and living conditions in the In contrast to it is based
on formal European Commission (EC) regulations (European Commission,

2003a)bjc,d,e} 2004, |2005b), see also |[Korner and Meyer, 2005). At the point of

writing, data until 2006 are available from [EUROSTAT}3® [EU-SILC| allows cross-

sectional as well as longitudinal analyses because it employs a rotating panel
design, with each panel being substituted after four survey waves, i.e. four

years in most countries (for more information, see Eurostat, 2008albje).

In terms of response rates (unit non-response), the household response rate

is only 30% for [NI] and between 60 and 70 % in and

In all other countries, it is above 70%. As soon as a household agrees to

participate, response rates of individuals within households are very high

The versions of the cross-sectional data sets used here are version 3 for 2004, version 4
for 2005 and version 1 for 2006. The anonymised [EU-LFS| and [EU-SILC| micro-data were
provided by [EUROSTAT]via the Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (contract number
2006 /10) for use in the Network of Excellence on Economic Change, Quality of Life and
Social Cohesion research teams ‘Evaluation of the International Standard Clas-
sification of Education 1997) for Comparative Research’ and ‘Evaluating the Potential
of the 2005 Intergenerational Transmission of Poverty Module’ of which the author is
a member. The results and conclusions are the responsibility of the author of this study and
not those of the[EJ or any of the national authorities whose data have been used.
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(95 % or higher). Contact rates (successfully contacted addresses out of all
eligible sampled addresses) are reasonably high, with the exception of
and |NL| reaching only 9o % or a little less. There are furthermore complex
differences between countries in sampling design and frames that could af-
fect cross-national comparability (Eurostat, 2008a), but which, like for the

ESS|, cannot be discussed here.

In the educational attainment is measured in a similar way as in
the namely by main levels. As measurement guidelines, the

following information is given to the (Eurostat), [2008b):

“Educational attainment of a person is the highest level of an
educational programme the person has successfully completed
and the study field of this programme. The educational classi-
fication to be used is the International Standard Classification

of Education 1997) coded according to the seven [[SCED97
categories. [...]

The expression ‘level successfully completed” must be associated
with obtaining a certificate or a diploma, when there is a certific-
ation. In cases where there is no certification, successful comple-
tion must be associated with full attendance.

When determining the highest level, both general and vocational
education/training should be taken into consideration.

Persons who have not completed their studies should be coded
according to the highest level they have completed. Persons with
no education (illiterate) should be coded -2.

Value ‘5" corresponds to usual [SCED| values 5 and 6.”

Levels 5 and 6 are thus collapsed from the outset so that the data contain
a six-level version of One more difference compared to the [ES9 is
that respondents without schooling are coded as missing on the educational
attainment variable (peoq0) and get a specific code (—2) on the attached ‘flag’
variable (peogo_f). For the comparison of distributions across time and sur-

veys, these cases were recoded to ISCED|level 0.39

This treatment of respondents without schooling actually seems to be a first cause of in-
consistencies across time and countries in the [EU-SILC Some countries make use of this
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TABLE 4.2: Missing data on the education variable in %

2004 2005 2006  Total

1.7 3.7 1.6 23
1.1 1.0 1.1 1.0
1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2
0.8 14 1.0
14 1.6 1.6
. 2.3 22 2.2
0.2 2.5 4.2 2.2

. 0.0 4.6 2.3
0.7 0.8 1.1 0.9

the [UK] : 84 86 8.5
Source: 2004—2006, own calculations. Re-

spondents aged 25-64. Data not weighted.
Note: In all countries not shown here, missing data
are less than 1 % in all survey waves.

Substantial amounts of missing data on the education variable (item non-
response) are restricted to the [UK] (8.5 %, see [Table 4.2). This is very similar
in size to the large number of ‘other and foreign qualifications” (including
foreign degrees) occurring in the [UK] which are not post-coded (see
Schneider, [2008a). These ‘other qualifications” are potentially not random
with respect to their (theoretical) assignment: They are probably rather
low level qualifications, so that defining them as ‘missing” might upgrade
the educational attainment distribution for the [UK| compared to other coun-

tries.4® They however also include foreign qualifications of various levels.

4.1.3 The European Union Labour Force Survey

Compared to the[ESS and the European Union Labour Force Survey

(EU-LFS| Eurostat, |2006a) 2008¢) is a rather old data source: First efforts to col-

specific missing value code for coding respondents without qualifications even if they have
had schooling (especially [FR), whereas others code respondents without qualifications who
were in school in [[SCED|levels o or 1. In [BE} [NL]and [PT| this changes over survey waves, leading
to substantial changes in[[SCED| o over years—had the data not been recoded. Since the other
surveys code individuals without education as level o, this practice also introduces
inconsistencies across data sources.

40 |Office for National Statistics (2005) indicates a few example for qualifications to be coded
as ‘any other professional/vocational qualifications/foreign qualifications”: ‘Public Service
Vehicle Licence” and ‘First Aid qualification’.
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late harmonised labour force statistics for the European Communities were
undertaken in the 1960s. Unemployment is a prime policy concern, and the
is the major source for monitoring employment and unemployment
rates for the Micro data are currently available from 1983 to 2005, with
‘spring data’ (quarter 1 or 2) up to 1997, and quarterly data increasingly avail-
able from 1998 onwards. Since 2005, all countries provide quarterly data to

[EUROSTAT]

The is a household survey consisting of up to (depending on the year)
31 national [LFS}, including all [EU] member states and non4{EU| countries like
and[iS}4* The data are collected and harmonised by the according
to common concepts and definitions, given in European Council regulations
(Council of the European Union, 1998).4> The data are then transmitted
to where they are checked for errors. The implements a
rotating panel design. Most countries have four panels and the oldest panel

is replaced by a new one in each quarter.43

Unit non-response is less problematic in the than in the other two
surveys. In fact, in quite a number of countries, participation in the national
is compulsory [R). The average
response rate thus amounts to 82 % for 2005, with a range from 33 to 97 %.
Response rates below 70 % are reported for [DK] (63 %), [LU| (33 %) and the
(66 %, all from [Eurostat|/[2007b). As with the [ESS and there are com-

plex differences between countries in sampling design and frames (Eurostat,

2007b, p. 55).
Data for Malta , and are not included in the data files distributed via

and documented in [Eurostat] (2006a).

Technical aspects as well as the contents of the survey are discussed and determined by the
Employment Statistics Working Party, which consists of EUROSTAT| and representatives of the
respective national statistical offices and employment ministries.

Therefore, the same respondents are present in more than one quarter, and there should be
a large overlap in survey statistics across quarters. Since the analyses reported here do not
merge survey quarters, respondents will not be double-counted.
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Since there is no dedicated European survey specifically targeted at meas-
uring educational attainment and its conditions and outcomes, the
is the de-facto source for education indicators (e.g. early school leavers,
educational attainment of young people) in the Thus the meas-
ures educational attainment in more detail than the two surveys discussed
previously, which measure educational attainment only as a ‘background

variable’. The codification of was first introduced in the in
1998 and has changed in 2001, 2003 and 2006. Here, quarterly data
from 2003 to 2005 will be used, for which there should be no changes in the
education coding. Between 2003 and 2005, the distinguishes the fol-
lowing categories (European Commission, 2002} differences compared

to other years are given in footnotes):

cOoDE 00: No formal education or below [[SCED| 1, denoted as ‘<1’ in tables
here;#4

CODE 11: [[SCED|1;

CODE 21: [I[SCED 2;

CODE 22: 3C (shorter than three years), denoted as 3Cs (for 3C short)
in tables here;*>

CODE 31: 3C (three years and more), denoted as ‘3Cl1’ (for 3C long) in
tables here;4°

CODE 32: [ISCED|3 A, B;#7

CODE 30: 3 (without distinction A, B or C possible, 3 years and more),
denoted as ‘3’ in tables here;

CODE 36: 3 or 4 (without distinction A, B or C possible);#

CODE 41: [[SCED|4A, B;

CODE 42: [[SCED|4C;
CODE 43: 4 (without distinction A, B or C possible);49

CODE 51: [[SCED]|5B;
CODE 52: [[SCED|5A;

Between 1998 and 2001, this category did not exist.

From 2006 onwards, the three-year criterion was changed to two years (European Commis
sion, |2005a).

Between 1998 and 2001, 3Cl and 4C were given in one category (European Commission)
1998).

Between 1998 and 2001, 3A and 4A were given in one category and 3B and 4B
in another (European Commission, [1998). Between 2001 and 2003, 3A and 3B were differen-
tiated (European Commission, [2000).

If in a country some distinction cannot be made at level 3 or 4, ‘generic’ level categories for
3, 4 and even ‘3 or 4’) are available.

Between 2001 and 2003, level 4 was represented by one generic category only
(European Commission), 2000).
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CODE 60: [ISCED|6;
coDE 99: Not applicable (child less than 15 years);

CODE BLANK: No answer.

The explanatory notes to the variable ‘highest level of education or training
successfully completed’ in the user guide give the following measure-

ment guideline for the (Eurostat, [2006a) p. 81):

— “Level is coded according to the International Standard Classi-
fication of Education 1997.

— Persons with no education (illiterate) should be coded oo.

— The expression ‘level successfully completed” must be associ-
ated with obtaining a certificate or a diploma, when there is a
certification. In cases where there is no certification, successful
completion must be associated with full attendance.

— When determining the highest level, both general and voca-
tional education/training should be taken into consideration.

— Persons who have not completed their studies should be coded
according to the highest level they have completed and should
not be coded with a blank.

- 3 without distinction possible should only be used in
those cases in which a distinction A, B, C is impossible. This is
typically the case for qualifications whose exact characteristics
are not known either because they were obtained in another
country or they refer to an education system no longer in ex-
istence.”

These guidelines are relatively similar to the ones issued for the

which leads us to expect that both surveys produce rather similar results.

Item non-response is not an issue with these data: in the large majority
of countries, less than 1% of the cases have missing information on the
education variable. Countries with non-negligible amounts of missing data
are [DE| (up to 4.8 % before 2005; this changes to less than 1 % after [DE[s move
to quarterly data in 2005), [IS| (up to 5.7 %), the (up to 4.5%), [IE (up to
2.8 %) and [NL] (up to 2.1 %).5°

’

50 It will however be found in ISection 5.2.2| in IChapter 5| that cases with ‘other or foreign
qualifications (which are not post-coded) are classified as[[SCED|level 3 for the[UK]in the[EU-LFS]
They probably should rather be coded as missing, as they are in [EU-SILC| (see [Section 4.1.2).
Therefore, missing data is a serious problem in the case of the which is however hidden

in the harmonised Variable distributed with the
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4.2 CONSISTENCY OVER TIME

The minimum demand on comparability across time is that different waves
of one survey are coded in the same way, or at least in consistent ways
so as to allow recoding of the more recent variable into the older variable
(backward compatibility). Breaks in the series however can come about by
changes 1. in the country-specific data collection instruments and 2. in the
way country-specific qualifications are mapped to The former can
involve either changes in the question wording or changes in the response
categories offered to the respondent, or both. If response categories are ad-
ded, this either means that qualifications formerly not picked up by the in-
strument can then be identified, or that new educational programmes were
introduced through educational reforms that did not exist before. Whereas
the former might lead to visible breaks in the series, since newly introduced
programmes only affect younger cohorts and take time to change the educa-
tional profile of a country as a whole, the latter should only lead to gradual

changes.

Differences in the allocation of national education categories to
could mean two things: Misclassifications in some wave(s) of a survey in
a specific country, which are not expected to show any regularity, or de-
liberate changes in the underlying coding scheme or harmonisation rules.
The latter should be documented in the data user guide and will be evident
from the fact that the same kind of change occurs in a number of countries
at the same time. The final cause for changes in distributions—and the only
change we would ‘want’ to find—are actual changes in the sample corres-
ponding to changes in the educational attainment profile of the population.
These changes however should be rather continuous and, if the data collec-

tion time periods of two surveys are not far apart, small.
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4.2.1  Consistency over rounds

Table in the appendix presents the distributions of the variable edulvl

in the It highlights statistically significant changes over rounds us-

ing an asterisk (*). In the many countries ,
and the [UK) changed their data collection instruments

and thus in-between rounds, presumably in order to improve measure-
ment quality or adapt the instrument to recent educational reforms. Changes
in the way country-specific education categories are assigned to are
also common. Therefore, the table also highlights 1. changes in the response
categories in the country-specific data collection instruments, which could
be derived from the questionnaires, showing a ‘c” superscript in the ‘round’
column, and 2. changes in the assignment of country-specific response cat-

egories to categories, showing a superscripted dagger (7).5*

reports that for the first round, the Austrian educational attainment

variable could not be harmonised into the common scheme because only one

code for all post-secondary education was used (see Table |D.1 on page 383).

Therefore, harmonised education data for the first round are missing for
despite [AT| participating in the survey. An extra response category was thus
added in round two. Comparing the remaining two rounds, the response
category classified as 6 in the second round is classified as 5
in the third round (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team) [2008)
Documentation Report Edition 3.2, p. 10). In round two, the data seem to say
that nearly 10 % of the adult population in[AT|are PhD holders, whereas there
are no university or vocational tertiary education graduates without PhDs at
all—which is obviously implausible. In fact, all university and polytechnic

degrees were misclassified as level 6 in round two of the (see

51 Misclassifications that do not change over time will be discussed in|Section 5.2.3
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Table D.2} page 416). The improvement of the Austrian education variable

in the second round (see thus did not go far enough yet, since
there is still only one category for tertiary education, making the distinction
between levels 5 and 6 impossible.>* The other changes cannot be
easily explained, but apart from the one in 4 they are insignificant

when the data are not weighted.

In BE, something similar happened: In the third round, the large majority of
cases in level 6 are shifted to level 5. A tiny proportion however
stays in level 6, which is reasonable for a category reserved for PhDs.
thus managed to implement the distinction between levels 5 and 6
correctly in round three (see Table [page 417). There are however very
large changes at the other levels, too: level 4 suddenly becomes
populated with nearly a quarter of the cases. 2 and 3 each lose a
significant and substantial amount of cases, and 1 more than doubles
in size. This is due to a rather dramatic change in the way was
implemented in BE|in the third round “to improve comparability across
countries” (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team), 2008, [ESS| Document-
ation Report Edition 3.2, p.11). However, whereas the re-classification of
university qualifications below the PhD into level 5 is consistent with
definitions, the other changes (reclassifying lower secondary vocational edu-
cation to level 1 and technical and general upper secondary education
to level 4) are not. In fact in [BE| three misclassifications are introduced
in the third round of the (again, see Table [D.2). There are no significant
differences between rounds one and two, and the response rate is also nearly

constant across rounds in

Such problems with lacking differentiation of are common and will be discussed sep-

arately in
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In there are two major changes between rounds two and three: Firstly,
a substantial amount of cases is swapped from level 4 to level 5.
Secondly, level 1 is identified, which it was not in the previous rounds.
Both are related to a wide-ranging change of the response categories in the

country-specific questionnaire item in round three (see [Table D.1] pages [385]

to[387) and the correction of two misclassifications (see [Table D.2| pages[418]

to 421} also see the Documentation Report Edition 3.2, Jowell and the
Central Co-ordinating Team) 2008, p. 15): Two qualifications officially classi-
fied as 5B were coded at level 4 in the first two rounds of the survey.

thereby eliminated all misclassifications from earlier [ESS rounds and im-

proved the with respect to the applicability of [SCED| (see [Section 5.1.3).

Between rounds one and two, there are no statistically significant differences
in the distribution of educational attainment despite an improvement of the

response rate of 15 percentage points.

In which only participated in rounds one and three of the there
were neither changes in the data collection instrument nor in the as-
signments. Consequently, the distribution of educational attainment does
not change much. The decrease in the highest category is statistically sig-
nificant though. A potential reason for the observed change could be the

improvement of the survey response rate from 43 to 55 %.

For we find some significant changes between rounds two and three:
level 3 drops by 9 percentage points, and levels 4 and 5 grow
by nearly 6 percentage points each. This must be due to changing
assignments because the questionnaire items did not change apart from the
distinction of Bachelor degrees in round three, which only identifies two

cases though because these degrees were only very recently introduced in [DE|
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(see|Iable D.1). The [ESS|Documentation Reports (Jowell and the Central Co+

ordinating Team) 2005, 2008) however do not differ in the relevant section for

rounds two and three so that the change in the [CSEVs and [ISCED|assignments

is in fact undocumented.

A detailed cross-tabulation of the two source variables (shown in

page 389) and the cross-national variable edulvl reveals some changes in
assignments over rounds, documented in [Table D.2] [page 423

There seems to be some confusion around the [[SCED|assignment of Anlernzeit,

which is an outdated vocational training period below the level of current
apprenticeships. In[ESS|round one, it was regarded as upper secondary if fol-
lowing Realschulabschluss (‘middle track lower secondary education’), Abitur
or Fachhochschulreife (‘full and restricted university entrance qualifications’),
but not Volks-/Hauptschulabschluss (‘lower track lower secondary education’).
In round two, it was not taken into account at all, so that respondents were
classified according to their highest level of general education. In round
three in turn, it was classified in the same way as nowadays’ apprenticeships
(level 3 if following a lower secondary qualification, and level 4 if following
an upper secondary qualification). None of these solutions is really satisfact-
ory. Anlernzeit should be regarded as a short 3C qualification and thus be
assigned to level 2 in the levels-only version of unless following
a general upper secondary qualification, when it should probably just not
be taken into account since these are very few cases with a very unusual

educational career (see also [Schneider, [2008b).

Furthermore, Berufsfachschulabschluss (‘school-based vocational education’,
nationally regarded as equivalent to apprenticeships) and Berufsgrundschul-
jahr (‘one-year vocational schooling’) were classified as level 3 if combined

with lower secondary qualifications and level 4 if combined with upper
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secondary general qualification in rounds one and two of the like ap-
prenticeships and in accordance with the mappings.>3 In round three
however, these qualifications are assigned to level 5, which is clearly inap-
propriate. Fachschulabschluss is classified as level 3 in rounds one and two
and level 5 in round three. Here, the later assignment conforms with the
mappings, but not the earlier one. The increase of level 5 in
can be explained by these two changes, one of which is ‘right’, and the other
of which is ‘wrong’. Finally, respondents who completed Zwischenpriifung or
Vordiplom (‘intermediate examinations after two years of university study’)
after an upper secondary general qualification were assigned to[ISCED|level 3
in rounds one and two, but level 4 in round three. The harmonisa-
tion of German qualifications into is thus highly inconsistent over
rounds.

The Danish team slightly changed the response categories for their education
variable in the second round: one marginal category was omitted, and
the questionnaire wording for the higher education responses was changed
in such a way that three-year qualifications are explicitly included in the
middle category and the higher category is distinguished by programme
duration rather than institution or certificate (see pages and
[392). Also example qualifications are mentioned. This leads to a rather large
increase at level 5 and a similarly large decrease at level 3. The new
wording of the higher education categories seems to pick up a wider range

of qualifications than the old wording. The bridging of the to
was not changed over rounds (see [Table D.2| [page 429).

It however could be argued that Berufsgrundschuljahr should not be classified in the same way
as Berufsfachschulabschluss or ‘apprenticeships’ since they in fact only cover the school-based
but not the practical component of upper secondary vocational education and therefore do
not give access to 5B. Although it is regarded as 3B by the German Statistical
Office, it should rather be classified as 3Cs.
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In [EE it looks like cases swap from level 5 to levels 4 and 6 in the third
Ess| round (EE| did not yet participate in the [ESS in the first round). Indeed
the mapping of the to [SCED| was changed in round three (see
pages and see also Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team, 2008,
Documentation Report Edition 3.2, p. 12): the assignment of the country-
specific category Keskeri/tehnikumiharidus pirast keskharidust (“professional or
technical school after secondary education’) was changed from level 5
to level 4 in round three. This qualification is however classified as 5B in
the mappings. Therefore, rather than correcting an earlier misclassific-

ation, [EE| introduced a discrepancy from the mappings in round three
(like [BE).

With respect to [ES, the lowest category is significantly larger in the second
round than in both the first or the third. Although the changes in the ques-
tionnaire affect the lower education categories (see pages [395|and
[396), it is hard to see why this should lead to the changes observed in the
data. [ES|added three and changed two categories at the primary/lower sec-
ondary level, in order to better accommodate for changes in primary and
lower secondary education in the Spanish educational system over the last
30 years. With so many response categories for only primary education,
the Spanish questionnaire item looks quite difficult to navigate though, and
there is wide variation in the number of years of education in these lower cat-
egories. There might thus be a substantial amount of measurement error in

the Spanish educational attainment variable in [ESS|round two.

The first and second cycle of vocational education, Formacion Profesional de
primer grado and Formacion Profesional de segundo grado (FP 2), are both

downgraded by one level in round two (see pages and
433). In the first round, both were classified according to their official
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assignments; in the second round, this was changed since most people in
the sample have actually completed these qualifications at a time when they
were still clearly consistent with the criteria for the lower levels used
from round two onwards (Ortiz, 2008). Since the questionnaire item and
assignment did not change for the higher categories, the changes at
level 5 are again hard to explain. In the third round, level 3 increases
significantly, which also cannot be explained by either changing instrument
nor assignments. The increase in the response rate of 11 percentage

points between rounds two and three of the [ESS|might play a role here.

In [FI, although there are some significant differences across survey rounds,
these are largely monotonic and in the expected direction, assuming edu-
cational expansion. The only exception is the growth of the very lowest
category in the last round. The reason is a change in the label of the

lowest response category of the questionnaire item (see [Table D.1] [page 397

and the Documentation Report Edition 3.2, Jowell and the Central Co+

ordinating Team), |2008, p.12). The decrease in the response rate for [FI| by 6

percentage points in [ESS round three could play a role here, too. The

assignments remained the same over rounds (see [Table D.2| [page 434).

is again a case where there are obviously too many cases classified as
level 6, which will be further examined in [Chapter 5} Sections|5.1.3]and
In terms of changes over rounds, there is only one discontinuity;,
with level 3 being significantly larger in round two than in rounds one and
three. The change in the questionnaire item (see pages and
399) is a minor one—the highest category is split in two, which should not

affect the distribution at all, given the assignments stay the same (see

Table D.2] [page 435).
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The case is similar in where the only change in the questionnaire is
the distinction of PhDs from other university degrees in the second round

(see [Table D.1} [page 400). There are, however, also significant changes in

the distribution for with the lowest category shrinking significantly and
level 4 growing, despite identical assignments across [ESS| rounds (see
Table D.2 page 436). The response rate is relatively high (> 75%) and stable

for but still non-response and sampling error are the most probable

sources of these inconsistencies.

is a rather complicated case, since the questionnaire item changed in

round two (see pages[4o1]and and the assignment of national
qualifications to categories changed in round three (see
and [Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team) [2008) Docu-

mentation Report Edition 3.2, p.13). Moreover, there seems to be a prob-
lem with the weights supplied—for round one, all weights equal 1, and for
round two, the results of the weighted data very much differ from the un-
weighted data and introduce more change over rounds than without
weighting. Therefore, reproduces the respective part of
without weights applied. The decrease of level o between rounds
two and three can be explained by the changing assignment of those who
finished 4 or 7 years of basic education to level 1. level 2 decreases
because respondents with incomplete secondary education are re-classified
from level 2 to level 1 in the second round of the In the third round they
are however back in level 2, where they belong since one can assume that re-
spondents who dropped out of upper secondary education have completed
at least lower secondary education. The slight but non-significant increase
of level 3 in round two is probably due to the introduction of a new

response category in round two, technical secondary education with matura
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TABLE 4.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the first three
ESS| rounds 2002—2007 in variable edulvl in %

categories N
1 2 3 4

Country Round

<1 5 6
1 3.6 205 337 257 .92 74 1099
2¢ 23 208 27.9*T 283t 25t 17.6*T 0.6*T 1033
3 0.1*T 229+ 33.2*T 274+ 16t 135 14 961

Source: European Social Survey 2002—2007, own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64.

Notes:

¢ = changed in this round;

1 = Composition of [ISCED|category with respect to country-specific categories contributing to it changed
in this round. If the:CSE changed, affectedcategories are marked;

* = Statistically significant (p < 0.05) change in category size compared to the previousround

(érettségire épiild fels6fokra nem akkreditalt szakképzés, kozépfoku techni-
kum). level 6 decreases in round two because first university degrees

(egyetemi diploma) are re-classified to level 5, where they belong.

With respect to [l the measure does not change over rounds (see
and the assignments are maintained, too (see
[page 438). Still, there are some significant and substantial differences across
rounds, with level 6 being surprisingly big (5.2 to 12.5 %) at the same
time. level 3 is around 5 % larger in round two than in rounds one and
three. 1 decreases considerably in round three, whereas 4 and 6

increase.

(which did not participate in [ESS| round three) added a category for post-
secondary non-tertiary education to their and changed the content of
a couple of higher education categories in round two in order to reflect

the introduction of the ‘Bologna’ structures (see [Table D.1} [page 403 and

Barone and Schizzerotto, |2008). Therefore, in round two, [IT| distinguishes
Laurea triennale (three-year university degree, BA level) and Laurea specialist-

ica (second university degree after further two years of study, MA level). It is
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however unclear where respondents with the ‘old” Laurea, which took form-
ally four to six years to complete, would classify themselves using the new
instrument. What we can see in the data is that level 1 decreases sub-
stantially, and level 5 nearly doubles, partly also because diploma universitario

is re-classified from [I[SCED|level 4 to 5 (see [Table D.2} [page 439). The response

rate for [IT increases by 16 percentage points, which might also contribute to

the instability of the educational attainment distribution.

For |LU} [ISCED| <1, 2 and 4 increase significantly in round two. This change is

insignificant for level 2 if the data are not weighted. Since neither nor

assignments change (see [Table D.1} [page 404 and [Table D.2} [page 440),

the origin of these differences remains obscure. Again, the change in re-

sponse rates (up 7 percentage points) might play a role.

With respect to[NL we find that[[SCED|level 2 decreases significantly in round

three; otherwise the distributions are relatively stable. Since neither response

categories nor ISCED| assignments have changed (see[Table D.1} [page 405/and
Table D.2] [page 441), there are no obvious explanations for the observed

changes. The response rate however decreases across rounds, with a

difference of 8 percentage points between rounds one and three.

changed the data collection in round two from register data to survey
data, without changing the country-specific categories though (see
[page 406).>* This leads to significant and substantial increases of
levels 2, 4 and 6 and significant and substantial decreases of level 3.
Therefore, there are substantial discrepancies between the educational qual-
ifications recorded in the Norwegian education register and individuals’ re-

ports on the qualifications they hold. |Antelius and Bjorklund| (2000, p. 344)

In round one, the Norwegian respondents were linked up with the national education
register, an administrative data source, so that they did not have to report on their educational

attainment themselves. The use of register data will be further discussed in
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give three reasons for such discrepancies with reference to Swedish (register
and survey) data: One reason could be that respondents report ‘nearly com-
pleted” studies as successfully completed, whereas register data is more
strict. Another source could be missing reports on awarded qualifications
by the educational institutions to Statistics Norway; for [SE| this seems to be
the case for qualifications attained in private education institutions (Breen
and Jonsson, 2000), of which there are only few though. Finally, respond-

ents could simply give a wrong answer.

Although there is no further change to the data collection instrument in
round three, we see level 5 growing considerably and level 6 shrinking
by approximately the same amount—the reason is that university degrees
below the PhD were misclassified as level 6 until round three, which was

subsequently corrected (see [Table D.2] [page 442] and Jowell and the Central

Co-ordinating Team,, 2008, Documentation Report Edition 3.2, p. 13), as
we have seen in a number of countries before. The response rates for [NO|are

rather stable across rounds.

and [5I] reveal remarkably stable educational attainment distributions

across rounds with no statistically significant changes over rounds. [Sineither

changed the mapping (see [Table D.2} [page 447) nor the data collection

instrument (see [Table D.1] [page 412). The mappings for [PL] did not change
either (see [Table D.2} [page 443). The changes in the data collection instru-

ments were not consequential: [PL| suppressed two categories for incomplete

studies at the secondary and tertiary levels (see[Table D.1] [page 407 and [Sec}
[tion 5.1.2.2), which might explain why 5 shrinks a little and 3

increases slightly.

[PTjincreased the amount of differentiation at post-secondary education levels

(see([Table D.1} [page 408) in[ESS|round three. This however does not have any
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consequences for the harmonised education variable because the as-
signments remain the same. The correction of one misclassification 3
to 5) concerning superior politécnico in round two (see
leads to a slight increase of level 5. In the first round, some re-
spondents with Mestrado/Doutoramento were assigned to level 5 (it is unclear
on which basis this distinction was made), which is why level 6 is slightly
smaller in that round. In round three, a few (1 to 14) cases in five country-
specific education categories are assigned to the next lower category
(o rather than 1, 1 rather than 2, 3 rather than 5). Again, it is unclear why ex-
actly these individuals were coded differently, since it is not documented in
the [ES§ Documentation Report (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team,

2008).

For we see a break between rounds two and three. At levels 5 and 6
this can be explained with the change of the response categories in the ques-
tionnaire, where a separate category for PhD degrees (Forskarutbildning) was
added (see pages and [411), whereby the misclassification of
other university degrees after at least three years of study as level 6
could be corrected (see [Table D.2| [page 446] and [Jowell and the Central Co!

ordinating Team, [2008, Documentation Report Edition 3.2, p.15). The
increase of level 3 and decrease of levels 1 and 2 can be explained by chan-
ging assignments, which corrected a number of (but not all) misclassi-

fications: Grundskola/Enhetsskola (elementary school of g years duration) was

re-classified from [ISCED| 1 to [ISCED| 2 and 2-drig gymnasielinje (two-year high

school) was re-classified from [[SCED| 2 to [I[SCED| 3.

is again a country with a high degree of stability, despite an increase in the
response rate of 10 percentage points. The only change is a re-classification

of respondents with incomplete basic education (neukoncend zdikladnd Skola)
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from level o to level 1 (see [Table D.2| [page 447 and [Jowell and

the Central Co-ordinating Team, |2008, Documentation Report Edition

3.2, p. 14-15). This will be further discussed in Sections|5.1.3.1 on page 168|

and [5.2.3.1 on page 200}

In [UA] (which did not yet participate in [ESS round one) there were neither

re-classifications of categories nor changes in the instrument (see
[page 413| and [Table D.2} [page 449). The response rate is also remarkably

stable. We thus observe relatively consistent educational attainment dis-

tributions across rounds; the only significant changes over rounds are

insignificant with unweighted data.

With respect to the harmonised educational attainment data were only

published for rounds one and three (see [Table D.2} [page 450). In the second

round, the data collection instrument did not cover [TVET, which can be re-

garded as an example of construct underrepresentation, and thus could not

be harmonised into ISCED] (see [Table D.1] [page 414] and [Section 5.1.4). The

instrument is the same in both rounds, as are the assignments. We
observe rather large differences in levels 2 (down 7 %) and 5 (up 9 %),
which plausibly suggest educational expansion, maybe combined with cre-
dential inflation (i. e. it became easier over time to achieve a level 5 qualifica-
tion). However, the difference is rather too large for a time difference of only
four years. Although the response rates are relatively stable over [ESS|rounds,
they are rather low (< 60 %) so that non-response error could be a source of

the inconsistencies over rounds.

To summarise, there are large differences in the distribution of educational
attainment over rounds in a non-negligible number of countries. As

a summary, [lable 4.4/ reports Duncan’s dissimilarity index (Duncan and
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TABLE 4.4: Duncan’s Dissimilarity Index for educational attainment
distributions across rounds, variable edulvl

ESS| rounds 1-2 rounds 2—3

. 14.9
2.6 54.4
CH 3.2 14.7
2.9 .
2.1 11.5
DK| 13.8 52
. 14.3
13.4 10.7
6.2 2.7
FR| 3.4 7.0
4.8 .
HU| 241 17.3
8.4 13.2
8.1

7.0 )
4.9 5.8
22.7 21.0
4.7 3.3
4.5 29
3.9 38.9
5.0 4.8
3.0
UA| . 5.9
UK 9.7

average 7.8 13.2
min 2.1 27
max 241 54.4

Source: 2002—2007, own calculations. Respondents aged 25—
64. Weighted using the design weight (dweight).

Note: * = For [UK} data for round two could not be harmonised.
Therefore, round one and round three are compared.

Duncan, 1955, p.211) for all countries, comparing the distributions of educa-
tional attainment in [ESS{round one with the respective distribution in round
two (first column) and then the distribution in [ESS round two with that in

round three (second column).

The index of dissimilarity ranges from o to 1 (it was here rescaled to range
from o to 100) and can be interpreted as the percentage of cases that would
have to swap categories in order to achieve equal distributions across the

two survey rounds compared. Formally, if x; denotes the size of category
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i out of k categories in [ESS| round one in per cent and y; denotes the

same for [ES§ round two, the dissimilarity index is defined as

K
D=1/2) pxi—vyil (4.1)
i1

Thus the absolute differences across survey rounds in each category
are summed up over all categories and the resulting value is divided by 2.
The index of dissimilarity was originally developed for measuring residen-
tial segregation. It can however be generalised to a measure of differences

in distributions on categorical variables.5

We firstly find that rounds one and two are more similar than rounds
two and three. The largest index value for the first comparison we find for
and with a dissimilarity index of more than 20%. For the second
comparison, we find the highest value overall in the case of BE| with 54 %,
which suggests extraordinarily large changes across rounds. Between
rounds two and three, around half of the countries show values of more
than 10 % on the index of dissimilarity, and only in and [ST] the index

value is equal to or below 5 % in both comparisons.

In most cases, the observed changes across rounds can be explained by
either changes in the data collection instrument or changes in the way na-
tional education categories are mapped to categories. This could be
diagnosed in quite some detail because of the availability of the country
questionnaires, the technical reports (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating
Team|, [2003), [2005, [2008) and the distributed by Since data from

the earlier rounds are not adapted to the way the assignments are

Alternatively, the Index of Net Difference ND (Lieberson, [1976) could have been used. How-
ever, since the [ISCED| version employed in the is not ordinal and ND requires ordinal
data, D was chosen for all data sets.
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changed in later rounds, the three [ESS|rounds are not comparable. Neverthe-
less, provides a cumulative data file. In order to reach comparability,
the assignments should be made as consistent as possible over survey
rounds, especially for the cumulative data file. Remaining and smaller dif-
ferences will probably be due to differences in sampling and non-response

€ITor across survey rounds.

Finally, the number of re-classifications that could be diagnosed, often cor-
recting misclassifications in earlier [ESS{rounds (see e. g. the large shifts from
category 6 to category 5 over rounds), are alarming. Therefore, the con-

sistency of [SCED| assignments across countries will be investigated in some
more detail and in a more analytical fashion in [Section 5.2.3

The is an academically driven survey, the producers of which do not
necessarily have much familiarity with official education statistics, the
classification and its application to survey data and country-specific educa-
tional qualifications. The mappings were e.g. only made available
to national teams in the from round three onwards, and national teams
were not asked to adopt them. Also the samples are rather small, and there is
some degree of uncertainty if observed changes are ‘real’, even after testing
for statistical significance. In the end, when performing a lot of significance

tests, one is bound to find some ‘significant” ones by chance.

Are data issued by official bodies that produce their own guidelines for in-
ternal use and co-ordination more consistent across time? In the next two

sections, the consistency of education codings in the two large scale surveys

co-ordinated and published by namely [EU-SILC| and [EU-LFS, will

be examined.
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4.2.2  Consistency over waves of the|EU-SILC

shows the distributions of educational attainment in across
countries and survey waves. Some countries did not yet conduct the survey
in 2004. Given the large sample sizes, almost all changes across survey
waves are statistically significant. Therefore, when interpreting the table, I
will focus on 1. non-monotonic changes (which can only be evaluated for
countries that have data for all three years) and 2. substantial changes in
terms of the size of the change. Since information on response rates is not

available for all survey waves, non-response cannot be taken into account.

In there are two discontinuities in 2005—ISCED| 1 shrinks considerably
from 2004 to 2005 (and slightly increases again in 2006), and 5/6
grows substantially (and slightly decreases again in 2006). The change in
the lower categories can possibly be explained by changes in the response
categories of the Austrian questionnaire: one response category was
changed from ‘compulsory school and apprenticeship” (Pflichtschule mit Lehr-
abschluss) to “apprenticeship” (Lehrabschluss) only. There might be a substan-
tial proportion of people in |AT| who completed an apprenticeship without
having first finished compulsory school that were consequently classified as
level 1 (corresponding to ‘no compulsory schooling certificate’, kein

Pflichtschulabschluss) in 2004 but level 3 in 2005 and 2006.

For and the distributions look rather stable. however dis-
tinguishes between levels o and 1 only in 2006. For we find an
extraordinarily large decrease in the highest category, from 39 to 23.3 %, and
(relatively) large increases at levels 2 (from 7.7 to 12.6 %) and 3 (from

43.4 to 52%). There is a small change in the German response categories,
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where one category entering level 5 is more inclusive in 2005 (Fach-
hochschule, auch Ingenieurschule, which means ‘polytechnic university, includ-
ing engineering schools’) than in 2006 (where ‘engineering schools” are not
specifically mentioned any more). However, this change cannot explain a dif-
ference of 15 percentage points across survey waves. In this case, it is almost

certain that was constructed differently in the two waves observed.

With respect to DK} the observed and rather small changes do not contradict
common expectations of increasing levels of attainment over time. There are
equally no major anomalies for only minor fluctuations. As regards
the coding of must have changed in 2005 since 1 and 2 change
substantially: 1 grows from 19.3 to 26.6 %, and 2 decreases from
29.4 to 21.2%. In 2006, these categories move a little closer to the distribu-
tion of 2004 again. Since the questionnaires collect verbatim information on
respondents’ educational attainment that is then post-coded, differences in
response categories cannot be the reason. However, if the post-coding of
the verbatim information on educational attainment is not highly standard-
ised, this is a source of unreliability that was not considered so far since this

method of collecting data on educational attainment is rare.

For [FIland [FR} one can observe rather stable or monotonically changing edu-
cation distributions in the expected direction: the lower categories decrease
in size, and the higher categories expand. There are however large differ-
ences between the countries in what ‘lower” means: In [FR, up to a quarter
of the population has not finished lower secondary education with a formal
qualification, whereas [FI| does not even cover the two lowest categor-

ies.

In there is a little undirected fluctuation. In the case of 2

shrinks from 22 to 17.1 %, and [[SCED| 4 grows from 0.6 to 3.2 %. With regards
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to [} change looks very monotonic, with 1 to 3 shrinking and 4

and 5/6 growing over the years. Pretty much the same, but at different
levels, can be observed for IS, and the picture is similar in [T, Lithuania
and

For|Lv| there is a very consequential change in the coding across years:
1 changes from 12.4 to 0.8 %, and 2 from 4.1 to 14 %. The reason
is probably that the response categories in the Latvian questionnaire became
more detailed in 2006: Basic education (Pamatizglitiba) is split into two stages,
so that respondents can indicate if they have completed the first four years
only or all nine years. The latter is classified as[[SCED|level 2 in 2006, whereas
in 2005, all basic education was classified as 1. This is not in accord-
ance with criteria, but is likely to happen in countries with basic school
running from grade 1 to 9 or 10 since in these countries, this is usually what
people understand when talking about “primary education” (see also
tion 5.2.3). Although the definition of level 1 is rather clear, the dif-
ferent national and international terminologies when it comes to “primary

education” do pose a problem.

In the distributions are very stable. With respect to we again find
firstly a decrease in o from 2.7 to 0.2 in 2005. showed an in-
crease by a similar amount in missing values for [NO|in the same year, which
might be related to the shrinking o category. Secondly a major change
in the 2006 data compared to both earlier years can be observed: 2
increases from around 10 to 21.4 %, and 3 decreases from around 54
to 42.5 %. This can be explained by a change in the way is applied in
which Statistics implemented in 2006 (Jergensen and Nygard, 2006):
People who have only completed one year of upper secondary education

between 1974 and 1994 are classified as level 2 rather than level 3 from 2006
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onwards. The result is a better match of the data for NQ| with the
definitions and thus increased cross-national comparability in the 2006 wave
of the Since these changes are applied in the Norwegian educa-

tion register, the updated data could theoretically be retrieved for the 2004

and 2005 [EU-SILC| waves.

The distribution looks rather stable again for and increased the
level of detail in their questionnaire item which allows the identification of
level 4 (as well as further distinctions within levels 3 and 5, not imple-
mented in the [EU-SIL]). [PL] does not use level 2, which is exceptional.
Probably this is again due to the confusion between ‘primary education” in
the sense of (level 1) and ‘primary education’ in the national sense,

which is internationally ‘basic education” and level 2.

For [SI, we again find major discontinuities: 1 and 2 seem to ‘swap’
cases so that 1 decreases and 2 increases considerably. There must
have been a change in the way Slovenian qualifications are mapped to
categories, but in contrast to the for the such changes are not
documented. Since the pattern is similar to the change in the reason
might be similar, too: mistaking ‘primary education” for Slovenian
‘basic education’, osnovna Sola. looks fine, but for the we find some
noticeable differences across waves again: level 2 grows from 19.6 to

23.5 %, whereas 3 and 4 shrink by around 2 % each.

To summarise, reports Duncan’s dissimilarity index for the two

comparisons of [EU-SILC|waves. Non-negligible changes across [EU-SILC|survey
waves can be diagnosed for INO} and [s] where the index

of dissimilarity exceeds 5%. These changes are probably too large to be ex-

plained by actual change. They must therefore be due to either changes in
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TABLE 4.5: Duncan’s Dissimilarity Index for educational attainment

distributions across [EU-SILC| waves
EU-SILC| 2004—2005  [EU-SILC|2005—-2006

8.0 1.4
2.5 2.2
1.0

1.2

. 15.7
1.3 0.8
2.0 1.3
8.9 3.1
1.2 1.5
1.3 1.1
1.5 0.9
. 5.5
1.5 1.7
3.1 2.1
3.0 1.8
. 14
1.7 0.9
12.9

. 0.6
3.0 124
. 1.3
2.1 1.0
1.5 1.3
8.7

14

4.0

2.8 34
1.2 0.6
8.9 15.7

Source: 2004—2006, cross-sectional files from Eurostat.
Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using the cross-sectional
weighting factor (pbo4o).

the data collection instruments and/or changes in the assignment of educa-
tional qualifications to categories. For and (partly) [DE| changes
in the questionnaires might be responsible for the change in distributions.
In the questionnaire was probably changed in order to allow a better
application of In the case of a revision of the assignments
to national qualifications is responsible for the observed discontinuity. With
regards to [ES| the reason could be a low level of inter-coder reliability, since

data are not collected with fixed response categories but with open ques-
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tions. Overall, the observed differences across waves are however much

smaller than the ones observed for the [ESS in Partly this will
be due to the larger sample sizes and higher response rates in thus

leading to a lower levels of sampling variability and non-response error. A

more consistent application of is also likely.

4.2.3 Consistency over time in the [EU-LFS

Since the is a longstanding data source, there are two different types
of inconsistencies over time: 1. changes in the codification of the education
variable controlled by an [EC|regulation (see and [European Com+
mission, 1998, 2000, 2002) and 2. inconsistencies in the coding of educational
attainment that are not implied by an [EC| regulation and are thus undocu-
mented. The former, ‘regular’ changes over time are briefly summarised in
the next section without comparing actual data for the different years. The

latter, irregular changes can only be derived from the actual data, which will

be examined in [Section 4.2.3.2]

4.2.3.1  Changing codification of the educational attainment variable

From 1998 to 2001, levels 3 and 4 were not distinguished, but the
sub-dimension programme destination was fully implemented (3A/4A, 3B/4B,
3C/4C). Since 2001, levels 3 and 4 were distinguished. From 2001 to
2003, level 3 was differentiated into 3A, 3B and 3C, but since 2003, 3A
and 3B are collapsed in one category (3AB). With respect to level 4,
between 2001 and 2003, 4A, 4B and 4C were not distinguished, but since

2003, 4A and 4B (4AB) are differentiated from 4C.
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Therefore, the variable in the is not consistent over years by
design, and there is no way of getting from one to the other coding unless col-
lapsing levels 3 and 4 altogether. If the main levels and sub-categories
A, B and C had been fully implemented in all years, such a problem would
not have occurred. It is unclear why sub-categories are merged in different
ways for different years, as a rather high price is paid for the slight saving

on numbers of categories.

As will be shown in the level of aggregation of educational qual-
ifications is not only a problem for comparisons over time, but also for the
relevance of the resulting statistics. The difference between qualifications
providing access to very different types of tertiary education (3A leading to
5A and 3B leading to 5B) is ignored since 2001, although such programmes
are very different in terms of their functions for the labour market and in
terms of their educational content.5® The distinctions drawn in the
also do not allow separating out vocational and general education at the up-
per secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels, since programme des-

tination was chosen as the differentiating criterion rather than programme

orientation. However, in contrast to the and [EU-SILC| [EU-LFS|at least draws

some distinctions within levels.

4.2.3.2 Consistency over survey quarters

in the appendix shows the distribution of the relatively detailed
categories for all countries by year and quarter. With data as detailed
as in the a combination of two methods is employed to ensure that
most breaks in the series are identified: 1. checking for coding changes across

survey quarters by identifying structural breaks in i.e. identifying

For for example, this means that vocational training (3B) cannot be differentiated from
university preparatory general education (3A).
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categories that are used in some quarters but not in others, and 2. checking
for large changes across survey quarters using Duncan’s dissimilarity index.
Coding changes that neither involve changing use of categories (structural
breaks) nor shifts across categories for a visible proportion of the sample
cannot be identified. These can only be diagnosed through a direct com-

parison of country-specific educational attainment variables and the com-

parable variable, which is not possible for the because like in

[EU-SILC], the [CSEVE are not delivered to [EUROSTA

In we see a number of changes in the first quarter of 2004, leading to
a higher degree of differentiation and some upward shift of the distribu-
tion as a whole. This is due to changes in the data collection instrument
in connection with the implementation of the continuous labour force sur-
vey in [AT| in 2004 (European Commission), 2006, p.23). 3Cs becomes
differentiated, and it seems that around 3.5 % of cases were formerly falsely
classified as 3AB, since category 2 does not change in size, but cat-
egory 3AB shrinks statistically significantly and substantially. The generic
category for level 4 is abandoned, and cases classified there in 2003 are
classified as 4AB in 2004 and 2005, which is more specific. However,
4C remains empty, which is a bit suspicious since [AT/ has qualifications
classified as 4C in the mappings. Lastly, 6 becomes identified—

respondents with doctorates must have been misclassified as 5A before.

In there is a break in the first quarter of 2005, introducing the distinc-
tion between respondents with primary education (ISCED| 1) and respondents
with less than primary education <1). There are no discontinuities in
In 3Cs and the generic 3 increase statistically signific-
antly in the second quarter of 2003 compared to the first quarter. Both these

categories are not used any more from the third quarter of 2004 onwards.
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Cases previously in those categories are re-classified in category 3CL,
which thereby grows significantly. In there is no clear break, but there
are some discontinuities that are statistically significant. 1 increases
and 6 decreases significantly in 2005, when quarterly data become
available for [DE| (which included a few changes in the questionnaire and a
change in the weighting scheme, [Eurostat, 2007d, p.21). 2 is signific-
antly smaller in the first quarter of 2005 than before and after and thus forms
an outlier quarter. 3AB decreases significantly in the second quarter

of 2005.

In @ there is a minor break in the first quarter or 2004, which is however
not obvious from since there are too few cases involved to show
up in the distributions that show one decimal place only: there are 1 to
7 cases in the generic category 3 in 2003, and no cases afterwards.
It is not possible to tell where these cases went afterwards, but given the
numbers this is negligible. In [EE, similar to cases in 3Cs are re-
classified into 3Cl in the third quarter of 2004, significantly increasing
the size of the latter category. In [ES, category 3Cl is introduced in 2005. It
is very small though. There are some visible but small changes in <1
(statistically significant), 2 and 3AB at the same time, which suggests that
the instrument was slightly changed for these levels of education because
the distributions are otherwise very stable or continuously changing for

Indeed, [ES|introduced a new questionnaire in 2005 (Eurostat, 2007d, p. 20).

In [FIl and [FR} changes over [EU-LFS quarters are relatively continuous, and no

neighbouring quarters show statistically significant differences. The same

applies to [GR| and In [GR however, <1 is not identified in the first

quarter of 2004, which looks like an error. The distributions for [IE| reveal

one break in the second quarter of 2004 and one outlier quarter, namely the
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second quarter in 2003. With respect to the former, the generic category
3 is re-classified as 3AB, whereby that category grows signific-
antly and substantially. With respect to the latter, 3 drops from 17.3 to
9.1 % and 3AB grows by approximately the same amount, from 5.6 to
14 %, which are both obviously statistically significant changes. In[is} 6
disappears after 2004; it is hard to tell if this is by design or if just no doctor-
ate holders happened to be in the sample since 2004. Since the questionnaire
in 2005 has a separate category for PhDs, it is probably rather a true 0 than

a structural break.

With respect to [IT} a first break occurs early in the observed period, in the
second quarter of 2003. In addition to a change from 3Cs to 3Cl, the generic
category 4 is abandoned and more specific categories, 4C and 5B, are
used. The changes in 1 and 3AB between quarter 1 and 2 in 2003 are
also statistically significant. A second break then occurs in the first quarter of
2004 because a new questionnaire was developed in order to better comply
with requirements (European Commission) [2006), p. 23). 3Cs
is re-introduced, but with very low percentages. Neighbouring category
2 shrinks much more (statistically significant) than this change would
imply, which can be explained by <1 and 3Cl increasing significantly.
Also, the proportion of [SCED|6 decreases and 5A and 5B increase statistically
significantly, suggesting that previously cases that did not fulfill 6

requirements were misclassified.

There are two breaks in [LT} too: one in the first quarter of 2004 and another
one in the fourth quarter in the same year. In the first break, the generic

category 4 is abandoned and 4AB introduced. Moreover,
<1 is differentiated from 1 and 3Cl is added, too. In the second
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break, 3Cs is abandoned in favour of 3Cl, which consequently

grows significantly.

For[LU| the results are actually annual, so that survey quarters cannot be com-
pared. There are substantial changes in the way is coded in since
the observed changes are too large for being explained by actual change. The
following statistically significant changes can be observed: 2 decreases
from 10.1 to 3.5 % between 2003 and 2004 and grows back to 9.5 % in 2005;
3Cs decreases from 15.3 to 5.9 % between 2004 and 2005; 3 (generic)
decreases from 1.9 to 0.1 % from 2003 to 2004; and 5A increases from
4.2 to 11.2 % in the same year. In 2005, there is also a structural break, with

categories 3, 4AB and 4C being abandoned.

In the case of there is again a switch from 3Cs to 3Cl in the third
quarter of 2004. However, there is also quite some fluctuation in 2
and 3AB, with the latter category ranging from 36.4 to 52 % within the
observation period of 3 years. [SCED|4AB in turn decreases nearly monoton-
ically, ranging from 17.1 to 10.1 %. None of these changes are statistically

significant for neighbouring quarters though.

The distribution of educational attainment in [NL reveals three breaks. From
the third quarter of 2003 onwards, the generic category 4 is differ-
entiated into 4AB and 4C, with so few cases in 4AB however that they do
not show up in the relative frequencies with one decimal only. Also the
generic ‘3 or 4’ is abandoned and 3 is introduced (in its place
probably), both again with so few cases though that they go undetected in
The other two breaks are exclusively related to the introduction
and subsequent withdrawal of 3Cs, which is only used in the third
and fourth quarter of 2004. Curiously, there is a significant change between

those two quarters in that category. Looking at the neighbouring categories,
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it looks like in the other waves, these cases are classified as 3Cl, where the
significant changes coincide with the introduction/removal of 3Cs. Some-
what strangely, a single case is classified as 4 in the second quarter of

2004.

shows neither structural breaks nor discontinuities within the populated
categories. In the case of there is again the break reclassifying cases
from 3Cs to 3Cl in the third quarter of 2004. Additionally, 6 is only
differentiated from 2004 onwards, when the data collection instrument was
changed (European Commission, [2006, p.24). |PT| shows one break with the
introduction of 4 in 2004, which is however a small category only.
and [SI| show neither structural breaks nor significant change across survey

quarters. In again 3Cs is reclassified to 3Cl in the third

quarter of 2004. the [UK|does not have any discontinuities either.

Like with the and education distributions before, the results of
are formally summarised using Duncan’s index of dissimilarity in

Table 4.6 Since we have quarterly data for the [EU-LFS, subsequent surve
4 q y q y

quarters are compared here.

The large majority of comparisons across subsequent quarters of the
show little change. For twelve out of 26 countries however there are some
remarkable discontinuities in at least one quarter where more than 4 % of
the sample ‘change’ categories across survey waves. has five such dis-

continuities, [l three, [LU| and [LT| two, and and
have each one. Summarised over all quarters, and [SK| show the

highest amount of change over quarters, and and [SE| show

least change.>”

57 The the |[UK|also belongs to this group, however, data for the [UK|are only included in

the file for 2005 so that the observation period is much shorter than for the other countries.
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TABLE 4.6: Duncan’s Dissimilarity Index for educational attainment

distributions across [EU-LFS quarters

2003 2003 2003 2003/4 2004 2004 2004 2004/5 2005 2005 2005
Q12 Q23 Q34 Q41 Q12 Q23 Q34 Q41 Q12 Q23 Q34

13 1.9 12 163 1.3 04 038 0.2 05 1.1 0.9
0.8 1.9 20 2.2 1.1 1.6 038 7.9 1.5 20 12
. . . . 1.8 1.8 13 1.2 22 20 20
14 09 10 0.9 04 46 04 0.5 06 04 04
. . . . 1.1 . . 1.8 14 09 06
1.2 1.1 09 1.3 1.6 1.1 1.5 1.1 1.1 1.5 04
3.0 22 21 2.0 1.9 89 21 1.1 28 21 2.1
0.6 0.7 07 0.7 0.6 03 0.6 2.2 21 09 06
0.9 08 02 1.1 1.0 04 0.9 0.8 1.5 05 02
0.6 04 0.5 0.5 07 04 1.0 0.7 05 05 05
1.2 05 05 3.7 1.2 06 05 0.4 05 06 06
0.6 05 07 0.7 0.2 05 05 0.2 03 05 05
96 116 1.0 0.6 218 0.2 09 0.7 1.1 03 06
1.7 1.9 20 3.0 1.3 1.6 33 14 1.7 00 00
10.2 09 05 3.9 0.9 05 14 0.7 06 09 12
1.1 0.7 08 309 1.8 1.6 45 1.2 24 08 14

. . . 18.1 . . . 17.3 . . .
2.0 6.6 2.9 5.0 3.0 6.7 24 34 39 42 45
0.5 46 13 12 0.9 3.1 26 3.5 06 08 06
0.8 03 0.2 0.5 0.4 09 0.2 0.3 07 02 04
0.2 08 12 0.9 03 344 1.0 0.6 03 05 09
0.5 1.0 19 1.6 1.3 04 0.9 0.4 05 04 09
0.2 04 03 0.7 0.3 03 05 0.3 12 06 04
14 08 1.1 0.8 0.5 1.1 05 1.6 1.9 06 06
0.7 0.5 0.6 0.5 03 375 038 1.0 04 05 08
04 06 05

mean 1.9 1.9 1.1 4.0 1.9 48 13 2.0 12 09 09
min 0.2 03 02 0.5 0.2 03 02 0.2 03 00 0.0
max 102 116 29 309 218 375 45 173 39 42 45

Source: 2003—2005, quarterly files from Eurostat. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using the
quarterly weighting factor (coeff). Notes: For some countries, there is no quarterly data for the whole
time period. The comparisons are thus slightly different:

* = data from Q2 2003 are compared to Q2 2004

t = data from Q2 2003 are compared to Q2 2004 and from Q2 2004 to Q1 2005

¥ = data are compared over years since [LU|only provides annual data.

Duncan’s dissimilarity index only detects breaks in the series when a sub-
stantial proportion of the sample is affected. There are however also struc-
tural breaks with little consequences for the overall distribution that give
further evidence of inconsistent coding across survey waves.
gives more details on the categories affected by the breaks identified. Differ-

ences in percentages over [EU-LFS quarters were additionally tested for stat-
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TABLE 4.7: Overview of breaks and discontinuities in the
educational attainment variable in the 2003-2005

break year/ categories

Country

quarter deleted added shrinking growing
2004/Q1 4 3Cs; 4AB; 6 3AB
2005/Q1 <1 1
2004/Q3 3Cs; 3 3Cl
2005/Q1 2;6 1
2005/Q2 3AB 2
2004/Q1 3
2004/Q3 3Cs 3Cl1
2005/Q1 3Cl1 <1
2004/Q2 3 3AB
2003/Q2 3Cs; 4 3Cl; 4C; 5B 1 3AB
2004/Q1 3Cs 2,6 <1; 3Cl; 5B; 5A
2004/Q1 4 <1; 3Cl; 4AB
2004/ Q4 3Cs 3Cl1
2004/Q1 2;3 5A
2005/Q1  3; 4AB; 4C 3Cs 2; 5A
2004/Q3 3Cs 3Cl
2003/Q3  30r4;4  3;4AB;4C
2004/Q3 3Cs 3Cl1
2004/Q4 3Cs
2005/Q1 3Cs 3Cl
2004/Q1 6
2004/Q3 3Cs 3Cl1
2004/Q1 4
2004/Q3 3Cs 3Cl1

Source: 2003—2005, derived from [Table B.3} Changes in category sizes (columns ‘shrinking’ and

‘growing’) only registered when statistically significant.

istical significance using a comparison of proportions test in custom tables
in SPSS. Thereby we can identify which of the non-continuous changes in
the distributions found using the dissimilarity index are too large for being
explained by sampling variation. Discontinuities that are not statistically sig-
nificant in the test comparing proportions across quarters are not included

in D 4.7

To summarise, whereas most countries show one or even several breaks

or discontinuities in the distribution of educational attainment over survey

quarters, there are no breaks in the series in and

the[UKl Fluctuations in these countries and non-break related fluctuations in
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most other countries look either random or continuous, i. e. reflecting actual
change such as educational expansion (usually increasing[ISCED| 3AB, 5B, 5A
and 6, decreasing <1, 1 and 2; 3C and 5B often do not show a clear
trend). It is quite impressive that an observation period as short as three
years allows us to observe this. Fluctuations are larger when the sample size
is smaller (see particularly [Lv} but also and [LT), and they are larger
in countries using survey data than in countries using register data (these
are DK} and [SE). Sample size and administrative data sources are
thus important contributors to aggregate data reliability. The data are also

remarkably stable for [FRland

Breaks in the series often seem to be related to changing data collection
instruments in countries, and the updated instruments often allow a more
detailed implementation of in the respective country: The generic cat-
egories 3 and 4 are among the ones most often deleted. Only in the
more specific categories 4AB and 4C were abolished in favour of the generic
ISCED 4-

One other specific type of break, whereby cases in [ISCED| 3Cs are reclassified
to 3Cl, could be observed in eight countries: in and
in the third quarter of 2004, in [LT| one quarter later, in [NL|in the first quarter
of 2005 and in [IT| already in the second quarter of 2003. My impression
is that the change in criterion announced in Commission Regulation (EC)
No. 430/2005 (European Commission, 2005a) for 2006 to differentiate 3Cs
and 3Cl using a duration of two years (rather than three years, as before) was

already implemented in the data from 2004 onwards. This is however not

indicated in the user guide (Eurostat] 2006a).

The differentiation of 3Cs and 3Cl is very important for statistics produced

by [EUROSTAT| and [OECD} because when educational attainment data are ag-
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gregated into the three broad categories commonly used for publications by
these bodies 0-2: low; 3-4: medium; 5-6: high), 3Cs
is put in the ‘low’ category, whereas 3Cl is considered as completion
of upper secondary education and thus put in the ‘medium’ category. It
however seems that exactly this boundary is difficult to draw. The change
in criterion means that the educational attainment distributions for all af-
fected countries are dragged upwards by a substantial degree without any

underlying actual change.

does not require to re-deliver updated files for older quarters

to harmonise them with later quarters. Often it would not be possible to
‘harmonise backwards’ anyway, because changes in instruments cannot be
reproduced for earlier surveys. However, if the specification for some
category is changed and consequently some mapping of to a country-
specific category, this could be implemented in older files, e.g. when all
cases in 3Cs were re-classified to 3Cl in a number of countries,
since there is no country in which only part of the 3Cs category was re-

allocated.

So how do the results of the three previous sections compare? Are all three
surveys equally stable or unstable? Obviously larger sample sizes lead to
more consistent results over survey waves (as measured by D), as do shorter
intervals between data collection time points and a survey being used to
produce official statistics and thus relying on the expertise on education stat-
istics in and at All these factors work to the disadvantage of
the and in favour of the However, all three surveys showed evid-
ence of inconsistent coding of over years. What is promising is that

usually changes lead to an improvement in the application of to the
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country-specific educational qualifications, be it by correction of misclassific-
ations where the coding in an earlier survey round violates comparability by
not sticking to definitions, be it by more differentiated data collection
instruments that allow distinctions that could not be made in earlier waves
of a survey. The fact that the former type of change is not implemented
‘backward’ in earlier survey waves however means that there is less compar-
ability over time than could be achieved. Also there are some inconsistencies
that are left unexplained because the are not available for the
and

4.3 CONSISTENCY ACROSS THE THREE SURVEYS

Previous research has shown that data published by the and academ-
ically driven survey data such as the [ESS|show substantial discrepancies (see
Section 3.1.1). In the light of the differences found across survey rounds in
the previous section, this is not surprising. Hudson| (2007), however, only
shows discrepancies using the very aggregated 3-level version of
summarising levels o to 2 (low education), 3 and 4 (upper secondary educa-
tion) and 5 and 6 (tertiary education), because these are the categories that
[OECD[s “Education at a Glance” Series distinguishes. This means that
inconsistencies within these three broad levels are not picked up. Looking at
the six-level or even more detailed versions of in different surveys
might allow more specific conclusions about where exactly these discrepan-
cies result from. Therefore, in this section, the distributions of educational

attainment according to more detailed versions of will be compared

across [EU-SILC|and [EU-LFS| data. Since data for are for most countries
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derived from data for [EUlmember states, a comparison with data

will not be made.5®

Since the three surveys do not use identical codings of they firstly
need to be further harmonised. The data contain the most simpli-
fied coding with 6 levels only. Therefore, the educational attainment
variables in the [ESS as well as are recoded to the same scheme. Fur-
thermore, because of the rotating panel design in the the quarterly
files cannot be simply aggregated in order to achieve yearly data. It was
thus decided to only use data from the spring quarter which is the most
complete one: some countries did not yet provide data for the other quar-

ters until 2005.

in the appendix shows the combined data from tables and
quarter two in table but organised slightly differently: The data are now

ordered by country, survey and the year the survey was conducted.>® We
can now compare the distributions of educational attainment according to
the six-level ISCED| variable across data sources for the same or close years,

in order to detect systematic coding differences across data sources.

summarises the results using Duncan’s dissimilarity index, in a sim-
ilar vein as in Here the comparison is however not made across
time points within surveys, but across surveys within time-points. Since
there are three survey sources and (roughly) four time points (2002/2003;

2004; 2005; 2006/2007) but the surveys do not span the time-points equally,
gives six pairwise comparisons:

— Column one compares [ESS{round one from 2002/2003 with [EU-LFS| 2003;

Even for those countries where data are delivered to|OECD|directly by the the data source
is usually identical with the one entering the [EU-LFS} i. e. the national

In the case of the the year most cases were surveyed in is given—in many countries, the
data collection period was in the winter and thus spanned across two years.
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- column two compares [ESS round two from 2004 /2005 with 2004 or
2005 (depending on whether the data for the respective country were

collected in 2004 or 2005);

— column three compares [EU-LFS|and [EU-SILC| 2004,

— column four compares the same surveys, but for 2005;

— column five compares[ESS| round two from 2004 /2005 with 2004 or
2005 (again depending on whether the data for the respective country
were collected in 2004 or 2005) and

— column six compares [EU-SILC| 2006 with [ESS|round three from 2006/2007.

This means that surveys are compared within years, and if two surveys were
not conducted in the same year in a country, a one-year difference was al-

lowed.

In[AT] we first of all find differences in the application of [[SCED g7 at the lowest
levels of education: All three surveys handle levels o and 1 differently.
ignores both, only covers level 1, and covers both. However, since
the proportion of primary and lower secondary education as the highest
attainment is rather high in the and levels 3, 5 and 6 are much
smaller in the than in the official surveys, there might be a systematic
misclassification of qualifications in the Duncan’s dissimilarity index
(see is also much higher for [AT when the [ESS|is compared to
or (D > 40) than when the latter are compared with each other (D <
10). This will be further examined when checking the harmonisation process

in the[ESS)in Although there are also differences between [EU-LFS
and they are not quite as big as the differences with the

With respect to [BE|, the first two years are quite different from the
first two rounds and the This changes with the break in

2005 already identified in However, then the third round
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TABLE 4.8: Duncan’s Dissimilarity Index for educational attainment
distributions across [EU-SILC| and [EU-LFS|

EU-LFSHESS EU—LFSHEU—SILC U-SILCHES!
Country S ESS

2002/03 2004/05 2004 2005 2004 /05 2006/07
40.0 8.6 55 414 45.3
12.7 16.8 11.8 6.0 8.5 341
. . . 4.4 .
6.2 6.0 . 0.7 4.2 .
9.7 2.8 . 16.5 16.7 11.6
14.3 16.9 8.9 7.9 14.8 22.1
. 5.0 7.8 4.2 4.8 9.7
21.6 124 7.5 6.1 15.2 11.0
7.2 7.7 12.9 11.2 12.9 14.1
39.6 40.9 17.8 16.8 48.0 48.5
144 9.4 4.8 5.0 10.9 .
33.1 26.7 . 1.9 294 357
154 15.2 5.0 5.4 18.1 18.2
. 347 12.5 12.6 34.9 .
4.9 6.2 34 5.8 . 9.0
. . . 2.3 .
21.3 12.1 18.2 13.2 35
. . . 14.1 . .
14.2 11.3 . 1.9 14.5 10.6
4.1 20.1 3.8 23 11.8 19.9
21.3 19.5 . 154 37.1 383
7.5 3.8 2.1 0.9 5.1 24
339 24.2 4.2 43 31.6 16.6
34.6 317 . 24.2 29.8 30.0
20.5 . 47 7.0 8.7
29.6 . 114 . 26.3
4.1 3.8 2.1 0.7 35 24
17.6 18.3 8.6 7.9 19.1 21.7
39.6 40.9 18.2 24.2 48.0 48.5

Sources: 2002-2007, 2004—2006, cross-sectional files from Eurostat, 2003-2005, files
from Eurostat (second quarter used only). Own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted
using the design weight (dweight) in the the cross-sectional weighting factor (pbog0) inand
the quarterly weighting factor (coeff) in the

Notes:

* = Data for round two for [IT| were only collected in 2006, they are still compared with
2005.

5
t = Since for q EU-LFS|data are only available for 2005 anddata for 2002 and 2006, the comparison

between [EU-LFS| 2005 and round three is shown.
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of the [ESS|is way off the other data sources for all categories but the
highest. Therefore, it looks like the re-mappings implemented in this
round harmed rather than improved comparability, as was already sugges-
ted in Altogether, rounds one and two and
2005 seem to be rather comparable. The dissimilarity indices in

confirm this.

For [CY] we only have data from the [EU-LFS and [EU-SILC| and only one year

(2005) overlaps. The data sources match rather well, although re-
cords overall higher levels of education than the Comparing all
waves to all waves leads to a dissimilarity index of 5.1.

In level 1 is identified in and the but not in the
in turn does not identify level o in 2005. The break in 2005,

re-classifying qualifications formerly assigned to 3Cs (and thus ending up
in level 2 in the more aggregated version of to 3Cl improves the fit
across data sources: these qualifications were classified as level 3 rather than
2 in the other surveys from the start. The definition of ‘upper secondary
completion’ thus differs across surveys. Otherwise, the data are, compared

to other countries, pretty consistent.

For [DE, we observe that 2005 is an outlier with respect to the highest
category. The respective value for the third [ESS|round also appears too

high. The value for [EU-SILC| 2006 seems to be more correct; something we

could not conclude from just looking at over time in
2 and 3 also do not look right in 2005, being considerably
smaller than in the other surveys and the other wave. This also
shows up in relatively high dissimilarity indices in whenever
2005 is included in the comparison (D > 15). The in turn differs

from the other data sources at[ISCED|levels 1, 2 (categories are smaller in the
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ESS) and level 3 (category is larger in [ESS rounds one and two, but not three).
round three shows a larger 4 category. None of the surveys thus

match really well: If the dissimilarity index is computed across all years,

simply comparing [ESS with [EU-SILJ, [EU-SILC] with [EU-LFS| and [EU-LFS with

it amounts to 9 to 10 for all three comparisons.

With respect to there are strong differences between the and the

two other surveys because of the very different composition of level 4,

being nearly empty in[EU-LFS and [EU-SILC}, but going up to 16 % in the In

turn, [SCED| 2 and 3 are smaller in rounds two and three, and [ISCED| 5/6

in [ESS round one. This drives the large dissimilarity indices when the [ESS|is

involved in the comparison. Additionally, whereas does not identify

level o, the other surveys do. In level 2 is also substantially

larger than in the other surveys.

shows comparatively little differences across surveys, all dissimilarity in-
dices being below 10. The major reason for this is probably that the data
collection instrument used in the different surveys is highly consistent, if
not identical. However, we see the same effect as in with the 3C-related
break in the which improves the match between the and the
other surveys at levels 2 and 3. A look at levels 4 and 5 shows that the
conclusion reached in on the consistency over [ESS rounds was
right: the re-classification of ‘professional/technical school after secondary
education’ to level 4 decreases comparability—this is classified as 5B

in the other surveys.

In [ES the [ESSis again the outlier with respect to levels 0 and 1. In
round one, level 4 also is much larger than in the other surveys or
rounds. 5/6 is smaller in [ESY rounds one and three. The break in

ESS round two however has improved the match between and the other
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surveys at least at the higher levels of education. The break in is
hard to evaluate because of the instability of levels 2 and 3 across surveys
and time. The later waves are closer to the at level 1, but
further away at level 2. But the differences between these two surveys are

not very large (D < 10).

is, as[DE| a rare example where and [ESS|lie closer together than any
of the two other combinations (see [Iable 4.8). The reason is that in

levels o and 1 are not identified and level 2 is consequently as big as
o, 1 and 2 together in the other surveys. Thus like in we find incon-
sistent treatment of the lowest categories in the different data sources. In
addition, the [ESS does not identify the (tiny) level 4, which the other surveys
do. Whereas the consistently shows lower levels of upper secondary
attainment, the highest category is more populated in rounds two and

three than in the other sources.

shows huge differences across surveys, and whenever the [ESS|is involved
in the comparison, [FR| shows the highest index of dissimilarity across all

countries (around 4o for the comparison with the and 48 for the com-

parison with [EU-SILC). [ISCED| 2, 4 and 5/6 are consistently larger in the

than in the other sources and [ISCED| 3 is consistently smaller. However,

ISILC|and [EU-LFS|don’t match particularly well either. All surveys seem to con-

struct levels o, 1 and 2 differently, with showing the highest

numbers of respondents in [[SCED| 0 and the lowest number in [[SCED| 2.
had many cases coded as missing on the [EU-SILC| education variable because

they had not achieved any educational qualifications (see [Section 4.1.2). The
other surveys must have dealt with these differently, i. e. by classifying them
according to their highest level of education attended or completed—in this

case college (‘lower secondary school’)—rather than successfully completed
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with the corresponding certificate, brevet du college. Examinations are known
to be highly selective in|FR, which is why the exact operationalisation of ‘edu-
cational attainment” makes quite a difference in French data on educational

attainment.

For again the [ESY stands out a little as matching less with and
than these do with each other. The [ESSunder-represents primary and

tertiary education and over-represents o and 2 compared to the other
surveys. With the second round however the moved into the right direc-

tion (although the data collection instrument was not changed substantially).

[EU-LFS| and [EU-SILC| are reasonably close in[GR| with D < 5.

In is the only survey that does not identify level 0. Again,
we find large differences between the [ESS on the one hand and the

surveys on the other at[[SCED|levels 1 (ESS|category larger) and 3 (ESS|category
smaller). Additionally, in [ESS rounds one and three level 2 is larger

than in[EU-SILC|and [EU-LFS} in turn in [ESS round two, 5/6 is larger. The

dissimilarity index accordingly shows a quite extreme pattern with

and [EU-SIL(] being very close in 2005 with D = 1.9 (if all [EU-LFS| and [EU-SIL(]

waves are compared, it is D = 3.4, not shown); and all indices involving the

[ESgbeing very large (26.7 < D < 35.7). was most probably constructed
differently in the [ESS|and in the surveys.

Similar, but much less extreme findings can be reported for Again the
matches the two other surveys least (D > 15), which match reasonably
well (D =~ 5). Particularly the drop in level 1 in the third [ESY round is

worrying since the category is more than twice as large in the other surveys.

Also level 4 is highly irregular, with [EU-SILC| and [EU-LFS showing 9 to

12 % of the sample in this category, but the 18 to 23 %. At level 5, the

inverse is true, with the [ESS showing considerably lower proportions than the
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other surveys. Again, there is reason to assume that [SCED| was constructed

differently in the different surveys.

shows the same pattern with the [ESS|showing a considerably different edu-

cational attainment distribution than [EU-SILC|and [EU-LFS| (D ~ 35). Although

the sample for [IS is much smaller than all other samples (N = 341), this
alone cannot explain the considerable deviation of the from the other
data sources—different classification of country-specific categories in

is the more probable explanation (which will be shown in [Section 5.2.3).

However, [EU-SILC| and [EU-LFS also differ from each other, though to a lesser

degree (D =~ 13). These latter differences however span across all levels of

education.

overall shows rather low dissimilarity indices, all D < 10. Atlevel 4,
differs visibly from the and and all surveys differ from
each other at level 3 with [ESY showing the highest and the lowest
percentages. For [LT} like for [CY] there are no [ESY data available yet, and
started in 2005. There is thus only one dissimilarity index reported in

which is very low. The earlier waves differ from the 2005
one because of the changes in the assignment of 3C qualifications (see

Section 4.2.3)).

is the only country where and [ESY|lie closer to each other than
and either other survey—and they are pretty close (D = 3.5). There must

be something peculiar about the coding of educational attainment in the

for which we had already observed quite strong changes over time in

ISection 4.2.3} [EU-LFS for 2003 reports considerably lower numbers of tertiary

education graduates and more post-secondary non-tertiary graduates than

the other surveys. All [EU-LFS| waves feature more [[SCED|0 and 2 attainment

and less [ISCED| 1 attainment than the other surveys. The differences are so
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systematic that it looks like different mappings were applied in the
[EC-LES| and [EU=SILd in [0l

The data situation for [LV| again allows only one comparison to be made:

[EU-LFS| and [EU-SILC| 2005. In contrast to [CY] and [LT} both surveys differ con-

siderably from each other for[Lvl However, changed considerably in
2006 and is then much closer to the It thus seems that there is a spe-
cific problem with the 2005 data in [LV} particularly with respect to
levels 1 and 2. The reason is almost certainly what was observed a few
times already for especially Central and Eastern European countries:
level 2 qualifications were probably misclassified as level 1, which was

corrected in 2006.

In the distribution of educational attainment is very similar for
and The differs from both of these surveys at all levels, al-
though it seems to get closer over time (without any change in the instru-
ment though). levels 1, 3 and 5/6 are smaller and 2 and 4 larger
in the[ESY than in the surveys of the same (or the next) year.

For we see pronounced differences between data collected by inter-
view (ESS rounds two and three) and register data (ESS round one,
and [EU-SILC). All register data produce highly similar educational attain-
ment distributions (D < 5), whereas the comparison with rounds two
and three shows substantial differences between distributions across surveys
(10 < D < 20). rounds two and three show more level 5/6 attain-
ment and less level 3 attainment. In round three additionally
level 4 is much larger than in any other survey or [ESS| round. 2006
data differ from the other data because of a change in the official as-

signments in 2006 (see [Section 4.2.2]).
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[PL]is again a country with strong differences across surveys, at a similar scale
as [AT| and None of the surveys match well with all dissimilarity indices
exceeding 15. differs from the other surveys in that level 1 is
nearly empty, whereas both and record 14 to 17% of cases in
this category. in turn reports level 2 as empty, whereas the
reports around 35 % in this category and the even 50 % in 2003
and 2004. This drops to only 15% in 2005 because of the change in the
allocation of vocational upper secondary programmes to 3Cs and 3Cl (see
Section 4.2.3). With respect to level 3, 2005 and are
close, but the earlier years and the [ESY differ (but are close to each
other). levels 4 and 5/6 are much more consistent across the three
surveys and time. Therefore, in the case of [PL} the distinction between
levels 1 and 2 on the one hand and levels 2 and 3 on the other seems to be

problematic and handled differently by the different surveys.

is one of the few countries with all dissimilarity indices being below 10.

But even then, the [EU-LFS and [EU-SILC| are closer to each other than any of

the two with the The however seems to come closer to the other

distributions over time. level 4 is identified in the [EU-LFS and [EU-SILC],

but not in the [ES§—it is however very small.

In the case of [SE| we again find a strong dissimilarity between the [ESS and

the official surveys. Whereas the [EU-LFS and |[EU-SILC| produce reasonably

similar educational attainment distributions (D < 5), the [ESS|is rather far off

(15 < D < 35), particularly in the earlier rounds. In rounds one and two, the

reports 16-17 % of the cases in level 1, whereas [EU-LFS|and [EU-SIL(]

count 5-8 %. At level 2, the also reports about twice as many cases as
the other surveys, but in round three it gets closer. For level 3 this is then

the other way round, with the official surveys counting many more cases
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than the and again with the difference shrinking over rounds. At
level 5/6, the reports around 10 % more cases than the surveys.
The [ESS|is the only survey to identify level o (very small), but it is also

the only one not to identify level 4 (non-negligible).

shows the worst match across all surveys of all countries, with the dissim-
ilarity index ranging from 24 to 35. This is in stark contrast to the stability
that was found across [ESS|rounds (see[Section 4.2.1)). In the levels o
and 2 are larger, and level 3 smaller than in the other surveys. In the
level 1 is much smaller, and in level 2 is smaller.
Level 3 is at least close between the and In contrast to the
other surveys, the does not identify level 4 and these cases are
included in level 3. What thus reports as level 4 is reported as 5/6
in the The [ESS seems to report as level 4 respondents that would

be coded level 3 in the other surveys since 5/6 is close to the

and the sum of levels 4 and 5/6 in [EU-SILC| [ISCED|is thus constructed very

differently in all tree surveys in the case of

In [5K] the best match is between the [EU-LFS and [EU-SILC| (D = 4.7), the worst

between the and (D = 20.5), and the comparison of and

is in the middle (D < 10). There is large diversity across surveys in

the size of level 2, ranging from 6 % in 2006 to 51 % in the

2003. The change in the allocation of vocational upper secondary

programmes from 3Cs to 3Cl and thus from level 2 to 3 makes the
come closer to the other two surveys at levels 2 and 3. level 4 is
only identified in the With respect to level 5, records more cases

than the other surveys.

Finally, for the only three comparisons can be made. The match of

the educational attainment distributions in the three surveys is not very
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good, with even the and showing an index of dissimilarity
of D = 11.4. One of the reasons for this is that, as will be shown in
in the all respondents who indicated to have ‘other’ qual-
ifications are assigned to level 3. In in turn, they are coded as

missing. The latter strategy is probably preferable in terms of validity and
cross-national comparability. However, the amount of people giving this re-
sponse in Britain does pose a problem that cannot be solved by recoding

alone.

The fit with the is even worse, however, producing dissimilarity indices
larger than 25. As discussed in Schneider| (2008a)), the delineation of
levels 2 and 3 is very debated in the case of the The official surveys
use the official mapping, whereas the seems to use the cross-nationally
more adequate mappings proposed in|Schneider| (2008a), classifying General
Certificate of Secondary Education as level 2 rather than 3: level 2
is much larger and level 3 much smaller in the than in the [EUROSTAT]
surveys. The latter surveys do not identify level 1. All three surveys
report very different percentages for level 4, and at levels 5/6 there

are noticeable differences, too.

To summarise, when comparing the distribution of the variables in

different survey data sets, large differences can be observed between data

sources that cannot be reconciled in any obvious way. [EU-LFS| and [EU-SILC]

show the smallest cross-survey differences with an average dissimilarity in-
dex across countries of 8 to 9 %. The differences across surveys are much
larger as soon as the [ESS|is included in the comparison: The average dissim-

ilarity index comparing[ESS and on the one hand and [ESS|and

on the other hand amount to around 20 %. There are however quite large dis-

crepancies in specific countries between [EU-LFS| and [EU-SILC} too: In five out
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of 15 countries in 2004 and in nine out of 26 in 2005, the dissimilarity index
lies above 10 %. and [PT|are the countries with the lowest discrepancies
across all surveys (D is consistently smaller than 10), and and [ the
countries with the highest (D here lies around 30 on average across all six

comparisons).

Although the differences between the [EU-LFS and [EU-SILC| are smaller than

those between each of those and the they are still worrying, since
is centrally responsible for both surveys, and the education variables
in both surveys are coded by the [NSkk. This is however obviously done
in rather different ways in a number of countries. The quality guideline
that “variations in methodology that might affect data values should not
be made without explanation” (OECD, |2003b, p.10) is not taken seriously
enough, since the documentation does not highlight any devi-
ations in methodology for these countries. Most probably, neither

nor the were aware of some of them.

The comparison of the three surveys thus suggest inconsistencies across sur-
veys and countries that require further investigation. This will be done in
the next chapter, where the data collection instruments and harmonisation

procedures will be examined more closely.



CONSISTENCY OF DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS

AND HARMONISATION PROCEDURES

The previous chapter focused on the consistency in the outcome of meas-
urement, i.e. actual data. It was diagnosed that the distributions of edu-
cational attainment coded in differ more than actual change over
time within surveys can plausibly explain. Substantial inconsistencies were
also found across surveys, despite the fact that all three surveys were con-
ducted within five years and follow similar methodologies (e.g. random
sampling, ex-ante output harmonisation). This chapter will have a closer
look at the generation of the educational attainment distributions, i.e. the
input in terms of data collection, measurement instruments and harmonisa-
tion procedures. Consistency across countries is thus examined by checking
if countries use consistent methodologies for measuring educational attain-
ment using country-specific data collection instruments and for harmonising

their nationally specific education categories into ISCED g

Eurostat (2006a) acknowledges that the detailed educational attainment vari-
able in the often lacks comparability over countries, without giving
any further detail though (p.129). Comparability across countries is ex-
amined here from two angles: Firstly, in the questionnaire items
on educational attainment in the three surveys as well as more general char-
acteristics of the data collection process will be examined in some detail to

highlight differences in the way countries measure educational attainment.
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Secondly, we need to know if countries apply the definitions and

thus code the harmonised variable in the same way. This will be treated in

ection 5.2

5.1 CONSISTENCY OF DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS

This subsection examines country-specific instruments for measuring educa-
tional attainment. The cross-national consistency of country-specific meas-
urement instruments will be assessed by an examination of the data sources
and data collection modes, the question wordings, and the response categor-

ies for educational attainment. The particular aspects to be discussed are

1. methods of data collection (register or survey data, data collection
mode, proxy reporting, [Section 5.1.1);

2. the specific operationalisation of the concept ‘educational attainment’

(Section 5.1.2);

3. the level of detail the measurement instruments record and potential
problems in the application of to variables that lack specific de-

tails (Section 5.1.3); and

4. coverage (or not) of different sectors of educational systems, such as vo-
cational education, non-formal education, special education and adult

education (Section 5.1.4)).

5.1.1 Data sources and modes of data collection

gives an overview of data sources (register or survey), data col-
lection modes in surveys (Computer-Assisted Personal Interview (CAPI),
Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI), Paper and Pencil Interview

or Self-Administered Mail Questionnaire (SAMQ)) and the extent of

proxy reporting across countries in the [EU-LFS| [EU-SILC, and
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TABLE 5.1: Data sources and collection modes in and
FUTrS
Country 2005 2005

source/mode by proxy (%)  source/mode by proxy (%) mode

AT PAPI 27.6 CAPI 24.6 PAPI
PAPIl/|CAP]| 22.6 CAPI 14.3 CAPI
PAP] 415 . . PAP]
CH CAT 0.4 . . CAP]
CY| CAPI 29.9 CAP] 134 PAPI
CZ| CAPI 48.1 PAP 2.3 PAPI
DE CAPIl/|SAMQ| 26.6 SAMQ| 11.9 CAPI
DK| register /|CATI| 2.6 register /|CAT]| 49.1 CAPI

[PAPIl/|CAP 15.3 CAPI 5 PAPI
CAP 52.9 CAPI 40.3 CAPI

re 1ster 6.9 re ister/lf AT!l 23.8 CAPI
CAPIl

=135

FR| CAPI 32.1 26.9 CAPI
GR PAP] 43.6 PAPI/|CAPI| 5.4 PAP]
HU| PAPI 42.7 PAPI 104 PAPI
CAP]| 43.1 CAP] 31 PAP]
. . . . PAPI
CATI 0.8 register /IEATﬂ 0 CAPI
CAPI 40.3 PAPI 16.1 CAPI
PAP 43.2 PAP] 14 .

LU CAT 524 PAPI 22.8 PAPI
PAP]| 39.9 PAPT] 5.8 PAPI
NI CAPI 46.6 CAT 39.6 CAPI
INO CAT] 13.7 register /|CAT]| 28.1 CAP]
PAPI| 41.6 ﬁ%] 19.3 PAP]
PT) CAP 45.8 CAPJ| 13.9 PAP]
RO PAP 28.2 : . PAPI
RU| PAP]

register 2.8 register 3.1 CAPI

| &

SI 57.6 register? /[PAP] 242 PAP]
SK| 61.6 5.9 PAPI
TR . . . PAP]
UA . PAPI

e[uK] m 344 fcary 10.8 CAPI

Source: |Eurostat| d2007b"dl 2008a), Data documentation reports from d]owell and the Central
|Co-ordinating Team) 2008).

Note: With respect to only the dominant mode is reported if more than 80 % of interviews
are conducted with that mode. For the information refers to the last round in which the country
participated.

—

5.1.1.1 Use of register data

In the according to [Eurostat| (2007b), [DK] [FI] and [SE| use register data

for educational attainment. The questionnaires for [DK| and [FI however also

include items on educational attainment, probably in order to complement
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register information. For the 2005 comparative quality report (Euro{
stat, 2007a|, p. 17-18) indicates that and [5 make some
use of register data. It is not entirely clear which countries use register data
for the measurement of educational attainment though, since Eurostat| (2007a)
does not give details on which variables are derived from register data and
which from survey data. For [IS and [SE, data collection instruments on edu-
cational attainment could be identified in the questionnaire. These countries
thus either combine register and survey data or use survey data only for edu-
cational attainment. For|NL} although the instrument itself is not included in
the questionnaire provided with the data, there is a placeholder for a block
on educational attainment from a ‘basic questionnaire” that is not provided.
does not have register data for educational attainment (and the same can
be assumed for [SI). In the first round of the drew information on
respondents’ educational attainment from administrative data sources. In

all other countries and rounds, all data are survey based.

Generally register data can be expected to be of high precision and reliability
because there are no issues with recall biases or the interpretation of ques-
tionnaire items and response categories by the respondent (Halldén, 2008,
p- 265). However, registers could have missing data like missing entries for
recent immigrants and foreigners and missing or inadequate information on
education achieved by nationals abroad. Registers can also happen not to
be completely up-to-date because of delays in the reporting of degrees from

educational institutions to the [NSIs, and register errors can occur.

5.1.1.2 Data collection mode in surveys

In the survey based data collection in the [EU-LFS| [EU-SILC] and there

is a mix of data collection modes, ranging from [SAMQ| to [PAPI, [CAPI and
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Data collection mode for differs by and sometimes also within
countries (Eurostat, 20084l p. 18—20). In 2005, in nine countries
the [UK), more than 9o % of the first interviews are conducted
as (subsequent panel waves are usually administered by [CATI). In five

countries that rely on register data for much of the information required for
(oK] INO), is the preferred method of data collection.

In nine more countries SK), the traditional
dominates, and [GR| and [SE| mix [PAP] and [CAPI/[CAT] respectively. is the

only country where interviews are entirely self-administered. In the other

countries, mail questionnaires are used in less than 5 % of the samples.

In the first interviews should be personal interviews, although in
around 15 % of the interviews are self-administered.®® However, and
use In 2005, eleven countries used and twelve and
rely on in addition to register data, like in Therefore, 19

countries use Computer-Assisted Interview (CAI) techniques altogether for

the

There is much less variation in the data collection modes in the than in

the [EU-LFS| or in [EU-SILC} All countries collect their data through personal

interviews. Countries use either (largely in Western and Northern

European countries) or (largely in South-Eastern and Eastern European

countries as well as and [PT). and [NI] moved from [PAPI to
in the second round of the

It is certainly desirable to use techniques since this facilitates data collec-

tion (e. g. by the use of more specific filters), leads to less item non-response,

Since participation in the Mikrozensus—the survey underlying the German [EU-LFS| data—
is compulsory in and it is legally problematic to impose a visit by an interviewer on
households, respondents can opt for a mail questionnaire.
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and coding errors can be diagnosed and corrected already during the inter-
view (Groves) 2004). In countries that use more complex instruments
for collecting information on educational attainment can be used without
too much increasing the burden on the interviewee. For the Dutch
for example, the programmed questionnaire uses a search engine linking
the interviewees” indicated level of education to a database of educational
programmes and qualifications. In this way, detailed information can be
gathered without presenting a long list of qualifications to the interviewee.
The open response is coded instantaneously, and if the respective qualific-
ation cannot be identified in the data base, the respondent is prompted to
think about other names for the qualification in question.®® At the other
extreme end, [DE exclusively relies on for the data collection,
which might lead to rather poor quality data since respondents cannot ask
for support when encountering difficulties filling in the questionnaire. This
could be especially problematic for less educated (or even illiterate) respond-
ents. The items on educational attainment in the German questionnaire are

however not very complex.

5.1.1.3 Proxy reporting

In household surveys, it is common practice that one respondent (usually
the ‘head of the household’) reports for all household members, especially if

these are not available at the time of interview. Interview by proxy is allowed

in both [EU-SILC| and [EU-LFS| (including the education variable) since mostly

factual data are collected. This might lead to problems especially if a proxy

is asked to report detailed information on specific educational qualifications

The software ‘Blaise’ for developing questionnaires, which is increasingly used by ,
is actually developed by Statistics Netherlands.
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of another household member. For the register countries, proxy informa-
tion is not an issue for the measurement of educational attainment since the
information for each sampled respondent is retrieved from administrative

sources.

In the rates of interviews achieved by proxy range from o to 49 %
across countries, with a mean of 18%. Quality might be affected due to
high proxy rates for and [S] where the rate exceeds 20 %
(Eurostat, 2008a, p.20-21). and are most critical here (proxy rate of
40 % or higher). In the the proxy rate ranges from o to 62 %, with
a mean of 33 %, thus substantially higher than the rates for Only
in the register countries as well as [CH| and [IS] (all relying on the proxy
rates are below 10 % (Eurostat, |2007d, p. 16). Proxy reporting is not possible
in the due to the subjective nature of most of the information collected

(attitudes, values and the like).

It is recommended in Eurostat|(2007c¢) that the impact of different data collec-
tion methods on educational attainment measures is investigated in-depth.
Comparability of register and survey data would be particularly important

to know more about: the changing education distribution for observed

in|Section 4.2.1| (page 110) is quite disconcerting in this regard. The implica-

tions of proxy reporting on data quality are also unclear, although available
evidence suggests that proxies can report factual information (such as educa-
tional attainment) quite reliably (O’Muircheartaigh| 1991), but not as reliably
as the individuals concerned (Alwin, 2007, p.152). However, this might be
increasingly problematic with the high degree of differentiation of educa-
tional systems today. These issues cannot be evaluated here in more detail,

but should be the focus of future research.
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5.1.2  Target content of the data collection instruments

Further sources of inconsistencies across countries are the actual question

wording and choice of response categories that operationalise the concept

‘educational attainment’. For cross-national research, it is crucial that all

countries rely on the same indicator and operational definition of educa-

tional attainment in order to achieve comparable measures.

In order to evaluate the link between instrument and underlying construct,
questionnaire items need to be 1. extracted from the original country ques-

tionnaires,®>

2. translated into English,%3 and 3. analysed with respect to
the educational attainment indicator used in the question itself and in the
response categories: educational certificates and qualifications, ‘success-
fully completed educational programmes’, institutions or educational pro-
grammes reached or attended (see [Section 2.1). Tables and in
the appendix present the question wording for all countries, including a
translation into English, for all three surveys.® summarises the

results of the analyses, which are presented in detail in the following para-

graphs.

With respect to the questionnaires are only available from 2005 onwards (see [Eurostat,
2009). It was impossible to identify the data collection instrument for educational attainment

in the questionnaires for and [SK] in and and [§I in the For

some countries, the questionnaire was only available in English, but not in the original

language [TR). With respect to the the task is facilitated by the underlying
common questionnaire, including standard numbering of items across all countries, and

easy retrievability from

This was performed using firstly machine translation, the outcome of which was transformed
into ‘readable’” English, often drawing on advice from native speakers. For [IS} the question-
naire for the is available in English translation, and the education items are identical
to the ones in

The response categories are only shown for the ESS in but available in a separate
file for the other surveys.
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5.1.2.1 Types of instruments and response options

There are a number of ways in which educational attainment data can be
coded initially in the interview. Across countries and surveys, the instru-
ments range from multi-item measures, usually using filters (e.g.

6} [iS, NL [NO| and the [UK]in the [EU-LF and [Ig [iS] [SE and the [UK] in [EU-SILQ),

to very simple single-item questions with fewer response categories than
there are levels and [F] in the [ESS). Across the three sur-
veys, the large majority of countries use single-item instruments with 10 to
15 response categories. In interviewers are instructed not to read out
the response categories and thus need to code the answer the respondent

gives spontaneously.®> Some countries however also have single items with

relatively detailed lists of qualifications (BE in [EU-SIL and [LU| in the [ESS and
EU-SILC). [EE| uses the same and |DE| very similar instruments in all surveys.®

consistently uses an open question the responses to which are post coded.
and [IT| consistently use rather simple items with relatively few response

categories. Some countries use the same or similar instruments in [EU-SILC

and the but a considerably more aggregated one in the [ESS (e. g.
the [UK). In and use the same response categories, but not

the same opening question. Yet in most countries, a different instrument is

used for each survey.

In the [EU-LFS, 13 [EU| member states report to use a list of the most com-
mon or even all educational programmes; four countries use an aggregated

list of educational programmes; three [EU| and four other countries use an

This might also be the case in other countries, but cannot be identified if the interviewer
instructions are not included in the questionnaires available.

In the the instrument for uses two filter questions that exclude respondents
without qualifications from the two main items. In the [ESY (see table and the
‘no qualification” categories are included in the two items, so that the resulting information
is equivalent. In the the item on vocational education allows multiple responses and has

more categories than in the [EU-LFS| or [EU-SILC
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open question; further three countries use a combination of an open
question and a list of the most common educational qualifications (Eurostat,
2007¢).®7 Whereas detailed lists of educational programmes should be easily
mapped to questionnaire items with aggregated lists of educational
programmes might be problematic if the aggregations run across[[SCED|levels
or categories (see [Section 5.1.3). With respect to data collection by an open
question, the quality of the resulting data largely depends on how reliably
and to what level of detail they are coded, which is a black box for the data

user.

In all countries with the exception of [BE use similarly or slightly
less detailed measures than in the uses a much more detailed
measure in than in the Still, the variation across countries is
impressive, with the [UK|using a complex multi-item instrument and [FR|using
only seven categories. Here, the question even asks respondents to use ‘the
following international classification” (Quel est le diplome le plus élevé que vous
avez obtenu selon la classification internationale suivante ?). It thus looks like
chose an input harmonisation approach for the measurement of educational

attainment in

There is also a lot of variation in the level of detail of the response categories
across countries in the although at a somewhat lower level: Whereas

some countries only distinguish 5, 6 or 7 categories in their data collection

instruments the [UK), some countries collect quite detailed in-

formation, with sometimes 15 “indigenous’ categories or more (CH|in rounds
one and two, for which a large number of categories can be constructed

This report is the result of a survey amongst organised by theWorking Group
on Education and Training Statistics (ETS WG) on how educational attainment is measured

in their (or equivalent surveys from which results are reported to [OECD). It reports the
results of the work of the [ETS WG| on 37 countries including 27 [EUl member states, two candid-
ate countries, three European Free Trade Association countries and five non-European
countries (Australia, the Canada, Korea and Japan). Unfortunately countries are
not named in this report, so the evidence is not as specific as one might wish.
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by cross-tabulating the country-specific items, rounds two and three,
[LU). No country uses complete lists of qualifications in the [ESSthough. Given
the initial purpose of this survey and the anticipated usage of educational
attainment as a background variable rather than a variable of interest in
itself, this might be understandable. However, there are already publica-
tions using [ESS data for analysing educational attainment as a main variable
(e. g.Domanski and Przybysz, 2007; Eikemo et al., 2008; von dem Knesebeck
et al., |2006), and since education is so closely related to many of the con-
cepts covered by the it would be important to have good educational
attainment data in the for all countries. With very sparse information,
the correction of misclassifications (see [Section 5.2.3)), let alone refinement of

the cross-nationally comparable variable are ruled out.

To summarise, we find pronounced differences across surveys and countries
in terms of the formal characteristics of the data collection instruments for
educational attainment. The consequences of these differences are however
difficult to evaluate. One aspect that might be consequential is however the

differing amount of detail available for different countries and/or surveys

(see[Section 5.1.3)).

5.1.2.2 Content of questions and response categories

So what about the actual content of data collection instruments on educa-

tional attainment in different countries and surveys?

When data on educational attainment are retrieved from administrative
sources (common only in the Scandinavian countries), there is no inform-
ation available in the survey documentation on the nature of these data,

e.g. if they contain information on registration for educational programmes,

157



158

5 DATA COLLECTION AND HARMONISATION CONSISTENCY

achievement of formal qualifications, or both, or other types of informa-
tion. From other sources, however, it can be derived that Statistics Sweden’s
education register (utbildningsregistret) contains information on educational
certificates as reported by the educational institutions that award them (Stat{
istics Sweden, 2004). The same is true for Statistics Finland’s ‘Register of
Completed Education and Degrees” (Statistics Finland), 2004, p. 45), which
also includes information on the awarding educational institutions. In the
case of there are several related registers, the “Attainment Register” cov-
ering data on completed general and vocational education, and the ‘Student
Register” on educational careers and achieved qualifications (Statistics Den
mark, 2006, 2008). has its “National Education Database’” and a register
of the populations” highest level of education which is based on certificates
obtained (Statistics Norway, 2006). Therefore, in terms of the operational-
isation of educational attainment, information on educational qualifications
obtained in the formal education system can be derived from all register
data used in the three European surveys. It is however not entirely clear

which information is actually used in the surveys.

If data are collected through questionnaires, there are however pronounced
differences across countries and surveys in the content of the questionnaire
items for collecting data on educational attainment and thus in the specific
underlying target concept.®® Certificates are specifically mentioned in the
question (see tables and in and the [UK]in
the [ESS} in [AT| [BE} [DE} [FR] [iS} [T}, [LU} [SE| and the [UK]in [EU-SILC} and in [BE} [CH}, [DE}
and the [UK]in the Although educational certi-

ficates are therefore the proxy most used in the question for operationalising

68 For the the questionnaires were available in several languages for multilingual countries

(e.g. [UA), and all versions were analysed.
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educational attainment,® it does not form the absolute majority. ‘(Level of)
education completed” or ‘finished’7° is a close runner-up. The meaning of
‘level of education achieved’ (or ‘attained’, ‘reached’, ‘obtained’, ‘acquired’)
is very close to (but not identical with) ‘level of education completed” and
is also widely used.”" Rare is the reference to the highest level of education
‘attended’, ‘taken’ or ‘received’, which clearly measures something differ-
ent from successful completion of educational programmes.”? In the
and |[NL| measure both certificates obtained and grades/educational pro-
grammes attended, though they do it very differently, with [FR|asking for the
last grade attended, and [NL asking for up to seven educational programmes
attended since lower secondary education. Sometimes countries also use
pretty ‘generic” questions without reference to either certificates, completion,

achievement or attendance.”3

This was concluded when the questionnaire item mentions diplomas, certificates, degrees,
graduation or synonyms of these; or when the interviewer instructions specifically mention
that only levels completed with some kind of certificate are meant. In the different question-
naires, the terms ledungsabschluss Schulabschluss, Ausbzldungsabschluss IDE), diplome, cer-
tificat (BE} [FR), crenen (BG), tivhoc (CY} [GR), titolo di studlo () profgméu ), akte, graad,
getuigschrz'ﬁ, diploma, examen, academische kwalificatie (NL)), scoalil pe care ati absolvzt—o, which
means ‘school you graduated from” (RO) and quuliﬁcation, passed examination (the [UK) were
found. In the case of the item for [LT| in the it could not be established firmly if
auksciausiq issilavinimg would refer to ‘completed education” or ‘completed degree’.

In the different questionnaire items, this is abgeschlossene Schul-/Ausbildung (AT, German-
speaking part of [CH), opleiding(sniveau) voltooid (Flemish-speaking part of [BE| [NL), niveau de
formation terminé (French—speaking parts of [BE|and [CH), crenen sapnpmeno obpasosanue (BG),
livello di formazione terminato (Italian-speaking part of CH), eninedo péppwonc/exnaidevong
ohOXANEMOOEL [GR), (skole)uddannelse gennemfort ﬁrgeim lopetatud haridus, lopetatud
kutse-, ameti- voi erialaharidus (EE), koulutusaste suorittanut (Finnish-speaking part of [FI), utb-
ildningsnivin slutfort, (Swedish-speaking part of [FI), level of education completed (IE), lokid ndmi
({iS), sekmigi iegiitais/pabeigtais izglitibas limenis , (allmenn)utdanning fullfort (NO), poziomu
ukoficzonego wykszta%cenia , nivel/grau de escolaridade completado/que completou (PT), avslutade
utbildning (SE), and ola koncali (S

Here, the country examples are errezchter Bildungsgrad (AT), nivel de formacion alcanzado, nivel
de estudios obtenido (ES), haridustase omandatud (EE Estonian version of the questionnaire),
niveau d’études atteint, niveau éducatif obtenu ILU), level of education or training attained, level
of education achieved (IE), izglitibas limenis ieguvis (LV} questionnaire in Latvian), yposens o6pa-
30BAHHUSA Oy TEHHOTO questionnaire in Russian), uzyskany poziom wyksztatcenia (PL), and
stuperi vzdelania dosiahli, dosiahnuté vzdelanie .

In the questionnaires, this is uddannelse taget @, classe suivie, année d’'études suivie ,
opleiding, cursus, leerweg, examen or academische kwalificatien gevolgd (NL), yposens o6pasoBasmst
HOJIY YHIIH questionnaire in Russian), pisers ocsiti oTpumanu questionnaire in
ukrainian).

This is the case in E CZ| (Jaky je stuperi nejuyisiho dosaZeného vzdélini respondenta? or ]aké je Vase
nejoyssi dosazené Skolni vzdélini?), the Russian version of the questionnaire for |EE| (Kaxoit
caMblii HauBbICIINiT ypoBeHb Baiero obpasosaHusi), m (Mi a/Mi az On legmagasabb iskolai
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Looking at the three surveys separately (for a summary, see [Table 5.2), the
countries in the employ the most varied questionnaire items: Certific-
ates, ‘level completed” and ‘level achieved” are used by approximately the
same number of countries. Three countries measure the highest/last edu-
cational programme or institution attended rather than successfully com-
pleted, and six countries use generic questionnaire items. The instructions
for the national teams provided by in fact do not specify a conceptual
or operational definition of educational attainment apart from referring to
the ‘highest level of education’ (see [Section 4.1.1), which is as we see here
operationalised in different ways in different countries. Chapter 2 of the
Questionnaire Development Report (Erikson and Jonsson, 2001, p. 17, p.27)
however clearly refers to educational attainment in terms of formal educational

qualifications.

In the ‘education attended’ is only measured in addition to educa-
tional certificates in [FR| and but never replacing educational attainment
defined as the highest level of education successfully completed. The re-
sults reported above are in line with Eurostat| (2007c), according to which
certificates are the first criterion for the successful completion of an educa-
tional programme in the national for most countries. However, for four
countries, it is reported that the certificate is not an absolute requirement
for some programmes. For [PL} for example, data are on programme completed,
without taking exam success at upper secondary education (Matura, the Pol-
ish “university entrance qualification’) into account (Mach and Kryszczuk,

2008). Three countries also use credit points. In level attended

végzettsége?, [iS| (Hvada ndmi hefur pii lokid?), NO| (Hova er din hoyeste utdanning?) and [SE| (Vilken
dr din hogsta utbildning?), which are all variations of “What is your/the/the respondent’s
(highest) (level of) (formal) education?’). Yet other generic questionnaire items are used in
(Pazymeékite auksiausiq iSsilavinimg—'Select the highest education’), [P (Poziom wyksztat-
cenia—'level of education’), [5I] (‘Your level of education:’—a Slovenian version of the
questionnaire is not available) and [TR| (Egitim durumunuz nedir?>—What is your educational
status?’).
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TaBLE 5.2: Operationalisation of educational attainment across the
three surveys, number of countries using each

operationalisation
EU-siLd [EU-LFS|  All
Certificate held 7 12 15 34
Level completed 7 5 9 21
Level achieved 9 4 1 14
Level attended 3 0 0 3
Generic 6 2 1 9
Not identified 0 2 4 6

Note: Summary derived from [Table C.4f To avoid double

counting of countries using multi-item instruments, priority
rules were used in the given order of the categories (e. g. coun-
tries measuring attendance and certificates are counted as us-
ing the certificate criterion).

does not occur at all. Therefore, the surveys are more consistent
in the questionnaire items that are employed in the country questionnaires
than the They also in most cases use a more narrow operationalisation
of ‘educational attainment’ referring to educational certificates, rather than

more generic notions like ‘level attained” or ‘level completed’.

A point ignored so far is that the question wording and labels of response
categories in fact have to be interpreted together, since it is not totally neces-
sary that both refer to certificates, even if this would be the most consistent
option. It is e. g. also possible to ask a rather generic question but then offer
certificates in all response categories that refer to levels of education where
certificate are awarded. Or alternatively, the question could clearly refer to
certificates and the response categories to the educational programmes or

institutions where these qualifications are awarded.

However, in the and [SK] neither mention educational cer-

tificates or qualifications in the question nor in the response categories.

and the [UK] clearly refer to certificates in the question, but

not all of them also in the response categories, which sometimes enumerate

generic levels of education or educational institutions. In and
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the [UK] the response categories are largely formal certificates. The rest of the
countries do not mention certificates in the question and use a mix of educa-
tional programmes, institutions, generic levels of education and certificates
in the response categories. In this latter case, certificates are often only men-

tioned for some tertiary education categories (mostly academic degrees), but

not for the lower or upper secondary level (see[lable D.1).

For and the it looks a little bit better, which is probably due

to the clearer measurement guidelines issued to country teams (see Sec-

tion |[4.1.2 on page 93| and Section |4.1.3 on page 96): They explicitly men-

tion that formal qualifications should be the primary criterion for successful
completion of an educational level, and ‘full attendance’ be used only for the
completion of educational programmes that do not conclude with a formal
certificate. The guidelines for the [ESS|do not cover the issue of how “highest

level of educational attainment’ is supposed to be operationalised (see

tion 4.1.1).

However, also in and the certificates are mentioned predom-
inantly only in the response categories at the higher education levels, but
not for the end of lower or upper secondary education in those countries
that do not exclusively use certificates.”* |LV| neither refers to certificates in
the question wording nor in the response categories. In [IE| all response cat-
egories are certificates apart from the lowest (primary education), so that
the lacking reference in the question does not really matter. When countries
use an open question, it cannot be told which type of information is actually

recorded, particularly if the question itself does not refer to certificates

GR).

For reasons of space, the response categories for [EU-SILC| and [EU-LFS| are not included in the
appendix, but available from a separate file.
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There is one more way in which countries” data collection instruments differ,
namely the consideration of drop-out, which only happens in the Some
countries (e. g. in 2002, provide response categories for
uncertified education like ‘incomplete higher qualification’, ‘not completed
University” or ‘dropouts from ...". and [FR| additionally have categories
for ‘intermediate’ examinations that do not yet constitute recognised quali-
fications, but certify the successful completion of a first stage of higher edu-
cation (Zwischenpriifung and Vordiplom in the case of and in the
case of [FR). These countries thus also do not exclusively focus on ‘success-
fully completed’ levels of education. Since the other countries do not include
such categories, this leads to a further inconsistency across countries. It is
not entirely clear with which ‘proper” attainment category these drop-out
categories should be merged, because information on educational careers
is unavailable so that the highest level of education successfully completed is

actually unknown for all respondents in these drop-out categories.

There are other differences between countries and surveys in the exact word-
ing of the questionnaire items. In terms of the scope of ‘education” when the
question is not about educational certificates, whereas in most cases the ques-
tion simply mentions ‘education’, there are variations mentioning ‘school-
ing’, ‘courses’, ‘studies’ ‘education and training’ or the like. Although in
the large majority of cases, the respondent is asked to report on the ‘highest’
level of education or certificate, in a few cases this is either not specified

in 2005), or the question asks for the ‘longest’

education (DK in [ESS round one) or the ‘last’ school/institution from which

the respondent graduated in the [ESY and [TR] in the or that the

respondent completed (SI] in the [ESS). In countries with complex multi-item
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instruments, the highest level has to be determined when the data are coded

into specific educational attainment variables.

5.1.2.3 Criteria for the identification of ISCED|level 1

For implementing a distinction between [ISCED|levels 0 and 1, it is actually ne-
cessary to drop the criterion of certification in all countries where no school
leaving certificates are awarded at the end of primary education (which will
be the majority of European countries nowadays). At first sight, it might look
superfluous to distinguish between levels o and 1 in European coun-
tries today, where lower secondary education is near-universal. However, if
sample sizes are large enough, it would be important to make the distinction
because of the lower levels of education of specific population groups, espe-
cially the elderly for whom only primary education was compulsory, and
first generation immigrants from countries with a lower educated popula-
tion. shows an overview over the criteria used for distinguishing

between [ISCED|levels o and 1 in different countries in all three surveys.

In the according to [Eurostat| (2007¢), for low levels of education (less
than level 2) length of schooling is an additional criterion in three
countries that have a single institution spanning education at levels

1 and 2 (a closer look at the questionnaire items however identifies four

such countries: IDK] [iS and [s]). Other countries in the use com-

pleted primary education and [TR) to differentiate
between oand 1. and the[UK|however do not differentiate

below completed compulsory school. |AT| neither differentiates respondents
with less than primary or only primary education, so that 2 forms the
lowest category there. IT| has the school leaving certificate lizenza elementare

at the end of 1. For the countries not yet mentioned, the questionnaire
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TABLE 5.3: Overview over the use of criteria for the identification of

level 1

I]-EU—SILC| |EU-LF§|

No distinction @ @ (rounds 1 & 2), @ @ D [E the  [aT] [cH] [DE, [F1]

between (younger cohorts), the [UK]
levels o and 1 younger
cohorts), ﬂ S
Certificate at the end  [FR|(old qualification), @ E E
of [ISCED] level 1 (old qualification)

Completed first stage @ (round 3), &) [FR]
of basic/primary [EE} [ES, [CR [T} OV} NO NO,  [CR} [} LT} [T,  [E [T [V} [PT)
education [PT} RO} TR

Completed respective [DK] [ES [F1, [ual the @ @ @ @ @

number of grades [OK]

Not examined - @ @ @ @ @

(response categories [OK} [FT, R @ BE ES
unavailable) GR} [CT|

Source Country questionnaires from the 2002-2007 (available from - |EU LFSl 2005 dEurostatl

9) and [EU-SILC] 20042006 (provided by Eurostat with the [EU-SILC| data).

item or exact response categories could not be identified SK)

or register data (NO)| [SE) or an open question were used.
& pen q

In the following grouping emerges: No distinction below
level 2 in the questionnaire items in [AT} and the [UK}7> distinc-
tion using a duration criterion in [HU] [iS} [LV] (since 2006); completed primary
education or the respective stage of basic education in [BE} [CY} [EE} [FR] |GR]
[T, and [SK} and using a reference to a certificate awarded at the end
of primary education again only in Not identified response categories
do not allow any examination of the instruments used for [CZ} [NL] and [SI} an
open question in [ES, and register data in [DK] [Fl] and [NO| also exclude those

countries from closer inspection.

For the we find no distinction below level 2 in the questionnaire

items in [AT} [CH| (rounds one and two), I [iS] [P and as well as for

@ uses a category for ‘incomplete basic education’ (Podstawowe nieukoficzone), but we do
not know how many grades of basic education respondents completed and thus if these
respondents should be assigned to[[SCED|level o or 1.
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younger cohorts in [FR| and The distinction is made using a duration

criterion in [DK} and the [UK] Completed primary education

or the respective stage of basic education is used in round three in

and As in the [EU-LFS and [EU-SILC}

reference to a certificate awarded at the end of primary education again only

occurs in[[7} In the case of [ES, both duration as well as completion of primary
education play a role, which is due to changes in the educational system: for
older cohorts, there were separate primary education institutions, and for
younger cohorts, the distinction is made with a duration criterion. In[FR|and
primary education is only distinguished for older cohorts who received
their schooling at a time when there was not yet one integrated type of
school spanning levels 1 and 2. Unlike the solution found in [ES| no

duration criterion is used for these younger cohorts in [FRland

Therefore, countries use different criteria for distinguishing [ISCED] levels o

and 1 or do not distinguish between them at all, which leads to different

usage of the two lowest categories in the data (see Sections

[page 101} |4.2.2 on page 117 and |4.2.3 on page 122| for evidence from the

education distributions in the three surveys). The practice to just leave out
the respective distinction is least compatible with what the other countries

do and will be discussed again in the next section.

All this variation shows different links between the theoretical concept of
‘educational attainment’ and its measurement in different countries and
surveys. The variation in the operationalisation of educational attainment
clearly goes beyond what is implied by the differences in educational sys-
tems across countries, and further co-ordination and improved measurement

guidelines could potentially reduce this variation in the future.
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5.1.3 Applicability of |ISCED|to country-specific measures

This section examines issues related to lack of detail in measurement instru-
ments. Can actually be coded consistently across countries from
data produced with the country-specific education variables (CSEVf)? With
respect to the applicability of the rather detailed version of to
the country-specific measure in the there is detailed evidence for
15 countries from Schneider| (2008c) in addition to the report by the
[STAT| Working Group on Education and Training Statistics (Eurostat,
2007¢c). Therefore, in this section, the country-specific instruments in the
are checked in detail with respect to the applicability of [SCED|because the[ESS]

has been shown to be more problematic in terms of the measurement of edu-

cational attainment than the [EU-LFS|and [EU-SILC]in the previous chapter.7®

If are not sufficiently differentiated, harmonisation can be problematic
because the existing country-specific response categories may aggregate edu-
cational qualifications that are mapped to different levels or categor-
ies. in the appendix shows how the in the [ESS are mapped
to (and other cross-national education variables to be used later).
Column indicates the[[SCED|categories that country-specific education
categories are mapped to in the[[SCED|mappings (Eurostat} 2005} OECD) 1999}
UNESCO/OECD World Education Indicators Programme, |2000). Whenever
an entry for one country-specific education category notes different
levels or categories (such as “3Av, 4C’), this means that a cannot be

strictly harmonised unless the respective differentiation is dropped in all

The items in are not analysed for this and the next section. However, it can be
assumed that the most common issues will be identified with the other two surveys already.
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countries.”7 [Eurostat| (2007c) also reports relatively many issues in this re-
gard: only seven countries do not report any problems. Lack of differen-
tiation can also be regarded as a sign of low quality in terms of validity
because it could mean that specific pertinent distinctions are not reflected
in the country-specific measure of educational attainment. This is a highly
problematic weakness in the coding structure of the [CSEV}, since “when a
code category combines two responses that are nonequivalent for the pur-
poses of the analyst, consistent and systematic errors can arise” (Groves),

2004, . 316).7°

5.1.3.1 Distinction between |ISCED|levels o and 1

As already discussed in [Section 5.1.2.3) in ten countries in

rounds 1 and 2, SK), the does not allow any

distinctions below level 2.79 changed the in such a way in
round three that levels o and 1 can be distinguished.

In the it is already obvious in the distribution of educational attain-
ment in that a number of countries before 2005,
before 2004, [5H and the do not differentiate two categories below
level 2, but only one. As already mentioned on page does not
even use any category below 2 in the although it is implaus-

ible that everybody has actually achieved the lowest certificate or completed

As a consequence, ‘ advises users of their data to use a highly collapsed version
of which summarises levels o to 2, 3 and 4, and 5 and 6. Actually in most countries
covered in [Schneider] (2008c), a ‘perfect’ implementation of is impossible because
of restricting characteristics of the country-specific instruments, despite the fact that the in-
struments devised in the are usually more detailed than in the [ES5 (see and
Becton 5121,

The empirical implications for cross-national comparability of using such a highly aggregated
measure will thus be investigated in [Chapter

and [SE| have categories for level 1 that apply to old educational programmes. The
problem in these two countries is thus the lack of differentiation only for the younger age
cohorts.
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compulsory schooling.8° Curiously enough, Eurostat (2007c) does not report
this issue, so it seems that the did not bring it up. However, no com-
mon solution emerges without co-ordination across survey organisers and

without further instructing countries on how to deal with this.

The and teams in these countries thus only distinguish between
completed compulsory education or the lowest national certificate as 2
and less than compulsory education or no certificate as level o or 1. In
those countries using 1 for all respondents with less than compulsory
education (all relevant countries in the apart from the and all
countries but [DH in the [ESS), level 1 includes people with less than
primary education. In the other countries, level o includes people
with completed primary education.’! categories o0 and 1 are thus not

comparable across countries.

This could partly be a consequence of the measures of educational attain-
ment being focused on educational qualifications and certificates, since most
countries nowadays do not award formal qualifications at the end of
level 1 any more, and partly because a differentiation between o and
1 is not very meaningful in many European countries nowadays (see
the small size of the o and 1 categories in most countries in [Table B.3).
However, in the most of the affected countries do not use certificates for

the distinction between levels 1 and 2 either

and and instead use the mere completion of educational programmes at

Thereby |AT| rules out early school leaving by design, which is not helpful for drawing an
empirical picture of educational attainment. The potentially underlying expectation that all
people complete today’s compulsory education might not hold for immigrants, who received
their education abroad, or for older cohorts, for whom only primary education might have
been compulsory.

The reason why in the those countries not distinguishing o and 1 use category o
rather than 1 for all respondents with less than level 2 is that many of them classify
completed compulsory education as 1, probably because the coding frame here
contradicts the definition of the main levels (see [Section 4.1.1). This is a common

misclassification and will be discussed when systematically investigating misclassifications

in the [ESY|in [Section 5.2.3
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ISCED| level 2 as a criterion. Also, [ISCED 97 was developed for a wider range

of countries, and it is important for comparability reasons that a common
solution is found, either not differentiating between levels o and 1 for
all countries, or introducing a distinction in the list of countries given above
using completion of primary education as a criterion. It should also be
noted that due to immigration from less developed countries, there might
be enough people with low levels of education in a country that a separ-
ate category might make sense also in countries where the domestic educa-
tional system usually guarantees that people complete compulsory educa-
tion. The distinction is also relevant in countries where education expanded
later (e.g. [PT), the elderly and when measuring parental education, since in
most European countries only the younger generations have benefited from

universal lower secondary education.

Country experts also report that the differentiation below level 2 is dif-
ficult in [EE|and [ES|because in these countries, the length of primary schooling
has changed over time (Ortiz and Kucel, 2008; Saar, 2008). This is probably
also the case in many other countries and will be picked up again in

tion 5.2.1.1

5.1.3.2 Distinctions between |ISCED|2 and 3 and within [ISCED|3

The distinction between levels 2 and 3 does not seem problematic
in the and because no attempt is made to differentiate ‘full’
upper secondary qualifications awarded after completion of long 3
programmes and short programmes that are not considered as full-fledged
upper secondary education. Because of the more fine-grained version of
used in the a distinction between the attainment of short 3C

programmes and long 3C programmes is made so that attainment of the
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shorter programmes can be assigned to level 2 in the more aggregated

versions. This is probably one of the main reasons for the inconsistencies

found between [EU-LFS| and [EU-SILC| data in

According to [Eurostat (2007c), 14 [EU| member states and Australia apply a
limit of two years duration as a cut-off between 3C short and long, whereas
three [EU| member states and Korea use three years. A further five [EU| mem-
ber states and Japan use the length of 3A programmes as a yardstick: 3C
programmes that are at least one year shorter are classified as 3Cs, and pro-
grammes that have an approximately equal duration are classified as 3C1. A

number of other countries do not have any 3C programmes (this includes

Canada and the [US| [Eurostat, [2007¢).

The occasional usage of the generic categories for level 3 (without
distinction between A/B and Cl) and levels 3 and 4 (without further
distinction) in shows that in some countries did not fully im-
plement the detailed categories determined for use in the Ac-
cording to |[Eurostat (2007c), ten [EU| member states report problems with the

distinctions between categories 34, 3B and 3C. Looking at
we can identify (until the third quarter in 2004), [IE| (until the second

quarter in 2004), and as an country using the generic cat-
egory 3 for all or some responses at the upper secondary level. The other six
member states reporting problems seem to report the data split up into

sub-categories, but probably not in an entirely [SCEDfcompliant way.

5.1.3.3 Distinction within and between ISCED|3 and 4

The distinction between levels 3 and 4 is a subtle one: The qualifica-

tions awarded at the end of level 3A and 4A programmes are often the same
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because level 4 caters for ‘second cycle” or ‘second chance” upper second-
ary programmes. According to logic, whenever somebody completes
one general and one (long) vocational programme (in either order) at the
upper secondary level, this should be classified as level 4 since the ‘cumu-
lative” amount of education received differs compared to individuals who
only completed either general or vocational upper secondary education.®?
One situation is that somebody who has completed 3B or 3C gains a
university entrance qualification in a kind of bridging programme leading to
a qualification equivalent to the one usually achieved upon successful com-
pletion of 3A. Since this is rare as a final level of attainment because
people would only do it in order to move on to tertiary education, most
countries do not collect this information (CH| in round three and [SK| are
the exceptions). The other situation is that somebody with a general univer-
sity entrance qualification (3Ag) subsequently follows an upper secondary
vocational programme that would itself be classified as 3B or 3C. This is
then also classified as 4. This is sometimes covered in those countries

where this is common, e. g. (from round three), [DE (where the order of

attainment is unclear though), but not in [RU|and

Many country-specific measures do not allow tracing these second-cycle up-
per secondary qualifications since only highest qualifications are measured,
but usually not the pathway or specific educational programme leading to
these. The proper construction of [SCED|level 4 in fact often requires some ba-

sic information on educational careers, usually not available in the |CSEV.

At least three countries cannot distinguish between levels 3 and 4 or

specific categories within these in both [ESS and is the only country

Educational programmes that combine general and vocational education in one programme
and thus are typically completed at the same age as the dominant 3A, 3B and 3Cl pro-

grammes are classified as 3Av.
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in the where no differentiation is made at all so that categories 3AB,
3Cl, 4AB and 4C are reported in the generic levels 3/4 category and category
3Cs is reported with level 2 (Eurostat, [2008c, p.85; also see Ivancic, 2008).
Strangely enough, although only an English version of the questionnaire is
published on the website, the data collection instrument seems to
make most distinctions necessary for implementing a more detailed version
of [SCED} However, the only distinctions that can be made is between 3A/4A
and 3B/4B and 3C/4C (Ivanci¢, 2008). The Slovenian in the also

does not distinguish level 3 and 4 qualifications.

In [F1, only 4C (Erikoisammattitutkinto; ‘specialist vocational qualifica-
tion’) can be distinguished in the (see also Kilpi, 2008). In the[ESS| this
is included in the same category as general and vocational upper secondary

qualifications in the instrument. 4C is a very small category though.

In [DE| respondents who followed a second vocational training programme
at the upper secondary level (berufliche Zweitausbildung, 4B) cannot be
differentiated from those who followed only one training cycle (3B). These
cases will thus be found in level 3 rather than 4. Respondents who
achieved their general higher education entrance qualification in adult edu-
cation and did not complete vocational training before will also be misclas-
sified as level 3A rather than 4A. The only level 4 qualifications that
can be identified for |DE|is the combination of a general and vocational upper
secondary education. In this case the ordering of the qualifications cannot be
determined though, which would be necessary in order to tell if the highest
qualification is 4Ag or 4Av. These observations are relevant to either survey,

due to the way the German data collection instrument works, which is very

similar in the [EU-LFS| and [EU-SILCL

173



174

5 DATA COLLECTION AND HARMONISATION CONSISTENCY

In the[ESS| [ISCED|levels 3 and 4 also cannot be distinguished for [BE, where one

country-specific education category for technical upper secondary education

spans 3Av, 4Av and 4C.

5.1.3.4 Distinctions at|ISCED|levels 4, 5 and 6

In 16 countries rounds one and two, round one,
rounds one and two, [UA), the in the
do not have a separate category for level 6 qualifications, i.e. doc-
torates. In these countries, respondents with a PhD are thus found in the
same country-specific category as other university graduates. One potential
explanation for this is that level 6 was mistaken to relate to all post-
graduate degrees, i.e. Master’s degrees and upward, or (in the case of
even all academic degrees. In these countries, levels 5 and 6 cannot
in fact be separated, and this country-specific category is usually coded as

level 6 rather than 5. and [SE| have changed their instruments
between rounds in order to allow this distinction (see [Iable D.1).

In the this is much less common. In [SI, due to the way data are
collected nationally, Master’s and doctoral degrees cannot be distinguished
(see also [Tvan&id, [2008). From it looks like they are all classified as
level 6: [ST has a larger 6 category than most other countries. In
and in both [AT and [P1] (before 2004), doctorates are included in 5A
with other university degrees. For [I9it is not entirely clear why 6 is
not distinguished from 5 because the questionnaire does distinguish

Doktorsprdf eda sambeerilegt from other university degrees.

For the we otherwise only have summary evidence from [Eurostat
(2007¢). It is reported that in five [EU| member states, level 4 and cat-

egory 5B are indistinguishable. The distinction between 5B and 5A is
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problematic in two countries. One of them seems to be since category
5B is empty in despite the fact that university qualifications that
take less than three years to achieve are classified as 5B in the map-
pings (Eurostat) [2005). In[F, the only current qualification at[SCED| 5B (police
academy qualification) cannot be distinguished from polytechnic degrees

5A), but older 5B qualifications are still identified (Kilpi, [2008).

For the a close inspection of the [CSEV} (see [Table D.1) together with

the mappings (Eurostat, 2005) allows the identification of some fur-
ther issues in detail. With respect to |AT|in the in the second and third
round of the one response category contains programmes belonging
to level 4A (Ausbildung nach Abschluss einer Hoheren Schule; ‘apprenticeship
after general upper secondary education’), 5B (hochschulverwandte Lehranstalt
(berufsbildende, pidagogische Akademie, Kolleg); ‘non-university tertiary educa-
tion at vocational and pedagogical academies and colleges offering technical
and vocational education’)®3 and 5Am (Bakkalaureat; ‘Bachelor’). The Aus-
trian thus cannot be correctly coded into the main levels for

either year.

One response category in in rounds one and two is Hoch-
schule/Universitit: Zwischenpriifung, Vordiplom, Bachelor (‘College/university:
intermediate exam/diploma, Bachelor’) and thus mixes up 5A in-
termediate certificates that are not actually full qualifications (see
[tion 5.1.2.2)), and a first medium duration university degree. Since there are
only few Bachelor graduates in [DE| due to the very recent introduction of
this programme this is (yet) negligible though. From the third round
onwards, intermediate certificates and the Bachelor degree have separate

response categories.

83 In [Eurydice| (2005), Kollegs are considered as level 4, in [Eurostat| (2005) and (OECD
(1999) they are however assigned to 5B.
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The Irish [ESS| variable mixes all certificates 4C and 5B, depending on
the type of certificate) and diplomas (5B) in one category. The reports

around 10 % in each of 4C and 5B, so that this is a relevant differentiation.

There are finally some applicability issues that do not fit into either of these
broader categories. With respect to [NI] in the category 5, Korte Mid-
delbar Beroebsonderwijs (KMBO), ‘short vocational secondary education’, and

Voorbereidend Hoger Beroepsonderwijs (VHBO), ‘preparation for higher voca-

tional education’, mixes up ISCED| 2C (KMBO) and 4A (VHBO). Category 6 in

the Dutch in the Middelbar Beroebsonderwijs beroepsopleidende
leerweg (‘vocational secondary education’) spans levels 2, 3 and 4 be-
cause there are four levels of (see [Luijkx and de Heus, 2008). The first
is assigned to level 2, the second and third to 3C, and the fourth
itself spans 3A (middenkaderopleiding; ‘middle management training’)
and 4C (specialistenopleiding; ‘specialist training’). For mapping the Dutch vo-
cational qualifications to quite detailed information is thus required,

which is not available in the variable.

The [ESS| Documentation Report (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team,
2008) indicates that the Cypriot education variable cannot be coded into
partly because of the country-specific category ‘other qualification’.
However, many other countries also have such categories which are usu-
ally assigned a missing value. It does not seem likely that any country
post-coded the verbatim information on ‘other qualifications” provided by

respondents.

In the case of [ES, the assignment of the first and second cycle of vocational
training has changed over the course of educational reforms that were im-
plemented in the late 1990s (see |Ortiz, |2008). However, neither the nor

data differentiate between pre- and post-reform vocational qualifications,
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so that cannot be applied in a consistent way.34 The lack of separate
categories for current and ‘old” qualifications moreover leads to the problem
that empirical equivalence e. g. in terms of labour market prospect or inequal-
ities in access to post-secondary education cannot be tested. The use of age
as a proxy for education cohort would be a possible but still unsatisfactory

workaround.

To summarise, in many countries, the cannot be reconciled with the
mappings because the country-specific categories aggregate qualifica-
tions that span several levels or categories. A strict implementation
of the is thus impossible in most countries. Therefore, despite the

INSDfs request (see [Section 4.1.1), a number of countries did not collect suffi-

ciently detailed information on educational attainment for coding even into
the levels-only version of in the

For the[EU-LFS, for most countries is only less detailed evidence available, but
generally, the broad issues are similar to the ones found in the The fact
that the employed in the are (sometimes much) more detailed
than in the however implies that there are fewer problems, especially

with respect to the distinction of level 6.

5.1.4 Coverage of different sectors of the educational system

The final point to look at in terms of consistency of data collection instru-

ments refers to differential coverage of educational programmes and sectors

Similar issues will probably exist in other countries. For [ES| this came to light because the
reforms took place when the mappings were designed. Therefore, the assignments
for both ‘new’ and ‘old” qualifications are included in the mappings. The problems that
educational reforms pose with respect to the application of to will be further

discussed in [Section 5.2.1.1
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of the educational system. If some qualification is not covered by the meas-
urement instrument, respondents holding this qualification will most prob-
ably classify themselves at a lower level (i.e. the highest qualification they
hold that is included in the response categories). This will drag the distribu-
tion downwards if the missing category is common. It will also increase the
unobserved heterogeneity of national categories with respect to individuals’

actual human capital.

Differential coverage is quite difficult to detect however because missing in-
formation (i. e. an educational qualification not represented in the measure-
ment instrument) is always less easily identified than, say, existing, but prob-
lematic information (i. e. several qualifications spanning different[ISCED| levels
aggregated in one response category). Also, the labels of response categor-
ies in the data collection instruments differ from the naming conventions in
the mappings. Very often, the former are ‘summary labels” that sur-
vey respondents are supposed to understand, whereas the mappings cover
individual educational programmes and qualifications and use their formal
names which might be different from the more ‘colloquial” usage employed
in questionnaires. Finally, the mappings might be themselves incom-

plete or inconsistent in their coverage across countries (Eurostat, 2006b, p.9—

10), despite the fact that the [UNESCO-UIS//|OECD)/[EUROSTAT]| (UOE) data collec-

tion manual (UNESCO-UIS, OECD and EUROSTAT), [2008a} chapter 2) con-
tains detailed guidelines on coverage, which are also described in (OECD
(2004b). As a note of caution, the evidence presented here is therefore cer-

tainly incomplete.

Particular attention has to be paid with respect to specific segments of edu-

cational systems such as adult education, vocational education and special
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education. Ideally, all countries would cover these in equal ways. The dom-
inant understanding is that all formal qualifications should be covered, no
matter in which segment of the educational system they were achieved. Edu-
cation that does not lead to recognised qualifications is thus excluded, but
if some education leads to a recognised qualification, it does not matter in
which segment of the educational system it can be acquired. Actually in
some countries it is possible to sit an exam to validate competences acquired
through work experience without attending the respective course of study.
In such cases, the mapping to is performed on the basis of the equival-
ence of the qualifications in question with those from the ‘mainstream” edu-
cation system. The mappings, which cover recognised programmes
and qualifications, will thus be used as a guideline. Non-formal vocational
training (i. e. not regulated by national authorities) will possibly be a border-

line case to be decided by national teams to in- or exclude.

Eurostat (2007c) reports that most countries only include formal education
in their definition of educational attainment in the and the same will
probably apply to Especially register-based data only record admin-
istrative information collected through the regular education system. These
data will exclude adult and continuing education if not regulated by some
government ministry. Seven countries also include a number of recognised
vocational qualifications gained in non-formal education. The also men-
tion a number of other coverage-related problems in applying the in
their data reported in |[Eurostat (2007c), among which the treatment of spe-
cial secondary education, adult education and vocational programmes. One
country e.g. reported issues with the identification of technical and voca-

tional education and training at levels 2 and 3. Unfortunately

no more details are given in the EUROSTAT| report.
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With respect to the changes in data collection instruments upon close ex-
amination of can sometimes give a hint as to which programmes
were not covered in some round(s) but are covered later. A side-by-side
comparison of the mappings and data collection instruments was per-
formed for every country in the The most common coverage problem

is the lacking consideration for completed primary education (often not con-

cluding with any formal certificate, see Sections |5.1.2.3|and [5.1.3.1) and doc-

toral degrees (see [Section 5.1.3.4) in the data collection instruments. Both

was already discussed in because they affect the applicability
of the to data produced with these instruments.

Moreover, there seem to be coverage problems in some countries in that
specific types of qualifications are not included in the response categories.

In the single countries, the following coverage issues could be diagnosed:

¢ In the category Ausbildung nach Abschluss einer Hoheren Schule,
Bakkalaureat, hochschulverwandte Lehranstalt (berufsbildende, piddagogische
Akademie), Kolleg (‘apprenticeship after upper secondary education,
Bachelor degree, non-university tertiary education at vocational and
pedagogical academies and colleges offering technical and vocational
education’) is only used from round two onwards. In the first
round, Bachelor degrees were probably reported in the category for
university degrees. The other qualifications (classified as 4A
and 5B in the|[OECD|mappings, but reported as level 4 in the[ESS, see
were probably not reported at all so that respondents with
these classifications selected the next lower category that applied. Be-
cause of the fact that|/AT|only had one category for post-secondary edu-
cation in round one of the excluded the Austrian education

data from the harmonised variable in that round (see [Section 4.2.1).
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* In[CZ Nistavbové studium (‘follow-up courses’) allowing vocational sec-
ondary education graduates without maturity to gain access to higher
education are not covered, but they are covered in According to
labour force survey data reported in Strakova| (2008), these are 2.6 % of
the population aged 25-64. These will be included in level 3 in the
although they should be classified as level 4.

* In[DE, Beamtenausbildung (mittlerer Dienst), which is vocational training
for future civil servants at the upper secondary level (3C, [Statistsche
Amter des Bundes und der Lander, 2008), is not covered by the instru-
ment. Respondents with this education either assigned themselves to
other upper secondary vocational training or to the next lower level of

general education they have completed.

e In[fR| Diplome de la capacité en droit and diplome d’acces aux études uni-
versitaires, both post-secondary qualifications for gaining university ac-

cess (4Ag), are not covered. The consequence is the same as for

e In vocational training at the upper secondary level (Amoiutrplo
TeYVOhOYIXOU ey yEALaTxo) exnandeutnpeiou; ‘Leaving certificate of up-
per secondary vocational education’, 3C) and post-secondary
non-tertiary education (Aimhwpo enoyyehpatxic xatdptiong; ‘Diploma
of professional training’, 4C) are missing in the questionnaire
item and also not included in the available response categories. The in-
strument thus seems to be biased towards general education. Whereas

category 3C is small in the increasing numbers of people gain
4C qualifications in [GR| (between 7 and 9 %, see [Table B.3).

. changed the response categories in [ESS round two in order to in-
clude two categories that were missing before: érettségire épiild felsdfokra

nem akkreditdlt szakképzés, kozépfokii technikum (ISCED| 4Av) and felséfokra
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akkreditdlt szakképzés, fels6fokii technikum 5B), both post-secondary
technical education of one and two years duration respectively. Indi-

viduals with these qualifications will have been classified in level 3 in

round one.55

For apprenticeships and industrial schools 3C) are not
covered. level 4 qualifications are also not included in the ques-

tionnaire item.

In IT, a category for vocational post-secondary education (specializza-
zione post-diploma) was added in round two. With 0.9 % it is very
small though; the also shows only around 1.2 % of the cases at
this level of education. Moreover, vocational training at the upper sec-
ondary level not leading to a diploma di scuola media superiore are not

covered.

The Polish instrument does not cover teacher training (awarded at Kole-
gium nauczycielskie, 5B). Cases will probably be reported with the
next lower category, 4B. The respective qualification is however not re-
flected in the either because the national surveys cannot differ-

entiate between [[SCED| 5A and 5B (see also Mach and Kryszczuk) [2008).

ISCED| 6 can only be distinguished since 2004 (see [Section 5.1.3.4
y &

With respect to [PT| Cursos de Especializagio Tecnoldgica (“post-secondary
technological specialisation courses’, 4Bv) are not covered. This
category is however negligible in size (the reports 0.5 %) since
this educational programme was only introduced in the late 1990s. In
ESS| round three, “licenciatura” 5A) was added to the label for
higher education. Bacharel (5B) however is not mentioned, but could

have been added to the category superior politécnico.

85 Both qualifications are actually misclassified in rounds two and three; see|Section 5.2.3
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¢ In (sl again vocational courses as well as post-secondary maturity pro-
grammes are not covered. Since this also is the case in the vari-
able in the it cannot be estimated how many people are ‘down-
graded’ to level 3 because of this. Furthermore, the questionnaire item
explicitly asks respondents to include part-time and adult education,

which no other country does.

¢ The Slovakian data collection instrument does not cover any qualifica-
tions between Nadstavbové stiidium and the Bachelor degree, although
the mappings mention a number of courses at[[SCED|levels 4A, 4C
and 5B: Pomaturitné kvalifikacné stiidium (4Av, ‘post-secondary qualifica-
tion"); doplriujiice pedagogické stiidium (4C, ‘supplementary pedagogical
study’); Pomaturitné specializacné stiidium; konzervatérium and Strednd
odbornd skola and VysSie odborné Stidium (“post-secondary vocational
and professional specialisation, conservatoires and higher professional
studies’, all 5B). Level 4 is however also not reported in the and
category 5B is small (<1 %). Moreover, 3C qualifications are not
covered by the instrument used by [SKin the

¢ For qualifications acquired in the apprenticeship system, which is
of a ‘dual’ type of mixed instruction in schools and at the workplace
and range from candidate to Master crafts levels (Karakasoglu, 2007,

p- 800) are not covered by the instrument.

* As already noted in in the [UK| vocational qualifications

were not covered in the questionnaire in the second round of the [ESS|at

all, which was an accidental slip and corrected in round three.

86 The master questionnaire as well as the adopted post-pilot questionnaire in the Ques-
tionnaire Development Report (Erikson and Jonsson, 2001, p.64) show the measure that the
used in round two as a kind of ‘placeholder’ for the country-specific data collection in-
struments on educational attainment. Possibly, the British team forgot to replace this by the
‘proper” measure that was used in round one. It is unclear why such an exceptionally bad
measure—apart from missing vocational qualifications, it only has five categories—is used
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levels 4 and 5B are therefore under-covered in a number of countries.
Level 4 might also be under-reported in countries not mentioned here be-
cause this category is usually small and its identification is known to be

difficult with many country-specific instruments (see Schneider and Kogan,
2008, p.32-33).

Rather than non-formal education to be covered in some countries but not in
others, we thus find that segments of the formal education systems—usually
vocational and professional qualifications—tend to be missing in the data
collection instruments. This is especially the case in countries where vo-
cational education is less institutionalised, such as the and
However, some Central and Eastern European countries and [AT| could also
improve in terms of the coverage of The path of general education
from lower secondary to university education is well defined by the data col-
lection instruments in all countries, apart from the rather marginal second-

chance university entrance certificates.

To summarise the whole of there are differences across surveys
and countries in data sources, data collection modes and amount of proxy
reporting. The consequences in terms of comparability this brings about
are very difficult to judge. Furthermore, countries (and surveys) use differ-
ent types of data collection instruments, which might lead to some degree
of non-comparability especially if the concept of ‘educational attainment” is
operationalised in different ways. Also, the instruments in many countries
(especially in the are not suitable for producing data that are detailed
enough for implementing using all seven levels, or even the more de-

tailed version of employed in the Whereas the latter two issues

as a placeholder in the source questionnaire. It is quite possible that national teams regard
such a placeholder as an ‘example’ to be followed. It would probably be better to show a
more detailed (yet manageable) instrument, or none at all but refer to separate instructions.
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are avoidable in principle by improving co-ordination across countries, data

sources and collection modes are largely “given’.

Now let’s turn to the process of harmonising the information provided by

the country-specific data collection instruments. As was already pointed out

in coding of [CSEVs into [ISCED| often changed over survey rounds,

which implies inconsistencies across countries.

5.2 CONSISTENCY OF HARMONISATION PROCEDURES

examined the first steps of the data generation process, consisting
of (at the most basic level) instrument design and data collection. This sec-
tion discusses the next step in the generation of cross-national educational

attainment variables using survey micro data: the recoding of |CSEV into a

common underlying scheme, here I[SCED 97| levels.

In the first subsection (5.2.1), issues related to the coding of qualifications
that are not covered by a country’s mappings are discussed. Two

further subsections examine more specific aspects of the harmonisation in

the [EU-LFS| (Section 5.2.2) and in the (Section 5.2.3).

5.2.1 Coding of qualifications not covered by the|[ISCED|mappings

The mappings (see [Section 2.2.4] on [page 39) play an important role in

the harmonisation of educational qualifications in cross-national survey data.
They provide the ‘key’ that determines which qualifications are deemed equi-

valent in terms of [SCED| criteria across countries.

The content of the mappings is however restricted to educational pro-

grammes in force and qualifications awarded in the respective countries at
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a specific point in time: the late 1990s for the initial mappings in-
cluded in OECD) (1999), school year 2000/01 for the summary graphical
mappings in OECD  (2004b)), and school year 2002/03 for the mappings
available on-line (Eurostat, 2005). The reason for this is that these mappings
are designed in the framework of the data collection that relies on ad-
ministrative data on current enrolment and graduations (see [ UNESCO-UIS,
OECD and EUROSTAT) 2008a}blc), and produces aggregate cross-national
indicators on education systems. Their usefulness for the measurement of
educational attainment in micro data from surveys and registers is thus a

positive side-effect rather than a ‘design feature’.

For the measurement of educational attainment in survey data, this implies
two problems: a country’s mappings do not cover qualifications not awar-

ded in the reference school/academic year of the mappings, which will be

discussed in [Section 5.2.1.1f and they do not cover foreign qualifications,
which is the topic of

5.2.1.1 Educational reforms and comparability over time

One of the problems with applying to national data most frequently
mentioned by the chapter authors in Schneider| (2008¢c) is related to educa-
tional reforms, which result in new qualifications being introduced, older
qualifications being phased out, and remaining programmes changing entry

requirements, durations, and possibly also programme contents and exam-

ination standards. The [UNESCQO and [OECD| documentation on [SCED]is tacit on
how to deal with changing qualifications generally because the classification
was developed for describing current educational systems rather than the

educational attainment of whole populations.
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This means that for outdated qualifications, which are very common

amongst ‘older” cohorts, there are currently no official guidelines on how

to code them into [ISCED g7 In [Section 4.2.1} it was found that in the case of

the unclear mapping of Anlernzeit leads to inconsistent classification de-
cisions in different [ESS|rounds. This is a major problem for coding data cov-
ering the general population, as those responsible for the coding will have
to apply the criteria to the categories of the themselves, without
any formal documentation to assist in the task. Outdated qualifications will

then probably be coded in the same way as their higher level ‘successor

qualifications, which would be highly problematic for cohort comparisons.

The issue will be even aggravated for the harmonisation of country-specific
measures of the educational attainment of respondents’ parents, which is an
important social background variable covered in many cross-national sur-
veys (e. g. [OECD[s and the see also Buchmann) 2002): The historical
frame of time to be covered by the measure increases by one generation

backward.

To make things worse, in the national data, outdated qualifications are often
found in one response category with the current qualifications they are con-
sidered to be equivalent to by national standards. However, ‘old” and ‘new’
qualifications might not be equivalent according to criteria. For ex-
ample, in many countries, nursing education was upgraded from upper sec-
ondary to tertiary education over the course of the last decades. The entry
requirement for nursing education has changed from level 2 to level 3
and the cumulative years of education completed from around 12 to around 14

years. As a consequence, the educational attainment of individuals complet-

ing nursing education at different points in time substantially differs: Later
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cohorts with nursing qualifications completed higher levels of general edu-
cation before entering nursing training than earlier cohorts, and the upgrade
of nursing education probably entailed an increasing level of complexity of
the educational contents of nursing training programmes themselves. If ‘old’
and ‘new’ nursing qualifications are included in the same category in a

cannot be applied in a strict way because the country-specific response
categories span levels (see[Section 5.1.3).

The same applies to other qualifications that were substantially reformed,
or qualifications that have ceased to exist. As a result, various cohorts of
individuals are classified as holders of the ‘same” educational qualification
even though the cumulative duration and content of their studies may vary
substantially, both in the as well as in Both the lack of mappings
for outdated qualifications as well as the aggregation of ‘old” and ‘new’ qual-
ifications in one country-specific response category in the case of changing
standards might thus lead to a hidden upgrading of populations” educa-
tional attainment. If different countries chose different ways of dealing with
outdated and upgraded qualifications, this will also lead to further incon-

sistencies and non-comparability across countries.

Indeed [Eurostat| (2007¢c) reports that in the 15 member states
classify outdated qualifications according to criteria, whereas eleven
countries classify them according to current assignment of today’s equivalent

qualifications. This is flagged as an issue for further investigation.

A related problem is that the standards of specific educational qualifica-
tions tend to change over time even if the qualification itself formally re-
mains the same. Over the course of educational expansion, it is quite pos-
sible that while more individuals attain higher levels of education, the skills

and competences required to successfully complete these higher levels have
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dropped.’” Unless changing standards are accompanied by corresponding

changes of the educational programme in terms of criteria (i. e. typical

entry age, entry requirements etc., see Sections [2.2.4.2 on page 42/and [2.2.4.3]

lon page 46), there is no change in the assignment of such qualifications to

ISCED| categories over time, and the change remains hidden.

As a country example, it is widely recognised by sociologists in the |[UK| that
standards for educational certificates typically awarded around age 16 and
giving access to upper secondary general education have decreased over
the last century whenever the respective examinations were reformed: The
School Certificate, which required passes in five specified core subjects, was
more demanding than the General Certificate of Education, Ordinary Levels
(GCE O-Levels), replacing the former in 1951, and [GCE O-Levels, abolished in
1988, were more difficult than the current (for more details on these
qualifications, see Schneider, 2008a). Although the level of competence asso-

ciated with these qualifications most likely differs, they are all classified in
the same category.

This is due to the use of auxiliary criteria as proxies for educational content,
which are necessarily imperfect. A classification of educational programmes
like is not capable of directly capturing human capital in terms of skills
and competences connected with the attainment of specific education levels,
let alone changes over time or cross-national differences therein. For ex-
ample, there may be changes in the emphasis of teaching analytical thinking,
basic numeracy and literacy, learning facts and ‘soft skills” that cannot be re-
flected in an abstract classification like The relationship between skills

and competences on the one hand and educational attainment on the other

This is however difficult to prove empirically, and thus often remains a matter of political
debate: Have standards really dropped, or are pupils and students nowadays better prepared
to meet the examinations’” requirements because of improved educational provision over
time?
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is an indirect one: The successful acquisition of skills and competences is
validated in exams (or functionally equivalent procedures), and educational
qualifications awarded upon satisfactory performance in exams certify the
acquisition of those skills and competences. Changing standards in terms
of competence requirements can be best detected using standardised assess-
ment tests. However, the availability and comparability of such tests over
time and space are problematic, too (with respect to the see e. g. Blum

et al., |2001; |[Hamilton and Barton| [2000).

Cross-nationally, the Programme for International Student Achievement
studies have hugely advanced research into different educational
standards across countries, and have generally found that there is quite
a lot of variation in the skill levels of 15 year olds (students towards the
end of level 2) across countries (see (OECD), 2001}, [2004a), [2007).
[OECD[s upcoming Programme for the International Assessment of Adult
Competencies (PIAAC), anticipated to go into the field in 2011, can be ex-
pected to shed more light on the relationship between adult skills and edu-

cational attainment across cohorts in a wide range of countries.

What this tells us is that we need to be very cautious when interpreting
cross-national educational attainment data. They are not suitable for strictly
comparing levels of human capital in terms of skills and competences across
countries. However, within countries, there should be a rather close rela-
tionship between skill levels and educational attainment since formal qual-
ifications are awarded by competent bodies on the basis of performance in
(more or less) standardised assessments. Since hardly any data contain both

measures of skills and qualifications, this is an under-researched area.
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5.2.1.2 Classification of foreign qualifications

In no country, the instrument for measuring educational attainment in the
[ESS| provides for foreign educational qualifications. Most European countries,
however, have substantial first-generation immigrant populations today (see
e. g. Castles and Miller, [1993} Stalker, |2002)), and increasing student mobility
(e.g.Gordon and Jallade, 1996; Tremblay and Consultant, |2002) means that
a small but increasing share of a country’s indigenous population holds
foreign educational credentials. For the large majority of countries, it is

unclear how they code foreign educational qualifications.

The most probable options are that 1. foreign qualifications are assigned to
a residual category like ‘foreign qualification” or ‘other qualification” and
maybe additionally recorded verbatim (which would most probably lead to
a missing value on the ; or 2. they are assigned to an equivalent or the
most similar national qualification during the interview. In the latter case it
is unclear who would make this judgement: the respondent, the interviewer
or both? In the (probably very rare) case that verbatim information is post-
coded, does the coder take this decision? On the basis of what information

about foreign qualifications?

In countries with a large immigrant proportion like |CH| or [LU} the procedure
chosen can make a real difference. In the case of which did not have a
university until 2003, everybody who wanted to earn an academic degree
had to study abroad before. The categories for measuring higher educa-
tion in [LU| are thus generic levels based on the duration of studies in years

after achievement of the baccalauréat, reaching from enseignement supérieur,

191



192

88

89

5 DATA COLLECTION AND HARMONISATION CONSISTENCY

BAC +2 to enseignement supérieur, BAC +5 or more.8 At lower levels of edu-
cation, there is no provision for foreign qualifications though. Also in the
[UK| foreign qualifications are probably one of the reasons why approxim-
ately 8 % of the population are classified as having ‘other qualifications’ (see
Schneider| [2008a and [Section 4.1.2): The Office of National Statistics
asks interviewers explicitly not to assign foreign qualifications to the |UK[s
closest equivalents, but to code them in a generic residual category (Oftice

tor National Statistics, |2005, p. 19-10).

5.2.2  Harmonisation issues in the [EU-LFS

This section reports on issues related to the harmonisation of education data

in the [EU-LFS|% The issues already mentioned in [Section 5.1.3| about the

applicability of [SCED|to the CSEVE, which often implied that the actual coding

of the data deviates from the mappings, will not be repeated here.

More specifically, in this section it will be checked if the distributions of

educational attainment as measured by [ISCED|in the [EU-LFS corresponds to

those reconstructed by country experts (the authors of the country chapters
in Schneider||2008c) from high-quality national data sources. Thereby it will
be possible to identify if coded for the according to the
mappings that they themselves designed. Given that this work relies
on the contributions of the country experts, this task is performed for only
15 out of the 26 countries covered by the data used in other parts of

this study.

This is not ideal because actual educational qualifications are not mentioned. An alternative
which would have provided for that would be to chose categories like ‘an academic degree
after 3 years of study in higher education’ etc.

This section is an amended and shortened part of [Schneider and Kogan| (2008).
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TaBLE 5.4: Comparison of distribution in the [EU-LFS|with [[SCED|distribution derived from national data

Country  Data source <1 1 2 3Cs 3 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
[EU-LFs|2001, Q2 03 138 420 343 : 06 838 0.2
Census 2001 04 02 135 432 273 26 1.1 112 0.4
2004, Q2 . 21 142 54.6 6.0 9.7 119 14
Mikrozensus 2004 > 2.1 14.2 . . 53.1 5.6 10.3 13.1 1.6
EU-LFS|2004, Q2 06 14 134 7.0 0.8 43.0 8.1 104 151 0.2
[LES[2004 04 09 127 8.6 . 41.8 7.9 ) 1.7 157 0.3
EU-LFS|2004, Q2 1.3 258 279 0.5 0.0  20.0 ) 0.1 72 170 0.3
LFS[2004 14 273 265 0.4 61 122 0.3 . 71 185 0.4
[EU-LFS|2005, Q2 . 112 103 43.8 . 03 168 168 0.8
Register 2005 > 236 < . . 422 . 15.5 17.7 0.9
EU-LFS|2004, Q2 03 130 195 . 280 145 0.1 94 138 0.5
[LFS[2004 1.3 138 196 271 22121 0.1 ) 95 137 0.6
EU-LFS|2004, Q2 . 26 256 295 282 1.6 02 121 0.2
LFS[2004 > 21 226 . 288  28.1 1.7 . 02 163 0.3
[EU-LFS|2004, Q2 0.6 169 180 0.1 ) 27.3 103 102 163 0.4
QNHS|2004, Q1 06 177 186 0.1 243 . . 105 105 174 0.4
EU-LFS|2004, Q2 26 161 316 0.7 75 304 1.1 0.4 9.4 0.1
[LFS] 2004 27 160 324 ) 76 287 . . 1.2 04 109 0.1
EU-LFS|2004, Q2 0.7 63 218 00 162 233 . 0.0 0.0 3.8 26 2438 0.4
EBB|2004 > 81 220 . . 40.4 . > 285 <
[EU-LFS|2002, Q2 ) 05 200 336 325 34 ) . 10.1 )
Census 2002 > 0.5 17.9 34.3 . 30.1 4.4 > 124 0.4
EU-LFS|2004, Q2 ) 64 103 . 50.4 ) 6.9 86 16.6 0.9
LFS[2004 > 73 110 317 17.3 . 6.1 85 172 0.9
[EU-LFS|2004, Q2 04 24 177 63.2 8.4 7.0 1.0
ILES[2004 04 27 174 . . . . 60.6 ) 9.2 8.6 1.2
EU-LFS|2005, Q2 0.2 . 150 14 83 184 148 0.1 9.0 192 0.9
[CFS[2004 /05 03 03 192 167 178 149 0.1 100 19.9 0.9

Notes: Respondents aged 25 to 64. Unweighted data. * 1eve1 6 includes postgraduate specialisation and Master’s degrees.

< / >= Value in the cell to the left/right covers both categories.
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reports the distribution of coded in the detailed ver-

sion for 15 European countries. Again, the samples were restricted to re-
spondents aged 25 and 64. For each country, the first row shows the distri-
bution of as found in the usually from the second quarter
of 2004. The second row shows the distribution achieved through the recod-
ing of in a national labour force survey or census performed by the
country experts according to the mappings.?° If the best national data
source that the expert had access to is not from 2004, the closest available

year was chosen for the [EU-LFS

Most of the countries that do not distinguish two categories below

level 2 in the [EU-LFS| (see [Section 5.1.3.1)) code all respondents with less than

[ISCED| 2 as[ISCED| 1. In the [UK| however, 1 is not used, so that everybody

with less than 2 is coded as 0. So not only do countries use

different criteria for differentiating educational attainment below level 2 (see

Section 5.1.2.3), but they also code differently into the two available
categories, level 0 and 1.

In|CZ, there is a much higher proportion of individuals at level 3AB (7
percentage points difference) and a somewhat lower proportion of individu-
als at levels 5A (2.4 percentage points) to be found in the compared
to census data. These differences are large enough to suspect a difference
in the application of by the [NSI and the country expert. Furthermore,
Strakova (2008) managed to identify two categories that are empty in
the in 2001, namely o/less than 1 (0.4 %) and 4Av
(2.6 %). The latter is obviously included in 3AB in the data, and

the expert mentions that this is common practice in However, the [EU-LFS

90 In the country chapters in [Schneider| (2008c), some authors additionally show educational
attainment distributions coded in [ISCED| using amended mappings of national qualifications

to not shown here.
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identifies both levels o and 4 (without distinction between A, B and
C) in the later years. It is unclear where the differences at levels 3AB
and 5A result from, but as the reported distributions result from different
data sources, differential population coverage and non-response error might

explain this.

In the case of the small differences that can be observed between the

distribution of [SCED|in the [EU-LFS and [[SCED| derived from the Mikrozensus
are probably due to different treatment of missing values. The data collec-
tion instrument consists of four items so that coding into one variable is not
as straightforward as with instruments that only consist of one item. This

could be standardised, but there are currently no guidelines on how to treat

missing values in the German when coding data into

For [EE, there are no large discrepancies. However, whereas the splits
3C into short and long, Saar| (2008) classifies all vocational upper sec-
ondary education as shorter than 3 years. The mappings do not con-
tain any 3C qualifications that take more than 2 years, but maybe
the coded some outdated qualifications not covered by the mappings as
3ClL

In level 3 was not coded according to the mappings in the

Category 3Cl is tiny in the compared to the national and
category 3AB is much larger. level 3 altogether however is very similar,

so it looks as if long 3C qualifications were classified as 3B (and thus coded
3AB) in the (also see [Ortiz, [2008). As regards the Finnish data,
Kilpi (2008) could not distinguish [ISCED|levels o to 2 on the one hand and 3Av
and 4Cv on the other using published register data. The has obviously

access to more detailed data when delivering data to
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In [FR| Kieffer| (2008) and the [EU-LFS| code [ISCED| level 3C differently. Whereas

the country expert codes respondents with Certificat d’aptitude professionelle
(CAP, ‘Certificate of vocational capacity”) and Brevet d’études professionnelles
‘Certificate of vocational training’), which both require two years of
upper secondary vocational education, as 3Cs, they are 3Cl in the
Kieffer| (2008)) reserves 3Cl for the Brevet professionnel ‘Master crafts cer-
tificate”) and Brevet de technicien “Technician’s certificate’), which take
longer to complete and come closer to the baccalauréat technologique (“Techno-
logical baccalaureate’).9* Before 2003, and [BT| were all classified
as 3Cs in the

In[HU] there is a higher proportion of individuals at[ISCED|level 2 (2.8 percent-
age points) and a lower proportion of individuals at levels 5A (4.2 percentage
points) reported in the compared to the Hungarian The reasons
remain unclear, and the fact that the ‘neighbouring” categories are of similar
sizes and that the data in both rows are in the end derived from the same

data source makes this result rather puzzling.

With respect to [IE, the sub-dimensions within level 3 (apart from the
marginal 3Cs, which represents the Transition Year and does not count as
level 3 completion) cannot be implemented. The considers all
upper secondary qualifications as 3AB, whereas Smyth! (2008a) prefers to
code them into the generic level 3 category since they contain the Leaving
Certificate Applied, which is classified as 3C in the mappings and takes
two years. The Quarterly National Household Survey (QNHS), which is Ire-

land’s data source for the does not differentiate between 3A and 3C
qualifications (see [Section 5.1.3.3).

Since the [BP| actually requires for entry, [BP|should be classified as 4C rather than 3C in
the mappings (Kieffer, [2008| p. 118).
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In the identifies 3Cs qualifications, whereas [Barone and

Schizzerotto| (2008) don’t. This is a minor category though that the country

experts probably included in level 2. As was found in

the treatment of 3Cs has changed a couple of times in the too.

In|NL} as the categories published in the Enquéte Beroepsbevolking (EBB), which

is the Dutch partly do not overlap with ISCED, the [EU-LFS| sub-categories

cannot be reproduced at levels 3, 4, 5 and 6, despite the fact that the
is based on the Like in [Fl, [Luijkx and de Heus| (2008) did not

have access to more detailed data.

With respect to the Polish data, whereas the classifies all 4
qualifications in the generic category, Mach and Kryszczuk| (2008) assign
these cases to 4C. There are in fact no other qualifications at level 4
in [PL] than those, so that the coding by the country experts can be regarded
as more specific. From 2003 onwards, the data actually also code all

level 4 qualifications as 4C.

For [SE|, whereas the does not distinguish programme destination at
level 3, this is possible with the national This is hard to under-
stand, since both distributions are derived from the same register data. In|SI,
as already mentioned in the issue lies mainly in the lack of
differentiation of the At the low level of differentiation that is possible

to code, no misclassifications occur.

The British data in the use the generic category 3 for a substantial
number of cases (8.3%). From a close inspection of the mappings,
this should not be necessary and is documented neither in the nor
mappings for the UKl In fact, these 8.3 % are ‘other” qualifications that
are assigned to level 3, instead of being coded as missing. This is also

why most other categories are slightly larger in the derived distribution, for
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which ‘other” qualifications were coded as missing, which lowered the base
number of cases substantially. In contrast to the 1 could be
identified using the national data because respondents are asked for their
school-leaving age. This information is not used by the for deriving
for the

To summarise, the implementation of ISCED o7/in the [EU-LFS|is quite satisfact-

ory overall and the distributions of can largely be approxim-

ately reproduced from other data sets. However, there are exceptions where

there are substantial discrepancies between the and the reproduced
distributions. These problems are usually rather specific to single countries.
In some countries, it was impossible to reproduce as used in the
from national data, e.g. in [NL] and [FI, because the national data the
country experts had access to were not differentiated enough. In
and the it was possible to implement in more detail than
achieved in the In [FRl and [ES| the distributions diverge because some
national categories were classified differently by the and the country
experts (and the latter followed the mappings).

5.2.3 Recoding of national variables in the

Now let’s turn to the evaluation of harmonisation procedures in the
As shown in more and more documentation about
became available to national teams in the over the years, with the map-
pings of national categories to unfortunately only from round three
onwards. The quality of was also emphasised more strongly over the
single rounds. It can thus be expected that the implementation of in

the improved from round one to round two, and again in round three.
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Generally speaking, quite some effort was made centrally to ensure adequate
coding practice. It is unclear, however, how much effort and understanding
the national teams in the different countries put into the recoding of the
into the harmonised variable, e.g. in terms of using the docu-
mentation on provided, and thus if they applied consistent decision
rules (which is problematic whenever national teams apply an international
classification to the national data, Kerckhoff and Dylan, [1999). Therefore,

this section will more closely look into how the recoding was actually done,

thereby expanding on the results reported in

We have seen in that many changes in the distribution of edu-
cational attainment within countries over rounds could be explained
by the fact that either data collection instruments or assignments
were changed. Some misclassifications in specific rounds thereby could
already be diagnosed, such as the common error of classifying long or non-
doctoral postgraduate degrees in level 6 rather than 5. However, it is
still possible that there are more deviations in the harmonisation of educa-
tional attainment from the definitions threatening cross-national com-
parability, namely when a country consistently misclassifies some educational

qualifications in all three rounds. In[Section 4.3|it was found that the [ESS|devi-

ates substantially from the [EU-LFS and [EU-SILC|in quite a number of countries.

Over and above differences across surveys in sampling and non-response er-

ror, this could be explained by the fact that national teams recoding
into in the [ESS did not code according to the mappings.

In this section, the compliance of [[SCED}-variable edulvl in the with the
criteria set out by the UNESCO (1999, 2006 [1997]) and the mappings
is checked so as to more systematically and thoroughly evaluate how the

CSEVE were harmonised in the In order to do this, cross-tabulations
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of the (edlvxx) by the cross-national variable edulvl were analysed in
detail. These cross-tabulations clarify how exactly [CSEVF were translated into

ISCED o7 in the [ESS| countries. Since the [CSEVE are not included in the [EU-LFS
and [EU-SILC} such detailed analyses can only be performed for the

When examining the cross-tables of edulvl and edlvxx, it turned out that in
many instances, the national teams did not follow the definitions established

by the UNESCO, (2006 [1997]) and the recommendations given in the OECD

(1999) manual on the implementation of The issues in and
identified by Kolsrud and Skjak! (2005 see are thus only the
tip of the iceberg. Appendix shows how is coded from the
in all [ESY| countries (column edulvl), and which level or category the
mappings assign to the country-specific categories (column ).
The most common classification errors and problems are summarised in the

following paragraphs.

5.2.3.1 Misclassifications at |ISCED|levels o, 1 and 2

Firstly, levels o0 and 1 are coded inconsistently: In the countries men-

tioned above that do not differentiate below level 2 in their (see

Section 5.1.3.1), either [ISCED|level o or 1 is not used, introducing inconsistent

coding across countries. and [SK|in round
two use level o, whereas [DE| and [SK] in round three use level 1. This is

similar to what happened in the

In and [SE, this misclassification between levels o and 1 is

connected with another classification error, namely that the end of lower sec-

ondary education in these countries is coded as[ISCED|level 1 rather than 2.9

The documentation for [AT|actually states level 2 as being the equivalent of Pflichtschule
(‘compulsory school’), but in the text label next to the value as well as what is actually coded
in the data refer to[ISCED|level 1.
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This error also occurs in some other countries which have basic education
rather than separate primary and lower secondary schools, namely in [ES|in

rounds two and three (where certificado de escolaridad (2A) is mapped to
level 1) and in

Without good knowledge of the criteria for levels 1 and 2, it is quite
probable that primary education in the national and international termin-
ology get mixed up in those countries where the terms do not mean the
same. In a number of countries, levels 1 and 2 combined are referred
to as primary education: for example, what is locally ‘primary” education
in [SI is ‘basic education” (a single structure comprising primary and lower

secondary education) in the international terminology.

It was already speculated in Sections|4.1.1 on page 9oland [5.1.3.1 on page 168|

that the [ESS organisers have possibly misunderstood the definitions of
levels 1 and 2 themselves, interpreting level 1 as ‘basic’ rather than ‘primary’
education, since the label for category o of the coding frame is ‘Not
completed primary (compulsory) education’. The inclusion of ‘compuls-
ory’ in this label contradicts the definition of the main levels (see
[tion 2.2.4.2), where ‘compulsory education’ is not used as a main criterion to
form a level of education because the length of compulsory education varies
too much across countries and over time. It is only a subsidiary criterion
for identifying the end of level 2. In some countries, education is ac-
tually compulsory until the end of level 3. The erroneous label
seems to imply that level 1 is the category for ‘primary (compulsory)” educa-
tion, which is very confusing for those countries where primary education

is substantially shorter than compulsory education.
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5.2.3.2 Misclassifications at |ISCED|levels 4 and 5

In the qualifications at level 5B (e.g. master craftsmen, higher tech-
nicians, nursing and in some countries teacher qualifications) were falsely
assigned to level 4 in a rather large number of countries (namely
DK} in round two, and the [UK). One explana-
tion for this is that national teams wanted to distinguish these qualifications

from academic higher education 5A), as the coding scheme does

not provide for a distinction between 5A and 5B. An alternative ex-

planation is that they had rather than in mind when doing

the reclassifications, where level 4 in fact referred to sub-degree level tertiary

qualifications.

5.2.3.3 Misclassifications at |ISCED|levels 5 and 6

As described in [Section 5.1.3.4) many countries include ISCED| 5A qualifica-
tions in level 6 in the harmonised variable in the [ESS| (these were

rounds one and two, round one, rounds one
and two, and [UA). Their do not allow a distinction between

levels 5 and 6. However, even in those countries that differentiated PhDs
in their some of them misclassified post-graduate 5 qualifica-
tions as 6. These are [BE (in rounds one and two), and
Again, there are two potential explanations: either national teams wanted
to differentiate between undergraduate/lower level tertiary and postgradu-
ate/higher level tertiary degrees, or again interfered, where level 7

in fact referred to all post-graduate degrees.

In what is actually recoded from the |CSEV| into [ISCED| level 6 in round

two is the ‘don’t know’ category. Nobody in the sample actually completed
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a PhD; this category is empty in the [CSEV| (see [Table D.1). It is unclear how

PhDs were distinguished in in the first round of the survey: there is
no specific response category for them in the still respondents with a
post-graduate degree (uetomtuytoxd dimhwya) are split across levels 5

and 6. It looks as if some supplementary information that is not available to

data users was employed for deriving

5.2.3.4 Accumulation of misclassifications in single countries

There are a few countries in the [ESS in which several misclassifications ‘ac-
cumulate’. In these countries, the cross-national education variable edulvl is
very different from the intended target classification, ISCED} and comparabil-

ity thus most questionable. These are and

With respect to [AT, none of the categories in edulvl is coded exactly right (see

pages [416). What is coded as level o is a mix of oand 1;

what is coded as level 1 is clearly 2A (see ; [AT| coded
vocational upper secondary qualifications 3C and 3B) at level 2 of

edulvl and only general upper secondary qualifications 3A and 4A)
at level 3. What is coded as level 4 is a mix of 4A, 5B and 5Am
(see [Section 5.1.3.4), and what is coded as level 5 in round two and level 6
in round three is a mix of 5Al and 6 (see [Section 5.2.3.3). Therefore,
whereas edulvl might well reflect the ordering of the Austrian country-specific
education categories, the content is not comparable with edulvl in other coun-

tries.

In[FR] the mapping of to the diverges substantially from the
mappings (see pages [435) at levels 2, 3 and 4. Upper secondary

[TVET| (CAP, [BEP| and equivalent, 3C) is assigned to level 2, whereas general

lower secondary education (Brevet des colléges, 2A) is classified as 3.
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The Baccalauréat and equivalent qualifications are assigned to level 4 rather

than 3.

Finally, SI reports that “there is direct correspondence between the national
categories and the education standard. was used in the ques-
tionnaire” (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team), |2003, Documenta-
tion Report, p.147). This is not an entirely adequate description, since of
course country-specific education categories were used in the instrument

(see [Table D.1] [page 412). These are transformed to edulvl by simply sub-

tracting 1, so in this respect, there is direct correspondence. However, the

resulting bridging from the to edulvl does not conform with the
mappings for several categories: The mismatches between levels o,
1 and 2 as well as 5 and 6 were already
mentioned. Furthermore, level 3C qualifications are assigned to edulvl

category 2 and level 5B qualifications to edulvl category 4.

5.3 CONCLUSIONS ON THE CONSISTENCY OF CROSS-NATIONAL EDUCA-

TIONAL ATTAINMENT DATA, AND ONWARDS

This chapter closely examined the generation of cross-nationally compar-
able education variables in survey micro data. The most important and con-

sequential issues in terms of ease of harmonisation and comparability are

the lacking degree of differentiation of |CSEVE (Section 5.1.3), and inconsist-

ent recoding of country-specific education categories into ISCED| (Section 5.2,

which was examined in detail for the (Section 5.2.3). However, there

are also some other factors impacting on cross-national comparability in

less predictive ways, among which are subtle differences across countries

in the question and response category wording (Section 5.1.2), data collec-
tion methods (Section 5.1.1) and differential coverage of specific segments of
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educational systems (Section 5.1.4). Since some of the issues accumulate in

some countries, there might be some underlying reasons for this, such as dif-
ferences across national teams in their genuine interest in social background
variables, as well as unequal expertise of national teams and data gathering

institutions.

With respect to the harmonisation of in the different classifica-
tion decisions were taken with respect to similar educational programmes
in different countries, leading to the situation that the supposedly compar-
able cross-national education variable edulvl is in fact not comparable across
countries. The mappings are used as a criterion against which the
coding in the [ES§ was evaluated, assuming that the mappings are the
best available criterion for judging comparability. Even this can however be

disputed in some cases.?3

The next chapter of this study will evaluate the information content of har-
monised education variables as compared to [CSEV, using data. This
requires that the cross-national education variable in the is corrected,
thus eliminating classification errors and inconsistencies over time that were

found in this and the previous chapter.

In order to improve comparability, o and 1 are distinguished post-hoc
using years of education as a proxy variable: respondents with less than 4, 5
or 6 years of education are assigned to o, and those with more than 4, 5
or 6 but less than 8 years of education to 1, depending on the duration
of primary education in the respective country, taken from (OECD) (1999) and
Eurostat| (2005). Completed basic education has to be re-coded to 2 in

those countries that misclassified this as level 1, and incomplete basic

For suggestions on how to improve the [I[SCED|mappings for a number of European countries,
see the country chapters in Schneider| (2008c).
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education to level o or 1, depending on the years of education necessary to

complete 1 (again derived from [Eurostat, 2005} (OECD) [1999).

levels 5 and 6 cannot be separated in any way in a large number of
countries. These two levels thus need to be aggregated. If levels 3
and 4 are not clearly separable in the this was ignored though and
coded as level 3 since most probably only a marginal number of cases would

have been in level 4. The resulting cross-national variable would be

identical to the one implemented in [EU-SILC| (see [Section 4.1.2). The Aus-

trian, Irish and Ukrainian education variables cannot be even coded into

this scheme though because their [CSEVE contain categories that span ISCED

levels 4 and 5. For these countries, cannot be evaluated further.

With respect to response categories reflecting incomplete levels of education
(drop-out), these were re-coded downward, i.e. as level 2 for dropouts
from level 3, and level 3 for dropouts from level 5. Arguably these latter
cases could also be classified as level 4, but since most countries do
not have dropout categories, it was decided otherwise for reasons of com-
parability. The variable thus reflects the (most probable) highest level of

education successfully completed in all countries.

Misclassifications were corrected using the [ISCED| mappings as a guideline,
even if in some cases there would have been good reasons to deviate from the
official ISCED|assignments. However, it was considered important to evaluate

the ‘“official’ as a cross-national measure of educational attainment in

Chapters [6|and

Table B.5|shows the distribution of the corrected cross-national education
variable in the This time, also those countries that took only part in
one of the three rounds are shown. There are fewer significant differ-

ences over [ESS rounds than in and the remaining ones are due to



5.3 CONCLUSIONS FOR PART II

changes in the data collection instruments and in the distribution of educa-
tional attainment on the i.e. based on input, but not harmonisation.
The harmonisation was made consistent across countries and [ESS rounds

(using the mappings) in the corrected variable.

shows the dissimilarity indices comparing the corrected education
variable in the 1. with the variables in and as in
Table 4.8] in [Section 4.3} and 2. across the three rounds, as in
in The differences between the [ESS|and the other two surveys

decrease considerably when using the corrected edulvl variable as compared

to the distributed data. The improvements are very substantial for BE|round

three, rounds two and three, and the Only in some

of the comparisons does the corrected variable in the move away from
the data in the 2002/03, [DE|, [DK] [GR| 2004 /05, [LU] in 2002/03 and
2004/05) and 2006/07) compared to the original edulvl

variable, but always by small amounts only (AD < 1.5).

[ESl round two and three for both [EU-SILd and [EU-LFS| and [PL] round one for
the are the only exceptions. The deviation in [PL]is due to the fact that

‘basic vocational” education (Zasadnicze zawodowe) is classified as 3Cs (and

thus aggregated in [[SCED|level 2) in [EU-LFS|2003 but 3Cl (and thus aggregated

in level 3) in 2005, whereas it is consistently classified as
3 in the corrected education variable in the For [ES| it pretty much looks

like there is a genuine problem in the data in the possibly caused by
non-response error or systematic coding errors during the interview, which

also shows up in the comparison of the three [ESS| rounds.

Comparing the three [ESS rounds, the very large index values for [HU| com-
paring rounds one and two and and [SE comparing rounds two and

three have decreased substantially. For almost all other countries, D has
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TABLE 5.5: Duncan’s Dissimilarity Index for educational attainment
distributions across [EU-SILC| and [EU-LFS}, corrected
education variable in the

Country EU-LFS U-SILC ESSHESS
2002/03 2004/05 2004/05 2006/07 ri/r2 r2/r3

12.7 114 8.5 10.3 2.8 2.0
CH . . . . 24 74
7.6 4.8 3.0 . 32 .
9.3 10.6 9.8 12.3 34 7.1
DK} 3.6 17.0 13.8 222 13.9 3.6
. 5.0 4.8 9.8 . 6.8
21.0 19.9 18.5 17.9 18.0 13.2
7.2 7.7 12.9 14.1 6.5 2.7
FR] 10.1 11.5 14.6 14.6 1.6 4.6
GR| 144 10.1 10.5 . 4.4 .
2.8 10.9 8.3 10.1 18.6 11.6
. 16.6 16.5 . .

4.5 6.2 . 9.0 7.2

LU| 22.6 13.5 4.2 . 7.0 .
14.2 11.3 14.5 10.6 4.9 5.3
4.1 20.1 11.8 19.9 22.7 5.2
328 18.7 18.6 16.8 4.6 2.8
5.5 3.8 3.9 24 3.6 2.9
6.6 8.6 10.5 8.1 1.7 5.8
37 4.0 23.9 19.7 4.4 5.0
20.5 6.9 8.6 . 23
. . . . 2.8
14.8 . 13.3 9.3

min 2.8 3.8 3.0 24 1.6 2.0
mean 10.7 11.8 11.3 12.9 7.4 54
max 32.8 20.5 23.9 22.2 22.7 13.2

Sources: 2002-2007, [EU-SILC| 2004—2006, cross-sectional files from Eurostat, [EU-LFS| 20032005, files

from Eurostat (second quarter used only). Own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted
using the design weight (dweight) in the the cross-sectional weighting factor (pbo40) 'mand
the quarterly weighting factor (coeff) in the Notes:

* = Data for round two for [IT| were only collected in 2006, they are still compared with
2005.

t Since for EU-LFS|data are only available for 2005 and data for 2002 and 2006, the comparisons

between [EU-LFS| 2005 and round three and round one and round three are shown.

also decreased. The exceptions are [DE| (where the comparable variable was
re-constructed from the instruments rather than corrected) and There
might be a problem specifically with the round two data for [ES| (see also
Ortiz, 2008| p.142-143). The dissimilarity index comparing the corrected
harmonised variable for rounds one and three amounts to ‘only” 11.7 % (not

shown), and the dissimilarity index comparing the for rounds two and
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three amounts to 17.7%.94 There are too many respondents in the lowest
country-specific response categories, especially o, 1, 3 and 4 (see
[page 396), which also show rather higher numbers of years of education than
expected (see [Table D.2} [page 433).

94 Since the|CSEV|has changed in round two, round one cannot be compared to rounds two and
three using the source variable.






Part II1

INFORMATION CONTENT OF CROSS-NATIONAL
MEASURES OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT IN
THE EUROPEAN SOCIAL SURVEY






INTRODUCTION

In this third part of the study, the quality of different cross-national meas-
ures of educational attainment in survey data will be examined with respect
to their information content as compared to the country-specific education
variables (CSEVF). The aim of this part is thus to evaluate the consequences
of harmonising for substantive comparisons across European coun-

tries.

In the dispersion of educational attainment according to the

will be compared with the dispersion of educational attainment data har-

monised using both [ISCED 97 and [CASMIN| As a consequence of this, an al-

ternative simplification of that incorporates the construction principles
of is proposed.

In different measures of educational attainment, now including
years of education, will be subjected to a construct validation: The explanatory
power of different cross-national measures of educational attainment will
be compared with the explanatory power of the country-specific measures.
As outcome variables, occupational status and social class attainment are

chosen.
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THE DISPERSION OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
USING DIFFERENT MEASURES OF EDUCATIONAL

ATTAINMENT

IChapter 4| and [Chapter 5| of this study have investigated the consistency of

harmonised educational attainment measures and data, looking at consist-
ency over time within data sources, across surveys, and across countries.
Another important criterion of data quality is however the richness of in-
formation of variables. As is obvious from the fact that categorical data are
usually harmonised by the aggregation of (detailed) response categories into
more generic groupings, harmonisation necessarily entails some loss of in-
formation (Granda et al) 2009, see e.g.). This can also be observed when

closely comparing [Table D.1|and [Table B.5} in all countries that used a
that was not adapted to the needs of the ESS|from the outset (such as|F), the

level of detail is higher in the than in the harmonised variable. Thereby
in addition to questioning the consistency of cross-nationally harmonised
measures of education, we need to question the information content of such

measures.

First of all, it must be ‘decided’ if educational attainment is located at the
ordinal or nominal level of measurement (Section 6.1). Then, the level of
dispersion of the will be compared with the level of dispersion of the
corrected harmonised education variable in the [ESS} i. e. the six-level [SCED o7

and the education scheme (Section 6.2). Since this will show that the
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levels-only version of contains substantially less information than both

the[CSEVE and [CASMIN] a different simplification of will be proposed

that incorporates some characteristics of [CASMIN]| (Section 6.3).

In [EU-SILC| and [EU-LFS| no [CSEVE are included in the data files since these are

not delivered to by the [NSkk. The [ESS| however contains for

most countries. Most of analyses in this and the next chapter will thus all be

based on the

6.1 IS EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT MEASURED AT THE ORDINAL OR

NOMINAL LEVEL?

Variables can be measured at three levels of measurement: nominal (un-
ordered categories), ordinal (rank-ordered categories) and interval (numeric-
ally meaningful values) (e. g. de Vaus, 2002, p.41). With ordered or interval
level information, variation amongst individuals allows us to describe ver-
tical or status differences, such as income inequality. Educational attainment
is, like social class (see |Rose and Pevalin, 2002, p.95), a borderline case with

respect to level of measurement.

At a fairly aggregate level, it is usually easy to order categories of educa-
tional attainment: individuals who have completed secondary education are
more highly educated than individuals who have completed only primary
education, and individuals who have completed tertiary education are more
highly educated than individuals who have completed secondary education.
However, as soon as different curricula or types of education (such as general
and vocational; academic and professional) are reflected within these broad
levels, ordinality becomes far less straightforward, so that educational attain-

ment cannot be ordered along one single continuum ‘a priori’. The ordering
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of educational attainment categories within broad levels depends on which
outcome or aspect of educational attainment we look at, e. g. duration of the
educational career, prestige of the highest educational certificate obtained,

or income returns to education (see also de Vaus, 2002} p. 44—45).

As a working hypothesis, the relationship between educational attainment
and different outcomes are here assumed to differ across countries, and
therefore no ordering will be imposed. Upper secondary vocational educa-
tion e.g. could be ‘worth” more than general upper secondary education in
one country, but it could be the other way round in another country. There-
fore, educational attainment can at best be regarded as a ‘partially ordinal’
variable. It will thus be analysed using methods suitable for variables meas-

ured at the nominal level throughout this study.

6.2 ANOTHER LOOK AT DISTRIBUTIONS: VARIATION OF DIFFERENT

MEASURES OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

To state it at the most trivial level, variables contain information because
they vary across units of analysis. The level of variation is the crucial char-
acteristic of a variable that enables us to relate different variables (and thus
indirectly theoretical concepts) with each other empirically. Empirical so-
cial research often tries to explain variation in one measure by variation in

another, based on theoretically informed hypotheses.

However, variation is also often of interest for a description of societies, since
it measures theoretical concepts such as inequality and heterogeneity (Blau,
1977). In ecology, measures of heterogeneity are used to determine the rich-
ness in species of ecosystems; in sociology, the ethnic or religious diversity

of cities or societies; in political science the plurality of party systems etc.
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When looking at the distribution of the variables in and
the in Tables and and the corrected variable in the [ESY in

two issues become obvious that have not been discussed so far:
The concentration of respondents in specific categories, most notably in
and the but sometimes also in the and the scarceness of data

in some other categories.

For instance, large proportions (up to nearly 8o %) of the sample fall into
a single level in and the in a number of countries. This
is clearly most problematic at level 3, and particularly in Central and

Eastern Europe and countries with a strong apprenticeship tradition: In

and [SK| more than 40% of the
population are consistently classified as level 3. In and [SK] the

percentage of respondents in level 3 is even larger than 60 % (and and
come close). In fact, the communist governments in Central and Eastern
Europe successfully encouraged people to continue education beyond the
basic level, especially by promoting polytechnic upper secondary education

(Kogan, 2008, p.9-10).

At the same time, quite diverse qualifications are awarded at this level of
education, namely general and different kinds of vocational ones, with some-
times technological qualifications being available additionally. Furthermore,
some qualifications (usually the general and technological ones) give ac-
cess to university education and others (usually the vocational ones) do
not—information that remains hidden when using the levels-only version
of [[SCED 97 The distribution of pupils across the different tracks can also dif-
fer strongly across countries (for Central and Eastern Europe, see e. g. Kogan,

2008). Finally, given the high graduation rates from upper secondary educa-
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tion in advanced economies (see e.g. OECD, 2003a, p. 35), this will become

even more problematic in the future.

The version of shows that making some use of the ‘destination’
sub-dimension improves the situation a lot for [CZ and [SK| and other coun-
tries where there is a strong differentiation of the population across
3AB and 3C. However, since this implementation of does not distin-
guish 3A and 3B, the combined category 3AB still shows more than
50 % of the cases in |AT| and |DE| because apprenticeships in these countries
are classified as 3B since they prepare for master crafts programmes

classified as 5B.

In [DK] and (both in rounds two and three) as well as in [EE| (round 3),
and the[UK] close to or more than 40 % of the sample are classified as
level 5 and 6 in the records around 30-35 % of the sample
in this category for these countries. Other countries show around or more
than 30% in level 5 and 6 in both surveys with the
exception of 2006, SE). Again, we know that this category is

rather heterogeneous since there are short vocational programmes (classified
as 5B) as well as undergraduate and postgraduate university degrees
(classified 5A) and PhDs (ISCED|6) included in this one category. These

important distinctions are not reflected by the six-level

As with respect to level 3, a look at the more detailed [[SCED| variable in
the is helpful: most countries show substantial differentiation across
5B and 5A. NO however doesn’t 5B exists, but is not identified
in the data, see [Section 5.1.3). A distinction of first or medium duration
university degrees and second or long duration degrees would probably be
useful, especially in those countries where 5B is marginal. It will also

become more important in other countries because of the Bologna reforms
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(see e.g. [Eurydice| [2009). Since the doe not make use of these sub-

dimensions for 5A, there is no empirical evidence on this yet.

The size of categories might also be problematic at level 1 in [PT| and
although the level of heterogeneity is probably rather low at this level of

education.

Finally, in most European countries, the differentiation between 0
and 1 is negligible, as is level 6 (which amounts to around 1% of

the sample in most countries, see [Table B.3). [[SCED| 4 does not exist in all

countries, is not captured in quite a few, and is marginal in some others,
which can often be explained by the fact that do not cover the re-
spective qualifications very well (see and Schneider and Kogan,
2008). Therefore, the bulk of cases are found at 2, 3 and 5 in the large

majority of countries.

How informative is a variable in which most cases are found in three cat-
egories out of six or seven? The degree of variation of a variable can be sum-
marised using a single measure of dispersion. As suggested by Granda et al.
(2009) for evaluating the quality of harmonised categorical variables, compar-
ing the dispersion of country-specific and harmonised variables inform us
about the relative information content of harmonised variables. For nominal
level variables like education here, Simpson’s index of diversity (Simpson,
1949) and [Mueller et al.s Index of qualitative variation Mueller et al.,

1970) are adequate measures.®> Given p; as the proportion of cases falling

95 They are further discussed by |Lieberson| (1969), (Gibbs and Poston| (1975) and |Agresti and:

Agresti| (1978).
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in category i of a nominal variable with k categories, Simpson’s index of

diversity is following Gibbs and Poston (1975) defined as%

k
Simpson’s index = 1 — Z piz (6.1)

i=1

It ranges from 0 to 1 — 1/k and thus reflects the number of categories as an
integral aspect of diversity: a variable with five categories has a maximum
diversity index of 0.8, whereas one with ten categories has a maximum of

0.9.

Using the same notation, Mueller and Schuessler’s adjusts Simpson’s
index by its maximum, i. e. by the number of categories of the nominal vari-

able. Again, following Gibbs and Poston (1975), it is defined as

_ 1= Z]f:l Piz
= Simpson’s index * k/(k — 1) (6.3)

ranges from 0 to 1, with T occurring if cases are evenly split over cat-
egories (p; = 1/k). The thus measures dispersion net of the number of

categories of the variable in question.

Both indices are shown for the [CSEVE, six-level [[SCED|and [CASMIN]in [Table 6.1}

They are multiplied by 100 in order to improve readability. The summary

statistics across countries and [ESS|rounds are given in three panels in order to

take account of the fact that [[SCED| and |[CASMIN| cannot be coded for all coun-
tries. Only the original eight-category version of was coded since

the in many countries did not allow any further level of detail.9”

Usually, the index of diversity is denoted as D. In order to avoid confusion with the dissim-
ilarity index introduced in[Chapter 4} it will be referred to as Simpson’s index throughout.

was coded using the (sometimes slightly amended) mapping information in |Brauns
et al|(2003)); Brauns and Steinmann (1997); [Ishida et al.| (1995); [Konig et al.| (1987) and Miiller]
and Klein| (2008). Since these mappings do not cover all countries that have sufficiently
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TABLE 6.1: Dispersion of educational attainment measures in the

, . "
Country k Simpson’s index*100 lQvt100
round [CSEV| |[CSEV| [ISCED| |CASMIN| [CSEV| [ISCED| [CASMIN|
1 5 72.8 . . 91.0 . .
2 6 69.7 . . 83.6
3 6 69.4 . . 83.3 . .
1 11 88.4 70.0 83.0 97.2 84.0 94.8
2 11 87.9 68.9 82.1 96.7 827 93.9
3 11 872 683 81.9 96.0 82.0 93.6
3 6 664 664 : 797 797 :
1 15 81.3 55.6 75.0 87.1 66.7 85.8
2 15 79.7 552 73.1 8.4 663 83.6
3¢ 13 80.9  59.9 76.1 87.6 718 87.0
o] 3 6 682 646 : 81.8 775 :
1 11 82.8 37.1 75.6 21.1 44.6 86.4
2 11 814 367 73.4 895 440 83.9
1 17 86.1 594 78.0 21.5 713 89.1
DE] 2 17 86.7 59.5 79.2 92.1 71.5 90.5
DE 3¢ 18 85.0 56.9 78.1 90.0 68.3 89.3
DK 1 10 74.8 61.3 69.8 83.1 73.6 79.8
DK| 2¢ 9 79.7 608 73.0 89.7  73.0 83.4
DK 3 9 80.2 60.4 73.9 90.2 72.5 84.4
2 12 85.1 64.6 . 92.8 77.5 .
3¢ 15 89.5 63.6 67.7 95.9 76.3 77.4
1 14 872 817 . 93.9 98.1
ES| 2¢ 17 90.7 79.6 . 96.4 95.5
ES 3 17 90.7 80.6 . 96.3 96.7
Fl 1 6 71.2 70.4 . 85.4 84.5
2 6 69.0 67.5 . 827  80.9
F1 3 6 68.3 66.8 . 82.0 80.1 .
FR 1 11 88.5 68.9 86.2 97.4 82.7 98.5
FR 2 11 88.5 68.8 86.3 97.4 82.5 98.6
3¢ 12 89.5 66.0 86.1 976 792 98.4
1 7 77.5 75.8 . 90.5 21.0
2 7 77.5 75.1 . 204 20.1 .
HU 1 11 783  59.8 78.1 86.1 71.7 89.2
2¢ 14 84.0 65.6 78.2 90.5 78.7 89.4
3 14 812 649 77.5 874 779 88.5
IE] 1 7 81.4 : : 95.0
[E 2 7 80.9 . . 94.4
3 7 823 : : 96.0 :
1 14 888 621 : 95.6 746
@ 2 6 784 66.3 . 94.1 79.5
1 7 70.1 69.6 . 81.7 83.5
2¢ 8 712 702 . 814 843

Continued on the next page
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TABLE 6.1: Dispersion of educational attainment measures in the

(continued)
Countr k Simpson’s index*100 lQvf100
Y round [CSEV| [CSEV| [ISCED| |CASMIN| [CSEV| [ISCED| [CASMIN|

1 19 215 71.2 . 926.5 85.4 .
2 19 91.2 74.6 . 96.3 89.5 .
1 13 8.6 727 82.2 927 873 93.9
2 13 8.3 739 82.6 935 887 94.4
NL| 3 13 87.3 74.7 83.1 94.6 89.6 95.0

1 9 77.0 58.6 . 86.6 70.4

af 8 82.2 68.2 . 94.0 81.8

3 8 82.3 66.9 . 94.0 80.3 .
1 10 80.0  56.8 76.0 889 682 86.9
2¢ 8 78.1 53.3 74.3 893  64.0 85.0
3 8 77.5 54.0 74.3 88.6 64.9 84.9
1 8 78.7 65.2 . 89.9 78.3
2 8 785 635 . 89.8 762
3¢ 10 77.2 65.7 . 85.8 78.8 .
3 12 773 533 78.1 843  64.0 89.3
1 12 86.5 64.9 79.1 924.4 77.9 90.4
2 12 86.3  65.1 78.8 942 782 90.1
3¢ 13 884 647 78.6 95.8 777 89.8
SI 1 7 77.8 59.3 . 90.8 71.2
S 2 7 76.5 56.0 . 89.2 67.2
SI 3 7 78.0 59.0 . 21.0 70.8
2 8 715 45.0 . 81.7 540
3 8 72.7 469 . 83.1 56.3
fTR] 2 6 68.7 687 . 824 824

2 7 67.8 . . 79.1

3 7 70.1 . . 81.8

1 8 78.5 64.7 . 89.8 77.7

2¢ 7 78.9 . . 92.0 .

3¢ 7 76.7 62.3 . 89.5 74.7
min 5 66.4 79.1
mean 10 80.1 90.0
max 19 215 97.6

Only countries with ISCED:
min 6 664  36.7 79.1 44.0
mean 11 80.5 63.8 89.9 76.6
max 19 21.5 81.7 97.6 98.1
Only countries with CASMIN:

min 8 748 367 67.7 83.1 44.0 77.4
mean 12 83.7 61.3 78.0 215 73.6 89.2
max 18 89.5 74.7 86.3 97.6 89.6 98.6

Source: European Social Survey 2002—2007, own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using
the design weight (dweight). Notes: Harmonisation corrected for inconsistencies over time and devi-
ations from [[SCED|mappings. ¢ =[CSEV|changed in this round
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The degree of variation on the educational attainment variable is, as expec-
ted, highest using the when not taking the number of education cat-
egories into account. shows throughout lower levels of dispersion,

even when controlling for the number of categories. For those countries

where it could be coded, lies in between [CSEV] and [ISCED| The level

of dispersion of however lies much closer to the level of dispersion
of the than to that of in all countries but [EE}%

In (rounds one and three), [NL| and even shows a higher

degree of dispersion than the as soon as the number of response cat-
egories is taken into account using the rather than Simpson’s index. For
this is probably due to the way was implemented, whereby the
country-specific category for special technical education (Cpeznnee crermais-
HOe 0Opa3oBaHme: TEXHUKYM, yUHIINIIe, Koutek) was split across 2a
and 3a using the age of the respondents in order to reflect the upgrading of

special technical education (see Gerber and Hout, |1995, p. 630).

Some more observations regarding the level of dispersion of the different
educational attainment variables are in place. Firstly, there is a high to me-
dium degree of association between the number of categories k of the
and Simpson’s index of the (p = 0.78) on the one hand and the
(p = 0.47) on the other. Therefore, even when the number of categories is

taken into account by the measure of dispersion, dispersion is related to the

level of detail of the This suggests that more detailed are more

detailed [CSEV} for implementing [CASMIN} information for some other countries was retrieved
from studies using[CASMIN} [Buchmann et al|(2007) for Switzerland, [Layte and Whelan (2004)
for Ireland and |Gerber and Hout (1995) for the Russian Federation (RU). The mapping for the
Czech Republic was developed in collaboration with Ale§ Bartusek, the one for Estonia
with Ellu Saar and the one for Netherlands with Ruud Luijkx and Manon de Heus. The
assignments for the remaining countries (Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Luxembourg, Israel,
Slovenia, Slovakia) were made independently, sometimes with advice from country experts.
In does not seem to work well. This is due to the large number of people classified
in 2c in [EE] If 2c (gen) and 2c (voc) are distinguished, the amounts to 90.3 for This
distinction could however not be implemented for [RU| and [DK} so it was decided to use the

more collapsed version of [CASMIN| here.
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capable to represent diversity over and above what the mere number of cat-
egories would imply. Countries using only six or seven categories in their

show particularly low levels of dispersion in educational attainment.

To summarise, the six levels do not well reflect the diversity of
country-specific educational attainment categories. in turn is able
to reflect levels of dispersion that are much closer to the original [CSEV.
Therefore, it seems to be possible in principle to construct a cross-national
educational attainment variable that is comparable and informative at the
same time. However, cannot be coded for the majority of countries
covered in the [ESS|because the employed in many countries do not al-
low distinctions that are necessary for the construction of most not-
ably the distinction of qualifications from vocational and general education
programmes at the upper secondary levels. What is more, ‘map-
pings” are only available for a restricted number of countries, and they do
not rely on an international terminology like does. Therefore, before
moving on to examine the predictive power of the different cross-national
education variables, an alternative way of simplifying that is inspired

by the scheme is proposed in the next section.

63 AN ALTERNATIVE SIMPLIFICATION OF [[SCED g7 THE EUROPEAN

SURVEY VERSION OF|ISCED g7

There is an obvious gap between the degree of complexity the classific-
ation offers and the typical requirements of data users. Researchers would
not like to include 15 or more dummy variables for educational attainment
in their statistical analyses. Equally, international organisations, largely rely-
ing on cross-tabulations in their publications, would not be able to present

data on all level of detail provided by in a readable way. The analysis
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and presentation of such data would also be difficult since some categor-
ies would be empty or only sparsely populated in some countries, but not

others.

Therefore, at present, for harmonising educational attainment data in

cross-national surveys, the common practice is to simply collapse all sub-

categories within the seven main levels of ISCED g7| (EU-SILC| also collapses

levels 5 and 6) and thereby drop all differentiation within levels. A
detailed version of is thus currently not used in any actual survey
apart from maybe the which however also collapses certain cat-
egories and does not make use of the important sub-dimension ‘programme
orientation’. The use of main levels as a measure of educational attain-
ment relies on the assumption that the differences in educational content
between levels are larger and/or more relevant than the differences

between categories within [SCED|levels.

Is this assumption justified? For example, is the difference between an in-
dividual who has not even completed primary education and an individual
who has completed primary education but not lower secondary really more
relevant in the European context than the difference between an individual
who completed vocational upper secondary education not allowing univer-
sity enrolment and an individual who completed general upper secondary
education that does prepare for university entry? Again, this will often de-
pend on the outcome with respect to which ‘differences” are assessed. But
we can certainly doubt that making a distinction within a category that con-
tains only around 1 % of the population is more relevant than a distinction
within a category that contains more than 30 % of the population. Therefore,
the simplification into levels is neither a substantively meaningful nor

statistically efficient strategy.
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How can a satisfactory degree of differentiation be achieved without excess-
ively increasing the number of categories to be used in actual statistical ana-
lyses or cross-tabulations? In order to achieve this, it is useful to regard

as a classification with a nested structure, like e.g. the British Na-

tional Statistics Socio-economic Classification (NS-SeC| see Rose and Pevalin),

2002, p.91-93). is not actually used like this by the [UNESCO| [EURO]

or the but could be easily thought of or even transformed into
a nested classification. Then the most detailed level with all sub-categories
representing the sub-dimensions is the operational level, used for the
harmonisation of country-specific education categories and support the con-
tinuity of time series data. The operational categories can be recoded
into analytical versions of the classification in many different ways, and the

“levels only’ ISCED gy|is one of them. But there are more ways in which ISCED

could be simplified for statistical analyses and cross-tabulations alike:

Firstly, one could focus a specific analysis or cross-table on certain aspects
of educational attainment only—e.g. types of upper secondary education,
early school leaving, or the contrast between ISCED 5A graduates and all
others. This is the most useful approach when using educational attainment
as a response (dependent) variable. Since in this case the substantive interest
lies in these specific aspects of education from the outset, the problem of
defeating complexity actually does not come up in the first place. However,
it might still be useful to consider using criteria also for harmonising

those dependent variables when doing cross-national research.

Secondly, if the purpose of some analyses requires the whole range of educa-
tional attainment be represented, especially when educational attainment is
an explanatory or control variable, one could try to improve the distinctive-

ness of the harmonised education categories. Since the levels-only
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does not look like an optimal way of simplifying a ‘differently
simplified” analytic version of for use in European and possibly

other developed countries is proposed here: The European Survey Version

of [ISCED 97| (ES-ISCED)).

ES-ISCED| offers a more efficient simplification of [ISCED g7 by collapsing certain

(sub-)categories of the classification, but not others, so that important dis-
tinctions are maintained, whereas less relevant ones are dropped.
builds on the concepts and mappings of country-specific to international cat-
egories provided by but incorporates some conceptual ideas behind
the scheme (see in order to decide which categories to
differentiate. Because of the conceptual underpinning of as com-
pared to the ‘naive’ reliance on main levels, this version of can
be expected to be more efficient (i.e. containing more information in the

7

same number of categories) and thus more powerful than the ‘levels-only

version of [ISCED g7 commonly used.

In [ES-ISCED), [ISCED| levels o and 1 are summarised in one category. [ISCED

level 2 remains as is. The various sub-categories within level 3 are
simplified to a dichotomy, and level 4 is absorbed into the adjacent
levels. level 6 finally is so small that it is not efficient to reserve an
extra category for it (unless there is an explicit interest in respondents with
PhDs, which however requires larger samples than available in most cross-
national surveys). It is much more efficient to distinguish between lower
(BA-level) and higher (MA- and PhD-level) university qualifications instead.

visualises how the detailed categories are re-classified
into [ES-ISCEDI

The seven categories of are thus defined in the following way:



ISCED 97 ES-ISCED

ISCED 0 (less than primary) —_—
ES-ISCED I
ISCED 1 (primary) —

ISCED 2 (lower secondary) > ES-ISCED II

ES-ISCED IIIb
B/C (or Av) —>

ISCED 3 (upper secondary) -
A (or Ag)

ES-ISCED IlIIa
———
ISCED 4 (post-secondary non-tertiary)

T——Av/B/C
> ES.ISCED IV
Bs

/

ISCED 5 (first stage of tertiary) medium & 1st—3p ES-ISCED V1

long/2nd
ISCED 6 (second stage of tertiary) § ES-ISCED V2

FIGURE 6.1: Re-classification of detailed [ISCED|categories into [ES-ISCED

(less than lower secondary)

(lower secondary)

(upper secondary, vocational or no
access to V1)

(upper secondary, general and/or
access to V1)

(advanced vocational, sub-degree)

(lower tertiary education, BA level)

(higher tertiary education, MA +)

[aaDos1-s3] f£6 aaDS]40 NOILVOIAITdNIS HAILVNYELIV NV £9
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I NO EDUCATIONAL QUALIFICATIONS or only primary education com-
pleted. This category summarises[[SCED|levels o and 1 and corresponds
to category 1a. It is small in most European countries today.
For parental education and immigrants, the distinction between less
than primary education and at least primary education might however
be more important. If the target concept is parental education or if a
study is particularly interested in the educational attainment of immig-
rants, a category o should thus be re-introduced.

II LOWER SECONDARY EDUCATION: This category corresponds to success-
fully completed level 2 and categories 1b and 2b. If
lower secondary schooling as defined by does not conclude with
any educational certificate in some country, individuals who have com-
pleted lower secondary education and would be eligible for enrolment
in general upper secondary education should be classified here rather
than in category I. Very low levels of vocational education after the
completion of level 2 (short 3C programmes) should be

included here, too, as intended by [[SCED 979

III UPPER SECONDARY EDUCATION. This level corresponds to [ISCED
level 3 and [CASMIN| categories 2a and 2c (and partially 1c) and is

subdivided into two categories:

99 In some countries, different kinds of qualifications are awarded at the end of lower secondary
education. On the one hand, there are qualifications that prepare for access to general upper
secondary education (e. g. Mittlerer Schulabschluss mit Qualifikation fiir die gymnasiale Oberstufe
in|DE), and, on the other hand, there are qualifications that do not give access to general, but
to vocational upper secondary education (e. g. Hauptschulabschluss in[DE} voorbereidend beroeb-
sonderwijs (VBO) / middelbaar algemeen voortgezet onderwijs or nowadays voorbereidend
middelbar beroebsonderwijs levels 1-3 in [NL). In most countries however, there is no
such distinction between types of lower secondary school leaving certificates any more today.
Equivalent distinctions within a type of certificate cannot usually be made because the relev-
ant criteria (e. g. streams or grade point average) are not recorded in the data. It is therefore
difficult to split this category into two potential sub-categories, Ila and IIb, distinguishing
qualifications preparing for general upper secondary education and qualifications restricting
access to vocational training.
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II1B contains upper secondary qualifications that do not generally al-
low entry into 5A. These usually cover initial vocational
qualifications of at least two years duration (e. g. Apprenticeships
in the German-speaking countries, and in [FR). In some
countries, there are however also general programmes that do not
conclude with a maturity examination that would be classified
here. Short programmes at level 3C should be excluded
from this category (they belong to category II, see above)."®

III1A contains upper secondary qualifications that give access to
5A. These are 1. classical university entrance certificates (matur-
ity; [GCE A-Levels; Abitur; Baccalauréat; etc.), which are without
exception 3Ag in and 2. slightly lower or vocational ‘al-
ternative route’ qualifications (e. g. Fachhochschulreife in
in|NL} also 3Ag in [ISCED} but one year shorter than Abitur or
Baccalauréat professionnel in [FR} vocational Matura in [CZ| and other
countries; all 3Av in[[SCED 97)."°* If someone completed a so-called
‘access’ or ‘bridging’ programme and thereby passes the maturity
examination after having completed a IlIb programme (in
this is 4Ag), this is also coded as Illa.

If a country has 3A and 3B or 3C programmes, the dividing line

between IIIb and IIla is drawn between 3A on the one hand and 3B/3C

on the other. If a country however only has 3A programmes at

100 In a number of countries, category IIIb could be further differentiated into lower (IlIbb) and

101

higher levels (IIIba) of vocational education (e. g. and in apprenticeships after
Hauptschul- or Realschulabschluss in different levels of in [NI). This is however
unfeasible in most other countries because of the less developed or stratified systems
there.

For large samples, Illa could thus be differentiated into general (Illaa) and voca-
tional/otherwise restricted (Illab) university entrance qualifications (e.g. Abitur and Fach-
hochschulreife in [DE| voorbereidend wetenschappelijk onderwijs and hoger algemeen
voortgezet onderwijs in NI} Bac géneral/technologique and Bac professionel in [FR] re-
spectively). Since classical university entrance qualifications however occur rather rarely as
someone’s highest level of attainment, this distinction is not useful in most cases.
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level 3 (e.g. the [UK), the dividing line is drawn between general
and vocational 3A programmes. The rationale behind this is that vo-
cational educational programmes at the upper secondary level (for the
this is e. g. General National Vocational Qualification advanced
level or National Vocational Qualification level 3) do not specifically
prepare for university entry, even if they give access to universities
formally and thus tend to be classified as 3A (which could itself
be put into question). Programme destination ‘A’ often comprises sub-
stantial curriculum differentiation (see e.g. Saar} 2008). Functionally,
vocational upper secondary programmes are approximately equival-
ent across countries, no matter if in a specific national context they allow

university entry or not.

IV POST-SECONDARY, SUB-DEGREE LEVEL: These are advanced voca-

tional programmes, classified as 5Bs, 4Av, 4B and 4C in (e.g.
hoger onderwijs korte type in Meister and Techniker in Diplome
universitaire de technologie and Brevet de technicien supérieur (BTS)
in [FR} Brevet de maitrise in [LU} short Hoger beroebsonderwijs in
Higher National Certificate and Higher National Diploma in
the [UK). The dividing line between levels 4 and 5B is drawn
using programme duration as a criterion, with two-year programmes
classified as 5B and shorter programmes as 4Av, 4B or 4C.
There is however no conceptual underpinning of this criterion. Fur-
thermore, in the mappings, this criterion is not always followed,
and what is considered as ‘higher education” and what as merely
‘post-secondary’ from a national point of view sometimes seems to
interfere with the official criteria.’® This however should be

irrelevant for a cross-national classification, and since the distinction

102 In[LU|for example, three-year Master crafts programmes are classified as [ISCED| 4C, whereas
similar (but even shorter, namely two-year) programmes in |DE|are classified as 5B.
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between levels 4 and 5B is difficult to draw in practice, it is

dropped for (with the exception of 4Ag qualifications,

which are classified as Illa, see above). In the scheme, these
qualifications are largely included in category 3a-voc, but sometimes
also in 2a or 2c-voc.

V DEGREE LEVEL EDUCATION, corresponding to 5A and 6,
3a-gen and 3b, is divided into two levels:

V1 LOWER DEGREE LEVEL, comprising 1. first and medium
duration (three or four year) university degrees, usually at the
Bachelor’s or equivalent level (e.g. Licence in the recently
introduced three-year Laurea in [IT)'* and 2. qualifications from
institutions that are not traditional universities (they usually do

not award PhDs), but are nevertheless assigned to 5A in

(e.g. polytechnic college degrees like Diplom (FH) in
and its equivalents in [AT and long degrees in [NIJ, hoger

onderwijs van het lange type in[BE).*** Such institutions do not exist
in all countries, but all countries have either Bachelor-type degrees
or lower tier universities.'>

V2 HIGHER DEGREE LEVEL, which consists of long university de-
grees and postgraduate qualifications, i.e. certificates at the Mas-

ter’s degree level and higher (at least four years of study alto-

103 In countries where the Bachelor degree has been introduced only recently, intermediate uni-
versity qualifications can also be classified here (e. g. Vordiplom and Zwischenpriifung in .

104 In such qualifications are assigned to 5Bm. These will also be included in V1 rather
than IV.

105 It would be desirable to discriminate the first and second type of lower level university
degrees. usually make this distinction, but does not. If a future revision of
differentiated between different types of higher education institutions/degrees, e.g.
by referring to broad fields of education, this could be absorbed into as Via for
academic and V1b for professional/vocational degrees.
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gether), including PhDs. In this corresponds to ‘5A

second or long’ and [ISCED| 6; in [CASMIN|it is 3b-high.1°®

The number of categories of [ES-ISCED| is thus seven, which is just the same

as in the levels-only version of ISCED g7 [lable 6.2[ shows an overview of

IES-ISCED)

The strategy of going back to the original country-specific source data and
recoding the data into new categories is very similar to the approach chosen
by Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992, p. 49) for harmonising social class categor-
ies across countries. Using data from the first three rounds, can

be coded for 15 countries. The of the other countries lack some dif-

ferentiations necessary for the construction of usually within
levels 3 (e.g. the [UK) and/or 5 (e. g. the [UK),

as this was not required for the construction of the ex-ante specified levels-
only in the [ESS—a negative side-effect of the ex-ante harmonisation

strategy.

However, as the mappings show, in those 15 countries sometimes
a compromise has to be made and cannot be perfectly coded accord-
ing to the rules described above either. For example, for [BE, 4Av and 4C are
included in the same country-specific education category as 3Av (Secondaire
supérieur technique/Hoger secundair technisch, zevend beroepsopleiding). This will
be coded as Illa since this is the dominant sub-category. In berufliche
Zweitausbildung (second vocational qualification) can only be coded as
IV in round three; in the other two rounds, this is included in IIlb. In
these double qualifications cannot be distinguished in either round
(see also Schneider), [2008b). In DK BA degrees are in the same category as

MA degrees in round one (Bachelor eller kandidateksamen fra universitet). Both

106 As with V1, V2a for academic and V2b for professional qualifications could be distinguished

here (see the previous footnote).



TABLE 6.2: The European Survey Version of

[ES-ISCED)| ISCED o7 | g/v dur(yrs) description of the qualifications included in the category
I 0,1 g <8 no formal qualification or only primary education
II 2, 3C<2yrs g/v 8to11  lower secondary schooling completed, including vocational training that is not considered
as completion of upper secondary education
b 3B, 3C>2yrs v II+2to3 upper secondary education with (initial) vocational qualification without university access
certificate (apprenticeships, vocational schools...)
3B, 3C=2yrs g Il+2to3 general upper secondary education without university access (rare)
3A v Il+2to5 upper secondary vocational qualifications giving access to higher education (only if no
other qualifications at IIIb)
Ila 3A v II+2to5 upper secondary vocational qualifications giving access to higher education (only if IlIb
already filled)
3A g Il+2to5 upper secondary general qualification (maturity certificate) giving access to universities
4A g Il+4to5 3Agplus 3B/C or second chance 3Ag
v 5B, 4B, 4C, 4A v IlI+1to2 post-secondary/advanced vocational sub-degree level education (second cycle vocational
training, master craftsmen, higher technicians, foremen, absolutorium ...)
V1 5Am Illa+3 to 4 short university/college education (academic BA)
5Am Illa+3 to 4 lower tier university/college education (professional BA, polytechnic degrees)
Va2 5Al Ila+4 to 6 long academic higher education (academic MA) and more, but <PhD
5Al Illa+4 to 6 long professional/technical higher education (professional MA) and more
6 PhD, doctorate

[aaosi-sa] {£6 aadsi40 NOILVOIAITINIS HAILVNYELIV NV £9
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will be classified as V2 since BAs are rather rare as final attainment in DKl
Also category V1 is already used for medium duration non-university quali-
fications (Videregdende uddannelser pd ca. 4 dr efter gymnasium eller faglig uddan-
nelse). From round two onwards, V1 and V2 will be distinguished based on
programme duration in For can only be coded from round
three, and here also only using a compromise at the higher education level,
classifying Maitrise (included in the second cycle of higher education in [FR),
Certificat d’aptitude au professorat de I'enseignement secondaire as well
as Diplome des grandes écoles as V1 rather than V2. With respect to short
qualifications IV) could not be split from medium duration
ones V1). Since the latter is more common, the whole category is

coded as V1.

64 AND YET ANOTHER LOOK AT DISTRIBUTIONS: [ES-ISCED

How do the data look like when educational attainment is coded in [ES-ISCED?
Table [B.6| shows the distributions of educational attainment in the [ESS using
the Looking at categories IIIb and IlIa, it seems that in some coun-
tries it is much more common to complete upper secondary education with
a university entrance qualification without actually continuing to university
than in others. This remains hidden when looking at the levels-only
Furthermore, in [EE| it looks like university degrees acquired during the so-
cialist period are included in the category for Bachelor’s degrees, so that V2
is rather small for especially compared to where the questionnaire
item allows a separation of the (new) BA and MA degrees from the (old)

long first degrees.

Comparing tables [B.5| and is more evenly distributed than the
levels-only However, there are still some countries where large
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proportions of respondents accumulate in few categories. Category II is for

example very common (> 30 %) in [ES and [NI} Illa in [CZ] and [SK] and IIIb in
and [5K] In no country however is any category larger

than 50 %.

shows Simpson’s index and the for those countries for which
can be coded, and repeats the respective information for the [CSEVE,

ISCED| and [CASMIN] from The summary measures are only shown

for those countries for which [CASMIN|and [ES-ISCED|can be coded. On average,

displays around the same degree of dispersion as In
and |DE| however, [ES-ISCED| still shows substantially less dispersion than the

CSEVE in these countries. Taking the number of categories of [ES-ISCED| into

account, the relative dispersion (IQV) of [ES-ISCED|is even higher than that of

the in [DK] and In the difference is again due to the fact that

one of the country-specific education categories was split in two, following

Gerber and Hout| (1995).

Substantial changes over the three rounds of the [ESS remain or (re)appear for

a number of countries. shows Duncan’s dissimilarity index for

over the three [ESS rounds. Compared to [Table 5.5| (page 208) showing

the same for the levels-only there is more stability across [ESY rounds
in some countries (e. g. and less stability in others (e. g. [CH] [HU). For
those countries only participating in one of the rounds, D can of course

not be calculated.

Overall, might be a promising alternative to [CASMIN|for coding edu-

cational attainment data in cross-national surveys. It differentiates between
different kinds of post-secondary education in a more efficient way than
when [ISCED]is reduced to its main levels. It also distinguishes different types

of upper secondary education. Thereby it shows higher levels of dispersion
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TABLE 6.3: Duncan’s Dissimilarity Index for educational attainment

distributions across rounds, [ES-ISCED|

rounds 1-2 ESS| rounds 2—3
2.8 2.8
CH 5.9 11.1
54 .
2.9 5.8
DK| 13.9 52
. 6.4
9.1 52
HU 18.0 15.8
6.9 .
52 53
4.3 33
33
min 2.8 2.8
mean 6.2 6.8
max 18.0 15.8

Source: 2002-2007, own calculations. Respondents aged
25-64. Weighted using the design weight (dweight).

than the levels-only variable, and its information content will thus be
closer to the original [CSEV. Its link to in addition ensures that with
the help of the mappings, it can be coded for many more countries
than [CASMINI
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TABLE 6.4: Dispersion of compared to other educational
attainment measures in the

Country k Simpson’s index*100 @*100
round (CSEV| [CSEV] [[SCED| [CASMIN] [ES-ISCED] |CSEV| [ISCED| [CASMIN| [ES-ISCED|

1 11 884 70.0 83.0 828 972 840 948 96.6
2 11 879 689 821 825 967 827 939 96.3
3 1M 872 683 81.9 822 96.0 820 93.6 95.9
1 15 813 556 75.0 735 871 66.7 858 85.8
2 15 797 552 731 710 854 663 83.6 82.8
3¢ 13 809 599 76.1 75.1 876 718 87.0 87.7
CZ 1 1M 828 371 756 67.9 91.1 446 86.4 79.2
CZ] 2 11 814 367 734 67.9 895 440 839 79.3
DE 1 17 861 594 780 712 915 713 89.1 83.0
DE 2 17 867 595 792 726 921 715 905 84.7
DE 3¢ 18 85.0 56.9 78.1 69.7 90.0 683 893 814
DK 1 10 748 613 6938 741 831 736 798 86.4
DK| 2¢ 9 797 608 73.0 795 897 730 834 92.7
DK| 3 9 802 604 739 798 902 725 844 93.1
2 12 8.1 646 . 788 928 775 . 92.0
3¢ 15 895 636 677 79.9 959 763 774 93.2
1 14 872 817 787 939 98.1 91.8
2¢ 17 90.7 79.6 792 964 955 924
3 17 90.7 80.6 80.0 963 96.7 93.3
3¢ 12 895 66.0 86.1 822 976 792 984 95.9
1 1M 783 598 781 764 861 717 89.2 89.1
2¢ 14 840 656 782 789 905 787 894 92.0
3 14 812 649 775 76.9 874 77.9 885 89.7
1 14 888 621 829 956 746 96.8
1 19 915 712 816 965 854 95.2
2 19 912 746 . 82.0 963 895 . 95.6
INL 1 13 8.6 727 822 77.9 927 873 939 90.8
INL| 2 13 863 739 826 795 935 887 944 92.8
3 13 873 747 831 805 946 896 95.0 94.0
1 10 800 568 76.0 764 889 682 86.9 89.1
2 8 781 533 743 75.0 893 640 85.0 87.5
3 8 775 540 743 749 886 649 849 874
3 12773 533 781 79.1 843 640 893 92.3
2 8 715 450 635 81.7 54.0 80.0
3 8 727 469 . 69.8 83.1 563 81.5
Only countries with [CASMIN|and [ES-ISCED|

min 8 748 367 677 67.9 831 440 774 79.2
mean 12 829 603 773 764 906 724 834 89.2
max 18 895 747  86.1 828 976 896 984 96.6

Source: European Social Survey 2002-2007, own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using

the design weight (dweight). Note: © :F SEV] changed in this round
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A VARIABLE RACE: COMPARING THE EXPLANATORY
POWER OF DIFFERENT CROSS-NATIONAL MEASURES

OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

has shown that different categorical measures of educational at-
tainment display different degrees of dispersion. This means that they differ
in their information content. Disregarding the number of categories of the
variables, the levels-only variable had the lowest information content,
the the highest, and and the proposed in
lie in between. However, it is yet unclear what this actually means for re-

search comparing countries in education related analyses. What is the ef-

fect of reclassifying into the levels-only [ISCED 97} [CASMIN| and [ES-ISCED|

when comparing the association of educational attainment with some other

variable across countries?

Furthermore, this study has so far restricted itself to examining categorical
educational attainment variables, mainly Another very popular
supposedly cross-nationally comparable measure of educational attainment
is years of education, either actual or hypothetical/virtual’ (see [Section 2.2.1).
How do years of education in both these forms compare with the on the

one hand and the categorical cross-national variables on the other?*”

107 Since the procedure of ‘effect-proportional scaling” ensures that the correlation between the
scored education variable and the criterion is maximised, there is no use in including such
measures in this evaluation.
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In order to answer these questions, a construct validation strategy similar
to the one used by Braun and Miiller| (1997), [Kerckhoft and Dylan! (1999),
Kerckhoff et al|(2002) and Miiller and Klein| (2008) and more formally sug-
gested also by (Granda et al.| (2009) is followed (see [Section 3.1), comparing
the predictive power of different measures of educational attainment using
outcome variables known to be closely related to educational attainment.
There are two central questions for assessing the validity of cross-national
comparisons with these measures of educational attainment: 1. Which of the
comparable measures displays the highest predictive power relative to the
country-specific measure and can thus be regarded as most valid measure
within countries? and 2. Which of the comparable measures shows least vari-
ation across countries in terms of loss of explanatory power (as compared to
the country-specific measure), and can thus be regarded as displaying the

highest degree of cross-national ‘equivalence of construct validity” and thus
comparability (see [Section 3.4.2)?

The construct validation analyses performed in this chapter thus serve to
compare the relative validity of cross-national measures of educational at-
tainment as compared to country-specific measures, which are assumed to
be valid (and if there are strong reasons to believe that they are not, e. g.
because of too crude measurement, this is indicated in the interpretation of
the results). The method of comparing a cross-national measure to a ‘local’

measure was also chosen by (Ganzeboom et al. (1992) for validating the

Construct validation relies on strong theories and thus well-established rela-
tionships among variables (Groves, 2004, p.258). Such a validation cannot
test the actual validity of a measure, but only its “fruitfulness for detecting
interesting sociological relationships” (Evans, 1996, p.212). The dependent

variables chosen for this construct validation are core social characteristics
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of individuals which are known to be closely related to an individual’s edu-
cational attainment: 1. occupational status attainment, and 2. social class
attainment.’®® The relationship between social stratification outcomes such
as these and educational attainment is explained by several theoretical ap-
proaches, which can be divided into three main strands: human capital,
signalling and allocation theory, which were already introduced when ex-
amining the concept of educational attainment (see [Section 2.1). They will

be briefly summarised in the next section.

7.1 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Human capital theory (Becker, 1993 [1964]; [Schultz, 1961} Smith) 1981 [1776])
offers the most well-known and influential way of thinking about the eco-
nomic consequences of education today, and represents a specific strand
of socialisation theory. According to socialisation theory, education changes
individuals in fundamental ways. Through diverse learning experiences,
pupils and students develop and enhance their cognitive skills (particularly
literacy, numeracy, reasoning and problem solving) and acquire knowledge
of various sorts. Skills and knowledge improve the individual’s capacity to
perform labour and deliver services (productivity) and are thus conceived
as the core elements of ‘human capital’. From this perspective, education is

an investment good.

Accordingly, economists often use educational attainment as an indicator for
‘human capital’. Following neo-classical economic theory in that individuals

are remunerated according to their marginal productivity, more skilled (or

Income is excluded because a) the only contains a measure of household income rather
than individual income or even earnings, which is unsuitable for analysing income returns
to education, and b) income data are affected by larger amounts of missing data than occu-
pation data, and c) occupational status is more stable than current income and is sometimes
regarded as a better indicator of permanent income than income itself (Hauser and Warren,

1997).
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educated) employees earn more than less skilled (or educated) employees.
Because of their higher productivity, the former also find employment more
easily and manage to secure more advantageous employment conditions

than unskilled /uneducated individuals.

The allocation argument (Collins| 1971; [Kerckhotf, 1976) was developed to
contrast to the socialisation theory of education and builds on Max Weber’s
work on power and status in modern society. According to allocation the-
ory, education does not change individuals, but individuals are selected to
receive a certain amount and type of education. Educational systems are
regarded as “societal forces which identify, select, process, classify and as-
sign individuals according to externally imposed criteria” (Kerckhoff, 1976,
p-369). Whereas human capital theory regards education as conditioning job
performance, allocation theory largely regards the effects of educational at-

tainment on labour market outcomes as selection effects.

Later in life, personnel officers acting as gatekeepers use educational require-
ments for controlling access to positions in organisations. However, they do
not observe the individuals’ true characteristics (such as actual skills and
motivation), but the acquired educational certificates. In this respect, alloc-
ation theory comes to identical predictions as some later variants of the hu-
man capital approach, which theorise that educational certificates become
a decisive signal and screening device, e.g. for the applicants’ technical
capacities and trainability (Spence, 1974), personal characteristics like punc-
tuality, self-confidence, motivation and perseverance (Berg), |1970; Dore, 1976)
or class-based cultural dispositions among the elite (Bourdieu and Passeron,
1977; (Collins| [1979) over and above the skills and knowledge acquired in

education. The third variables on which individuals are initially selected
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into education are e.g. cognitive ability, social class background or middle

class culture of the family of origin.

This is not the place to discuss these approaches further or test their relative
merits. Obviously neither human capital nor allocation act in isolation of
each other: Most theorising on socialisation and allocation theory assumes
combined effects of both models since there is neither a fixed (as implied
by allocation theory) nor endlessly expandable (as implied by human cap-
ital theory) set of positions in society. Education changes the structure of
positions in society to some degree, and individuals are allocated within
this ‘changing structure’. Also, the process of educational attainment itself

consists of both selection and socialisation aspects.

What is most relevant in the context of this study is that all theories predict
that higher levels of educational attainment, among other effects, improve an
individuals” labour market prospects. There is thus a strong theoretical base
for conducting a construct validation using occupational status and social

class attainment as outcome variables.

Moreover, the theoretical approaches however would operationalise educa-
tional attainment in different ways: Whereas allocation and screening or sig-
nalling approaches would call for information on educational certificates, the
‘pure’ human capital approach does not have that requirement and would
rather need a measure of education that captures all education and training
attended. Because of the heterogeneity of the education concepts employed in

the different countries (see [Chapter 5), this cannot be taken into account

in a systematic way in this study.
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7.2 DATA AND METHODS

For the construct validation analyses performed here, data from the are
used. The [ESSmeets the conditions for construct validation of cross-national
measures of educational attainment: it includes that can be used as a
benchmark; covers a large number of countries and the required response
variables. In addition to the simplified version of and the [CSEVE,
the also contains a variable asking respondents for how many (full-time

equivalent) years they spent in education.®

Actual years of education are top-coded at a value of 31, from where onwards
the distribution trailed out. In addition, hypothetical years of education were
coded from the[CSEV. This was done taking the theoretical cumulative years
of education at the end of the programme according to the mappings
(counting from primary education onwards) as well as the actual duration
into account.”™ If the cumulative actual duration was substantially shorter
than the theoretical duration reported in the mappings, the former
was given preference because the mappings only report current durations.
Many educational programmes had a shorter cumulative duration in the
past though, which is what shows up in the summary statistics of the actual
duration by country-specific education categories."'* On the other hand,
since the questionnaire item on actual years of education does not explicitly
ask respondents to include vocational training, sometimes an adjustment to-

wards the theoretical cumulative duration as given in the ISCED| mappings

Questionnaire item F7, round three: “About how many years of education have you com-
pleted, whether full-time or part-time? Please report these in full-time equivalents and in-
clude compulsory years of schooling.’

These data are included in the mappings in in the appendix, with the actual cu-
mulative duration summarised as the mode, median and mean actual years of education by
country-specific education category.

Strictly speaking, different values of hypothetical years of education would have to be coded
for the same education categories for different birth/education cohorts. Since this requires
information on educational reforms in all [ESS countries for the last 5060 years, this was not
attempted.
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had to be made since it seems that respondents did not include years of
vocational training (this was e.g. the case in [CH). In[LU and it seems
like pre-primary education was sometimes counted in actual years of educa-
tion (the questionnaire item did not explicitly ask to exclude pre-primary
education). In some categories thus a downward adjustment also had to be
made. Finally, sometimes the summary measures of actual duration rely on

only very few cases.

Overall, some judgment is involved in coding hypothetical years of education
from the available data, and different codings are definitely possible. As is
probably common practice, the fact that the often mix qualifications
of differing durations in one category is ignored and one specific duration
is ‘picked” according to the most typical duration, as indicated by the sum-
mary statistics. The duration of neighbouring education categories is also
taken into account so as to differentiate them from each other in terms of
duration if this seemed reasonable. It is indeed very difficult to standardise

this process in a rigorous way.

Separately for each country and round, each outcome variable is re-

gressed on educational attainment as measured in six different ways:"*?

1. The included in the used as a benchmark (Model 1);1'3

2. the corrected six-category version of [SCED g7 where ISCED|levels 5 and 6
are collapsed (Model 2);

3. the education scheme with eight categories (1a, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b,

2¢, 3a, 3b, Model 3);
4. the with seven categories as proposed in (Model
4);

It was not tried to combine the categorical and metric measures in one model. Firstly, this
would probably lead to multi-collinearity, and secondly, the case numbers in the are
rather low in quite a few countries.

113 and [SI] used response categories that supposedly directly correspond to the cross-

national variable (which actually was not the case in the two latter countries, revealing some

danger in the use of input-harmonisation, see [Section 5.2.3) and thus did not provide [CSEV,
as did For these countries, the variable edulvl replaces the missing |CSEV.
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5. actual years of education, denoted as ‘a-years’ (Model 5);

6. hypothetical years of education, derived from the [CSEVF, denoted as ‘h-
years’ (Model 6).

Respondents who indicated that their main activity in the last week was edu-
cation are excluded from the analyses. Additionally, the same age restriction
(25-64) as in all previous analyses is applied. Age and sex are controlled for.
With the exception of both types of years of education, the education variables
are included in the models as dummy variables, i.e. no a priori assumption
on ordinality or linearity of the relationship between educational attainment

and occupational status or social class is made.

The amount of and cross-national differences in the change of predictive
power introduced by harmonising or using years of education instead
of a categorical scheme can be shown by a comparison of model fit meas-
ures for these regression models. Firstly, the adjusted R?s resulting from
the regressions of the criterion variable on educational attainment are com-
pared across measures of educational attainment within countries. Secondly,
it will be evaluated if potential differences in explanatory power between
measures differ over countries. As the amount of change of explanatory
power might be influenced by the absolute level of association, the relative

change in adjusted R?s is computed: The adjusted R%s from the regression

of the respective criterion variable on the levels-only [[SCED ¢ [CASMIN]

and both types of years of education are divided by the adjusted R’s
resulting from the regression of scores on the [CSEVE. In this way it can
be determined how well harmonised measures represent the institutional

arrangements in the different countries and cross-nationally.
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7.3 PREDICTING OCCUPATIONAL STATUS ATTAINMENT

The first set of construct validation analyses examines how well differ-
ent cross-national education variables predict an individual’s occupational
status, as compared to the [CSEVp. This is measured using scores (Gan}
zeboom et al., 1992) and implemented using Ganzeboom's coding routines
(2005a)). scores are derived from data on current or last occupation,
coded in the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO 88).
These codes are often available in survey micro data, though at different
levels of detail. The [ESS| contains full four-digit codes for respond-
ents’ current or last occupation for all countries. For these analyses, the
sample has to be restricted to respondents for whom data on current or last

occupation (coded in [[SCO 88) are not missing.''4

The fact that scores are a quasi-continuous measure means that firstly,
simple OLS regressions and R?s can be used. Secondly, the interpretation
is relatively straightforward; and thirdly, sample sizes are less of a problem

than with a categorical construct validation variable.

Table shows the case numbers entering the regression analysis in each
country per round, the number of categories of the and the R%s
from regressing scores on educational attainment as measured by the
(model 1), with six categories (model 2), (model 3),
(model 4), hypothetical years of education (model 5) and actual years of
education (model 6). Whereas for model 1 absolute adjusted R?s are reported,
for all other models adjusted R?s in percent of the adjusted R? in model 1

are shown.

The southern European countries show rather high levels of missing data on the [ISCO 88
variable. The results for [TR| need to be treated with extra caution since only half of the
sample is left after cases with missing information on are deleted.
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TasBLE 7.1: Construct validation using scores

. 2 . . 2

Country N adj. R relative adjusted R

round [CSEV|  [ISCED| |CASMIN| [ES-ISCED| h-years a-years
AT] 1 1483 5 224 . . . 99.2 93.3
2 1354 6 36.1 . . . 91.2 81.2
AT 3 1470 6 318 . . . 89.4 67.7
1 1093 11 429 90.1 96.8 99.5 90.8 63.0
2 1100 11 43.8 88.0 98.4 96.9 85.9 52.0
3 1101 11 436 853  100.0 98.7 89.4 52.6
3 806 6 53.0 100.0 . . 86.8 96.8
1 1359 15 325 84.9 94.2 92.9 93.5 61.7
2 1448 15 325 69.3 93.8 93.5 96.7 61.0
3 1206 13 48.9 77.3 94.2 98.3 97.8 72.8
E{I 3 623 6 465 83.0 . . 80.0 88.4

1 786 11 482 69.4 99.9 95.6 85.6 72.3

2 1721 11 513 69.2 96.9 96.3 86.8 80.1
1 1841 17 423 56.4 926.4 923.0 90.7 75.0
DE 2 1756 17 443 70.8 95.5 97.1 96.9 72.0
DE 3 1788 18  44.9 68.6 94.0 93.8 91.9 66.5
DK 1 987 10 328 79.7 92.5 98.7 87.5 90.3
DK| 2 %7 9 416 79.5 97.0 1002 85.3 67.6
DK 3 974 9 441 834 97.9 100.2 92.8 43.8
2 1175 12 343 83.4 . 96.9 94.8 95.6
3 876 15 337 79.0 87.4 96.1 924 91.2
1 817 14 516 92.9 99.2 96.8 94.0 75.2
ES 2 832 17 395 84.4 97.1 97.5 92.9 77.0
ES 3 1092 17 441 82.8 98.8 97.2 86.7 69.6
FI 1 1237 6  35.1 94.6 . . 80.5 96.7
2 1247 6 374 924 . . 88.8 97.8
FI 3 1145 6 385 95.1 . . 874 83.0
FR 1 894 11 396 82.1 100.2 . 92.4 734
2 1129 11 389 81.8 98.7 . 93.2 76.3
3 1329 12 427 76.0 97.7 96.8 90.5 68.0

1 1249 7 559 95.2 . . 90.9 80.4

2 1266 7 439 92.3 . . 94.5 82.9
1 1040 11 50.9 815 100.2 99.7 924 78.7
2 980 14 579 78.4 97.0 98.9 91.4 69.5
3 908 14 547 85.0 94.5 99.0 90.8 88.0
1 1265 7 3838 . . . 96.6 73.0
2 1428 7 364 . . . 94.9 67.2
3 1043 7 364 . . . 93.6 73.9
1 1268 14 337 75.2 99.3 99.5 97.1 97.1
fis 2 319 6 292 728 : : 768 541

Continued on the next page
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TasBLE 7.1: Construct validation using scores

. p2 . . 2

Country N adj. R relative adjusted R

round [CSEV|  [ISCED| |CASMIN| [ES-ISCED| h-years a-years
1 689 7 433 954 99.0 89.5
803 8 46.2 95.9 97.1 84.1
1 786 19 437 84.2 93.5 94.4 90.6 79.6
2 1046 19 514 80.2 90.6 92.8 81.9 61.7
N 1 1620 13 342 88.3 99.7 922 21.9 62.8
2 1276 13 34.8 87.3 98.5 94.2 1.1 68.0
3 1286 13 363 922 93.9 94.3 95.1 60.4

1 1223 9 324 90.7 95.7 93.6

2 1205 8 315 81.7 92.8 82.8

3 1163 8 310 81.9 934 69.6
1 1266 10 54.0 76.4 97.6 99.2 93.8 922
2 1072 8 45.0 87.7 98.8 100.1 95.9 90.6
3 1031 8 498 85.3 97.9 99.9 94.0 90.7
1 870 8 444 96.2 97.7 95.5
2 1053 8 463 97.1 96.3 96.5
3 1236 10 53.2 96.0 96.0 91.9
3 1371 12 473 58.6 99.2 98.8 89.2 80.8
1 1266 12 392 79.2 90.8 94.4 84.5
2 1212 12 418 83.9 94.4 93.3 83.9
3 118 13 35.0 83.9 92.9 90.2 85.8
SI 1 214 7 529 83.7 100.0 93.0 85.9
SI 2 699 7 584 83.4 100.0 94.0 69.6
3 844 7 527 80.7 100.0 92.3 81.8
2 81 8 408 78.9 99.5 90.8 59.8
3 1015 8 46.7 84.3 99.3 92.5 60.5
R 2 657 6 490 100.1 887 8338

2 1134 7 4338 57.1 96.0 73.4

3 1120 7 459 59.6 93.7 46.5
UK| 1 1303 8 321 79.3 96.6 75.5
2 1070 7 337 . 94.7 54.9
UK 3 1473 7 258 68.6 21.6 74.9

Source: European Social Survey 2002-2007, own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using

the design weight (dweight).

Notes:

‘N’=number of valid cases;

‘k’=number of categories in the
Model 1: absolute adjusted R?s resulting from regressing scores O
Models 2-6: relative adjusted R?s from regressing

actual years of education (relative to Model 1).

n the [CSEVh.
I l ES-ISCED}, theoretical and

scores on |[SCED} [CASMI
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Predictive power of the|CSEVE (model 1)

Let us first have a look at the results with reference to the (model
1). The average variance in scores explained by the amounts to
42 % (not shown). There is a large degree of variation across countries, with
R?s ranging from 22.4 to 58.4%. High R?s in model 1 mean that there is
a high association between educational attainment and occupational status
in a country. Relatively low R?s using the do however not necessarily
imply that education is less important for occupational attainment in the
respective country. It could equally well mean that the is strongly af-
fected by measurement error, that it has a low degree of validity e. g. because
it does not differentiate all relevant education categories (aggregation error),

or that occupational status was not well coded in the

The highest R?s (upper quartile) are estimated for in round three,
round one, [GR round one, round two, [PL] rounds one and three,
round three, [SI and TRl Apart from and TR} the in these
countries distinguish at least 10 categories. In those four countries the
either work really well (because the national educational qualifications are
really less diverse), or the actual association between educational attainment
and occupational status is even higher than estimated here: In and
the do not differentiate vocational and general upper secondary educa-

tion, and the|CSEV]in[S]and [TR|lower and upper tier higher education (college

and university). For [GR|it was already mentioned in [Section 5.1.4| that [TVET]

is not sufficiently covered. The country-specific measures for educational
attainment in the must still be assumed to produce rather conservative
estimates for those countries where the is not sulfficiently detailed. The

R2s for the [UK| are e.g. below the ones reported by Kerckhoff et al. (2002),
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and the for the [UK] does not distinguish general and vocational educa-

tion.

In the case of and it rather looks as if educational attainment is
really less important for occupational status attainment than in most other
countries, as the respective are relatively detailed (13 to 15 categories),
and still the R%s from regressing on educational attainment are compar-
atively low. In|CH]in the first two rounds (15 categories) also lie in the lowest
quartile of the distribution of R?s. However, for the association is sub-
stantially higher in round three, no matter if educational attainment is meas-
ured by the detailed (or the measures derived thereof) or actual years of
education. It thus cannot be the (alone) that improved in round three in
Therefore, in substantive terms, only and can be regarded as
countries with comparatively low levels of association between educational
attainment and occupational status. However the low associations can also

be due to problems in the coding of and, subsequently, the

For those countries that changed their between rounds, there is a clear
improvement for and [DK] and a somewhat less clear improvement
for [FR| whereas in and [SE| the measured association between [ISEI scores
and education actually decreased after the national instrument was changed.
DK used one category less in 2004 than in 2002, but the discriminatory power
of the improved substantially, probably because the wording of the re-
sponse categories was improved. In [ES, discriminatory power substantially
decreased despite the addition of three categories. Maybe the new categor-
ies in the Spanish questionnaire were too difficult to use for the respondents
and interviewers—there were seven response categories covering no to lower
secondary education. However, the explanatory power of years of education

however also decreased considerably. Like in the case of mentioned

253



254

7 A VARIABLE RACE: COMPARING EXPLANATORY POWER

above, lacking measurement reliability of occupation or sample characterist-
ics might be responsible for this, rather than the education measures. The
changes are not substantial for and Finally, there are noticeable
changes across rounds in the predictive power of the that cannot
be explained by changes in education measures SK). Again, either
characteristics of the sample or changes in the coding of occupations might

be responsible for this.

Maybe the number of response categories in the (column 7 of cat’s) can
be used as a proxy for the quality of the country-specific measure? Partic-
ularly worrying in this regard are the for
(2002), and the [UK] (2004)—all being no more or even less detailed

than the intended seven-level variable. The rather low associations
with [ISEl}scores in some of these countries are probably due to low validity
of the to some degree, since the variables do not well represent the full
range of educational qualifications in the respective countries. Even though
the R?s are relatively high in some of these countries, they could still be
underestimated. For (2002 and 2004), [SK| and the [UK] (2002 and 2006)
it does not look much better, as only eight national categories are distin-
guished, and vocational qualifications are again not always differentiated

from general ones.

The correlation between the number of categories of the k, and the
explanatory power of the when explaining scores is however very
low with of v = 0.12 (n.s.). Therefore, unless even the relatively high asso-
ciations between educational attainment and scores in e. g. and
are still underestimated, less detailed measures do not seem to be neces-

sarily bad at predicting occupational status: the in round one,
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and [TR| have only six or seven categories and nevertheless produce asso-
ciations in the highest quartile of the distribution of R2s. Therefore, there
is probably no such thing as the optimal number of response categories in
a country-specific education variable. The substantive choice of categories is
more important than the sheer number of categories. This can for example
be shown by the fact that there is a substantial and statistically significant
correlation between the explanatory power of the and the fact that it
distinguishes some kind of vocational post-secondary education from uni-

versity education (r = 0.43 across [ESY rounds). round one, R
and the [UK] do not have such a distinction in their in the

Another quality criterion of the data could be the response rate in a specific
country and round. There is indeed an—albeit weak and statistically

not significant—correlation between the response rate and the explanatory

power of the of r =0.17.

Performance of {ISCED| (model 2)

Harmonising the into the levels-only variable collapsing

levels 5 and 6 (model 2) leads to a visible attenuation of the measured associ-
ation between occupational status and education in nearly all countries. On
average, the six-level version of the levels-only explains 35.4 % (as
opposed to 42.9 % using the of the variance of [ISEI scores, with values

ranging from 17.7 to 53.2 % (as opposed to 25.8 to 58.4 %)."*5

The attenuation in model 2 is strongest for [CH round two,
and the [UK| round three, where with six categories explains 75 %

or less of the variation in scores than the respective It is weakest

Whenever comparing models in this and the following sections, minimum, mean and max-
imum are re-calculated for the (reduced) sample of country/[ES§ round combinations for
which the model could be calculated. Summary statistics are also given in|Table 7.2]
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in [BE round one, round one, round three, round
one, [PT] and In all these countries but INO| and [ES] this could be

attributed to the rather crude with only six to eight categories, which
means that harmonisation does hardly entail any collapsing of categories. In
fact most of these countries (including again excluding and [ES),
vocational and general education at level 3 are not distinguished in
the [CSEVE. In [BG|, where the country-specific and cross-national variables are
identical, and [TR, where only one marginal national category (postgraduate

degree, two cases) was merged with another more common one (university

and college degree), the explanatory power of the |CSEV| and [ISCED| is the

same.'® For this led to an inconsequential increase of the adjusted R?;
the non-adjusted R? is identical in models 1 and 2 (R? = 49.6). It was already

argued above that in these cases the is not differentiated enough to

allow any conclusions about the effect of collapsing the [CSEV|into [[SCED}

It could be argued that some countries omitted the distinction between voca-
tional and general education because it is not very relevant in their countries,
rather than because the [ESS| organisers did not ask for it. This is implausible
though given the degree of differentiation of the mappings (Eurostat,
2005) along the vocational/general line for and [TR} show-
ing substantial enrolments in both general and vocational upper secondary
education. Country experts also describe upper secondary education in
these countries as stratified along the vocational/general line (Barone and
Schizzerotto, 2008; |[Karakasoglu, 2007; Kilpi, 2008; Kostova, |2008a}bj Sousa
and Fino| 2007; [Xochellis and Kesidou, |2007). Sometimes this differentiation

can take place within upper secondary education institutions. The school

116 The questionnaire item and source variable are more detailed for @ but the source variable

was not delivered to
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leaving certificate might then be the same for general and vocational stud-
ies, but the type of curriculum followed would usually be indicated, which

could be picked up by the measurement instruments.

For [BE} [ES|and [NI} the conclusion that the relatively low losses of explanatory
power are due to undifferentiated is implausible since the national
measures consist of more than ten categories and distinguish vocational and
general education at all levels of education where this distinction applies.
However, the loss of explanatory power is low only in one round in
these countries and higher than 10 % in the others. Therefore, it cannot be
said that in these countries using does not have a negative impact on

explanatory power.

The loss of explanatory power correlates moderately and statistically signi-
ficantly with the number of categories of the k (r = —0.30), which
supports the hypotheses put forward by Kerckhotf and Dylan| (1999, p.769),
that “the greater the diversity of the indigenous credentials, the more hetero-
geneous the standard categories are bound to be, and the more they will un-
derestimate the association between educational attainment and other vari-
ables.” The relative adjusted R%s also correlate moderately and statistically

significantly with the existence of the distinction of vocational and general
education at level 3 in the (r = —0.33). This in turn supports
the conclusions drawn from the examination of namely that [[SCED

level 3, including vocational and general programmes, which are usually
employment-preparatory and university-preparatory programmes respect-

ively, is too heterogenous to be collapsed into one international category.

The rank-correlation between the adjusted R?s from the |CSEVs and [ISCED (6)

is p = 0.82. Although this is of course a relatively high degree of association,

it is not quite high enough for a valid comparable measure. Since we deal
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with two measures that should measure the same ‘thing’, p should in fact
be as close to 1 as possible, so that the harmonised variable reproduces
the ordering of countries with respect to the strength of education effects.
However, the six-level variable produces artifactual results for those
countries where it does not well represent the country-specific distribution
of educational attainment, so that the ordering of countries is not maintained.
As an example, whereas the association between educational attainment and
occupational status is quite high in using the (R? = 47.3), it is
considerably lower using (R? = 27.7). To give a less extreme example,
the respective values for BE| round two are R? = 43.8 using the and
R? = 38.6 using More examples could be given here: The problem is

not one of a few outlier countries.

Performance of {CASMIN| (model 3)

The explanatory power of the education scheme lies much closer
to the original . The mean R?s are 43.1% for the and 41.5%
for so that the difference on average amounts to a mere 1.6 per-
centage points. Whereas the R%s range from 32.5 to 57.9 % for the for
those country /[ESS| round combinations for which could be coded,
the respective R%s of the model range from 29.5 to 56.2%. These
differences are much smaller than the ones resulting from using In re-
lative terms, the scheme explains on average 96.4 % of the variation

in scores that the [CSEVE explain, with a range from 87.4 to 100.2 %.*'7

117 Relative adjusted R?s of more than 100 % come about through the fact that we are dealing

with adjusted R?s which penalise the number of categories in the educational attainment
variable. Since cross-national variables usually have less categories than the [CSEV}, if explan-
atory power does not suffer from the collapsing of categories, this will show up as a relative
adjusted R? above 100.
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Therefore, there is not a single country in which the predictive power of
as compared to the drops to 75 % or lower, as was found for
In fact the highest loss of explanatory power can be observed for [EE| with a
relative adjusted R? of 87.4 %. This could be due to the fact that is
not ideally implemented for [EE, since there is no ‘authoritative’ mapping of
the Estonian educational qualifications to available. Especially the
fact that[CASMIN| categories 2a and 2b are empty for[EE|and several upper sec-
ondary vocational /professional courses leading to a matriculation certificate
exist could make the application of [CASMIN| problematic. Still, even in the Es-
tonian case, [CASMIN| works much better than which showed a relative
adjusted R? of only 79 %. In fact, of all countries that could be considered
here, there is not a single one in which[[SCED| has a higher explanatory power
than

In a substantial number of countries and [ESS rounds rounds one
and two, [DK] rounds two and three, rounds one and two,
rounds one and two, [PL| and , the relative adjusted RZ exceeds 95 %. For
this only happened in countries that had to be excluded from the
analyses because their were too crude, so there was ‘not much

to lose’.

The relative explanatory power of the scheme is negatively and stat-
istically significantly related to the number of categories in the [CSEVk: The
more categories a has, the lower the relative adjusted R? resulting from
regressing scores on educational attainment (r = —0.41). Thus what ap-

plies to is also valid for namely that the explanatory power

of the harmonised education variable gets worse the more differentiated the

CSEV| But in contrast to [I[SCED) the relative adjusted R? of [CASMIN|is not as-

sociated with the existence of a distinction of vocational and general upper
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secondary or tertiary education any more, which is expected since these di-
mensions are reflected in[CASMIN] and those countries that did not use these

distinctions in their [CSEVk could not be coded into [CASMINI

Finally, and importantly, the rank correlation between the adjusted R* when
regressing occupational status on the on the one hand and on
the other is p = 0.98, thus considerably higher than the correlation reported
above for which is p = 0.81 when only countries and [ESS rounds for
which [CASMIN] could be coded are taken into account.

Performance of the |ES-ISCED| (model 4)

How does the proposed (model 4) compare with the country-
specific measures of educational attainment and the levels-only and
ICASMINP For all countries included in model 4, is superior to levels-
only version of The explanatory power of is indeed very
close or even identical to the explanatory power of the CSEV}, even if a num-
ber of country-specific categories need to be aggregated (see e. g. and
[ES). On average, for all countries and [ESS|rounds for which could be
coded, the predictive power of the is 44.3 %. Using itis on av-

erage 43.2 %, thus only 1.1 percentage points lower. The ranges are also very
similar, with 32.5 to 58.4 % for the and 30.2 to 58.4 % for In
relative terms, the average explanatory power of amounts to 97.3 %
of the explanatory power of the [CSEV, and ranges from 92.2 to 100.2%. In a
few cases @ rounds two and three, |PLi round two), the adjusted R? is thus
slightly higher in model 4 than in model 1 since the number of categories

used is lower without any loss of explanatory power.
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There is not a single country where the relative adjusted R? is below 9o %,
and [LUJand [NL] are the only countries where the predictive power of
consistently lies below 95 %. and |DE| also show lower values of the relat-
ive adjusted R? in two rounds. In these four countries, tracking at the
lower secondary level of education plays an important role in the later life
chances of individuals, which is not reflected in The reason is that
the distinction of different school types and school leaving certificates at the
end of level 2 is irrelevant in most countries nowadays (see footnote
on [page 230). Since do not cover other kinds of differentiation within
lower secondary education (e. g. streaming within otherwise comprehensive
schools or grade point average of the lower secondary school leaving certific-
ate), such a distinction cannot be implemented for a wider range of countries.
This is therefore a point where comparability must remain restricted because

of the actual institutional differences across countries.

For model 4, the association between the amount of loss of explanatory

power and the number of categories k in the is even higher than re-

ported for [ISCED| or [CASMIN| before: v = —0.70. There is no correlation with

the existence of separate categories for vocational education at levels
3 or 5. However, in this case the association between the loss of explanat-
ory power and the response rate in the respective country and round is
highly significant and relatively strong (r = 0.56). Using it seems
that the remaining impediments to further harmonisation can be identified
as 1. specificities in a country’s educational institutions that are not found in
most other countries and are thus ‘lost in harmonisation’, and 2. attenuation
of the association between educational attainment and occupational status

due to lower response rates.
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Finally, examining the rank correlation between the relative adjusted R?

when using the [CSEVl and [ES-ISCED), [ES-ISCED| shows with p = 0.98 the same

relative explanatory power as [CASMIN| Re-calculating the same association
for ISCED|but only those countries for which [ES-ISCED|can be coded, the asso-

ciation is p = 0.85.

Performance of hypothetical years of education (model 5)

Now let’s turn to the pseudo-metric cross-national measures of educational
attainment, hypothetical years of education as derived from the (model 5)
and actual years of education (model 6, see the next subsection). Because these
measures are treated as interval level variables, the fact that adjusted RZs
are used should give them quite a good chance to compare favourably with
the rather non-parsimonious categorical variables. Since hypothetical years of
education were coded for all countries, no matter if the put educational
qualifications that take differing amounts of time to complete together in

one category, the results can be compared for the full sample of countries

and rounds again.

On average, hypothetical years of education explain only 3.5 % less variation in
scores than the (38.5 as compared to 42 %). The range of adjusted
R?s is between 22.2 and 54.8 % when hypothetical years of education are used
(22.4 to 58.4 % using the [CSEVE). In relative terms, frypothetical years of educa-
tion on average explain 91.9 % of the variation in scores that the
explain, and the range across countries and rounds is 76.8 to 99.2 %.
Therefore, in terms of these summary statistics, hypothetical years of education
compare quite favourably to which shows lower levels of explanatory

power throughout. In only seven country round combinations [ISCED

works better than hypothetical years of education: [BE round two,
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round one, [PT| round two and However, both [CASMIN| and [ES-ISCED| seem

to be preferable because they don’t show any outliers with very low explan-
atory power. Only in [CH| rounds two and three, [DE| round two, [Ef and
round three and [SE round one, hypothetical years of education have a higher ex-
planatory power than Comparing hypothetical years of education and

only in [CH| rounds one and two and [NI] round three the relative
adjusted R? is higher for hypothetical years of education than for

In fact hypothetical years of education do not seem to work well at all in
where they only explain 76.8 % of the variation in scores. In 16 other
country /[ESS round combinations round three, [BE| rounds two and three,
rounds one and two, [ES round three, round two, RU] and
, the relative adjusted R%*s when regressing occupational status on hypo-

thetical years of education also lie below 9o % of the R?s when regressing on

the [CSEV.

In other countries and rounds, hypothetical years of education however
seem to work quite well, with relative adjusted R?s above 95%. These are
and the [UK] in round one; and [UA] in round two;
in round three; [IT and [PT] rounds one and two and [CH] in rounds two and
three. What is remarkable is that only in [IT| and [PT| hypothetical years of edu-
cation score consistently high across the rounds. For |AT| round one the
reason is that the explanatory power of the is very low because it is so
undifferentiated. The same could be said with respect to upper secondary
education for the Italian and Portuguese [CSEVs, which could explain the re-
sults for those countries. If vocational and general tracks would have been
distinguished in [IT|and |PT| because their theoretical duration is usually the

same, we might have found a difference in the explanatory power of the
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and hypothetical years of education. Whenever countries summarise edu-
cational qualifications of similar theoretical duration in their although
they might differ in terms of their occupational status implications, this will

remain undetected here.

The explanatory power of hypothetical years of education is not associated with
either the number of categories in the |[CSEVE, the existence or not of distinc-
tions between general and vocational education at levels 3 or 5 or response

rates.

The rank correlation between the adjusted R?s resulting from regressing
scores on hypothetical years of education or the amounts to p = 0.96. This
is not all too surprising, given hypothetical years of education are derived from
the and make more or less full use of the variation contained in that

measure.

Performance of actual years of education (model 6)

Turning to actual years of education (model 5), as with hypothetical years of edu-
cation, there is no country where actual years of education are a better predictor
of occupational status than education as measured by the country-specific
categorical education variable (i. e. the relative adjusted R?s are throughout
below 100 %). On average, actual years of education explain 32.2 % of the vari-
ation inscores; 9.7 % less than the . The range of adjusted R?s using
actual years of education is 15.8 to 51.3 %, about 7 % below the minimum and
maximum adjusted R? when using the [CSEVs. In relative terms, the loss of
explanatory power amounts to more than 50 % in some countries @ and
round three). On average, actual years of education explain 73 % of the

variation in occupational status that explain, with a range of 43.8 to
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97.8 %. Therefore, the explanatory power of actual years of education shows
the highest disparities across countries and rounds of all cross-national

measures of educational attainment when compared with the explanatory
power of the [CSEV5.

There is quite a long list of country /ESS round combinations where actual
years of education explain less than 75% of the R? that the explain.
Consistently across all [ESS rounds where these countries are included these
are BE, [CH]}, [DE, [t [iS, NI} [SK| and [UA} In [AT], DK i) and NQ| round one, [F]]
rounds one and two, [EE rounds two and three, BG| round three, [PL] and [PT] in

all rounds, actual years of education surpass 9o % of the s RZ.

It can also be noted that there are sometimes large differences in the explan-
atory power of years of education within countries across rounds. In
for example, the absolute R? increases from 19.8 % to 35.6 % between rounds
two and three. Also in other countries, changes of 5 to 10 percentage points

(upwards and downwards) are not uncommon.

The explanatory power of actual years of education is only statistically signific-
antly correlated with the response rate in a country and [ESS|round (r = 0.41):
The higher the response rate, the higher the explanatory power of actual years
of education. Non-response is thus not random with respect to the association

between actual years of education and occupational status.

More importantly, there are large differences between countries in the ad-
equacy of years of education as compared to the The difference between
the relative explanatory power of years of education and the is largest
in [DK] (2004 and 2006), (2006) and the [UK] (2004), with
years of education having less than or around 60 % of the explanatory power

of the respective In many other countries, it is below 75 %. There is
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an (albeit rather weak) association (r = —0.17) between the number of cat-
egories of the and the relative predictive power of years of education: the
more differentiated a country-specific measure, the larger its advantage in

explaining occupational status compared to years of education.

The adjusted R?s achieved when regressing occupational status on actual
years of education correlates least with the adjusted R%s achieved when re-

gressing occupational status on the (p = 0.76).

Comparison of the cross-national measures

Comparing the different measures of educational attainment, the first obser-
vation is that no measure consistently reaches the explanatory power of the
(i e. the relative adjusted R?s are in the majority of cases below 100 %).
There are however clear differences between the different comparable meas-
ures of educational attainment: on average, comes closest to the
explanatory power of the [CSEV}, closely followed by Next in line
are hypothetical years of education. Then, after a substantial gap, follow

and finally actual years of education.

In no country, works better than [CASMIN]| or [ESISCED} Comparing

MIN| and [ES-ISCED] there are 15 country round combinations where

shows a higher relative adjusted R? than and in 17 country
round combinations, it is the other way round. The differences are largest
for [EE| (where works better by 8.7 percentage points) and [NL| (where
works better by 7.6 percentage points). In nine country round
combinations round two, round two, [TR), works

better than hypothetical years of education. These are almost all cases where

the is very undifferentiated so that the derived hypothetical years of
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education cannot be expected to be very accurate. In a few cases, hypothet-
ical years of education work better than rounds two and three,

round two, [EE and [NT] round three, [SE round one) and better than
(again [CH| rounds one and three, [NI] round three). Comparing actual years

of education with the other cross-national measures, in 25 country round
combinations, actual years of education works better than and in 39, it
is the other way round. If there was the choice between main levels

and actual years of education, no measure could be clearly preferred above

the other. Comparing actual years of education with |[CASMIN| and |[ES-ISCED)] is

more conclusive, since only in [EE| round three, actual years of education have
a higher explanatory power than and in no country, actual years of
education have a higher explanatory power than Finally, comparing
hypothetical years of education and actual years of education, actual years of educa-

tion work better in only eight country round combinations
[DK| round one, [EE| and [PT| round two, [Fl rounds one and two).

The amount of the losses of explanatory power across countries when using
cross-national education variables rather than the would not be a big
problem if the losses were the same for all countries: Although the absolute
level of association would be systematically underestimated, the ordering of
the countries would remain intact. However, the results show very clearly
that the losses of explanatory power a spread unevenly across countries with
all cross-national measures of educational attainment. The difference in
spread of loss of explanatory power across countries and rounds can
be shown more formally by comparing the standard deviations (S.D}) and
Inter-quartile ranges ) of the relative adjusted R?s from the five models
using cross-national education variables. This is shown, together with other

summary statistics like the number of country round combinations for
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TABLE 7.2: Summary statistics of relative R?s for construct
validation using [ISEI| scores

Variable Obs. mean min max S.D.
Countries for which [ISCED| could be coded

64 825 564 1001 105 102

h-years 64 91.6 76.8 99.0 4.6 4.5

a-years 64 77.1 43.8 97.8 20.6 13.6
Countries for which |CASMIN| could be coded

ISCED) 37 80.0 56.4 92.9 8.6 8.3

lcASMIN 37 96.4 87.4 100.2 4.6 3.1

h-years 37 91.5 81.9 97.8 3.5 3.6

a-years 37 73.9 43.8 97.1 17.5 12.5
Countries for which [ES-ISCED| could be coded

[ISCED; 38 80.0 56.4 92.9 8.6 8.2

ES-ISCED) 38 97.3 922 100.2 3.8 25

h-years 38 91.6 81.9 97.8 3.5 3.6

a-years 38 73.3 43.8 97.1 19.0 13.1

Countries for which all variables could be coded

32 79.6 56.4 92.9 9.7 8.9

32 96.5 87.4 100.2 4.6 3.0

32 96.9 92.2 100.2 4.7 2.6

h-years 32 91.3 81.9 97.8 4.6 3.8

a-years 32 72.9 43.8 97.1 17.5 13.0

which models can be compared (column ‘Obs.’), mean, minimum and max-
imum relative adjusted R?s, in [Table 7.2l The table is organised in panels in
order to restrict comparisons to those country round combinations for

which a specific cross-national education variable could be coded.

For those measures where most country/[ESS round combinations can be
taken into account (panel 1, only missing and the[UK]round two), hypo-
thetical years of education clearly perform best. In the case of for some
countries and rounds nearly 45 % of the original explanatory power of
educational attainment is lost through harmonisation, but for other coun-
tries and [ESS| rounds, 100 % of the explanatory power is retained. Even if the
latter will be largely due to crude that do not imply any collapsing
of categories when harmonised into the large amount of variation

across countries in the adequacy of [SCED|is the main threat to cross-national
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comparability when using For actual years of education it looks even
worse: the average loss of explanatory power as well as the degree of dis-
persion of the losses across country /[ESS round combinations are higher than
for In contrast, hypothetical years of education perform much better than
both and actual years of education. The average loss of R? is less than
10 %, and the maximum loss just less than 25 %. The spread across countries
of the loss of explanatory power when using hypothetical years of education is

also much lower than for both and actual years of education.

however compares even more favourably to all these three cross-
national education variables (panel 2). The average loss of R? is less than
5%, and the maximum loss less than 15%. Given the lower losses in R?
when using compared to the differences across countries in
these losses are also smaller than those occurring when regressing [ISE]scores
on The dispersion of losses across country /[ESS round combinations
is slightly lower than that of hypothetical years of education when looking at

the but slightly higher when looking at the

Turning to panel 3 and the results are basically the same as for

However, the maximal loss of explanatory power is even below

10 %. Comparing [CASMIN| and [ES-ISCED]| (panel 4), both measures fare pretty

similar, with slight advantages for

To summarise, the loss of explanatory power that comes about by using

instead of the is more uneven across countries than the loss of

explanatory power when using [CASMIN| or [ES-ISCED] This holds for both the

and the standard deviation, and the differences are quite large. Hypothet-

ical years of education lie somewhere in between [[SCED| and [CASMINJ/[ES-ISCED),

although closer to the latter on all summary statistic. The only instance
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where hypothetical years of education fare slightly better than any other meas-
ure is the dispersion of losses in explanatory power across countries /[ESS|
rounds when looking at the for the restricted samples. Actual years of
education are even worse than in terms of the spread of loss of explan-

atory power across countries and |[ESS|rounds.

7.4 PREDICTING SOCIAL CLASS ATTAINMENT

Social class attainment is chosen as the next variable for the construct val-
idation. In the Weberian tradition, social class at the most basic level refers
to the position in society that individuals occupy as a consequence of the
employment relationship through which people earn their living, e.g. as
dependent workers, self-employed or businessmen. These employment re-
lationships are based on physical capital (assets) as well as human capital
(skills), which determine individuals” market capacity. Although the precise
meaning and measurement of social class is contested (see e. g. Grusky and
Weeden)|, 2001; Hout and Hauser, [1992; Kingston, |2000), it proves to be an im-
portant aspect of people’s life chances and life-styles and therefore continues

to be a core analytical construct in sociological research (Saunders, |2001).

The respondents’ social class membership is measured using the Erikson-
Goldthorpe-Portocarero social class scheme (Erikson and Goldthorpe, 1992}
Erikson et al| |1979), which was originally developed for Britain by |Gold{
thorpe (1980) and adopted for cross-national social mobility research in the
project. Erikson-Goldthorpe-Portocarero social class scheme
classes are a well-established and the most widely used tool for measuring
social class in cross-national research (see e. g. Brauns et al., 2000; [Breen et al.,

2009; [Erikson and Goldthorpe, [1992; Ganzeboom et al., 1989; Marks) 2005).
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The class schema first of all distinguishes employers, self-employed and em-
ployees. Within these categories, further distinctions are made, especially in
the large group of employees that is quite heterogeneous with respect to the
individuals” labour market and work situations. The main distinction there
concerns the nature of the employment contract between the employee and
the employer: a labour contract (‘money for effort’) on the one hand and a
service contract (‘compensation for a longer-term commitment’) on the other.
There are however ‘intermediate’ types of contracts that mix elements of the
service and labour relationship. The scheme distinguishes the following
eleven class categories:

I Large employers and higher grade; professionals, higher
technical, administrative and managerial employees;

IT Lower grade professionals, higher technical , administrative
and managerial employees;

Illa Higher grade routine non-manual employees;

IIIb Lower grade routine non-manual employees;

IVa Small employers in industry;

IVb Self-employed workers in industry;

IVc Small employers and self-employed workers in agriculture;
V Lower technical and manual supervisory employees;
VI Skilled manual workers in industry;

VIIa Non-skilled manual workers in industry;

VIIb Non-skilled manual workers in agriculture.118

Since classes are a categorical measure and no natural ordering is as-

sumed here, multinomial logistic regression models are estimated. The

118 The distinguishing features of the different class categories cannot be discussed here in any
more detail. The coding routine was provided by |Leiulfsrud et al.| (2005), which builds on
Harry Ganzeboom'’s coding tools (Ganzeboom, 2005a). Classes IIla and IIIb; IVa, IVb and
IVc as well as VIla and VIIb were aggregated, so that an seven-class version is used here, as
in Breen and Jonsson| (2000).
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amount of and cross-national differences in the loss of predictive power in-
troduced by harmonising is shown by a twofold comparison of model

fit:

Firstly, McFadden’s pseudo-R?s resulting from the regressions of classes
on six different educational attainment measures are described and then
compared across education measures within countries. McFadden’s pseudo-
R? (or likelihood-ratio index) can be interpreted as a measure of proportional
reduction in error (which in maximum likelihood estimation procedures is
given by the —2xlog-likelihood or ‘deviance’ statistic), just as the OLS-R?
can be interpreted as the proportional reduction in the error sum of squares
(Menard, 2000, p. 19-20). Pseudo-R? is calculated as unity minus the ratio
between the log-likelihood of the less constrained model with predictors

(In(Lam)) and the log-likelihood of the empty constrained model (In(Ly)):

pseudo RZ =1—1n(Lm)/In(Lo) (7.1)

Pseudo R? lies between o and 1 for nominal dependent variables (although
it never actually reaches 1), and higher values signify a higher reduction in
error and vice versa. As with the analyses in the previous section, adjus-
ted R?s will be used here in order to account for the fact that the different
education variables consist of differing numbers of categories. Since the de-
pendent variable is categorical with seven categories, the models estimated
in this section contain a substantially higher number of parameters than the
models in the previous section using scores: The number of degrees of
freedom for any model will be six times lower than for the respective
model in This means that the adjustment for lacking parsimony

will in fact be stronger in these models than in the models, and the inter-
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val level variables based on years of education are expected to benefit from

this fact.

Secondly, as with the prediction of occupational status attainment in it
will be evaluated if these losses in explanatory power differ across countries,
and if differently so for different cross-national measures of educational at-
tainment. In order to avoid repetition, the description of the results will be

more concise than in the previous section.

shows the results of the analysis in the same fashion as in[Table 7.1}

but showing adjusted pseudo-R?s from regressing social class on educational
g adj p 2 g

attainment.

Predictive power of the|CSEVp (model 1)

Looking at model 1, the association between educational attainment and so-
cial class as measured by the scheme is throughout lower than the associ-
ation between educational attainment and occupational status as measured
by [ISE] scores. Modelling social class attainment as an outcome of the
decreases the log-likelihood of the ‘empty” models by 8.5 to 24.7 %, with an

average of 15.9 %.

Again the lowest R?s are often reached in those cases where the is not
very detailed, such as and the rounds one and two,
round two, [EE|and [NL however also fall in the lowest quartile of adjusted R?s.
Like with respect to scores, the R? of the increases substantially
in round three for The response rate in increases substantially in
round two, so this cannot explain the change in round three; and since the
explanatory power of actual years of education also increases in round three,

the change in the cannot be the only explanation either. For [ES, there
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TasLE 7.3: Construct validation using classes

. 2 . . 2

Country N adj. R relative adjusted R

round [CSEV|  [ISCED| |CASMIN| [ES-ISCED| h-years a-years
AT] 1 1485 5 104 . . . 99.3 90.4
2 1358 6 121 . . . 87.2 81.7
AT 3 1474 6 120 . . . 80.9 69.0
1 1094 11 16.3 90.2 97.2 101.6 89.8 65.9
2 1104 11 148 927 1012 100.1 90.8 65.6
3 1113 11 151 882 1039 1035 94.7 54.8
3 809 6 191 100.0 . . 97.4  100.0
1 1368 15 140 94.1 100.2 99.2 98.1 714
2 1451 15 138 85.7 99.6 964  101.9 67.3
3 1209 13 18.1 832  100.5 99.6 1004 83.1
@ 3 623 6 137 87.3 . . 106.6 102.0

1 787 11 19.8 63.6 1014 96.0 95.1 76.5

2 1728 11 212 60.1 98.0 96.1 88.9 75.0
1 1843 17 17.6 771 98.9 94.2 98.8 85.7
DE 2 1759 17 175 . 97.4 99.8 924 72.6
DE 3 1798 18 192 78.2 97.2 96.2 92.9 76.4
DK 1 987 10 17.9 93.9 100.8  102.6 94.3 91.8
DK| 2 970 9 le4 84.7 98.8  101.8 90.9 73.9
DK 3 977 9 197 89.4 99.7 102.9 98.7 54.7
2 1178 12 129 94.7 . 99.8 107.7 116.3
3 879 15 110 953 1083  109.1 115.1 114.0
1 820 14 164 1032 1074 104.9 109.6 89.6
ES 2 846 17 2.1 103.9 111.2 114.1 123.8 105.8
ES 3 1092 17 146 94.7  106.1 102.7 928.4 86.4
FI 1 1249 6 159 99.6 . . 95.1 98.6
2 1258 6 167 97.1 . . 974 1013
FI 3 1163 6 17.2 97.9 . . 93.7 89.5
FR| 1 214 1 15.7 84.0  103.1 . 94.6 83.8
2 1139 11 166 87.1  101.0 . 100.4 85.3
3 1344 12 19.0 80.2 99.6 94.5 92.6 77.3

1 1257 7 17.6 97.0 . . 99.0 90.6

2 1266 7 156 95.2 . . 926.4 85.6
1 1040 11 20.2 811 1055 1033 1012 82.9
2 980 14 247 71.8 96.1 97.4 93.6 68.9
3 921 14 214 215  104.0 107.4 106.0 97.5
1 1265 7 164 . . . 99.3 81.2
2 1428 7 1638 . . . 99.3 80.3
3 1043 7 151 . . . 100.8 91.1
1 1275 14 144 922 1017 105.6 102.8 108.1
fis 2 320 6 85 771 : : 89.9 768

Continued on the next page
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TasBLE 7.3: Construct validation using classes

. p2 . . 2
Country N adj. R relative adjusted R
round [CSEV|  [ISCED| |CASMIN| [ES-ISCED| h-years a-years

1 689 7 117 1029 108.3 104.0
804 8 165 100.1 100.1 87.7
1 798 19 15,6 104.9 108.9 1121 1121 99.9
2 1046 19 193 88.4 97.0 99.8 88.8 71.7
1 1643 13 14.1 90.0 96.7 94.0 923.5 66.2
2 1290 13 134 955 100.2 101.0 102.8 78.7
3 1293 13 127 102.1 97.4 102.6 106.5 75.5
1 1242 9 146 97.9 99.6 98.9
2 1208 8 16.2 95.3 9294 86.1
3 1170 8 17.1 921.6 98.6 74.9
1 1269 10 172 77.6 1004 102.8 96.3 94.5
2 1078 8 15.2 85.5 99.9 99.5 100.0 98.1
3 1040 8 167 80.1 99.5 99.9 94.5 93.3
1 870 & 148 103.0 104.4 102.6
2 1059 8 143 101.8 105.3 106.1
3 1236 10 165 98.8 102.0 92.7
3 1380 12 174 72.8 102.0 101.2 107.3 93.1
1 1279 12 16.9 88.5 95.9 102.8 91.9
2 1220 12 16.8 89.0 97.3 98.6 87.4
3 1198 13 15.2 921.8  100.0 99.5 21.0
1 920 7 170 77.2 100.0 92.6 83.8
2 699 7 189 71.7 100.0 95.8 68.7
3 845 7 17.6 73.9 100.0 93.0 79.1
2 858 8 141 69.3 101.5 101.5 92.0 68.4
3 1028 8 163 77.0  103.0 103.0 98.8 66.8
2 661 6 140 103.8 103.1 99.1
2 1134 7 16.2 71.8 97.8 80.3
3 126 7 17.7 73.0 926.4 68.1
1 1304 8 139 87.0 100.5 85.4
2 1073 7 138 . 98.4 72.5
3 1473 7 129 87.2 96.7 83.3

Source: European Social Survey 2002-2007, own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using

the design weight (dweight).
Notes:
‘N’=number of valid cases;

‘k’=number of categories in the

Model 1: absolute adjusted Pseudo R?s resulting from reressingclasses on the [CSEVE.

Models 2-6: relative adjusted Pseudo-R?s from regressing classes on [ISCED} [CASMIN} |ES-ISCED| hypo-
thetical and actual years of education (relative to Model 1).

is also fluctuation over [ESS rounds, so that we would not want to conclude
that these low R?s are adequate representations of the relationship between

educational and social class attainment in [ES| Again [EE| and [NL] are left as
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the only countries where the low degree of association may be representing

a real cross-country difference, or problems with the coding of [ISCO 88

The highest pseudo-R?s are recorded for round three, and
[DK] rounds one and three, [FR| and round three, [GR| round one,
round two, and [SI| rounds two and three. and [UA] use rather simple
ICSEVE, whereas the other countries use more differentiated measures. For
and [PT| we see a clear improvement in the predictive power of
educational attainment that goes along with a change in the measurement
instrument. For and [SE, the explanatory power rather goes down,
and it remains relatively stable for the [UK| despite the lacking consideration

of vocational education and training in round two.

In contrast to the low correlation between the explanatory power of the
and the number of categories in the when predicting [[SEI scores, when
examining classes the correlation amounts to r = 0.45. The more dif-
ferentiated a the higher its capacity to explain social class attainment.
The existence of a distinction between general and vocational educational
attainment categories at levels 3 and 5 in the also correlates with
the predictive power of the (r = 0.30 and r = 0.49 respectively). The
general /vocational divide is thus more important for the analysis of social
class attainment than for occupational status, which is not surprising given
the different conceptual approaches of the two concepts: Whereas occupa-
tional status is a unidimensional concept that only represents hierarchical
differences, social classes are differentiated from each other in substantive
ways. For the attainment of some classes (especially for classes I and II, i. e.
the service class), general and academic education is important, whereas for
others (especially skilled manual workers and technical occupations), voca-

tional training and experience are more important.
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Performance of {ISCED| (model 2)

Like in the previous section, we observe a consistent decrease of the explan-
atory power of educational attainment when using rather than the
CSEVE.""9 On average, decreases the deviance by 14.1 %. It is 16.1 % us-
ing the and restricting the sample to those countries for which
could be coded, a difference of 2 percentage points. The range of pseudo-R%s

is 6.6 to 19.5 as opposed to 8.5 to 24.7 %.

The attenuation is strongest in round two, rounds two and
three, [SK] round two and [UAl—all Central and Eastern European countries
(relative pseudo-R?s below 75 %). As we had seen in large pro-
portions of the population in these countries complete at least upper second-
ary education, and the differentiation of general and vocational education
is quite strong in these countries, often even adding a third, “professional’

branch.

In 20 country round combinations however the relative explanatory

power of is 95% of the pseudo-R?s of the or higher, among
which again a number of countries with crude
TR).

As with the [ISE] models, the loss of explanatory power is significantly related
to the existence of a distinction of vocational from general education at the
upper secondary level (r = —0.29). The rank correlation of the pseudo-R%s
of models one and two is p = 0.70, which is again too low for models that

should be as similar as possible.

119 Forround two, levels o and 1 had to be collapsed in order for the model to converge.
Since there were only two cases in level o this will probably not have any effect on the results.
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Performance of {CASMIN| (model 3)

The education scheme shows on average more or less identical ad-
justed pseudo-R?s as the . In some cases however, the relative adjusted
R? even exceeds 100 %. This is due to 1. the fact that coding educational at-
tainment in does not lead to a substantial loss in explanatory power
and 2. has less categories (here: 8) than the average For cat-
egorical dependent variables, punishing lack of parsimony of the independ-
ent variable(s) by using adjusted R? has stronger effects than for continuous
dependent variables. This means that for those countries, could
actually be used as the analytic coding scheme for educational attainment
also for country-specific studies in order to facilitate post-hoc comparisons
of results. The range of pseudo-R?s achieved using is very similar
to the range achieved using the [CSEV}, albeit slightly smaller (10.1 to 23.8 as

compared to 9.1 to 24.7 %).

Again, there is no country/[ESS round combination where [CASMIN] reaches
less than 90 % of the reduction in deviance of the and in 37 combina-
tions the relative adjusted pseudo R? exceeds 95 %. The correlation between
the adjusted pseudo-R?s of models 1 and 3 amounts to p = 0.98, which is

rather satisfactory.

Performance of the [ES-ISCED|(model 4)

The results for are basically the same as those for the

same average explanatory power as the and a slightly smaller range in
pseudo-R?s than model 1, no country round combination with less than
90 % relative adjusted pseudo R?, and 35 with 95 % or more. The correlation

between the R?s of model 1 and 4 is p = 0.97.
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Performance of hypothetical years of education (model 5)

Hypothetical years of education also show a relatively high explanatory power.
The reduction in average explanatory power is, with 0.3 percentage points,
negligible (the average relative adjusted R? is 98.6%), and the range of

pseudo—st is again slightly lower than the one achieved with the ,

as with [CASMIN| and [ES-ISCED!

In six country round comparisons however, the relative adjusted R%s
lie below 90 % when using hypothetical years of education. Again, there is a
moderate association between the number of categories in the original
and the relative adjusted pseudo R?s in model 5 (v = 0.27). The association

of the R?s from models 1 and 5 amounts to p = 93.2, slightly below the

values achieved by both [CASMIN| and [ES-ISCED}

Performance of actual years of education (model 6)

Like with the analyses, actual years of education perform relatively poorly.
The average relative adjusted pseudo R? is 13.4 rather than 15.9 (a drop of
2.5 percentage points), with the range being 6.5 to 20.8 rather than 8.5 to

24.7.

In 19 country round combinations, the relative adjusted R? in model
6 is below 75%, and in 26 it lies above 90 %. Like with the models,
the relative adjusted pseudo R? of model 6 is related to the response rate
(r = 0.28). The association between the adjusted pseudo R?s of models 1

and 6 is only p = 0.63.
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Comparison of the cross-national measures

Comparing the five cross-national measures, let’s first of all look at how they
compare within countries. Only in [NI] round three, works better than
the same result as from the analyses of In all other countries
and rounds, has a higher relative adjusted pseudo R2.
is however superior to[[SCED|in all cases. Hypothetical years of education have a
lower relative adjusted R? than in only six country round combin-
ations. In the majority of countries rounds, has a higher relative

adjusted R? than actual years of education.

Comparing and the other measures, there are 17 country round
combinations where outperforms The largest difference oc-
curs for [NI] round one, where achieves a 8 percentage point higher
relative adjusted pseudo R?. In twelve country round combinations, hy-
pothetical years of education work better than and in the same number
(though only partly the same cases) better than Actual years of edu-
cation only have a higher explanatory power than in [EE| round three

(which was already flagged a few times for low performance when using

CASMN), and

For the comparison of and actual years of education, it looks pretty
similar, and both rounds for [EE| as well as [IL] are the only cases where ac-
tual years of education have a higher explanatory power. Finally, comparing
hypothetical years of education and actual years of education, there are six coun-
try round combinations where hypothetical years of education have a lower

explanatory power than actual years of education.

summarises the mean and variation of the relative explanatory

power of the different cross-national education measures across countries
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TABLE 7.4: Summary statistics for construct validation using
classes

Variable Obs. mean min max @ S.D.
Countries for which [ISCED| could be coded

63 88.3 60.1 104.9 16.8 10.9
h-years 63 99.1 88.8 123.8 8.2 6.6
a-years 63 85.4 54.7 116.3 22.6 14.0
Countries for which [cASMIN| could be coded
ISCED 37 86.9 60.1 104.9 11.5 10.1
[cAsMI 37 1013 959 1112 4.2 3.7
h-years 37 99.2 88.8 123.8 9.2 7.6
a-years 37 82.6 54.7 114.0 19.2 14.0
Countries for which [ES-ISCED| could be coded
[[SCED; 38 85.2 60.1 104.9 16.7 11.0
ES-ISCED 38 101.2 94.0 114.1 3.4 44
h-years 38 98.8 88.8 123.8 9.8 7.8
a-years 38 81.6 54.7 116.3 24.1 15.3

Countries for which all variables could be coded

31 86.8 60.1 104.9 14.0 11.0
31 101.7 96.1 111.2 4.5 3.8
31 101.4 94.0 114.1 5.9 4.9
31 99.4 88.8 123.8 9.2 8.2
31 82.0 54.7 114.0 18.4 15.1

and [ESg rounds as did for the construct validation using [[SE] scores.

As before the relative R%s are adjusted for the number of categories of the
respective variable. Again, the different panels report these statistics for dif-
ferent subsamples of countries and [ESS|rounds, depending on the possibility

to code the respective education variable.

The results are overall very similar to the ones reported on pages to [270}
the ordering of the different cross-national measures in terms of perform-
ance relative to the does not change at all. Actual years of education
show the highest losses of explanatory power as well as the highest vari-
ation of these losses across countries rounds. is a little bit better,
but still fits countries in too different ways as to produce comparable re-

sults. Hypothetical years of education, as well as in contrast

show rather high levels of relative adjusted R? and low degrees of variation
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therein. Comparing these three measures, [CASMIN| and [ES-ISCED| are clearly

superior to hypothetical years of education, especially because the minimum
relative adjusted R?s lie much closer to 100 %, which positively impacts on
the variation (both [[QR| and of the categorical measures. The rather low

minimum for hypothetical years of education is not a single outlier, as a closer

look at reveals.

7.5 CONCLUSIONS ON THE INFORMATION CONTENT OF DIFFERENT

CROSS-NATIONAL MEASURES OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Whereas [Part 11| has focused on exclusively, in this part of the study,
the performance of is compared with other cross-national measures
of educational attainment. In by analysing the dispersion of the

CSEVs and the categorical cross-national educational attainment measures

[[SCED| and |[CASMIN|, it became clear that the information content of [[SCED

is much lower than the information content of both the ICSEVk used as a
benchmark and [CASMIN| as an alternative cross-national categorical coding
scheme. Thereby it became clear that important distinctions between educa-

tional attainment categories in many countries are not well captured by the

levels-only ISCED o7, and an alternative simplification of [SCED| (ES-ISCED) was

proposed.

This chapter investigated the consequences of this loss of information for
concrete comparative analyses, using occupational status and social class
attainment as outcome variables for the construct validation. Two popular
metric measures of educational attainment that are supposed to be cross-
nationally comparable were added to these analyses: hypothetical and actual

years of education.
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The results show that there is a lot of variation across countries in terms
of the adequacy of the levels-only and actual years of education. Al-
though the measurement quality of the is sometimes dubious, it is
clear that neither nor actual years of education are satisfactory cross-
national measures of educational attainment. This is most visible for coun-
tries with stratified educational systems, which often use relatively detailed
[CSEV. Actual years of education are probably an unsuitable measure of edu-
cational attainment as the relationship between the actual time spent in the
educational system and output like education certificates or skills is not as
close as one might think. In fact, individuals with lower ability levels might
take longer to achieve the same formal certificate or the same skill level as
individuals with high ability levels. On the other hand, able and motivated
individuals tend to stay in education longer, too. Some people also spend
significant amounts of time in education without gaining any certificate at
all (e.g. university dropouts). Thus actual years of education are conceptu-
ally and empirically no good measure of educational attainment (neither for

cross-national research nor for studies focussing on a single country).

Overall it seems as if is most problematic for Central and Eastern
European countries, probably because the reduced version of does
not differentiate general from vocational qualifications—a distinction which
is essential in these countries. This was already suspected when looking at
the distributions of the levels-only in the different countries (see

Table B.5)).

Using the scheme, cross-national differences in the effects of educa-
tion inadequately represent real differences across countries and are seri-
ously misleading. As an example, whereas |CZ| looks like a country with a

relatively tight relationship between educational attainment and social class
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attainment when using the (ranking s5th for round one and 3rd for
round two out of 64 country/[ESS round combinations), when using
it rather looks as if education and social class attainment are comparatively
loosely connected ranking 52nd for round one and 49th for round two,

again out of 64).

CASMIN| and the [ES-ISCED| are more differentiated in this respect, and con-

sequently perform much better on average than both the levels-only versions
of and years of education, and the variation in the amount of loss of
explanatory power across countries is also less pronounced. The explanat-
ory power of the scheme and the conceptually similar come
relatively close to the explanatory power of the country-specific representa-
tions of educational attainment. When comparing the ranking of |CZ| using
(and thus restricting the sample of country /[ESS combinations to 38)
rather than comes out 5th and 3rd using the and 7th and 4th
using

Since hypothetical years of education reflect different educational qualifications
by using different values for qualifications in terms of how long it would
theoretically take to complete them, this measure is also more differentiated
than[ISCED} It however does not capture qualitative differences between qual-

ifications that take the same time to complete. Hypothetical years of education

therefore do not achieve the same explanatory power as|[CASMIN| or [ES-ISCED,

but they are by far not as bad as or actual years of education. Coming
back to the example of [CZ, when using hypothetical years of education, [CZ|ranks
6th and sth respectively in terms of the correlation between educational at-

tainment and social class attainment.

Table 7.5( summarises the rank-correlation coefficients of the adjusted R%s

achieved with the cross-national education variables and the for both
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TABLE 7.5: Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients for relative
adjusted R?s achieved with different educational
attainment measures

CSEV| Obs. liSCED Obs. [casMIN| Obs. [ES-ISCED| Obs. h-years Obs.

Using [ISE]| as construct validation variable

082 64 1

098 37 081 37 1

098 38 087 38 0.98 32 1

097 71 081 64 0.94 37 0.97 38 1

076 71 073 64 0.66 37 0.75 38 0.75 71

Using [EGP|as construct validation variable

061 64 1

098 37 065 37 1

097 38 066 38 0.98 32 1

093 71 0.64 64 0.95 37 0.93 38 1

a-years 063 71 056 64 0.71 37 0.65 38 0.72 71

Source: European Social Survey 2002—2007, own calculations.

Note: Pairwise deletion of observations, i. e. all country /ESground combinations available for a specific
comparison are included (columns ‘Obs.’). Although listwise deletion sometimes leads to slightly
different results, it does not change the ordering of the measures.

dependent variables, scores and classes. This summary confirms the

conclusions drawn from the summary tables [7.2] and

Using [CASMIN| or [ES-ISCED}, we can thus be relatively confident that substan-

tial differences across countries in the effects of education are real rather
than methodological artefacts due to different amounts of aggregation er-
ror in different countries. Thus, not only from the point of view of data
consistency by national teams (see [Part II), but also from the point of view
of information content, the implementation of in the [ESY needs to
improve. The fact that can be related to the mappings could
facilitate future cross-national research in educational stratification. This
could reinvigorate the debate on equality of educational opportunity, which
is considered worth revisiting from a comparative perspective (Hout and

DiPrete| 2006, p. 7).

Since hypothetical years of education still fare relatively well, this looks like an

attractive alternative for the cross-national measurement of educational at-
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tainment when qualitative information on the level and kind of educational
certificates is not relevant for a specific piece of research. Still, there are quite
a number of countries where this measure does not work particularly well,
such as DK} [iSland sl Also the relative performance of hypothet-
ical years of education is substantially better when predicting classes than
when predicting scores, throwing doubt on the universal usefulness of
this measure. It should also be kept in mind that this study throughout uses

adjusted R%s that should work to the advantage of hypothetical years of educa-

tion, but still [CASMIN| and [ES-ISCED| show higher relative adjusted R%s. The

final chapter of this study will discuss the choice between (pseudo-) duration

based and credential-based measures of educational attainment further.

A couple of potential objections to these conclusions should be discussed.
First of all, the measured association between educational attainment and
the chosen outcome is of course also sensitive to the quality of the meas-
urement of the response variable used for the construct validation, here
scores and classes: “whenever one assesses the construct validity of
the measure of interest, one is also evaluating simultaneously the construct
validity of measures of the other theoretical concepts” (Carmines and Zeller,
1979, p.25). Because of the four-digit codes, the measurement of
and can however be assumed to be quite good compared to studies
that have to rely on two- or three-digit codes. Also, information on
people’s occupations are usually relatively reliable, especially as compared
to income data (Hauser and Warren, 1997). The main source of measurement
error concerning scores and classes thus lies in the coding of job de-
scriptions into which could differ in quality across countries e. g. for
reasons of experience with coding such information. However, the purpose

of this study is not to substantively compare the actual association of educa-
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tional attainment with the outcome variables across countries, but the com-
parative evaluation of different educational attainment measures. Since the
sample as well as the dependent and control variables are the same across
models, changes in R2s across education measures within countries can en-
tirely be attributed to differences between measures of educational attain-
ment. However, if a construct validation variable is inadequately measured
in some country, the predictive power even of the could be underes-
timated already. Maybe loss of explanatory power would then show up less
than if scores or classes were measured well. This is one of the
reasons why the cross-national education measures ideally would be con-
struct validated using a wide range of response variables: Using different
response variables, we will most likely find those instances when a specific
cross-national education variable does not work well even if in some cases

the measurement of the response variable is not optimal.

Secondly, the choice of scores for construct validation in [Chapter 7]could
be criticised because socioeconomic indices (SEls) work differently for men
and women: The education-occupation-wage relationship was found to dif-
fer across the sexes, and an [SE] constructed for for men is a bad substitute
for an for women (Hauser and Warren, 1997, p.219—220). The how-
ever was constructed for men only (Ganzeboom et al., |1992). However, if
anything, separate analyses for men would probably only show more pro-
nounced effects than the ones shown here. Moreover, classes have been
shown to be valid for both men and women alike (Evans, 1996), and the re-

sults achieved using [EGP| classes for the construct validation (Section 7.4) are
very similar to the results achieved with scores (Section 7.3)).

Thirdly, a check if the models estimated in this chapter are adequate in terms

of not breaking regression assumptions or being influenced by outlier obser-
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vations was not within the scope of this study because of the sheer number
of analyses performed. Although the results presented here might be prob-
lematic in a few instances, it is not to be expected that these problems would

reach such a degree so as to invalidate the conclusions.

Finally, since the |CSEV in many countries were insufficient for coding into

(e.g. [SH and the [UK), there is no evidence yet of how well the
would work in the excluded countries. Therefore, it is possible that

[ES-ISCED|and [CASMIN| perform well in those countries for which they could be

coded, but if the coverage was the same as for they would show sim-
ilar problems, or at least compare less favourably. Indeed a higher degree of
variation in the explanatory power of any measure is to be expected with the
addition of more countries. However, in order to account for this, the com-
parison of the different measures was always based on the same sample of
country round combinations, so that bias through different underlying
samples can be excluded. In more substantive terms, since and
work well for countries with very differentiated educational systems
like and[CH] it is quite probable that they would also work well in

the excluded countries, which often do have less differentiated educational

systems (and thus [CSEVE).



LOST IN HARMONISATION,
OR PROGRESS IN THE CROSS-NATIONAL

MEASUREMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT?

Although educational attainment is a core variable in social research and
of great importance for policy makers and academics alike, the quality of
educational attainment data is hardly ever evaluated. This is especially grave
for comparative research since educational attainment is one of the concepts
the measurement of which is most difficult to harmonise. The aim of this
study was therefore to evaluate the measurement of educational attainment
in cross-national surveys. For this purpose, the data collection instruments,
harmonisation procedures and harmonised educational attainment data in

three European surveys were examined in[Part Il} In[Part ITI| further analyses

compared the information content of country-specific education variables
(CSEVE) and cross-national measures of educational attainment for one of

those surveys.

The results show that the measurement of educational attainment in cross-
national surveys is affected by a number of (in principle avoidable) weak-
nesses which adversely affect the validity of claims based on analyses of
these data. These weaknesses can largely be attributed to 1. a lack of stand-
ardisation in the data collection instruments and coding routines and 2. a
lack of understanding of important dimensions of differentiation of educa-

tional attainment by data collection organisers. This final chapter synthesises

289



290

8 CONCLUSIONS: LOST IN HARMONISATION?

and discusses the results of the study and puts forward some ideas so as to

overcome these problems.

8.1 SYNTHESIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Educational attainment is one of the few concepts that cannot be harmon-
ised by input harmonisation, i. e. by using the same (thus ‘merely’ translated)
data collection instrument in all countries, because educational systems and
their outputs differ a lot across countries. Therefore, countries use their spe-
cific data collection instruments for educational attainment in cross-national
surveys, and the resulting variables are recoded into a cross-national scheme,
e.g. the with some basic instructions from the survey organisers.
This seems to go along with the perception that more cannot be done for

achieving cross-nationally comparable data on educational attainment.

This study has however shown that the devil often lies in the detail and
that there are in fact a number of ways in which the standardisation of the
country specific measures of educational attainment and the harmonisation process
across countries could be increased so that more comparable cross-national
measures could be achieved. The challenge is thus to increase the element
of input-harmonisation in the measurement of educational attainment and
find a compromise between country-specific aspects of measures (e.g. de-
tailed qualification titles in response categories) and input-harmonised aspects
of measures (e.g. wording of the question itself, overall design of the in-
strument). This is of course a very difficult task since it might sometimes
break nationally accepted customs. However, it is argued here that country-
specific measures might themselves actually benefit from close scrutiny and
recommendations for the purposes of improving the cross-national measure-

ment of educational attainment since quite often they fail to impress.
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Furthermore, the information content of some cross-national educational at-
tainment measures and is not very high and does not allow captur-
ing important dimensions of differentiation in educational attainment. This
point is related to the lack of conceptual clarity when designing educational
attainment measures rather than technical issues. In this respect it is fair
to say that “the main problems are not technical but theoretical” (Scheuch,

2000, p.73, emphasis added).

8.1.1 Inconsistent choice of indicators of ‘educational attainment’

To begin with, the underlying concept of ‘educational attainment’ can be
understood and operationalised in different ways. This becomes evident
when comparing the specific question wordings and response categories of
the educational attainment questionnaire items across surveys and countries
(see [Chapter 5). Whereas most countries operationalise educational attain-
ment via educational certificates obtained and thus endorse a ‘signalling
device” understanding of educational attainment, other countries do not fo-
cus their measures around educational certificates but more general notions
of ‘level attained” or ‘grades completed”. The closely followed by
contains the most standardised education data in this respect. The
binding character of [EU| regulations is an advantage in this respect. The
organisers in contrast did not specify a definition and operationalisation of
educational attainment to be used, which leads to more heterogeneous in-
dicators used in the national questionnaires. However, a clear concept and
definition of educational attainment and operational guidelines for its meas-
urement, thus facilitating equivalence of content validity, are the very first

condition of comparable measurement.
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Lack of standardisation in the underlying concept and operationalisation
also applies to the coverage of sectors of educational systems, such as tech-
nical and vocational education and training (TVET), or continuing/adult edu-
cation. For example, if some countries include qualifications attained in con-
tinuing education and training and others don’t, the resulting data will be
less comparable than they could be: In the latter group of countries, educa-
tional attainment will be underestimated if substantial numbers of people

achieve qualifications in continuing education and training.

Finding a definition and operationalisation of educational attainment that
suits countries around the world (or even within Europe) is quite a chal-
lenge though since countries differ with respect to the relevance of spe-
cific educational careers, certificates, non-formal education, and so
on. While the surveys define educational attainment as the highest
level of education an individual successfully completed and restricts this defini-
tion to formal education, it is still not quite clear which exact indicator is
to be used in data collection instruments.”*® Solely relying on ‘educational
certificates achieved” does not allow capturing non-negligible amounts of
uncertified education, such as several years of university studies without
achievement of an academic degree. It also ignores different pathways taken
for the achievement of the same certificate, especially ‘standard” paths and
‘non-standard /second chance” paths. Finally, the acquisition of educational
certificates itself is of unequal importance for labour market success in dif-
ferent countries. Drop-out categories are thus excluded from the

definition of educational attainment, non-standard paths subsumed under

Work in this area is ongoing amongst the international organisations involved in the current
review of the A definition of educational attainment and operational guidelines to
its measurement will be included in the recommendations to be put forward with a revised
version of [SCED|at the [UNESCO| 2011 general conference.
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the highest educational certificate obtained, and the definition is probably

most adequate for countries with pronounced ‘credentialism’.

Moreover, an educational programme could be successfully completed
without a certificate being awarded, which is common at the primary level
of education. This would be covered by the above definition of educational
attainment, but many countries do not make a distinction between no edu-
cation” and ‘only primary education” amongst respondents who have not
achieved the lowest possible school certificate. Although it is probably irrel-
evant in today’s educational systems in most [EU| member states, it is not for
countries where educational systems expanded rather late and for
specific population groups (e.g. older cohorts, first generation immigrants).

Some further implications of choice of concept and operationalisation will

be discussed in

8.1.2 Differing level of detail of national variables

Next, the level of detail of country-specific data collection instruments varies
substantially across countries and surveys. If a country uses only one very
simple questionnaire item with very few response categories in a survey (no matter
if cross-national or not), it is quite probable that distinctions that are import-
ant within this country are not adequately reflected. In countries with highly
differentiated educational systems and a multitude of educational qualifica-
tions, an instrument with only six or seven categories is probably insufficient.
Some countries used instruments in the [ESS| that were supposed to just cover
the ex-ante specified (levels-only) (e.g. the [UK| 5] and [FI), which
comes very close to input-harmonisation of the response categories. In the
Questionnaire Development report, it was however advised against input

harmonisation of response categories (Erikson and Jonsson, 2001) since this
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entails a loss in precision and because detailed country-specific measures
of educational attainment are already available in other surveys for most
countries. We therefore need to distinguish between input harmonisation of

questions and input harmonisation of response categories.

An undifferentiated coding structure of [CSEVk could lead to systematic errors
and biases in analyses based on these data (Groves| 2004, p.316): If different
countries use educational attainment measures that differ in the richness
of information, this leads to different estimates of education effects which
are not related to any real differences, but to differences in the information
content and quality of the variables in different countries since more detailed
variables might have a higher explanatory power. Moreover, a low level
of detail of complicates or even prevents the recoding of into
purpose-built or cross-nationally comparable variables:

“Perhaps most important of all, the generation of a scheme of

classification is only half the job that needs to be done. Any ana-

lyst faces problems of how to fit the data to the scheme. This is

in part a problem of adequacy of the data. Where information is
not detailed enough, the full scheme cannot be realised” (Brynin,

2003 P- 343).

The coding of hypothetical years of education or scaling of education will also
be less accurate when the original educational attainment categories span

many different qualifications.

If some countries use only simple [CSEV}, this can lead to very aggregated
and heterogeneous (country specific and harmonised) educational attain-

ment categories.™ This in turn hugely restricts the potential usage and

The probability of this happening increases if the comparable scheme is specified ex-ante
and is not very detailed like e.g. the simplified version of in the because then
apparently only the coding needs of a crude cross-national classification need to be satisfied
by the country-specific instrument. The request from to “use the best possible nationally
designed instrument [...] to measure respondents” highest level of education” (Norwegian
Social Science Data Services, |2004) was ignored by some national teams. The instruments
used in some countries or [ESSrounds do not even allow coding into the simplified [SCED| (e. g.

the[UK]in round two).
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‘equivalence of construct validity” of the data: Even if the international cat-
egories are nominally comparable, the heterogeneity of the international cat-
egories differs substantially across countries, which was shown to invalid-
ate cross-national comparisons based on correlational analyses in
The challenge for instrument development is therefore to maximise inform-
ation content and ‘harmonisability” while minimising the complexity of the

questionnaire item.

8.1.3 Inconsistent implementation of the|ISCED 97

There are different ways in which a cross-national education classification
like can be implemented in actual surveys. Differences in imple-
mentation of the (or any cross-national scheme) can lead to substantial
inconsistencies of educational attainment data across countries and surveys.
This is especially an issue with respect to the treatment of missing data. For
example, should ‘illiterate” respondents be coded as ‘missing’, as in the
Or respondents with unspecified ‘other” qualifications as level 3,
as with the [UK] data for the The delineation of levels 2 and 3 is
a complex issue, too: Should short vocational upper secondary educational
programmes and the resulting qualifications be treated as completed upper
secondary education or not? Finally, countries may deal with outdated qual-
ifications in different ways, either assigning them to the category that
they would have been assigned to when they were in operation, or to the
category of their current successor qualifications. Countries also deal

with foreign qualifications in different ways.

Different surveys code in different levels of detail. Although this does

not imply inconsistencies across data sources, it determines the usefulness
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of the data for research e.g. in terms of which theoretically meaningful dis-
tinctions can be drawn. The uses the most detailed scheme, although
it still does not differentiate vocational and general education at level
3. Neither the [ESY nor differentiate within levels, and
aggregates levels 5 and 6 from the outset. The distributions of the
levels-only reveal that the coding scheme chosen by the and
co-ordinators is not detailed enough at the upper secondary and ter-
tiary levels of education, with the consequences shown in Very

low levels of education in turn look over-differentiated in most countries.

The cross-nationally comparable variable in the is less detailed than re-
commended by Erikson and Jonsson! (2001), who were consulted as academic
specialists on the measurement of social position during the question-
naire development. They suggested to use a less simplified version of
covering ten categories, distinguishing general and vocational education at
levels 2, 3, 4 and 5. Why this proposal was not implemented remains
unclear. The distinction between general and vocational qualifications, to be
derived from the country-specific instrument, was given the same (highest)
priority as measuring levels of education, but the item does not appear in
the adopted version of the questionnaire any more. The result is that one
of the reasons for using rather than in the first place, namely
greater flexibility and a higher degree of differentiation, was compromised

during the implementation process.

Regarding the actual harmonisation process, it was found that especially in
the country-specific education categories were not coded into
using the mappings but rather by ‘face equivalence’, leading to pro-

nounced inconsistencies in the application of [ISCED| across countries. The



8.1 SYNTHESIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

resulting ‘harmonised” educational attainment variable in the is there-
fore not cross-nationally comparable. Since the data sets include the

[CSEVE, this could however be spotted and rectified. Such a validation is not

possible for the [EU-LFS and [EU-SILC}

Since the application of a cross-national classification is also necessary for
the measurement of individuals’ occupation, it is fruitful to briefly look at
how occupations are measured in cross-national surveys using For
the coding of occupations, it is standard to use open questions on people’s
job characteristics and post-code these using indices of industries and occu-
pations and related dictionaries (see e.g. Ganzeboom, 2005b). Erikson and
Jonsson (2001) thus initially recommended to collect educational attainment
data for the [ES§ with an open question on the highest educational qualifica-
tion achieved and the awarding institution. This information subsequently
was to be coded into (p. 27). This was deemed too resource intensive
for the which is acceptable. What is not acceptable though is the lack-
ing provision of available information resources for the harmonisation of
educational attainment data (mainly the mappings), which happened
especially in the first two rounds of the To continue the above analogy,
this is as if coders classified occupational information into off the
top of their heads. As |Hauser and Warren (1997) put it for the coding of
occupations, the quest for a simple solution like sight-coding of basic occu-
pational information “reflects a casual attitude toward socioeconomic meas-
urement that probably would not be tolerated by the same investigators if
it pertained to their major substantive interests” (p. 186, footnote 8). Since

the mappings are by far less extensive than listings of occupations for

coding e. g. a consultation of the mappings should not be too
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much to ask, given the importance of educational attainment as explanatory,

control and response variable.

In support of the[ESS organisers it must however also be said that despite the
s and [EURYDICEs efforts,"** the development of systematic indices,
dictionaries and coding tools for education related information hugely lags

behind the respective resources for the coding of occupations.

The mappings also are not the cure-all and could be improved them-
selves: They are currently developed by the without consultation with
independent experts. In some cases, assignments of educational qualifica-
tions to categories seem to deviate from the definitions, pos-
sibly for political reasons (see Schneider, 2008c, and the chapters therein).
Since this is however not very common, it could be dealt with by asking
national teams in the not to stick to the mappings slavishly, but to doc-
ument and justify any deviations from the official mappings. This
of course requires some active engagement with the classification and the

mappings.

8.1.4 An empirical and conceptual comparison of cross-national education vari-

ables

In a number of cross-national measures of educational attain-
ment were compared in terms of their explanatory power when predicting
social stratification outcomes, namely occupational status and social class
attainment. The results of the regression analyses support the findings by
Kerckhoft and Dylan| (1999), [Kerckhoft et al.| (2002), Braun and Miiller| (1997)

and Muiiller and Klein| (2008)), whereas (Ganzeboom and Treiman(s assertion

122 is the Information Network on Education in Europe, established by the European

Commission and Member States in 1980. See http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/
portal/Eurydice


http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/Eurydice
http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/Eurydice

8.1 SYNTHESIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

that “the strong association between education and other variables is usu-
ally well preserved under alterations of the coding schemes” (Ganzeboom
and Treiman, |1993, p.474) has to be called into question. Compared to the
studies by Kerckhoff, Miiller and colleagues, the results presented here are
based on a larger number of countries, evaluate [[SCED g7 rather than[I[SCED| 78,
include two types of measures related to years of education, and use a more

detailed occupational classification for the coding of occupational status.

Firstly, the levels-only and actual years of education generate quite
different results from the [CSEVE. Both measures inadequately represent edu-
cational attainment in different countries. Both the levels-only and
actual years of education ignore differences in the labour-market value of gen-
eral and vocational education. In addition, actual years of education do not
capture the effect of educational qualifications, which is at least in

principle capable of.

Secondly, the degree of inadequacy of both measures differs across countries:
There is a high degree of variation across countries in how well (or rather
how poorly) the levels-only and actual years of education predict oc-
cupational attainment, compared to the [CSEVE. Substantive conclusions on
cross-national differences in the education-occupation association based on

either measure would thus be misleading.

This study has thus shown that the common approach to harmonisation
of categorical education variables chosen by international organisations, the
aggregation of categorical variables into ever more general categories, such

as the main levels or even the three-level version of is highly
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problematic when studying the outcomes of education.’3 Although a high
level of generality and a low number of categories might make educational
attainment data more manageable, this comes at the expense of the validity

of the data.

This can be explained by the fact that the degree of internal heterogeneity
of the aggregated education categories differs a lot across countries. Con-
sequently, the results of studies using such data must be treated with caution:
Since the content of the categories differs across countries, especially with
respect to the relative importance of vocational and technical qualifications
at a specific level, the comparison might not be very meaningful any more.
This problem is exacerbated in correlational analyses, where the differential
heterogeneity of educational attainment categories across countries may at-
tenuate the relationship between educational attainment and other variables
to such a degree that the strength of the relationship cannot be meaningfully

compared across countries.

This is not a problem of the itself though. Despite the be-

ing a detailed international classification of educational programmes, it has
not been implemented in the [ESS or in a way that reflects important
distinctions in peoples” educational attainment in many European countries.
Since the [ESS| and versions of neither distinguish between vo-
cational and general qualifications nor between qualifications with different
destinations within levels, they contain significantly less information

than the [CSEVE.

Although the three level version of recommended by summarising levels

o to 2 (‘low education’), 3 and 4 (‘medium education’) and 5 and 6 (‘high education’) was
not included in the construct validation, the conclusions will be the same as for the six-
level version, and the precise effects most probably even worse (for the respective results for
Germany, see [Miiller and Klein, |2008).
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Also, it was shown in that there are three alternative measures
of educational attainment that do not substantially distort the correlations
between educational attainment and the outcome variables and differ less in
the (in)adequacy across countries than the levels-only or actual years
of education: Coding into either more detailed attainment categories
using the education scheme or the proposed or deriving
hypothetical years of education. This shows that the way the ‘common denom-
inator” for constructing comparable education categories is chosen can have
a major impact on the substantive results, and that levels do not

exhaust the possibilities for drawing meaningful comparisons.

8.1.4.1 Years of education vs. categorical measures

Especially hypothetical years of education look like an attractive alternative be-
cause they are measured at the interval level and thus in principle allow the
application of linear modelling techniques. This measure is therefore usu-
ally applied in studies in the tradition of social status attainment research,
following Blau and Duncan! (1967). Models using hypothetical years of educa-
tion are more parsimonious than models using a categorical measure since
fewer parameters have to be estimated, which also in principle facilitates the
interpretation of results. The same applies to interval level measures derived

from country-specific education categories through optimal scaling.

A few words of caution are however in place. The choice of measure of edu-
cational attainment (cross-national or not) should be made “by specifying,
for a given project, why education is an important independent variable—
such as a factor in social mobility, or in the ability to choose between leisure
alternatives, or as an element of social distinction in the sense of Bourdieu”

(Scheuch), 2000, p. 73, emphasis added). It is argued here that there are only
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few applications where hypothetical years of education or an optimally scaled
variable are preferable to a categorical (and more especially, certificates-

based) measure of educational attainment on theoretical grounds.

The critique of years of education as a measure of educational attainment goes
back at least to the late 1970s when Griliches|(1977) concluded that “we shall
soon wish to abandon the monolithic concept of schooling and of one hu-
man capital and start looking for different decisions and different pay-offs
at different levels and for different types of schooling” (p. 17)."** Years of edu-
cation (in both its ‘actual” and ‘hypothetical” variants) are conceptually more
restricted and less specific than categorical measures of educational attain-
ment. Firstly, using years of education in linear regression analyses requires
the assumption that every year of schooling has the same impact. This is not
always tested, but could be dealt with using more complex model specifica-

tions like quadratic terms.

Secondly and more importantly, the use of years of education implies a social-
isation or investment perspective (Kingston et al., 2003, p. 58-59): Actual years
of education only reflect the time an individual was exposed to educational
institutions. Both actual and hypothetical years of education do however not
capture the ‘signalling” aspect of educational certificates or any other output
(Brynin, 2003) and is thus unsuitable for testing theories that involve sig-
nalling aspects of educational attainment—thus practically all theories that
are concerned with labour market and social stratification outcomes. The us-
age of years of education and the respective disregard of formal qualifications
when studying labour market outcomes has accordingly been invalidated by
research on the ‘sheepskin-effect’ of educational credentials (e. g. Goodman,

1979bj; [Hungerford and Solon, 1987; Jaeger and Page, 1996; Park) |1999| also

124 A more recent rather extensive critique can be found in |Brynin|(2003).
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see [Section 3.2}) for the [US|**> The results presented in support
this conclusion for Europe although admittedly not all of the explicitly

capture educational certificates.

Thirdly, hypothetical years of education as well as proportionally scaled educa-
tion variables ignore the multidimensionality of education and press differ-
ent types of qualifications (and thus skills) into one unidimensional scale.
Years of education cannot capture differences in the quality of schooling,
which impacts on socialisation outcomes over and above the mere duration
of exposure to educational institutions: Different educational programmes
often cover the same number of cumulative years of schooling, but are qual-
itatively different from each other in terms of the type of instruction, en-
trance requirements, intellectual demand, and later payoff (see e.g. |Shavit

and Miiller} 1998).

Although scaled education measures retain the amount of variation inher-
ent in the nationally specific measures, they are not a panacea either: they
do not have an inherent metric but ‘borrow” it from the criterion variable.
Using both hypothetical years of education and optimally scaled variables, a
researcher is restricted to talking about ‘more” or ‘less” education, without
any further qualification. When using years of education as an explanatory
variable, the interpretation is usually along the lines of ‘one more year of
education increases/decreases y by amount b’. But ‘one year of education’
is not well specified in itself, especially when comparing coefficients across
countries and when deriving hypothetical years of education for different edu-

cational tracks. Therefore, “the ease of interpretation is more apparent than

real” (Brynin, |2003, p. 329).

Accordingly, the Current Population Survey in the [US|changed the measure of educational
attainment from ‘highest grade completed’ to a measure combining the duration of schooling
and educational certificates in 1992 (Parkl 1999).
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If signalling through formal qualifications is not an issue, in rather undiffer-
entiated educational systems, like e.g. in the [US, years of education could be
argued to be a meaningful measure of educational attainment: From the end
of compulsory schooling on, individuals basically face the decision between
staying in the educational system (high school or college) for another year
or entering the labour market. This is surely not the case in most European
countries (see e.g. Breen, 2004a; |Breen and Jonsson, |2000; Brynin, |2003; Gam+
betta, |1987): most European educational systems are highly differentiated
and include qualitatively different, often parallel tracks. But even for the
the human-capital type conceptualisation of education as a linear accu-
mulation of skills is contested since there is curriculum differentiation of
academic and vocational tracks in secondary schools, and there are strong
prestige differences between universities (see e.g. Arum and Hout, |1998).
Since educational systems have diversified over the last decades, the advant-
age of qualitative differentiation of categorical educational attainment meas-
ures compared to years of education will probably also have increased over

time.

When ignoring the multidimensionality of educational attainment, espe-
cially with respect to sectorial or track differentiation, differences between
qualifications attained in different sectors of the educational system or
between vocational and general qualifications, which can also differ across
countries, cannot be studied explicitly. Categorical schemes can thus prob-
ably produce more meaningful results than inductive scales that do not carry
any interpretation over and above ‘more’ or ‘less’ education, and miss hori-
zontal differentiation as a stratifying factor. Consequently, using hypothetical
years of education or scaled education variables does not allow linking re-

search results to specific institutions in educational systems and therefore
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also does not allow further conclusions that might be relevant to education
policy. What is true for socioeconomic measures is again true also for edu-
cational attainment measures: “The lack of a clear conceptual rationale has
important consequences in limiting the scope for influencing policy” (Rose

and Pevalin, |2002, p. 88).

Closely related to the fact that years of education are an ill-specified indic-
ator of educational attainment in the first place, years of education are only
nominally comparable across countries by using a superficial standard unit.
Although a year is a year is a year, it is unclear what years of education ac-
tually mean in different countries: “It would be nice if years of education
somehow cut through all this complexity to give a clear, uncluttered meas-
ure of true achievement that carries no national baggage, but how can it
do this if it is unable to convey accurate information even within a national

system?” (Brynin, 2003, p. 341).

Finally, when using educational attainment as a dependent variable for ana-
lysing inequalities in education over time, it was shown by Mare| (1981) that
linear models regressing years of education on social background mix up the
effects of structural change (e. g. educational expansion) and change in social
stratification processes (e. g. equalisation of access to, say, higher education).
This effectively hinders conclusions with respect to change in stratification
processes themselves, which are the prime focus of social stratification the-
ories. In turn, when analysing binary educational transitions using logistic

regression, the ‘pure” effect of social background can be estimated.

Later on, Breen and Jonsson, (2000) highlighted that binary transitions from
one grade or level of education to the next (with the alternative of leaving
the educational system) do, like years of education, not reflect the more differ-

entiated, multinomial options available to individuals at specific branching
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points in complex educational systems. The decision process rather involves
choice between different kinds of educational programmes and leaving the

educational system.

This very useful conceptualisation of the educational attainment process as
a series of multinomial decisions highlights an important restriction of the cat-
egorical measures employed in all cross-national surveys and evaluated in
this study: The approach to analyse only the highest or final level of edu-
cation achieved “implicitly (and implausibly) assumes that the decision of
how much education to acquire is taken at the outset of the individual’s edu-
cational career” (Breen and Jonsson, 2000, p.758, see also Pudney, 1989)."2°
Educational careers are thus crucial in the social stratification process and
an important area of research in their own right. There are however cur-
rently no cross-national data available to study educational careers from a

comparative perspective.

However, although the highest level of education completed does not allow a
reconstruction of the process of how educational inequalities are generated,
it is the concept social stratification research is often more interested in than
any specific educational transition when describing overall levels educational
inequality rather than investigating inequality generating mechanisms (see

e.g. Breen et al| 2009, p. 1477).

Educational careers are structured in very different ways in different countries and are also
not equally important. For [FR| and |DE| e.g. it is well-known that not only the highest (of-
ten vocational) educational certificate obtained is important, but also the path to it (i.e. the
highest general school certificate). It is also quite common in [FR| that individuals continue to
a higher level of education without having attained the school-leaving certificate of the pre-
vious level, or to continue beyond an educational certificate without achieving another one
(Smith and Garnier) [1987). Lacking separate information for educational programmes merely
attended and successfully completed as well as the sequence between them, it e. g. remains un-
clear if people from lower social backgrounds do not manage to enter specific educational
programmes or if they manage to enter but subsequently drop out, or fail final exams. In DF|
in turn, the specific combination of general school certificate and post-school certificates is
highly important for individuals’ later lives.
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To summarise, although initially a single coefficient for hypothetical years of
education looks more easily interpretable than a set of coefficients from dum-
mies for a number of education categories, this comes at a high price in

terms of comparability and specificity of interpretation.

It can thus be questioned if an a-theoretical measure like hypothetical years of
education is helpful in furthering knowledge on the causal links between edu-
cational attainment and its conditioning and outcome variables. Although
categorical measures do not directly tap any micro-level processes them-
selves and lack information on pathways taken in the educational system,
they are more specific in theoretical terms and thus potentially more useful
for research that tries to disentangle causalities. The only applications for
which hypothetical years of education can thus be recommended is when using
educational attainment as a control variable only, i.e. when a substantive
interpretation of coefficients is not sought and the main concern is to tap

the explanatory power of the [CSEVs. However, even then, the better relative

performance of [CASMIN| or [ES-ISCED| could be enough of a reason to prefer

those measures over hypothetical years of education.

8.1.4.2 |CASMIN|vs. [ISCED

What would then be the rationale for using either (or a measure

based thereon such as [ES-ISCED) or [CASMIN| in any actual survey or study?

With respect to the choice of classification for the Erikson and Jonsson
(2001 p. 25) argue that ISCED| “is more flexible and gives users more degrees
of freedom in constructing their preferred measures”. The sub-dimensions
programme destination and orientation used in are considered “an
attractive feature of the classification because these dimensions capture the

dynamic element in the educational career and are sensitive to the labour
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market opportunities of students (in the same vein as the schema
is)” (Erikson and Jonsson, 2001, p.25). Unfortunately this is only true in
principle, since is currently only implemented in a highly aggregated
fashion in the [ESS|and The version used in the is only slightly
better. To date, there is in practice not much that users can do with this
measure to adapt it to their preferences. The flexibility and detail of the clas-

sification can thus only be exploited when researchers can post-code highly

detailed [CSEVE.™?7

In terms of disadvantages of the Brynin| (2003) states that is not
helpful for measuring educational attainment because it is too much geared
towards highly general descriptions of educational systems using adminis-
trative data. Indeed, was not specifically developed for social survey
research and facilitating comparative sociological investigations, but rather
for statistical reporting, monitoring and information of national educational
policy. It is therefore not surprising that it does not always perfectly fit the

needs of social scientists doing empirical research.

However, the main restriction lies in the flawed implementation of the
in actual data collection exercises rather than itself, since most of the
advantages Brynin! (2003) later mentions for equally apply to
if is implemented in a more detailed way (i. e. covering the distinction
between vocational and general education rather than just main levels).*?
The only advantages of that remain are then that 1. it explicitly
classifies educational qualifications, whereas classifies educational pro-

grammes, and 2. it builds on social-scientific criteria, whereas [[SCED|is geared

As another advantage over Erikson and Jonsson| (2001) mention that includes a
[SCED)]

measure of fields of education. This can however be used independently of the [ISCED|levels
of education.

Quite often when people criticise (e. g. [Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Warner, |2005; [K&érner
and Meyer] 2005) they in fact rather criticise the implementation of neglecting the
sub-dimension ‘programme orientation” rather than the classification itself.
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to administrative and political needs. With respect to the first point, edu-
cational programmes can in most cases be easily linked to the respective
certificates awarded upon successful completion of the programme. With

respect to the second point, as has been shown by the construction of

ISCED| in (Chapter 6| a scientifically useful scheme can also be constructed

from because the criteria largely overlap with the ‘scientifically

interesting ones’. Therefore, if the data is coded with sufficient detail (which

is also a requirement for |[CASMIN), [[SCED|is a very flexible tool that can be

adapted to the analysis of many sociological research questions by further

recoding."®?

Erikson and Jonsson| bring up the difficulty of implementation when using
in all its detail. Indeed, as has shown, the lacking con-
sistency across countries in the application of to national data can
be regarded as one of the main problems when measuring educational at-
tainment using the There is however no reason to assume that
CASMIN]is more easily implemented: [CASMIN] has so far only been used for a
rather restricted range of countries, whereas[ISCED|is applied virtually world-
wide. In actuality, one of the advantages of that |Erikson and Jonsson
only mention in passing is that field organisations might have routines for
coding educational attainment into but not and that there
are more classification instructions available for Despite the fact that
some documentation is insufficient or missing, is far more systematic-
ally and comprehensively documented than In fact, does
not provide a “set of rules about how particular qualifications in a country

should be coded” (Brynin| 2003} p.332), and for the future usage of

129 For some suggestions on how to improve the structure and definitions of itself, see
Schneider| (2008d)
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there is a need to formalise the assignment of national educational qualifica-

tions to [CASMIN| categories on a larger scale than achieved so far.

Therefore, especially the availability of the mappings (of which
Erikson and Jonsson| and other people writing about e.g. Hoffmeyer!
Zlotnik and Warner, 2005/ were probably unaware) and the provision of an

international terminology can thus be regarded as the crucial advantage of

ISCED| over [CASMIN| which could positively impact on the comparability of

the resulting data. Furthermore, if was used in all surveys, data result-
ing from small-scale academic surveys can be validated with the results from
large-scale, official surveys, as was performed in this study in If
academic surveys relied on this would not be possible. Finally, the
is developed, documented and maintained by the and
also in consultation with country delegates, so that a considerable

degree of organisational expertise and continuity is likely.

In conclusion, while might remain a valuable classification for the
comparison of those countries for which it has been implemented and used,
it can be expected that for large-scale cross-national data collections

will usually be the classification of choice. Finally, whenever international

organisations such as [OECD| and [EUROSTAT] collect data, they use the

anyway.

8.2 SUGGESTIONS FOR THE MEASUREMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAIN-

MENT IN CROSS-NATIONAL SURVEYS

After summarising the results of this study, the previous section argued
that (adequately detailed) categorical measures of educational attainment

are preferable over hypothetical years of education (or in a similar vein, scaled
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composite variables supposed to measure educational attainment) on both
conceptual and methodological grounds: They are capable of adequately
representing qualitative differences as well as the signalling character of
educational qualifications, and when used as a dependent variable, logit
modelling ensures that the effects of change in social stratification processes
are not conflated by structural change. Furthermore, is the meas-
ure included in official cross-national data, and the resulting availability of
documentation concerning[ISCED o7 for a wide range of countries might also

make it preferable over [CASMIN| for non-official surveys.

In this section, a number of suggestions will be made to improve the meas-
urement of educational attainment in sample surveys. Whereas many of
the suggestions are rather general in nature and would improve the meas-
urement of educational attainment independently of the chosen harmon-
ised coding scheme (and often also apply to single country surveys), others
are more specifically geared towards the use of in cross-national sur-

veys.'3°

8.2.1 Improving instruments and country-specific education variables

Cross-nationally harmonised variables cannot be better than the they
are derived from. This subsection therefore makes suggestions on how to
improve in order to 1. standardise and improve the information con-
tent of the itself and 2. ensure that the data can be harmonised into a

detailed scheme.

Conceptual and coverage problems of itself as well as difficulties in the application of
to actual educational qualifications in different countries were treated in [Schneider
(2008c), and respective suggestions were made in [Schneider| (2008d). Only those suggestions
that derive from this study will be repeated here.
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Some of the proposals made in this section might seem too ambitious for
general social surveys. They, however, should be considered when educa-
tional attainment is not just measured as a background variable but also as
a concept of interest in itself, e. g. in the which, although primarily a
source of comparable income data, is also used to report on the intergenera-
tional transmission of education in European countries (European Commis{
sion, 2008b)."3" Since there is currently no cross-national survey in Europe
that is specifically dedicated to the study of educational attainment as well
as its antecedents and outcomes, it would be very helpful if such ‘ambi-
tious” proposals would be considered for integration in one of the currently
existing surveys. Other proposals are however essential in order to enable

effective harmonisation of educational attainment data in any survey.

8.2.1.1 Development of standard instruments

First of all, most countries do not have standard instruments for collecting
information on respondents’ educational attainment. Standard instruments
provide question wording and response options as well as interviewing in-
structions. It would be desirable if such standard (yet flexible) instruments
were developed according to the recommendations given in this section and
the requirements of core social background variables as given in |[European

Commission| (2007).

This would improve not only cross-national harmonisation but also cross-
survey harmonisation within countries (see e.g. |Statistisches Bundesamt,

2004, for the German ‘demographic standards’ that include, among others,

See Miiller and Klein| (2008) who show that the measurement of educational attainment in
the [EU-SIL{]is actually of too low quality to allow inferences about cross-national differences
in the intergenerational transmission of education across Europe.
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citizenship, age, marital status and educational attainment). This recom-
mendation matches the proposal by Hudson| (2007) that “the might
want to consider proposing a standard education attainment question for
each country for use in all international surveys” in order to ensure

that can be coded from the data collected.

8.2.1.2  Coverage of foreign qualifications

In times of large-scale migration and student mobility, there are substantial
numbers of people in many European countries who achieved their highest
educational qualification abroad. and are examples in place. The
fraction of people with foreign qualifications will probably also increase in

the future in many countries.

Currently only very few countries (e.g. accommodate for this in a sys-
tematic way, whereas most countries seem to assign foreign qualifications to
country-specific categories on the basis of ‘face equivalence” or use a resid-
ual category (‘other qualification’). In order to improve and standardise the
coverage of foreign qualifications, it would be desirable if foreign qualifica-
tions (and the country where they were achieved) were recorded verbatim
during the survey interview. They would then have to be post-coded using

the mapping of the country where the qualification was achieved.

8.2.1.3 Ensuring an adequate level of detail

Lack of detail of the source variables can be regarded as the root of the
problems of achieving high quality country-specific indicators and construct-
ing harmonised educational attainment measures that do not overly distort
country-specific education effects. If we want to investigate cross-national

differences, these have to be measured in the first place.
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It therefore cannot be stressed enough that all countries should collect data
on educational attainment in a detailed way, covering all educational quali-
fications occurring among the adult population in a country (thus providing
separate response categories for ‘outdated” and current educational qualifica-
tions). Only this ensures that categories that are comparable across countries

and over time can be constructed.

Furthermore, national specificities of educational attainment should be con-
sidered in the even if they are not reflected in harmonised education
variables (in as far as the sample size allows). Information that is import-
ant to draw further distinctions within the county, such as institutions and
educational programmes attended, e. g. prestige or elite status of institutions,
and maybe even marks achieved should be covered whenever possible. This
is important because otherwise we risk to ‘harmonise away’ those cross-
national differences in explanatory variables that might actually account for
differences across countries in the outcome. Thereby, country-specific fea-
tures of educational systems that will get lost in the harmonisation process
can be preserved in the source data. Later harmonisation should not be
taken as a reason to aggregate country-specific categories from the outset.
National survey teams should consult with researchers working on educa-
tional attainment in their country in order to find out how to best aggregate

country-specific categories if this is necessary.

Also, it would be desirable to obtain separate measures for gen-
eral/academic and vocational/professional education since for some the-
oretical approaches (e.g. cultural capital theory) general education is of
interest mostly, but not vocational education. This would however be very
difficult to achieve in many countries where the distinction between the two

is not clear-cut.
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Finally, it would be very useful if the type of instruction (school based
only, combined school-based education and workplace training) would be
measured with each vocationally oriented educational programme and the
private/public divide with respect to secondary school qualifications (gradu-
ation from a fee-paying school) in order to assess the specific signalling value

of these qualifications.

However, it cannot be expected that data on all past and current qualific-
ations in a country can be collected in all detail in general social surveys,
especially in countries with a large number of qualifications. A feasible com-
promise on how to aggregate qualifications at the point of data collection
must be found. In order to still ensure that the data can be harmonised into
the detailed scheme, whenever the mappings assign different
(sub-) categories, including programme destination, orientation and
duration, to different qualifications, at least these have to be distinguished in

the [CSEV.

This holds even if some distinction would not make much sense from a na-
tional point of view: It could be important on an international scale, since
what is conceived as ‘equivalent” in one country might not be in another
country, or even less so in the framework. For example, if vocational
training is not important in country A, it would probably be acceptable to
only collect data on general education certificates for a national study of this
country. Assume that in country B in turn the differentiation between vo-
cational and general education is highly important in terms of antecedents
and outcomes of education. Then, when conducting a cross-national study
or collecting data that might be used for cross-national work later on in

countries A and B, since leaving out information on vocational education in
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country B would misrepresent educational attainment in this country, voca-

tional education needs to be covered in country A, too.

This especially applies to the distinction between levels 3 and 4 as
well as to very low levels of education (i. e. individuals without any certi-
ficate) that are currently inconsistently covered and coded across countries.
With respect to very low levels of education, coverage could be improved
and standardised using a separate questionnaire item on the highest grade
completed for respondents who report not to have any formal educational
certificates. With respect to the distinction between levels 3 and 4,
some information on educational careers is necessary for assessing the cu-
mulative amount of education an individual has achieved. Therefore, those
aspects of educational careers that are necessary to identify second cycle

upper secondary qualifications should be covered in the [CSEVE.

Following these rules would lead to data collection instruments containing
around 15 to 20 categories o, 1, 2C, 2B, 2Ag, 2Av, 3Cs, 3Cl, 3B, 3Ay,
3Ag, 4C, 4B, 4Ag, 4Av, 5B, 5Am, 5Al, 6), depending on which categor-
ies exist in a specific country and which additional country-specific distinc-
tions need to be made. In order to maintain questionnaire items that are
manageable for interviewers and respondents, the development of data col-
lection instruments using two questionnaire items (e.g. one for school and
one for post-school qualifications like in the German case) and/or multi-
item questions using smart filters (like in [[E] and the [UK] in and the
could be advisable. This would be facilitated by the fact that more

and more countries switch to techniques.'3?

For example, the questionnaire could be programmed in such a way that for young respond-
ents, outdated qualifications are not shown, and for older respondents, school qualifications
that were only recently introduced remain hidden.
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8.2.1.4 Coverage of uncertified education

As was discussed in we need to distinguish conceptually

between educational attainment in terms of the highest educational quali-
fication obtained on the one hand and the highest educational programme
attended or completed (without certification) on the other hand. The lat-
ter concept can be termed ‘uncertified education” and captures individuals’
educational experience irrespective of the achievement of educational quali-

fications.

Although educational certificates are the core information for analysing la-
bour market outcomes of education and other outcomes that might be sus-
ceptible to signalling, educational programmes attended are important in
terms of access to education and from a socialisation point of view. The dif-
ference between programmes attended and successfully completed would
also enable researchers to study drop-out from a cross-national perspective,
a topic for which currently no cross-national data are available. Also, even
though attendance without certification probably means that skill formation
within that programme was not entirely successful, it can be expected that
uncertified education increases human capital to some degree. Itis e.g. com-
mon in the [US|to distinguish a category for college dropouts (‘some college”)
in national statistics between the high school diploma and Bachelor degrees,
which proves to be a useful distinction in terms of individuals” human cap-
ital. Kerckhoff et al.| (2002) argue that ‘some college” becomes a credential
although there is no formal certification process because there are so few

educational certificates available in the [US educational system at this level.

A measure of educational attainment in terms of qualifications obtained is

thus only the minimal condition in general social surveys. Because the scope
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of topics to be effectively analysed can be increased by including uncertified
education, it would be very valuable if all countries additionally collected
information on educational programmes attended in a standardised way;,
which was also proposed by [Brauns et al| (2003, p.243). It also has to be
noted that both measures should not be mixed in one source variable as is
currently the case in some countries in the because the highest quali-
fication cannot unambiguously be inferred for those categories that contain
‘uncertified” levels of education. They can however be usefully combined in

an analytic variable at the stage of data analysis.

8.2.1.5 Basic coverage of educational careers

Finally, data on individuals’ educational careers are currently not available at
a cross-national scale. Through a relatively simple design of data collection
instruments, there might be a way to collect (basic) data on educational

careers without overly consuming survey resources and interviewing time.

— Instead of asking respondents for their highest level of educational attain-
ment only, they could be asked for all qualifications they hold. Respond-
ents would thus not tick one response category of the questionnaire item,
but all that apply.

— The same procedure could be applied to all educational programmes re-
spondents attended without achieving the respective certificate so as to
identify uncertified education as proposed above. This could either be
achieved by adding a second column of tick boxes to the response cat-
egories so that for each education category, respondents indicate 1. if they
have attended an educational programme at this level and 2. if they have
obtained the respective certificate. Otherwise this could be achieved by

using a separate questionnaire item so that both the question as well as
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the response categories clearly refer to programmes attended for one item
and to qualifications obtained for the other item.

— A further layer of information on educational careers could be gained if the
temporal order in which qualifications were attained was recorded. As edu-
cational careers become less standardised and multiple training episodes
are quite common (for DE|see Hillmert and Jacob)| |2003), and the analysis
of educational transitions (Breen and Jonsson, [2000; Mare} |1980) is a very
valuable and paradigmatic approach in the analysis of educational oppor-
tunity, it would be desirable to collect such information, e.g. by asking
for the year in which the respondent achieved a qualification or enrolled

in an educational programme.

IFigure 8.1|and |[Figure 8.2|show how such questionnaire items could look like

in general terms for both educational programmes attended and educational
qualifications obtained. The response categories would have to be ‘filled” by
the country-specific descriptors of the respective educational programmes
and qualifications. The items cover both certified and uncertified education,
multiple educational programmes attended and qualifications obtained, as

well as the timing of attendance/achievement. Foreign qualifications as well

as low levels of achievement are catered for. |[Figure F.1|and [Figure F.2|in the

appendix show how the instrument could look like for the German case.

Depending on the overall purpose of the survey, the additional costs of this
procedure in terms of interviewing time might be justifiable in light of the in-
creased richness of information. These instruments could increase the scope
of research questions that could be tackled enormously, for which otherwise
quite specialised data sets are currently required, none of which are cross-
national. They would first have to be applied to and tested in a large number

of countries of course.
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A1 Which of the following educational programmes did you attend?
Please tick all that apply and indicate the year in which you left the programme.

. None or education received abroad

. Programme corresponding to [ISCED| 1

. Programme corresponding to [ISCED| 2C

. Programme corresponding to [ISCED| 2B

. Programme corresponding to [ISCED| 2Av

. Programme corresponding to ISCED|2Ag

. Programme corresponding to [ISCED| 3Cs
. An outdated programme corresponding to 3Cs
. Programme corresponding to [[SCED| 3C1

O© 0O oUW N R O

. Programme corresponding to [ISCED| 3B

[
o

. Programme corresponding to [ISCED|3Av

. Another programme corresponding to 3AV
. Programme corresponding to [ISCED|3Ag

[y
[y

[
N

. Programme corresponding to ISCED| 4C

[
(S8

. Programme corresponding to [ISCED| 4B

[uy
N

. Programme corresponding to ISCED| 4Av

[
U1

[
(o)

. Programme corresponding to ISCED|4Ag

. Programme corresponding to [ISCED| 5B

[
N

[
o

. Programme corresponding to ISCED| 5Am

[
O

. Programme corresponding to [ISCED| 5Al

N
o

. Programme corresponding to [[SCED| 6

A2 If education received abroad:
A2a Please indicate the educational programmes you attended.

| |

A2b In which country did you attend these educational programmes?

| |

F1GURre 8.1: Template for proposed country-specific data collection
instruments on educational programmes attended

8.2.2 Improving coding procedures in cross-national surveys

For the purpose of measurement of educational attainment in cross-national
surveys, it is useful to distinguish three types of variables (also see Rose and

Pevalin, 2002, p.91):

1. Source variables directly result from the response elicited by adminis-
tration of one or more questionnaire items or item batteries (the in-

strument) to respondents in a survey (e.g. a text string containing the
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B1 Which of the following educational qualifications did you obtain?
Please mark all that apply and indicate the year in which you achieved the re-

spective qualification.

None or foreign qualification

Qualification corresponding to [[SCED|

Qualification corresponding to [[SCED|

Qualification corresponding to [[SCED|

Qualification corresponding to [[SCED|

Qualification corresponding to [[SCED|

Qualification corresponding to [[SCED,

2C
2B
2Av
2Ag
3Cs

R AN L

S e e
» LW M R O

B2

you go to school?

B3 If foreign qualification:
B3a Please indicate the specific qualification you obtained.

. Another qualification corresponding to 3Av
. Qualification corresponding to [ISCED|3Ag

. Qualification corresponding to ISCED| 4C

. Qualification corresponding to ISCED| 4B

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

An outdated qualification corresponding to |ISCED| 3Cs

Qualification corresponding to [[SCED|3Cl

Qualification corresponding to [ISCED| 3B

Qualification corresponding to [[SCED|3Av

Qualification corresponding to [ISCED|4Av

Qualification corresponding to [ISCED|4Ag

Qualification corresponding to [ISCED| 5B

Qualification corresponding to [ISCED| 5Am

Qualification corresponding to [ISCED| 5Al

Qualification corresponding to [ISCED| 6

If ‘none or education received abroad’ at item A1: For how many years did

[ ]

|

B3b In which country did you achieve this qualification?

|

|

F1Gure 8.2: Template for proposed country-specific data collection
instruments on educational qualifications obtained
respondents” occupation; a specific value on an attitude scale or on a
nominal scale indicating the respondents ethnicity; the year in which
the respondent was born). The instrument is designed to closely reflect

the theoretical construct we are interested in.

2. Operational variables are variables coded from the source variables,

which may be too complex or otherwise unsuitable for use in statistical
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analyses (e. g. numeric occupation codes; all educational qualifications
the respondent obtained or very detailed codes for the highest educa-
tional qualification).

3. Analytic variables are derived from the ‘operational variables” for the
specific purpose of a particular piece of research and used in statistical
analyses (e.g. social class membership; age; a respondents highest

educational qualification).

The latter two types of information are produced in the post-collection pro-
cessing of survey data. The distinction between operational and analytical
variables is not necessary in those cases where the instrument and thus
source variables are sufficiently simple so that analytical variables can be
more or less directly derived from them. However, especially when coding
of verbatim information or harmonisation of (possibly complex) country-
specific source variables in cross-national variables is involved, operational
variables are a useful intermediary tool in the measurement process. The
distinction between source, operational and analytic variables is thus most
useful when dealing with complex factual information such as occupational,

employment and education data.

In order to improve the quality and relevance of cross-national educational
attainment data, it is proposed to add another step to the measurement pro-
cedure and clearly differentiate between operational and analytical versions
of the The first step, as usual, would consist of collecting data on
educational attainment in the national format (for which suggestions were
made in [Section 8.2.1). The second step would comprise the harmonisation
process, whereby the are translated into detailed categories. This

is preferably performed in a centrally coordinated way so that consistency
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across countries in the coding process is ensured. The resulting data rep-
resent the operational version of In a third step only, the number
of categories in the harmonised variable is reduced by aggregating specific
sub-categories. The resulting variables are analytical versions of [SCED}

and one proposal of such a simplified that comprises the whole range

of qualifications was made in [Section 6.3} The [ES-ISCED}

This procedure would allow the provision of very detailed cross-nationally
comparable data on educational attainment for later recoding (i. e. the opera-
tional version of [[SCED) alongside simplified data (i. e. some analytical version
of I[SCED). It would then be far easier to derive more specific education vari-
ables from the detailed harmonised variable than directly from the [CSEVE,
as has been done for the in this study. The only ‘drawbacks” would be
the initial effort to develop more detailed and the somewhat more de-
tailed coding effort, both implying higher costs of the survey (which cannot
be estimated here). However, this could partly be offset by the use of a cent-
ral infrastructure, taking this pressure off single survey organising bodies.
Considering how many researchers use educational attainment variables in
cross-national surveys in their work and would like to use high-quality and
probably also purpose-built educational attainment variables, an investiga-
tion into the feasibility of improving educational attainment measures in this

way would clearly be worth the effort.

In order to enable researchers to evaluate the harmonisation process, code
their own educational attainment measures and to cross-check the conclu-

sions reached by the [EC| it would also be highly recommendable that

provided the in their large cross-national data sets like
and the [EU-LFS, as is currently the case in the
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8.2.3 Summary recommendations

This section summarises the suggestions made above in brief statements
and are ordered according to who would need to take action in order for the
measurement of educational attainment to be improved in cross-national

sSurveys.

8.2.3.1 Recommendations to the international organisations

1. and other interested international organisations should
strengthen their efforts in the development and dissemination of
information resources and meta data concerning the ISCED}*33 These
documents should be promoted as standard tools for coding education
related information in surveys, as[ISCO 88 by the [[LO]is for occupation.

2. Outdated educational programmes and qualifications should be incor-
porated into the mappings in order to allow the consistent ap-
plication of to the educational attainment of the whole adult
population.

3. It should be investigated if funding could be obtained for either con-
ducting a cross-national survey on educational attainment and social
stratification processes since there are currently no cross-national data
available to study these in any greater detail, or to upgrade one of the
ongoing surveys (e. g. in order to fill this gap.

4. Educational attainment should be defined as an individual’s highest level
of education. Two complementary indicators of this general concept

can be specified: an individual’s highest educational qualification and

133 This would include information on past and current educational programmes and qualifica-
tions available throughout the world, such as alphabetical indices of educational programmes
and qualifications, and concise guidelines on how to implement and use in cross-
national surveys for the measurement of educational attainment. The implementation and
usage guidelines should include recommendations to survey organisers, national teams and
data users such as those mentioned in the next subsections.
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highest educational programme attended. From a human capital and
socialisation point of view, the highest qualification obtained and the
highest level of education attended are both core criteria. The highest
level of education attended is only relevant for individuals that fol-
lowed some further higher educational programme after achieving
their highest certificate. From a signalling or allocation point of view,
the highest qualification obtained is the only criterion. Which exact in-
dicator is chosen thus depends on the purpose of the survey and the
planned usage of the data. For general social surveys, covering both

indicators is recommended.

8.2.3.2 Recommendations to survey organisers and national teams

1. The target concept of educational attainment should be precisely spe-
cified in operational terms, and clear instructions should be given to
national teams in order to maximise the standardisation of measure-
ment across countries.

2. If the human capital, socialisation as well as the signalling/allocation
conceptualisation of educational attainment are to be operationalised,
both the highest educational programme attended (for a substantial
amount of time, say at least six months) and the highest certificate
obtained should be captured separately in the national questionnaires.

3. Actual years of education (not school-leaving age) should additionally
be covered (using a questionnaire item that gives precise instructions
to interviewers and respondents what and how to ‘count’), since it is

useful as a supplementary measure (which could e. g. be used to correct
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for measurement error), for validation purposes and for deriving hy-
pothetical years of education, as also suggested by [Park| (1999) for the

Current Population Survey.

. All formal educational certificates should be covered by the response

categories of the instruments for collecting data on educational attain-
ment, no matter in which sector of the educational system they were

achieved.

. In those countries where missing information on educational attain-

ment is common (say exceeds 5% of the sample), this should be a
priority for improving the country-specific measurement instrument

and interviewing strategies.

. ‘Other’ educational qualifications should be post-coded whenever pos-

sible in order to allow a clear assignment to levels of education and
reduce the amount of missing data. If this is impossible, cases with
‘other” qualifications should be treated as missing. Especially for-

eign educational qualifications should be catered for using an open

response and post-coding.

. If the is specified as the cross-national education classification to

be implemented, concise information on the and its implement-
ation in cross-national surveys should be obtained from the interna-

tional organisations and provided to national teams.

. The level of aggregation of categories in the data collection should

not be too high as to prevent harmonisation into I[SCED 97| (or [CASMIN).

Therefore, all qualifications that are assigned to distinct (or
MIN) categories must form separate categories in the data collection

instrument.34

134 Countries should be encouraged to make more distinctions since this is informative at the
national level.
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9. The mappings should be used for translating national educa-
tional qualifications into the scheme. Any deviations from the
official mappings should be justified and documented.

10. Respondents without educational certificates that have not completed
primary education should be coded as level o, not as missing.

11. Respondents without educational certificates that have completed
primary education should be coded as level 1.

12. Before publishing the data, the distributions should be checked for
consistency with the best external data currently available, published
in [OECDf's All substantial inconsistencies have to be accounted for
by the documented deviations from the official mappings. Data
quality checks should receive a higher priority than is currently the

case.

8.2.3.3 Recommendations to data coders and users

1. The theoretical background of the study should be informative with
respect to how educational attainment is operationalised for a specific
study.

— Actual years of education capture the time invested in education and
duration of the educational experience, but not output. It is therefore
unsuitable as a measure of educational attainment.

— Hypothetical years of education are conceptually unspecific and only
capture a vague ‘more’ or ‘less” of education received. This measure
should only be used as a control variable, i.e. when no substantive
interpretation of education effects is sought.

— Categorical measures of educational attainment can capture both the

amount/level as well as type/quality of education. Which quality
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aspects to use depends on the specific hypotheses to be tested (public
vs. private, elite vs. mainstream, vocational vs. general etc.). If
signalling plays a role in the underlying theory, a certificate based
measure of educational attainment should be used.

2. When aggregating categories, qualifications classified as 3Cs
(i.e. from short upper secondary vocational programmes) should be
included in level 2 rather than 3 since these qualifications are sub-
stantially lower than maturity certificates or ‘long’ vocational qualific-
ations.

3. The aggregation of vocational and general qualifications at some level
of education into one category should be avoided since this can atten-
uate education effects to such a degree as to render the results incom-
parable across countries.

4. As a general rule, sensitivity analyses should be performed, check-
ing the consequences of using different measures of educational at-
tainment. Results from previous studies should also be taken into
account in order to make sure that results are ‘real” rather than meas-

urement/harmonisation artifacts.

83 DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

There are a number of issues related to the quality of educational attainment
data that this study did not address. This section highlights some remaining
gaps that could be filled by future research, as well as some ways for this

study to be extended beyond its current scope.

Firstly, different amounts of missing data across countries could negatively
impact on the comparability of educational attainment distributions if miss-

ingness is not randomly distributed across all levels of education. A different
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composition of missing values with respect to the true educational attain-
ment across countries, given same amounts of missing values, is equally
problematic. However, in most countries missing data on the educational
attainment variable is relatively rare, so that the main challenge is to estim-
ate the consequences of unit non-response on the adequacy of educational

attainment distributions.

Secondly, this study was not concerned with random measurement error at
the level of individual survey respondents, but with aggregate data consist-
ency and validity. Although individual level reliability can be assumed to be
relatively high for factual variables like educational attainment (Alwin, 2007),
it would still be important to thoroughly study the reliability of educational
attainment data through other research designs, which however require dif-
ferent data. This is usually prevented because data sources lack multiple (in-
dependent) measures of educational attainment that could help diagnosing
unreliability: It is problematic to ask respondents for their highest educa-
tional qualification twice in one interview. However, using structural equa-
tion modelling techniques, measurement error could possibly be taken into
account if educational qualifications and years of education are regarded as
multiple indicators for educational attainment.’3> But if multiple indicators
of educational attainment are scaled in such a way, the signalling character
of specific education categories and the qualitative differentiation between
general and vocational education get lost, which is dissatisfactory from a

theoretical point of view.

Thirdly, there are many further aspects of education that could be the focus
of future research, such as fields of education and training (van de Werf:

horst, |2008| and articles in this special issue of the International Journal of

Work in this direction is currently ongoing at the University of Amsterdam (PhD project of
Heike Schroder).
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Comparative Sociology), adult/lifelong learning or differentiation of types
of educational institutions (public vs. private; elite institutions, religious
institutions etc.). actually contains a classification of fields of edu-
cation and training that has not yet been evaluated from a substantive and
methodological point of view. There are reasons to expect that the cross-
national harmonisation of subject areas is not straightforward because of
cross-national differences in the historical development of subject differenti-
ation. Also the usefulness of this classification in terms of the aggregations

it suggests is unclear.

Fourthly, the measures evaluated in this study also could have been be
coded differently, or different instruments from other surveys could have
been used. For example, it is possible that some other way of collecting in-
formation on actual years of education is more suitable than the one chosen in
the Since no survey however includes several measures of actual years
of education, the performance of different such instruments cannot be easily
compared. Equally, hypothetical years of education could have been derived
differently, e.g. by always assigning the modal actual years of education to a
given country-specific education category. Also, duration-based and certific-
ate based measures could have been combined in one model like in Goodman

(1979a).

Finally, the European Communities recently published the European Qual-
ifications Framework for Lifelong Learning , which defines eight
levels of learning outcomes in terms of knowledge, competences and skills
(European Commission, 2008a). It does not aim to be a statistical classific-
ation, but a reference tool “to promote citizens” mobility between countries
and to facilitate their lifelong learning” (European Commission, 2008a, p. 3).

Because of its novelty and thus lacking information on its actual uses, the
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EQF| was not covered in this study. It remains to be seen if the will be

used in the future for data collections on educational attainment.

As a next step to complement the results of this study, it would be desirable
to extend the scope of countries and outcome variables used for the construct
validation. It would be important to know if the results of this study can be
generalised to other outcome variables (such as health as well as specific
social behaviours, attitudes and values that are known to be closely related
to educational attainment, e.g. anti-immigrant attitudes and social parti-
cipation) or if the degree of differentiation of educational attainment vari-
ables required for cross-national research differs across outcome variables.
If this were the case, the conclusions reached here were restricted to social
stratification processes, which could make the improvement of especially the
less pressing for the organisers of cross-national surveys if they are not
concerned with social stratification. However, for theoretical reasons, social
stratification is often of interest also if the main focus of a study lies in social
attitudes, social networks or political participation: Societal hierarchies are
one of the most important explanatory factors of individual characteristics

and behaviour in the social sciences.

It would also be important to see if the proposed is applicable bey-
ond the European countries used in this study, especially other coun-
tries such as the [U or Japan that in principle show a similar or even higher
level of educational development, but different educational structures. Fi-
nally, if measures of the different aspects of educational attainment were
available, i. e. highest level of education attended, completed, and qualifica-
tions achieved, it could also be evaluated if qualifications are actually a suf-
ficient indicator of educational attainment or if uncertified education needs

to be covered as well.
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A final issue of concern is the influence of choice of control variables. In this
study, only a minimal set of controls—age and sex—was used. This choice is
justified by the fact that these two variables are the only ones that are consist-
ently controlled for in all individual level studies. It is possible that the ad-
dition of further explanatory or control variables changes the required level
of detail of educational attainment variables. Especially introducing meas-
ures of ability, which explain educational attainment effects to a substantial
degree, could make a difference. This issue however so largely depends on
the specific situation that individual researchers will have to do sensitivity
analyses in order to check which level of aggregation is defendable for a

specific kind of analysis.

8.4 OUTLOOK

Education policy and academic research need good data. Relying on bad
quality data or producing results of limited relevance could lead to policy
decisions based on flawed information, which can have potentially negative
consequences for future generations. For example, the highly aggregated
education measures used in the and in the systematically un-
derestimate associations involving educational attainment in countries with
highly stratified educational systems. Results such as those published by the
European Commission (2008b) would imply that the German educational
system promotes equality of educational opportunity, and could thus be
used by the government to defend the highly tiered structure of the Ger-
man educational system. Fortunately social stratification researchers famil-
iar with the German case know that these results are misrepresenting the
realities in [DE} and can show this clearly through sensitivity analyses like the

ones performed here in or by Miiller and Klein| (2008). However,
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since the country-specific education variables are not published for the
data on which |[European Commission| (2008b) was based, these specific
results cannot be rectified. Also, it is questionable if policy makers would
pay attention to academic research that disproves their policy preferences if
the [EC| publishes results that fit their world view better. Then we end up
with a purely political debate which does not take empirical evidence into
account at all, rendering the investments in research (both academic and

official) futile.

Let’s put aside for a moment all considerations of practicality, such as re-
sources for surveys, the ‘politics” of data collection, and analytic possibilit-
ies, and reflect a little bit more on how we could avoid cross-national dif-
ferences getting ‘lost in harmonisation” without throwing the baby out with
the bathwater by claiming that comparative research is the wrong way to
go anyway. How would rich educational attainment data look that allowed
us to confidently draw conclusions about actual differences between coun-
tries, while clearly excluding the possibility of measurement artefacts like

aggregation error?

First of all, we must acknowledge that the ‘greatest common denominator’
has not yet been achieved by the most commonly used cross-national meas-
ures of educational attainment. Secondly, too often researchers simplify edu-
cational attainment in a country in stereotypical ways so that the measure
reflects only an ideal-typical organisation of the educational system, which
is often inadequate with respect to the ongoing blurring of the dividing
lines between traditionally separate tracks and types of education and the
spread of non-typical educational careers (see e. g. Hillmert and Jacob) 2003}
Smith and Garnier, 1987). For example, the vocational and general educa-

tion systems are far less divided in [DE| than often presented: There are voca-
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tional gymnasia at the upper secondary level, and other vocational schools
providing university entrance certificates (such as Fachoberschule and Berufs-
oberschule). The increasing amount of entirely school-based vocational edu-
cation in DE| or completion of vocational training after achievement of the
Abitur are other cases in point, and more could be quoted. Since only quali-
fications obtained but neither awarding institutions nor educational careers
are commonly captured in surveys, nobody can tell what this differentiation
means in terms of access to post-secondary education and later stratifica-
tion processes.’3® As is currently the trend with occupational attainment
and social class measures (‘microclasses’, e.g. Grusky and Weeden, 2001;
Jonsson et al., 2009; Weeden and Grusky, [2005), researchers should aim
at disaggregating educational attainment in its constituent elements such
as curriculum placement, institutions attended and certificates obtained for
both country specific as well as cross-national research. The lack of detailed
source data (in contrast to detailed occupation codes for constructing “micro-
classes’) however prevents this with currently available cross-national data.
There is usually no information available on dimensions such as graduation
from elite or mainstream institutions, public or private/religious institutions,
free or fee-paying institutions, school based or combined school/work based
(dual) programmes, and the like. Most of this information could be acquired

with quite simple questionnaire items.

Maybe we have not yet exhausted all possibilities to incorporate national
specificities in quantitative comparative research. I would thus call for some
imaginative departures from our ‘modelling habits”: Comparative research
might be conducted more fruitfully by actually steering away from the all-

too-common assumption that maximum harmonisation is necessary in or-

136 For a similar argument with respect to the French educational system, see Smith and Garnier

(1987).
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der to compare countries, which usually works under the assumption that
we need one measure of educational attainment with the same number of
non-empty categories for each country. As already Przeworski and Teune
(1966) argue (although for a different domain of inquiry), reliable and valid
conclusions from cross-national research can only be made by combining
cross-national and country-specific indicators: “single, identical indicators
can only rarely be assumed to signify the same complex phenomenon in all
societies” (Przeworski and Teune} 1966, p.553). Why don’t we just use all in-
formation available on national specificities in comparative studies in order
to maximally allow for cross-national differences, rather than ‘harmonising
them away’? Sample sizes are not the only limiting factor; our lack of creativ-

ity on how to combine cross-national and country-specific data is another.

From a theoretical point of view, it might also make more sense to compare
a low number of carefully selected countries in depth, using detailed edu-
cational attainment measures, rather than using all countries available in a
cross-national survey and force the educational attainment measure in all
countries to be simplified to become ‘comparable” to the least informative
measure used amongst all countries (see e.g. Ebbinghaus, |2005). Maxim-
ising the number of countries to be compared without proper theoretical
reflection on the suitability of a specific choice of countries for drawing theor-
etical inferences only moves us back to a “black box approach” of comparing
countries (Scheuch), |2000). Finally,

“... for an adequate design and analysis in comparative research

a social scientist needs to know quite a bit about countries other

than his native one. Consequently, it has become Best Practice to

work in teams with at least one native for each of the countries
included in a study” (Scheuch, 2000, p.74).
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If cross-national research is a collaborative project, building methodological
expertise and even an infrastructure supporting cross-national research is a
collective endeavour. This expertise and infrastructure has grown substan-
tially in the last decades, thanks to the commitment of individual research-
ers, experts in international organisations and bureaucrats. This growth in
methodological expertise can and will continue, improving the data and in-
formation resources available for empirical social science research and the
monitoring of educational systems. The provision of better cross-national
measures for educational attainment in comparative surveys is primarily
the survey organisers’ responsibility. However, it would be helpful to ac-
cumulate the expertise from different cross-national surveys through joint
workshops or conferences, and include the expertise from e. g. survey
research methods centres and other institutions. The ultimate goal could
be a supra-national infrastructure serving as a central contact point for de-
veloping and documenting harmonised demographic background variables
for cross-national research to be derived from country-specific ‘state-of-the-
art’ instruments. This institution could also consult cross-national survey
organisers and national teams taking part in cross-national surveys on im-
plementing such measures in surveys and researchers on how to use them.
One prospect for this mission in the European context is the Council of
European Social Science Data Archives (CESSDA), which is currently invest-
igating requirements and priorities for a social science data harmonisation
infrastructure. Since both, academics as well as policy makers, have a strong
interest in high quality data on educational attainment, it can be hoped that

collaboration between these ‘two sides” will also grow further in the future.

However, compared to the work on occupational classification and measure-

ment (Elias| 1997; Evans, 1992, [1996; |[Evans and Mills, |1998; Prandy, 1999a;
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Rose and Pevalin, 2002), the methodological tool-set for measuring educa-
tional attainment cross-nationally still hugely trails behind. Why is that so?
The academic community has maybe for too long accepted employment and
the occupational structure to be the (only?) backbone of modern societies.
It is time to adequately reflect the role educational systems and attainment
play in social processes. To be sure, it is clear that the educational system
and educational attainment have had already an important place in sociolo-
gical research for a long time, and the studies have sparked research on
skills and competences in recent years. There is however a mismatch in its
theoretical importance and in the methodological rigour with which educa-
tion is conceptualised, measured and analysed. If today’s societies are in fact
‘knowledge societies’, the neglect of basic research and technical infrastruc-
ture in the area of education statistics is indeed very hard to understand.

This study then forms a mere starting point.
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BACKGROUND DATA ON THE ESS, EU-SILC AND EU-LES

TABLE A.1: Response rates in the and the

Country ESS EU-SILC 2005 EU-LFS
1 [BSS[2 3  Households  Respondents 2005
60.6 62.4 64.0 63 100 89.3
59.3 61.2 61.0 60 98 79.3

. . 64.8 83.3
33.0 48.6 50.0 82
. . 67.3 21 100 97.2
43.0 55.3 . 65 100 80.2
53.7 51.0 52.9 67 99 95.6
68.4 64.2 50.8 70 100 63.4
. 79.1 65.0 87 98 74.9
53.6 54.9 66.2 74 97 80.4
73.3 70.7 64.4 85 100 83.2
43.1 43.6 46.0 84 99 80.9
79.6 78.8 . 83 99 n.a.
70.3 65.9 66.0 62 100 87.5
64.4 62.5 56.8 72 100 90.9
70.9 .
. 51.3 75 100 82.1
434 59.3 86 100 90.6
72 99 87.6
43.2 50.1 . 71 100 33
. . 71.2 74 28 78.6
67.8 64.3 59.8 30 100 86.6
65.0 66.2 64.4 72 99 88
72.2 73.7 70.1 71 925 78.8
68.8 71.2 72.7 20 100 87.4
71.8 96
. . 69.5
69.0 65.4 65.5 80 100 82.2
71.8 70.2 64.9 64 100 83.8
62.7 73.2 92 100 93.1
50.7 . 85.1
. 66.6 66.4
55.0 50.6 52.1 70 100 65.9
33 43.6 46 30.0 95.0 33
max 79.6 79.1 73.2 92 100 97.2
mean 60.4 61.6 63.1 73.5 99.3 82.3

Sources: |Billiet and Pleysierl ; |Eurostat|

2007b||dl |2008a

; l]owell and the Central Co-ordinatingl

Team (005 oo

Philippens and Billiet| (2003

Symons et al.

’

(o)
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DISTRIBUTIONS OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT IN THE
ESS, EU-SILC AND EU-LFS

TaBLE B.1: Distribution of educational attainment in the first three
rounds 2002-2007, variable edulvl in %

Country Round lﬁ" 5CE |categor1es N
1 2 3 4 5 6

2 1.2 15.0 47.3 20.9 6.2 . 94 1494

3 0.5 140 488 172  9.9* 96l T 1587
1 13 84 186  38.1 : 172 164 1186
2 0.8 81 172 394 : 184 160 1161
3 05 188 58F 122¢F 266F 354t 0.6 1141
1 0.8 . 98 579 135 142 3.9 1460
2 15 . 8.8 58.6 12.9 15.8 24 1502
3¢ 1.0 3.61 66 558 43T 269*T 18 1249
cZ, 1 0.3 . 71 775 29 110 12 824
2 0.4 . 93 781 2.8 9.1 0.4* 2012
DE 1 1.1 57  60.9 64 247 12 1961
DE| 2 15 6.3 58.9 6.8 254 1.0 1870
DE 3¢ 0.9 46 499 125 312* 0.9 1894
DK] 1 0.1 03 158 491 136 202 0.9 1050
DK 2¢ 0.3 05 134 378 1597 311"t 1.1 1032
DK 3 0.4 09 129 354 135 356 1.2 1044
2 0.1 0.7 9.1 46.3 87 333 1.9 1190
3¢ 0.0 02 117 440 1797 2191 44*  go1
1 10.8 181 214 210 9.0  19.0 0.8 1047
E 2 . . . . . . . 1064

c 15.8* 157t 244t 177t 13t 243 08 6

3 7.3* 189 266 229 12 222 0.9 1233
FI 1 03 122 162 376 : 325 1.1 1305
I 2 0.2 9.9 12.5* 388 . 36.6 2.1 1314
FI 3 1.2* 91 106 388 : 38.2 21 1218
1 62 126 303 35 172 117 185 996
2 57 114 299 58 167 129 177 1215
3¢ 6.8 89 328 27 181 145 162 1412
1 50 264 191 319 48 122 0.7 1555
2¢ 28 271 172 316 7.1% 140 0.3 1481
1 36 205 337 257 : 9.2 74 1099
2¢ 1.4 147+ 238t 327+ 307 232¢T  1.3* 1033
3 0.0%1  22.9*1 32.7¢t 278" 15T 136 14 961

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE B.1: Distribution of educational attainment in the first three
rounds 2002-2007, variable edulvl in % (continued)

liSCED categories N
2 3

4 5 6

Country Round
ountry Roun =7 3

1 29 144 243 237 191 6.8 8.6 1413
2 29 137 212 281% 179 10.9*  52* 1559
3 3.5 82* 192 225 232 110  125% 1137
1 13 154 355 380 1.8 6.3 1.6 855
2¢ 07 11.9* 325 397 097 124*T 19 1022
1 0.7 242 92 389 24 238 0.9 o910
2 2.7% 234 121% 360 4.4* 205 0.9 1116
1 0.5 44 336 306 64 242 0.3 1721
2 0.4 56 300 294 6.9 269 0.7 1338
3 1.0 48  255% 307 92 287 02 1338
1 0.1 0.1 93 538 29 266 7.2 1470
2t 0.2 0.0 164" 31.9* 89 259 168" 1257
3 0.3 0.0 11.1% 330 111 433* 1.1 1211
1 0.7 171 337 272 5.2 44 116 1311
2¢ 05 147 345 304t 59 28t 112 1116
3 03 164 352 287 4.6 26 121 1084
1 59 538 154 165 : 8.4 0.1 938
2 46 556 133 1541 : 1047 07 1223
3¢ 45 529 143 161 : 11.6 0.7 1363
1 0.3 163 242 209 . 174 209 1354
2 0.9 168 213 229 : 163 217 1285
3¢ 0.8 4.0t 150t 37.5* ) 40.6*T  2.0*T 1276
1 36 186 266 309 73 120 0.9 988
2 22 160 276 333 64 135 1.1 881
3 1.8 164 266  29.8 6.8 169 1.7 945
2 0.8 : 102 721 35 123 1.1 951
3 g 15t 97 707 37 136 0.8 1132
2 0.2 1.7 46 310 447 27 151 1201
3 0.1 14 70* 303 40.8* 17 185* 1216
1 0.1 05 475 129 116 265 1.0 1364
3 0.0 02 403" 114 108  354* 18 1543

Source: European Social Survey 2002-2007, own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using
the design weight (dweight). Only countries that participated in at least two rounds are shown.

Notes:

¢ = changed in this round;

t = Composition of category with respect to country-specific categories contributing to it
changed in this round. If the changed, affected categories are marked;

1 = Data source changed in this round (from register to survey data);

* = Statistically significant (p < 0.05) change in category size compared to the previous round
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TaBLE B.2: Distribution of educational attainment in the

2004—2006 according to ISCED o7, %

Country Year |EU-SILC| |ISCED| categories N
<1 1 2 3 4 5&6

2004 6.8 18.9 47.7 10.5 16.0 6330

2005 0.7 17.8 51.6 2.8 20.1 7187

2006 1.1 17.6 52.6 92 19.5 8026
2004 5.1 9.5 15.1 33.9 25 339 6773
2005 5.3 8.6 14.5 32.8 2.6 36.1 6467
2006 4.9 8.1 13.7 324 33 37.6 7688
2005 3.0 17.3 103 365 2.7 30.1 5978
2006 3.1 16.8 10.0 36.5 2.9 30.8 5744
CcZ, 2005 : 0.3 9.4 75.1 1.8 13.5 5742
CZ, 2006 0.2 0.1 2.1 76.1 1.2 13.3 9767
DE 2005 1.2 77 434 8.8 39.0 16321
DE 2006 25 12.6 52.0 9.6 233 16743
DK| 2004 0.5 26.0 46.4 0.1 27.1 9706
DK 2005 0.3 253 46.0 0.1 28.3 8477
DK| 2006 0.3 24.9 45.6 0.1 29.0 8026
2004 0.3 1.1 104 49.0 8.8 30.5 5525
2005 0.2 0.9 2.8 47.9 10.8 30.3 5783
2006 0.2 0.7 10.1 48.0 2.8 31.2 7705
2004 2.3 19.3 294 20.6 0.2 28.2 20827
2005 2.1 26.6 21.2 20.2 1.9 28.1 19946
2006 2.1 24.0 22.9 20.7 14 28.9 18656
FI 2004 215 441 0.3 34.0 16043
Il 2005 204 44.3 0.3 35.1 15879
2006 19.9 43.2 0.4 36.5 15111
2004  16.1 8.9 7.5 43.0 14 23.2 12801
2005  15.1 8.9 7.1 43.1 1.4 243 12474
2006 147 8.2 7.2 433 15 25.0 12823
2004 0.7 30.1 11.5 31.2 53 21.2 8887
2005 0.6 28.9 11.2 315 5.6 222 7731
2006 0.5 29.1 11.8 315 5.7 214 7902
2005 0.6 16 220 585 0.6 16.8 9702
2006 0.2 2.8 17.1 58.3 32 18.4 10757
2004 0.9 20.3 20.9 21.3 9.4 27.3 6745
2005 0.7 19.6 20.5 20.9 9.7 28.6 7205
2006 0.6 18.7 20.1 20.6 9.8 30.2 6800
2004 1.7 308 368 7.9 22.8 4401
2005 1.2 292 35.9 9.2 24.6 4375
I 2006 1.0 284 34.9 9.1 26.7 0
1S 4309

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE B.2: Distribution of educational attainment in the
2004-2006 according to % (continued)

Country  Year IEU—SILC ISCED| categories N
<1 1 2 3 4 5&6

2004 3.1 15.9 33.1 325 4.1 11.3 34586
2005 1.8 15.5 32.8 31.6 54 13.0 31286
2006 1.8 13.7 33.1 315 6.4 13.5 30196

2005 0.3 1.6 2.9 35.6 27.4 25.3 6299
2006 0.5 14 9.6 34.9 27.2 26.5 6234
2004 0.4 26.2 10.0 37.1 2.6 23.7 5414
2005 0.3 25.0 10.2 36.7 25 25.2 5445
2006 0.5 24.5 10.1 36.5 2.8 25.6 5784
2005 0.8 124 4.1 50.6 12.3 19.9 4816
2006 0.2 0.8 14.0 51.9 11.6 215 5411

2005 0.4 6.1 20.9 37.6 3.3 31.7 12882
2006 0.4 5.9 21.0 37.8 3.6 31.3 12771

2004 2.7 0.1 10.3 53.5 3.1 30.4 8583
2005 0.2 0.1 9.8 54.7 3.1 32.0 8252
2006 0.1 0.1 214 42.5 32 32.7 7687
2005 0.6 14.7 . 64.1 3.8 16.8 24785
2006 0.6 13.7 . 63.9 4.3 17.6 22871
2004 6.8 52.3 14.8 12.3 . 13.8 7444
2005 5.7 53.2 14.5 13.2 0.2 13.2 6727
2006 5.1 53.4 14.7 13.6 0.4 12.8 6376
2004 . 6.6 8.6 46.0 6.9 31.8 7346
2005 . 5.1 8.7 46.3 7.6 32.3 7894
2006 . 54 2.1 46.4 6.3 32.8 8891

2005 0.5 20.1 2.6 59.1 6.0 11.7 15839
2006 0.4 13.5 7.6 59.9 4.0 14.6 18228

(SIS R 2 EEE EEE EE T E | ZE EE EEE] EEEEE

2005 0.1 0.1 74 74.9 . 17.5 8604
2006 0.1 0.3 6.0 75.1 . 18.5 8285
2005 0.1 . 19.6 39.3 5.8 35.3 12319
2006 0.2 . 235 37.5 3.7 35.1 11253

Source: 2004—2006, cross-sectional files from Eurostat. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted
using the cross-sectional weighting factor (pbo40).

Notes: Since nearly all differences across years are statistically significant, they are not marked in this
table as in[Table B.1l




TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to Yo

Country Year Quarter EU-LFS|ISCED|categories N
<1 1 2 3Cs 3 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q1 . . 21.2 . . . 55.6 . 6.6 . . 9.3 7.3 . 30895
2003 Q2 . . 21.7 . . . 56.1 . 6.9 . . 8.2 7.0 . 27760
2003 Q3 . . 19.8 . . . 57.0 . 7.4 . . 8.3 7.6 . 29847
2003 Q4 . . 20.9 . . . 56.7 . 7.1 . . 7.7 7.6 . 27082
2004 Q1 . . 20.1 3.7 . . 48.3* . . 9.1 . 9.4 8.8 0.5 24712
2004 Q2 . . 19.8 3.5 . . 49.5 . . 8.7 . 2.1 8.8 0.5 27003
2004 Q3 . . 19.8 35 . . 49.8 . . 8.8 . 9.0 8.7 0.4 27663
2004 Q4 . . 19.5 35 . . 50.6 . . 8.4 . 2.0 8.6 0.4 27956
2005 Q1 . . 19.5 3.5 . . 50.7 . . 8.5 . 8.9 8.6 0.4 28084
2005 Q2 . . 20.0 34 . . 50.5 . . 8.5 . 8.8 8.5 0.4 28136
2005 Q3 . . 19.4 34 . . 50.3 . . 9.3 . 3.6 8.6 0.4 27911
2005 Q4 . . 18.7 3.6 . . 50.1 . . 9.6 . 8.4 2.0 0.5 27876
2003 Q1 . 179 211 . . 85 233 1.0 157 122 0.4 15202
2003 Q2 . 18.1 20.5 . . 87 233 1.1 154 124 0.4 15174
2003 Q3 . 16.8  20.1 . . 85 234 1.1 163 134 0.4 15176
2003 Q4 . 162 21.1 . . 7.8 241 1.1 16,5 127 0.4 15353
2004 Q1 . 16.7 19.6 . . 83 235 . 1.3 . . 16.7 134 0.5 15991
2004 Q2 . 16.6 19.8 . . 2.1 23.5 . 1.2 . . 16.8 12.6 0.4 15705
2004 Q3 . 16.0 187 . . 93 238 . 14 . . 16.9 135 0.4 15726
2004 Q4 . 15.9 195 . . 92 236 . 1.2 . . 16.6 135 0.4 15847
2005 Q1 6.1 9.6 18.6 . . 88 2438 . 1.8 . . 164 133 0.5 15753
2005 Q2 5.7 2.8 19.1 . . 8.7 240 . 2.0 . . 17.1 13.2 0.5 15449
2005 Q3 5.0 10.5 18.1 . . 20 2338 . 1.8 . . 18.0 13.2 0.5 15271
2005 Q4 50 100 181 . . 92 247 . 1.6 . . 176 134 0.4 15074

Continued on the next page

Mxoo1rno t'g

LyE



TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to % (continued)

EU-LFS|ISCED|categories

Country Year Quarter N
<1 1 2 3Cs 3 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q2 52 196 9.2 1.3 32.5 2.8 10.6  18.6 0.3 5649
2004 Q2 4.3 19.6 10.5 1.3 32.0 2.9 11.0 18.2 0.2 5583
2004 Q3 40 191 10.1 1.1 334 24 1.2 183 0.3 5639
2004 Q4 35 188 107 0.9 339 22 114 185 0.2 5542
2005 Q1 34 196 108 0.9 33.8 23 11.1 17.9 0.3 5412
2005 Q2 29 194 115 0.9 34.6 3.0 105 169 0.4 5222
2005 Q3 2.5 19.0 10.4 0.8 35.6 3.3 11.1 16.8 0.5 5188
2005 Q4 22 186 10.0 0.6 36.3 2.6 11.9 17.3 0.5 5216
2003 Q1 0.2 0.1 1.5 1.2 03 420 314 14 03 11.0 0.5 33724
2003 Q2 0.2 0.1 1.3 1.9 07* 409 316 14 02 111 0.6 33815
2003 Q3 0.2 0.1 11.0 24 09 404 315 14 02 113 0.6 33937
2003 Q4 0.2 0.1 10.9 3.0 1.1 399 312 1.5 0.3 11.3 0.6 34209
2004 Q1 0.1 0.1 10.9 33 1.3 391 314 15 04 113 0.6 34776
2004 Q2 0.1 0.1 10.8 32 1.2 390 317 1.6 04 114 0.6 35097
2004 Q3 0.1 0.1 10.7 43.2*  32.1 1.6 04 112 0.6 35054
2004 Q4 0.1 0.1 10.6 429 322 1.7 05 115 0.6 35114
2005 Q1 0.1 0.1 10.3 42.7 324 1.7 0.5 11.6 0.6 35146
2005 Q2 0.1 0.1 9.9 424 326 1.7 0.6 119 0.6 34950
2005 Q3 0.1 0.1 9.7 426 328 1.7 05 120 0.5 34712
2005 Q4 0.1 0.1 9.7 425 326 1.8 0.6 122 0.5 34808

Continued on the next page

(4149

SAT-NH ANV DT1IS-Nd ‘SSH HHIL NI INAWNIVLILV TVNOILVONdd 40 SNOILNAIILSIA q



TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to % (continued)

Country Year Quarter EU-LFS|ISCED|categories N
<1 1 2 3Cs 3 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q2 26 139 534 5.9 99 127 1.7 173666
2004 Q2 24 13.7 52.7 6.1 10.3 13.3 1.6 170587
2005 Q1 3.3 129 53.1 6.4 97 134 1.2* 56178
2005 Q2 32 137 51.9% 6.6 96 139 1.2 64391
2005 Q3 32 142 51.3 6.4 9.7 142 1.2 65627
2005 Q4 34 142 50.7 6.6 2.9 141 1.2 72488
2003 Q1 0.9 0.4 17.2 1.8 0.1 43.8 4.1 0.1 0.0 6.7 244 0.5 9278
2003 Q2 0.7 0.2 17.2 1.6 0.0 446 3.8 0.0 00 6.8 246 0.3 8822
2003 Q3 0.7 02 el 1.7 0.0 45.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 7.1 24.8 0.4 8428
2003 Q4 0.8 03 164 1.7 0.0 447 4.3 0.0 0.0 70 244 0.4 8379
2004 Q1 0.8 05 164 1.7 43.9 3.7 0.0 0.0 76 249 0.4 8979
2004 Q2 1.0 03 156 1.6 44.5 44 0.0 0.0 72 249 0.3 8823
2004 Q3 0.9 0.3 14.9 1.7 44.6 4.2 0.0 0.1 79 250 0.3 8309
2004 Q4 0.9 02 el 1.9 43.9 3.8 0.0 0.1 77 250 0.3 8375
2005 Q1 0.9 02 165 1.7 43.5 3.8 0.0 0.0 74 255 0.5 8389
2005 Q2 1.1 0.2 16.0 1.5 44.3 3.8 0.0 0.0 72 253 0.4 8334
2005 Q3 1.2 04 158 1.7 43.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 78 257 0.4 8324
2005 Q4 1.0 0.4 15.7 1.7 43.3 4.0 0.0 0.1 78 258 0.4 8252
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TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to % (continued)

Country Year Quarter EU-LFS|ISCED|categories N
<1 1 2 3Cs 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q1 0.3 1.2 110 52 12 427 8.4 11.0 185 0.4 2559
2003 Q2 0.2 0.8 10.9 6.1 0.8 415 2.4 12.1 18.0 0.2 2518
2003 Q3 0.2 0.7 104 5.9 1.3 421 8.7 116 190 0.2 2605
2003 Q4 0.3 05 103 7.0 0.8 425 7.6 114 195 0.3 2642
2004 Q1 0.3 05 104 6.9 1.3 413 7.9 123 1838 0.4 2513
2004 Q2 0.3 0.7 102 6.9 0.7 409 8.9 11.6 195 0.3 2365
2004 Q3 0.4 0.7 103 7.1% 420 8.2 105 205 0.1 2342
2004 Q4 0.3 0.5 10.5 8.0 422 7.4 11.2 196 0.4 2415
2005 Q1 0.2 0.7 9.8 7.7 422 7.4 11.8 196 0.5 2470
2005 Q2 0.4 0.3 10.4 69 413 7.1 114 216 0.5 2300
2005 Q3 0.5 0.7 102 64 415 6.5 10.6  22.8 0.7 2311
2005 Q4 0.3 0.7 10.1 57 431 7.0 104 224 0.4 2463
2003 Q1 1.5 291 26.5 0.3 17.5 0.1 7.1 17.6 0.3 93216
2003 Q2 14 285 269 0.3 17.6 0.1 72 176 0.3 93380
2003 Q3 14 285 26.4 0.4 18.0 0.1 7.1 17.7 0.3 92527
2003 Q4 14 279 265 0.4 18.1 0.1 72 181 0.3 93936
2004 Q1 14 272 265 0.4 18.2 0.1 7.2 18.5 0.4 94428
2004 Q2 1.3 268 265 0.4 18.5 0.1 7.5 18.5 0.4 94217
2004 Q3 1.3 265 266 0.4 18.6 0.1 76 185 0.4 92356
2004 Q4 14 26.1 26.6 0.4 . 18.8 0.1 75 186 0.4 93103
2005 Q1 1.0* 255 255 0.3 0.1 20.0 0.1 79 191 0.5 84952
2005 Q2 1.0 235% 268 0.3 0.1 20.0 0.1 82 195 0.6 83634
2005 Q3 1.0 227 272 0.3 0.1 20.1 0.1 8.5 19.4 0.6 81478
2005 Q4 09 223 275 0.3 0.1 20.2 0.1 87 193 0.6 82053
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TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to % (continued)

EU-LFS|ISCED|categories

Country Year Quarter N
<1 1 2 3Cs 3 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q1 14.5 9.6 42.3 03 169 15.6 0.9 26405
2003 Q2 143 102 425 02 170 151 0.7 26083
2003 Q3 13.9 2.8 42.8 02 170 15.6 0.7 26153
2003 Q4 13.7 9.9 429 03 170 15.6 0.7 26349
2004 Q1 134 9.6 423 03 172 164 0.8 26362
2004 Q2 12.9 9.6 43.3 03 169 16.4 0.7 25596
2004 Q3 12.8 9.4 43.7 02 168 164 0.7 25664
2004 Q4 12.2 9.7 43.5 0.2 168 16.9 0.8 26151
2005 Q1 12.0 9.6 43.0 03 170 17.3 0.8 25970
2005 Q2 11.1 9.8 44.3 03 166 171 0.8 25247
2005 Q3 11.2 10.0 44.0 03 Tle64 17.3 0.8 25368
2005 Q4 11.1 10.1 44.1 03 162 173 0.8 25663
2003 Q1 1.2 147 194 297 117 0.1 2.0 13.5 0.6 44604
2003 Q2 1.2 144 195 295 118 0.1 92 137 0.6 43945
2003 Q3 1.3 145 197 296 118 0.1 9.0 135 0.6 42403
2003 Q4 1.3 143 198 294 118 0.1 93 135 0.5 44288
2004 Q1 1.3 141 19.4 296 119 0.1 24 136 0.6 44779
2004 Q2 1.3 13.9 19.6 29.1 12.1 0.1 2.6 13.7 0.6 44453
2004 Q3 1.3 137 1938 293 121 0.1 95 137 0.6 42969
2004 Q4 1.3 131 19.8 288 124 0.1 928 139 0.6 44843
2005 Q1 1.1 13.1 19.4 288 126 0.1 10.0 143 0.6 44662
2005 Q2 1.1 133 192 289 128 0.1 98 142 0.6 44336
2005 Q3 1.0 13.2 19.4 28.6 12.8 0.1 10.1 14.1 0.6 42878
2005 Q4 1.0 13.4 19.2 284 12.9 0.1 10.2 14.2 0.6 43647
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TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to % (continued)

Country Year Quarter EU-LFS|ISCED|categories N
<1 1 2 3Cs 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q1 12 332 105 2.3 03 274 6.8 49 133 0.2 39039
2003 Q2 1.1 33.2 9.9 2.5 05 276 6.7 54 13.0 0.2 38463
2003 Q3 1.0 329 10.2 24 05 277 6.8 54 13.0 0.2 38387
2003 Q4 1.0 326 103 24 04 277 7.0 53 13.0 0.2 38179
2004 Q1 . 302 108 2.3 03 277 8.2 59 142 0.4 42162
2004 Q2 09 296 108 2.5 02 274 8.1 6.0 142 0.4 42823
2004 Q3 0.9 294 10.7 2.5 02 277 8.2 6.0 14.0 0.4 42651
2004 Q4 0.8  29.1 10.7 25 0.2 280 8.2 6.1 14.1 0.4 42255
2005 Q1 0.8 290 108 2.6 0.2 281 8.2 6.0 139 0.4 41865
2005 Q2 08 286 109 25 02 282 8.2 6.1 14.1 0.4 41447
2005 Q3 0.8 281 11.0 2.5 03 284 8.4 6.0 143 0.3 41284
2005 Q4 08 276 109 2.5 03 285 8.6 6.1 144 0.3 40724
2003 Q1 23 243 293 275 1.6 0.1 14.7 0.2 49925
2003 Q2 22 238 294 278 1.6 0.1 14.9 0.2 47626
2003 Q3 23 236 29.1 27.9 1.6 0.1 15.1 0.3 46027
2003 Q4 22 231 290 280 1.7 0.1 15.6 0.3 45792
2004 Q1 22 228 28.7 282 1.7 0.1 16.0 0.3 45276
2004 Q2 2.1 22.8 28.7  28.1 1.7 02 le6.2 0.3 44713
2004 Q3 20 226 28.7  28.0 1.8 0.2 165 0.3 44161
2004 Q4 1.9 222 29.1 28.0 1.7 02 164 0.3 43016
2005 Q1 1.8 223 292 279 1.8 0.2 16.4 0.3 42481
2005 Q2 1.9 221 293 278 1.9 02 165 0.3 42082
2005 Q3 1.8 216 296 279 1.9 0.2 1le6.6 0.3 42284
2005 Q4 1.7 212 29.9  28.1 2.0 0.2 166 0.3 41840
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TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to % (continued)

EU-LFS|ISCED|categories

Country Year Quarter N
<1 1 2 3Cs 3 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q1 0.6 194 192 0.1 17.3 5.6 12.1 96 155 0.5 50760
2003 Q2 0.6 185 191 0.3 9.1* 14.0* 11.7 929 le4 0.5 50386
2003 Q3 0.6 184 19.2 0.1 20.2* 3.9* 114 103 15.5 0.4 47493
2003 Q4 06 180 190 . 20.8 37 113 103 159 0.4 47974
2004 Q1 06 178 189 0.1 208 3.7 1.1 106 161 0.5 45955
2004 Q2 06 177 187 0.1 24.2% 105 105 173 0.4 43332
2004 Q3 0.6 183 187 0.1 24.1 107 104 168 0.5 41022
2004 Q4 0.6 17.9 18.5 0.1 244 10.5 104 17.3 0.5 44326
2005 Q1 0.5 17.4 18.5 0.1 24.2 108 107 174 0.5 43708
2005 Q2 05 167 181 0.1 24.6 109 107 179 0.5 45645
2005 Q3 05 165 182 0.1 24.7 10.2 106 18.0 0.5 43947
2005 Q4 05 161 18.1 0.1 24.7 10.9 105 186 0.5 46898
2003 Q1 40 292 7.4 19.0 923 25 44 242 0.0 2255
2003 Q2 42 282 7.7 19.3 8.7 33 43 243 0.0 2265
2004 Q1 31 286 8.1 20.0 8.8 24 45 243 0.0 2216
2004 Q2 34 294 7.2 20.7 8.8 2.7 43 235 0.0 2198
2004 Q3 29 286 6.4 21.6 7.8 2.7 48 252 0.0 2135
2004 Q4 24 287 7.1 214 7.9 2.9 50 247 0.0 2115
2005 Q1 28 288 7.5 20.3 8.5 2.7 47 249 0.0 2109
2005 Q2 22 277 6.6 21.8 8.5 2.1 46 265 0.0 2057
2005 Q3 28 274 6.1 21.3 8.6 25 47 266 0.0 2076
2005 Q4 3.1 27.2 6.6 20.9 9.3 2.7 46 255 0.0 2127
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TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to % (continued)

EU-LFS|ISCED|categories

Country Year Quarter N
<1 1 2 3Cs 3 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q1 22 176 354 6.3 . 26.5 1.6 . . 10.2 0.3 107515
2003 Q2 2.3 164* 344 64  28.3* 14 0.3 10.0 0.4* 106393
2003 Q3 2.0 16.0  35.1 64 285 1.4 0.3 10.0 04 105906
2003 Q4 1.8 158 353 64  28.6 1.2 0.3 10.0 0.5 106014
2004 Q1 25 163 320 0.7* 7.2% 285 1.3 0.5% 11.0%  0.1" 94783
2004 Q2 2.7 16.0 324 0.7 73 283 1.2 0.5 10.8 0.1 93722
2004 Q3 2.6 15.8 327 0.7 72 285 1.1 0.5 10.8 0.1 96894
2004 Q4 24 153 322 0.7 70 291 1.2 0.5 11.4 0.1 98389
2005 Q1 23 152 319 0.6 7.0 296 1.1 05 116 0.1 98740
2005 Q2 24 153 320 0.6 73 294 1.1 05 113 0.1 96044
2005 Q3 23 148 324 0.6 75 291 1.1 05 115 0.1 91863
2005 Q4 2.1 142 322 0.6 73 297 1.2 0.5 12.1 0.1 94027
2003 Q1 3.1 1.3 3.1 30.8 29.1 48 177 0.1 6465
2003 Q2 27 N2 3.5 30.7 28.6 53 17.7 0.2 6362
2003 Q3 28 110 35 30.6 28.6 59 174 0.3 6329
2003 Q4 . 27 110 32 . 30.5 292 . 58 176 0.1 6334
2004 Q1 0.2 2.1 11.4 2.7 0.7 299 28.2 6.5 18.3 0.2 6278
2004 Q2 0.3 1.9 11.1 2.2 0.8 314 27.9 6.3 17.9 0.2 6257
2004 Q3 0.3 1.8 113 2.6 0.7 311 26.9 69 183 0.1 6298
2004 Q4 0.2 1.5 116 3.1 298 27.6 6.7 195 0.1 6294
2005 Q1 0.3 14 108 3.1 30.3 27.5 64 200 0.1 6385
2005 Q2 0.5 1.7 107 35 314 25.8 68 195 0.2 6183
2005 Q3 0.5 1.8 10.4 34 317 26.1 64 194 0.2 6012
2005 Q4 0.3 14 9.9 38 315 26.8 63 197 0.2 6142
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TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to % (continued)

Country

Year

Quarter

EU-LFS|ISCED|categories

N

<1 1 2 3Cs 3 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q2 3.1 16.92  10.1 10.7 1.9 206 121 1.4 44 37 8.9 4.2 1.9 8895
2004 Q2 59 13.0 3.5% 153 0.1* 182 1438 0.6 2.1 3.9 24  11.2* 23 11565
2005 Q2 5.8 13.1 9.5% 5.9* . 17.5 17.9 3.8%. 2.6 15.8 1.2 12420
2003 Q1 0.2 1.1 154 10.1 . . 37.6 17.0 2.1 16.3 0.0 3218
2003 Q2 0.3 14 159 106 . . 36.4 17.1 26 155 0.1 3144
2003 Q3 0.2 09 142 8.1 . . 423 15.9 20 163 0.1 3194
2003 Q4 0.3 1.2 16.0 7.3 . . 42.9 14.9 2.1 15.1 0.2 3161
2004 Q1 0.2 1.0 13.7 6.3 . . 46.3 13.6 2.0 16.7 0.2 3260
2004 Q2 0.3 1.0 147 53 . . 47.7 11.6 22 169 0.3 3168
2004 Q3 0.2 09 139 . . 51 475 124 24 176 0.2 3258
2004 Q4 0.3 0.7 147 . . 5.1 47.2 10.5 23 189 0.3 3402
2005 Q1 0.3 0.8 13.7 . . 52 493 11.6 1.9 17.0 0.2 3052
2005 Q2 0.4 1.0 15.0 . . 4.1 48.0 10.1 2.1 19.1 0.3 2994
2005 Q3 0.4 0.8 134 . . 3.9 520 10.1 1.9 172 0.3 2877
2005 Q4 0.4 09 1438 . . 4.1 475 10.1 22 197 0.2 2813
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TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to % (continued)

Country Year Quarter EU-LFS|ISCED|categories N
<1 1 2 3Cs 3 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q1 13 78 220 184  19.2 0.0 3.9 3.2 238 0.3 62140
2003 Q2 1.2 78 219 . 18.5 19.4 0.0 3.9 . . 3.0 239 0.4 57899
2003 Q3 1.1 77 219 0.0 18.0 19.9 0.0 3.9 3.0 240 0.4 60259
2003 Q4 1.2 75 217 00 172 203 0.0 3.9 29 249 0.3 63731
2004 Q1 12 73 215 0.0 166 207 . 0.0 338 29 255 0.5 68743
2004 Q2 1.2 72 214 . 0.0 16.1 211 0.0* 0.0 3.7 28  26.1 0.5 67710
2004 Q3 1.1 70 213 1.5 0.0 141* 215 0.0 3.6 22 271 0.5 66798
2004 Q4 1.0 6.7  20.7 2.6* 0.0 128 222 0.0 35 1.9 280 0.6 73963
2005 Q1 1.1 6.6 209 0.0 148 233 0.0 32 17 276 0.7 73670
2005 Q2 1.0 6.5 207 0.0 152 232 0.0 31 1.8 278 0.7 69488
2005 Q3 0.9 6.5 207 0.0 157 229 0.0 3.2 1.8 275 0.7 68924
2005 Q4 1.0 6.5 202 0.0 160 228 0.0 3.2 1.8 276 0.8 73393
2003 Q1 0.4 02 135 524 3.0 30.1 0.5 16066
2003 Q2 0.4 0.2 12.9 52.3 2.9 30.9 0.5 15620
2003 Q3 0.4 0.2 12.8 52.1 3.0 31.0 0.5 16124
2003 Q4 0.3 02 129 52.0 29 31.2 0.5 16069
2004 Q1 0.4 0.2 12.4 52.3 3.0 31.2 0.5 16136
2004 Q2 0.3 0.2 12.3 52.1 3.2 314 0.5 15900
2004 Q3 0.4 0.2 11.7 51.9 3.1 323 0.5 15979
2004 Q4 0.4 0.2 11.7 51.7 3.1 324 0.6 15976
2005 Q1 0.4 0.2 11.5 51.8 3.2 323 0.5 15836
2005 Q2 0.3 02 111 52.4 3.4 322 0.5 15480
2005 Q3 0.3 0.2 11.3 52.3 33 321 0.5 15866
2005 Q4 0.3 0.1 11.2 52.6 34 31.9 0.5 15944
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TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to % (continued)

EU-LFS|ISCED|categories

Country Year Quarter N
<1 1 2 3Cs 3 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q1 0.4 0.0 17.5 341 30.8 34 13.8 30130
2003 Q2 0.4 0.1 175  34.1 30.7 3.5 13.9 30089
2003 Q3 0.4 0.1 173 347 30.0 3.6 13.9 30260
2003 Q4 0.4 0.1 16.7 344 30.3 34 14.8 . 30308
2004 Q1 0.3 0.0 163 340 30.5 35 15.2 0.1 29876
2004 Q2 0.3 0.0 162 340 . 30.4 3.7 15.2 0.2 29785
2004 Q3 0.4 0.1 16.1 340 305 3.5 15.3 0.2 29873
2004 Q4 0.3 0.1 15.5 336 307 3.5 16.0 0.2 29669
2005 Q1 0.3 0.1 15.3 33.8 305 3.7 16.2 0.2 29783
2005 Q2 0.3 0.1 15.0 340 305 3.7 16.2 0.3 28956
2005 Q3 0.3 0.1 14.8 33.8 306 3.6 16.6 0.3 28757
2005 Q4 0.2 0.1 14.1 33.6 309 3.7 17.1 0.3 29372
2003 Q1 83 570 12.9 11.6 2.3 7.1 0.8 24058
2003 Q2 8.1 57.0 12.6 11.7 24 74 0.7 23968
2003 Q3 79  56.1 13.0 11.8 2.5 7.9 0.7 24028
2003 Q4 76 546 13.4 12.3 . 2.6 8.7 0.7 25723
2004 Q1 6.8  55.1 13.5 11.8 0.5 2.5 9.2 0.6 26431
2004 Q2 6.8 53.9 14.0 12.2 0.5 25 94 0.7 26590
2004 Q3 6.7 53.9 14.3 12.2 0.5 24 923 0.7 25889
2004 Q4 6.2 535 146 12.3 0.5 2.6 9.6 0.6 25965
2005 Q1 6.1 535 146 12.7 0.5 25 9.5 0.6 25800
2005 Q2 6.0 53.1 14.7 13.0 0.6 2.5 9.5 0.7 25185
2005 Q3 5.7  53.0 14.6 13.2 0.6 25 9.6 0.8 24544
2005 Q4 55 525 15.0 13.3 0.6 24 10.0 0.7 24394
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TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to % (continued)

EU-LFS|ISCED|categories

Country Year Quarter N
<1 1 2 3Cs 3 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q1 77 104 48.7 6.1 87 176 0.9 44606
2003 Q2 7.6 10.4 48.7 6.1 8.8 17.6 0.9 43911
2003 Q3 7.4 10.3 48.9 6.3 87 175 0.9 43563
2003 Q4 7.3 10.5 48.7 6.3 87 176 0.9 43816
2004 Q1 7.1 10.3 48.5 6.3 8.6 18.2 1.0 41633
2004 Q2 6.8 10.2 48.5 6.3 8.8 18.3 1.0 40079
2004 Q3 6.6 10.2 48.6 6.3 8.9 18.4 1.0 39640
2004 Q4 6.7 104 48.1 6.4 2.0 18.3 1.0 31627
2005 Q1 64 104 48.4 6.4 90 183 1.0 27016
2005 Q2 6.6 10.0 47.9 6.1 2.0 19.4 1.0 30356
2005 Q3 6.4 10.1 47.7 6.3 9.0 19.6 1.0 34717
2005 Q4 6.4 9.8 47.9 6.3 89 196 0.9 36944
2003 Q1 0.5 3.0 193 59.6 8.6 8.0 1.0 11866
2003 Q2 0.3 3.1 18.2 60.7 8.8 7.9 1.1 11601
2003 Q3 0.4 27 186 61.0 8.7 7.5 1.1 11665
2003 Q4 0.4 29 182 60.2 8.8 8.4 12 11582
2004 Q1 0.4 27 177 60.7 2.1 8.3 1.1 11379
2004 Q2 0.4 27 176 60.5 9.5 8.2 1.1 11029
2004 Q3 0.4 25 16.9 60.8 923 8.8 1.4 11099
2004 Q4 0.4 24 173 60.6 9.2 8.9 1.4 10781
2005 Q1 0.4 23 182 59.2 2.1 9.4 1.4 10734
2005 Q2 0.3 2.0 17.1 60.5 9.7 2.0 14 10352
2005 Q3 0.4 2.1 16.8 60.2 9.9 2.0 1.6 10246
2005 Q4 0.4 1.9 16.7 60.7 2.8 2.1 14 10297

Continued on the next page

<199

SAT-NH ANV DT1IS-Nd ‘SSH HHIL NI INAWNIVLILV TVNOILVONdd 40 SNOILNAIILSIA q



TasBLE B.3: Distribution of educational attainment in the quarterly 2003—2005 according to % (continued)

EU-LFS|ISCED|categories

Country Year Quarter N
<1 1 2 3Cs 3 3C1 3AB 3or4 4 4AB 4C 5B 5A 6
2003 Q1 0.2 04 127 389 36.5 0.7 105 0.1 15459
2003 Q2 0.1 04 128 382 36.8 0.6 109 0.1 15532
2003 Q3 0.1 0.4 128 379 36.8 0.6 11.3 0.1 15433
2003 Q4 0.2 0.4 127 375 37.0 0.6 11.7 0.1 15454
2004 Q1 0.2 04 127 370 372 0.6 118 0.1 15244
2004 Q2 0.2 04 127 368 . 37.1 0.6 121 0.1 15261
2004 Q3 0.3 04 121 372 373 0.6 121 0.1 15279
2004 Q4 0.3 0.4 12.0 36,5 378 0.7 122 0.1 15440
2005 Q1 0.3 0.5 11.7 35.8 383 0.8 12.6 0.1 15477
2005 Q2 0.3 05 116 356 381 0.8 13.0 0.1 15508
2005 Q3 0.2 04 13 358 383 09 129 0.2 15508
2005 Q4 0.2 05 111 352 384 0.9 135 0.2 15528
2005 Q1 0.2 150 139 86 182 146 0.1 8.9 196 0.9 62465
2005 Q2 0.2 147 139 87 182 147 0.1 88 197 0.9 61658
2005 Q3 0.2 145 137 85 184 148 0.1 88 200 0.9 61211
2005 Q4 0.2 144 135 85 185 150 0.1 87 202 0.9 61035

Source: 2003—2005, quarterly files from Eurostat. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using the quarterly weighting factor (coeff).
Note: * = Statistically significant (p < 0.05) change in category size compared to the previous quarter
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360 B DISTRIBUTIONS OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT IN THE ESS, EU-SILC AND EU-LFS

TABLE B.4: Distribution of educational attainment in the
and 2002—2007 compared in %

|EU-SILC"iSCEB| categories

Country Year Survey 1 ; 5 3 1 S&C N
Ti 2003 [EU-LFS . . 21.7  56.1 6.9 152 27760
AT 2004 [EU-LFS . . 234 495 8.7 184 27003
Ti 2004 [EU-SILC . 68 189 477 105 16.0 6330
Ti 2005 [ES 1.2 150 473 209 6.2 9.4 1494
T 2005 [EU-LF . . 234 505 85 17.6 28136
Ti 2005 [EU-SILC . 0.7 17.8 516 928  20.1 7187
AT 2006  [EU-SILC . 1.1 176 526 922 195 8026
T 2007 05 140 488 172 9.9 9.6 1587
2002 1.3 84 186 38.1 . 33.6 1186
2003 . 181 205 320 1.1 282 15174
2004 0.8 81 172 394 . 34.5 1161
2004 . 166 198 326 1.2 2938 15705
2004 5.1 95 151 339 25 339 6773
2005 5.7 98 191 327 20 307 15449
2005 53 86 145 328 26  36.1 6467
2006 05 1838 58 122 266 36.0 1141
2006 4.9 81 137 324 33 376 7688
2003 52 196 105 325 28 295 5649
2004 43 196 117 320 29 294 5583
2005 29 194 124 346 3.0 278 5222
2005 3.0 173 103 365 2.7 30.1 5978
2006 31 168 100 365 29 308 5744
2002 [ES 0.3 . 71 775 29 122 824
CZ 2003 [EU-LF 0.2 0.1 132 732 14 119 33815
CZ| 2004 [ES 0.4 . 93 781 2.8 9.4 2012
CZ 2004 [EU-LFS 0.1 0.1 140 719 1.6 123 35097
CZ 2005 [EU-LFS 0.1 0.1 9.9 75.0 1.7 131 34950
CZ 2005 [EU-SILC . 0.3 94 751 1.8 135 5742
CZ, 2006 [EU-SILC| 0.2 0.1 921  7e6.1 1.2 133 9767
2003  [ES ) 1.1 5.7  60.9 64 25.9 1961
2003 [EU-LF . 26 139 534 59 243 173666
DE 2004 [ES . 1.5 63 589 6.8 264 1870
DE 2004 |EU-LF§ . 24 137 527 6.1 251 170586
2005 [EU-LF§ . 32 137 519 6.6 246 64391
2005 [EU-SILC . 1.2 7.7 434 88 390 16321
2006 [ES . 0.9 46 499 125 320 1894
2006 [EU-SILC . 25 126 520 96 233 16743

Continued on the next page




8.4 OUTLOOK 361

TaBLE B.4: Distribution of educational attainment in the
and 2002—2007 in % (continued)

Country Year Survey -1 |1U SILC' 2| SCEDl cztegorle: S&C N
2002 0.1 03 158 491 136 210 1050
2003 0.7 02 187 484 0.1 318 8822
2004 0.3 05 134 378 159 322 1032
2004 1.0 03 172 490 0.0 324 8823
2004 . 05 260 464 0.1 271 9706
2005 1.1 02 176 481 0.0 329 8334
2005 . 03 253 46.0 0.1 283 8477
2006 04 0.2 129 354 135 36.9 1044
2006 03 249 456 0.1 290 8026
2003 0.2 08 170 422 94 303 2518
2004 0.1 0.7 9.1 463 8.7 352 1190
2004 0.3 0.7 171 416 8.9 314 2365
2004 0.3 1.1 104 490 8.8 305 5525
2005 0.4 03 104 482 71 335 2300
2005 [EU-SILC 0.2 0.9 928 479 108 303 5783
2006 [EU-SILC 0.2 0.7 10.1 480 928 312 7705
2007  [ESS 0.0 02 117 440 179 263 901
2002 10.8 181 214 210 2.0 197 1047
2003 14 285 273 17.6 0.1 250 93380
2004 158 157 244 177 1.3 251 1064
2004 1.3 268 269 185 0.1 264 94217
2004 23 193 294 206 02 282 20827
2005 1.0 235 271 20.1 0.1 282 83634
2005 21 266 212 202 1.9 281 19946
2006 73 189 266 229 12 232 1233
2006 21 240 229 207 14 289 18656
2002 03 122 162 376 . 33.6 1305
2003 . 143 102 425 02 328 21701
2004 0.2 99 125 3838 . 38.7 1314
2004 12.9 96 433 03 340 21501
2004 . 215 441 03 340 16043
2005 . 11.1 928 443 03 345 21039
2005 [EU-SILC . . 204 443 0.3 351 15879
2006 [ES 1.2 921 106 3838 . 40.2 1218
2006  [EU-SILC . . 19.9 432 04 365 15111
2003  [Es9 62 126 303 35 172 302 996
2003 [EU-LF§ 1.2 144 195 413 0.1 235 43945
2004 [EU-LF§ 1.3 139 196 412 0.1 239 44453
2004 16.1 8.9 7.5 430 14 232 12801
2005 57 114 299 58 167 306 1215
2005 1.1 133 192 417 0.1 246 44098
2005 15.1 8.9 7.1 431 14 243 12474
2006 6.8 89 3238 27 181 307 1412
2006 14.7 8.2 72 433 1.5 250 12759

Continued on the next page




362 B DISTRIBUTIONS OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT IN THE ESS, EU-SILC AND EU-LFS

TaBLE B.4: Distribution of educational attainment in the
and 2002—2007 in % (continued)

|EU-SILC||iSCE5| categories

Country Year Survey -1 : 5 3 1 S&C N

2003  [Es9 50 264 191 319 48 129 1555

2003 [EU-LFS 1.1 332 123 281 6.7 18.6 38463

2004 [EU-LFS 09 296 133 276 81 206 42823

2004 [EU-SSILC| 0.7 30.1 115 312 53 212 8887

2005 [ES 28 271 172 316 7.1 14.2 1481

2005 [EU-LF 08 286 135 284 82 205 41447

2005 [EU-SILC 0.6 289 112 315 56 222 7731

2006 [EU-SILC 05 291 11.8 315 57 214 7902
HU 2002 36 205 337 257 . 16.6 1099
HU 2003 . 22 238 572 1.6 152 47626
HU 2004 . 21 228 568 1.7 16.6 44713
2005 14 147 238 327 3.0 244 1033
2005 . 1.9 221 572 1.9 170 42082
2005 0.6 16 220 585 0.6 168 9702
HU 2006 0.0 229 327 278 1.5 15.0 961
HU 2006 0.2 28 171 583 32 184 10757
2003 29 144 243 237 191 15.5 1413
2003 [EU-LFS 06 185 194 230 117 2638 50386
IE 2004 [EU-LFS 06 177 188 242 105 283 43332
IE 2004 [EU-SSILC| 0.9 203 209 213 94 273 6745
2005 [ES 29 137 212 281 179 16 1559
2005 [EU-LF 05 167 182 246 109 290 45645
2005 [EU-SILC|] 0.7 19.6 205 209 97 286 7295
2006 [EU-SSILC| 0.6 187 20.1 206 928 302 6800
2007  [ES§| 3.5 82 192 225 232 234 1137
2003  [EU-LFS ) 42 359 280 33 286 2265
2004 [EU-LF§ . 34 365 295 27 279 2198
2004 [EU-SILC . 1.7 308 368 7.9 228 4401
1S 2005 [ES . 21 220 94 284  38.1 341
1S 2005 [EU-LF . 22 343 304 21 310 2057
2005 [EU-SILC . 1.2 292 359 92 246 4375
2006 [EU-SILC . 1.0 284 349 921 267 4309
Ti 2003 1.3 154 355 380 1.8 7.9 855
Ti 2003 23 164 344 347 14 108 106393
Ti 2004 27 160 331 356 12 114 93722
IT] 2004 3.1 159 331 325 4.1 11.3 34586
IT] 2005 24 153 326 367 1.1 11.9 96044
IT] 2005 1.8 155 328 316 54 130 31286
Ti 2006 0.7 11.9 325 397 0.2 144 1022
Ti 2006 1.8 137 331 315 64 135 30196

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE B.4: Distribution of educational attainment in the
and 2002—2007 in % (continued)

IEU—SILC||iSCED| categories
Country Year Survey -1 : 5 3 1 S&C N
LT| 2003 [EU-LF§ . 27 147 307 28,6 233 6362
LT 2004 [EU-LFS 0.3 1.9 134 323 279 244 6257
LT 2005 [EU-LFS 0.5 1.7 107 349 258 265 6183
2005 [EU-SSILC| 0.3 1.6 99 356 274 253 6299
2006 [EU-SSILC| 0.5 14 96 349 272 265 6234
2003 0.7 242 92 389 24 247 910
2003 3.1 169 209 346 95 149 8895
2004 27 234 121 36.0 44 214 1116
2004 59 130 188 33.0 6.5 229 11559
2004 04 262 100 37.1 26 237 5414
2005 58 131 153 355 3.8 266 12420
2005 [EU-SILC 03 250 102 367 25 252 5445
2006 [EUsSILC] 05 245 10.1 365 28 256 5784
2003 [EU-LF§ 0.3 14 265 364 171 182 3144
2004 [EU-LF§ 0.3 1.0 200 477 116 194 3168
2005 [EU-LFS 04 1.0 150 521 101 215 2994
2005 [EU-SILC| 0.8 124 41 506 123 199 4816
2006 [EUSSILC| 0.2 08 140 519 116 215 5411
2002 0.5 44 336 306 64 245 1721
2003 1.2 78 219  38.0 39 273 57899
2004 0.4 56 30.0 294 6.9 276 1338
2004 1.2 72 214 371 3.7 293 67710
2005 1.0 6.5 20.7 383 3.1 303 69488
2005 0.4 6.1 209 37.6 33 317 12882
2006 1.0 48 255 307 92 289 1338
2006 0.4 59 210 378 36 313 12771
2002 0.1 0.1 93 538 29 339 1470
2003 0.4 02 129 523 29 314 15620
2004 0.2 . 164 319 8.9 426 1257
2004 0.3 0.2 123 521 32 320 15900
2004 2.7 0.1 103 535 3.1 304 8583
2005 0.3 02 111 524 34 327 15480
2005 0.2 0.1 9.8 547 3.1 320 8252
2006 0.3 . 111 330 111 443 1211
2006 0.1 0.1 214 425 32 327 7687
2002 [ES 0.7 171 337 272 52 16.0 1311
2003 [EU-LF 0.4 0.1 515 307 35 139 30089
2004 [ES 05 147 345 304 59 140 1116
2004 [EU-LFS 0.3 0.0 502 304 3.7 153 29785
2005 [EU-LFS 0.3 0.1 15.0 o644 3.7 165 28956
2005 [EU-SILC] 0.6 147 0.0 64.1 3.8 1638 24785
2006 [ES 03 164 352 287 46 147 1084
2006 [EUSSILC| 0.6 13.7 0.0 639 43 17.6 22871

Continued on the next page




364

B DISTRIBUTIONS OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT IN THE ESS, EU-SILC AND EU-LFS

TaBLE B.4: Distribution of educational attainment in the
and 2002—2007 in % (continued)

|EU-SILC||iSCE5| categories

Country Year Survey -1 : 5 3 1 S&C N
2002 [ESY 59 538 154 165 . 8.5 938
2003 [EU-LFS 81 570 126 117 . 10.5 23968
2004 [EU-LFS 6.8 539 140 122 05 126 26590
2004 [EUSSILC| 6.8 523 148 123 0.0 138 7444
2005 [ES 46 556 133 154 . 11.1 1223
2005 [EU-LF 6.0 53.1 147 13.0 0.6 127 25185
2005 [EU-SILC| 5.7 532 145 132 02 132 6727
2006 [EU-SILC| 5.1 534 147 136 04 128 6376
2007 45 529 143 6.l . 12.3 1363
2002 03 163 242 209 . 38.3 1354
2003 . 76 104 487 6.1 272 43911
2004 0.2 168 213 229 . 38.1 1285
2004 68 102 485 6.3 28.1 40079
2004 6.6 8.6 46.0 6.9 318 7346
2005 6.6 10.0 47.9 6.1 295 30356
2005 . 5.1 8.7 463 76 323 7894
2006 0.8 40 150 375 . 42.6 1276
2006 54 91 464 6.3 328 8891
1 2002 36 186 266 309 73 13.0 088
1 2003 0.3 3.1 182  60.7 . 17.7 11601
i 2004 22 160 276 333 64 146 881
1 2004 [EU-LFS 0.4 27 17.6  60.5 . 18.8 11029
i 2005 [EU-LFS 0.3 20 171 60.5 . 20.0 10352
1 2005 [EU-SILC 0.5 201 26 59.1 60 117 15839
i 2006 [ES 1.8 164 266 298 6.8 18.6 945
i 2006 [EU-SILC| 0.4 135 76 59.9 40 146 18228
K| 2003 [EU-LF 0.1 04 51.1 368 . 11.6 15532
K 2004 [ES 0.8 . 10.2 721 35 134 951
K| 2004 [EU-LFS 0.2 04 495 371 . 12.8 15261
K| 2005 [EU-LFS 0.3 05 116 737 . 13.9 15508
K| 2005 [EU-SILC 0.1 0.1 74 749 . 17.5 8604
K| 2006 [EU-SILC 0.1 0.3 6.0 75.1 . 18.5 8285
K| 2007 1.5 9.7 707 3.7 144 1132
2002 0.1 05 475 129 116 275 1364
2005 0.2 . 286 416 0.1 295 61658
2005 0.1 . 196 393 58 353 12319
2006 . 0.2 403 114 108 372 1543
2006 0.2 . 235 375 3.7 351 11253

Sources: E 2002-2007, [EU-SILC| 2004—2006, cross-sectional files from Eurostat, [EU-LFS|2003-2005, files from

Eurostat (second quarter used only). Own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using the

design weight (dweight) in the the cross-sectional weighting factor (pbo40) inand the quarterly
weighting factor (coeff) in the




8.4 OUTLOOK

TaBLE B.5: Distribution of educational attainment in the first three

rounds 2002—-2007, corrected variable edulvl in %

Countr IE_SS"iSCE5| categories
¥ round <1 1 2 3 4 5&6

1 1.3 8.4 18.6 38.1 33.6 1186
2 0.8 8.1 17.2 394 34.5 1161
3 0.5 7.0 17.6 38.8 36.0 1141
3 1.6 27 21.1 50.4 6.3 17.9 898
1 0.2 0.6 9.8 57.9 31.5 1460
2 0.1 15 8.8 58.6 . 31.0 1502
3¢ 1.0* 3.6* 6.6 55.8 4.3 28.7 1249
3 05 104 111 507 27.2 684
cZ 1 0.1 0.2 71 775 15.1 824
CZ, 2 0.2 0.2 923 78.1 12.3* 2012
DE 1 0.1 0.9 8.7 53.3 34 335 1958
DE 2 0.2 1.2 8.0 51.5 2.7 36.4 1870
DE 3¢ 0.1 0.8 82  571% 24 313* 1897
DK| 1 0.1 0.3 15.8 49.1 34.7 1050
2¢ 0.3 0.5 13.4 37.8* 48.1* 1032

DK 3
DK 3 0.4 0.9 12.9 354 50.4 1044
2 0.1 0.7 2.1 46.3 8.7 35.2 1190
3¢ 0.0 02 117 440 4.8% 394 901

E 1 10.8 18.1 214 21.0 8.4 20.3 10

47
2¢ 15.8* 8.1% 28.0* 13.2* 8.6 26.3* 1064
3 73*  134% 259 179 111 244 1233
FI 1 0.3 12.2 16.2 37.6 33.6 1305

| 2 0.2 9.9 125 38.8 38.7* 131
314
FI 3 1.2* 9.1 10.6 38.8 40.2 1218
1 22 119 119 437 30.2 996
2 2.6 10.4 12.8 43.7 30.6 1215
3¢ 1.6 11.1 9.3* 474 30.7 1412
1 50 264 191 319 17.6 1555
2¢ 28% 271 172 317 21015 147
1 1.3 24 23.2 56.6 . 16.6 1099
2¢ 04 1.0* 14.7%  49.2* 7.3 27.5* 1033
3 0.6 1.3 23.9* 510 6.1 17.1* 961
1 1.8 0.9 134 355 484 1547
2 0.0 2.1 220 37.8 38.1 341
1 1.3 154 355 38.0 . 9.8 855
2¢ 0.7 11.9* 325 39.7 0.9 14.4* 1022
1 0.7 24.2 7.8 40.3 24 24.7 910
2 2.7 234 107 374 44 214 1116

Continued on the next page
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B DISTRIBUTIONS OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT IN THE ESS, EU-SILC AND EU-LFS

TaBLE B.5: Distribution of educational attainment in the first three
ESS| rounds 2002-2007, corrected variable edulvl in %

(continued)
Countr [EsS|fiSCED| categories N
Y round <1 1 2 3 4 5&6
INL 1 0.5 4.4 33.6 30.6 6.4 245 1721
7
INL 2 0.4 5.6 30.0 294 6.9 27.6 1338
33
3 1.0 48  255% 307 92 289 1338
1 0.1 0.1 9.3 53.8 2.9 33.9 1470
2t 0.2 00  164* 31.9*  89* 426" 1257
3 0.3 0.0 11.1* 33.0 11.1 44.3 1211
PL, 1 0.4 0.3 18.7 61.2 52 14.2 1311
PL] 3
2¢ 0.1 0.4 14.7* 65.0 5.9 14.0 1116
3 0.2 0.1 16.4 63.9 4.6 14.7 1084
1 59 538 154 136 . 114 938
PT| 2 4.6 55.6 13.3 15.4 . 11.1 122
T 3
3¢ 45 529 143 16 . 12.3 1363
3 0.0 0.9 7.1 32.1 : 59.8 1475
1 0.1 7.1 15.1 49.3 ) 28.4 1354
2 0.2 6.5 15.8 48.4 . 29.2 1285
3¢ 0.8 4.0* 15.0 46.0 . 34.2* 1276
1 1.0 2.6 18.6 57.5 . 20.2 988
2 0.5 1.7 16.0 60.8 . 21.0 881
3 0.5 1.3 16.4 56.4 . 254 945
2 0.3 05 102 721 35 134 951
3 0.2 1.3* 9.7 70.7 3.7 144 1132
2 20.5 485 8.5 15.2 . 7.2 1244
1 0.1 05 208 395 . 39.1 1364
3 0.0 02 181 33.5% . 482* 1536

Source: European Social Survey 2002-2007, own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using
the design weight (dweight). Harmonisation corrected for inconsistencies over time and deviations from
mappings (see Sections and .

Notes:

¢ = changed in this round;

1 = Data source changed in this round (from register to survey data);

* = Statistically significant (p < 0.05) change in category size compared to the previous [ESS| round




8.4 OUTLOOK

TaBLE B.6: Distribution of Educational Attainment in the

according to [ES-ISCED), %

Countr Distribution across [ES-ISCED| categories, % N
Y round 1 I b IO IV Vi V2
1 97 186 119 262 172 51 112 1186
2 89 172 123 271 184 53 107 1161
3 7.5 17.6 12.2 26.6 19.9 4.5 1.7 1141
1 0.8 146 427 104 195 1.1 109 1460
2 15 146 463 6.5*  20.5 1.7 89 1502
3¢ 46 135 432 64 138 7.0 11,6 1249
cZ 1 0.3 71 425 351 2.9 13 109 82
CZ, 2 0.4 923 40.5 37.6 2.8 1.9 7.5% 2012
DE 1 1.0 8.7 460 15 212 89 126 1958
DE 2 14 8.0 442 19 207 111 126 1870
DE 3¢ 0.9 88  49.0* 21 174* 106 111 1897
DK 2 0.8 134 322 56 159 203 118 1032
DK| 3 12 129 306 49 135 221 14.8* 1044
2 0.8 91 169 294 213 206 1.9 1190
3¢ 02 117 151 289  17.9% 219 44*  go1
1 289 291 84 132 0.6 83 114 1047
2¢ 23.9* 320 8.6 9.1* 13 103 147 1064
3 207 321 111 118 12 87 145 1233
3 12.7 93 293 181 145 9.9 6.3 1412
1 36 205 337 257 . 9.2 74 1099
2¢ 14*  11.8*  267* 306 52 134*  11.0* 1033
3 1.8 21.0*  327% 257 3.7 8.9*  61* 961
1 08 153 143 138 220 202 136 1547
1 24.9 7.8 265 138 7.0 131 69 910
2 260  107* 250 124 9.8  97* 63 1116
N 1 49 336 228 142 16.7 7.8 1721
NL 2 60 300 212 151 18.9 8.8 1338
3 58  255% 231 167 184 105 1338
1 0.7 171 337 272 7.1 25 116 1311
2¢ 05 147 345 304 5.9 28 112 1116
3 03 164 352 287 4.6 26 121 1084
3 0.9 71 123 170 353 28 246 1475
2 0.8 102 327 429 21 113 o951
3 1.5 9.7 34.2 40.2 3.3 11.1 1132

Source: European Social Survey 2002-2007, own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using

the design weight (dweight). Notes:
¢ = changed in this round;

* = Statistically significant (p < 0.05) change in category size compared to the previousround
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TaBLE C.1: Questionnaire items on educational attainment in the

Country 1 ESS|2 ESS|3 Translation

[AT] Was ist der hochste Bildungsgrad, den Sie erreicht haben? What is the highest level of education you have
achieved?

BE|(FL) Wat is het hoogste opleidingsniveau dat u heeft voltooid? What is the highest level of education you completed?

E Quel est le plus haut niveau de formation que vous avez terminé ? What is the highest level of education you completed?

BG - - Kaksa e Bamara Haii-sucoka  Which is the highest degree that you hold?

ES

CTEIeH Ha 3aBbPIIEeHO obpa-
3oBanue?

Quel est le plus haut niveau de formation que vous avez terminé ?

Welches ist Thre hochste abgeschlossene Ausbildung?

Quale ¢ il livello di formazione pit1 alto che ha terminato?

ITowog elvar o  avodtepog
tithoc omouddv cag:

Jaké je Vase nejvyssi dosazené skolni vzdélani? -

Was ist der hochste allgemeinbildende Schulabschluss, den Sie haben? Welchen beruflichen
Ausbildungsabschluss haben Sie? INT.: MEHRFACHNENNUNGEN MOGLICH

Hvad er den leengste uddan-
nelse, du har taget?

Hvad er den hgjeste uddannelse, du har taget?

- Milline on Teie koige kdrgem omandatud haridustase?

- Kaxkoit camblit HauBbICIIHI ypoBeHb Balero ob6pa3oBaHusi.
(Cuadl es el nivel de estudios ;Cudl es el nivel de estudios mas alto que ha obten-
més alto que ha obtenido? ido? ENTREVISTADOR: ANOTAR LITERALMENTE Y
ANOTAR LITERAL y CODI- PRE-CODIFICAR. NOTA PARA CODIFICACION: COM-
FICAR. Estudios mds altos PROBAR QUE LA PRE-CODIFICACION CORRECTA.
terminados: [textfield] ANOTAR CON TODO DETALLE Y DESPUES CODIFICAR.

[textfield]

What is the highest level of education you completed?
What is your highest completed education?

What is the highest level of education you have com-
pleted?

What is your highest diploma from education?

What is your highest formal education?

What is your highest general school certificate?
Which vocational education certificate do you have?
Interviewer instruction: multiple responses

1: What is the longest training you have taken?
2 and 3: What is the highest education you have
taken?

What is the highest level of education you achieved?

What is your highest level of education?

What is the highest level of education you have
achieved? Then follow interviewer instructions to note the
response verbatim in all detail, code the response (categories
were provided) and check back. (ESS 1 adds: ‘Completed
highest education:”) [textfield]

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE C.1: Questionnaire items on educational attainment in the (continued)

Country

=T

ESS |2

ss]3

Translation

Mika on koulutuksenne. Valitkaa kortista x korkein koulutusaste, jonka olette suorittanut?

Vilken ar Er utbildning? Vilj pa kort x den hogsta utbildningsnivan, som Ni slutfort.

Quel est le niveau d’études le plus élevé que vous avez atteint ?

ITotog elvar 0 avddtepoc Tithog oToLdWY cag:
Mi az On legmagasabb iskolai végzettsége?
What is the highest level of education you have completed to

date?

Hvada nadmi hefur pa lokio?

Quale ¢ il titolo di studio pil1 elevato che Lei ha conseguito?
Quel est le niveau éducatif le plus élevé que vous avez ob-

tenu ?

Wat is het hoogste opleiding-
sniveau dat u  heeft
voltooid?

not in questionnaire

Jakie ma P. wyksztalcenie?

What is the highest level
of education you have
achieved?

Kads ir augstakais izglitibas
Iimenis, kadu Jas esat
ieguvis?
Kakoit
YPOBEHD TOJIy4YeHHOTO BaMmu
obpazoBaHus !

CaMbIii  BBICOKUIA

Wat is de hoogste opleiding die u heeft voltooid?

Hva er din heyeste utdanning?
Jakie ma P. wyksztalcenie? Chodzi o ukoriczona przez P.

szkote najwyzszego szczebla.

What is your education? Choose from card x the
highest level of education that you have completed.
What is your education? Choose from card x the
highest level of education that you have completed.
What is the the highest level of education you have
achieved?

What is your highest qualification?

What is your highest education?

What is your highest level of education?

What is the highest qualification you have achieved?
What is the highest level of education you have
achieved?

What is the highest level of education you received?

What is the highest level of education you received?
What is the highest (ESS 1: level of) education you
completed?

What is your highest education?

What is your education? Please select the school of
the highest level that you completed.

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE C.1: Questionnaire items on educational attainment in the (continued)

Country 1 ESS|2 3 Translation
1| Qual o grau de escolaridade mais elevado que completou? Se nenhuma das descrigdes ~ What is the highest level of schooling you completed?
apresentadas no cartdo corresponder ao seu caso, por favor, descreva pormenorizadamente o If none of the descriptions given on the card corres-
nivel de escolaridade que atingiu. ESCREVER DESCRICAO PORMENORIZADA [textfield] pond to you, please describe in detail the level of
schooling reached. Interviewer instruction to note de-
tails [textfield]

RO - - Care este ultima scoald pe  What is the last school you graduated from?
care ati absolvit-o ?

RU| - - Kakoit mamspicmmit  ypo- ~ What is the highest level of education you received?
BeHb  obOpasosammst  Ber  Interviewer instruction: ‘Do not read out. One response
nonyunnu? /HE YUTATBL.  possible’

BO3MOZKEH OJIH
BBIBOP/

SE Vilken &r din hogsta utbild-  Vilken &r din hogsta utbildning? What is your highest education?

ning?

ST Katera je zadnja 3ola, ki ste jo koncali, redno ali izredno? What is the last school that you completed, in regular

education or part-time/adult education?

SK - Aké je vasSe najvyssie dosiahnuté vzdelanie? What is your highest educational attainment?

TR - Egitim durumunuz nedir? - What is your educational status?

UA|(UA) - dAdxum € nHaiiBunuit piBenb ocBiTH, MO BU Horo orpumasu’? What is the highest level of education you received?

UA|(RU - Kaxoit camblii BbICOKHiI ypoBeHbO 0OpazoBanms, xoropeit  What is the highest level of education you received?

. Bur mosyunimn?
UK Have you passed any of What is the highest level Have you passed any of the examinations on this card? Please choose the section

the examinations on this
card? If ‘yes’: What is the
highest level of education
you have achieved? How
old were you when you com-
pleted your continuous full-
time education?

of education you have
achieved?

which your HIGHEST level of education achieved falls into. The question is asked twice
with to different response cards, separately for school and post-school qualifications. How old
were you when you completed your continuous full-time education?

Source: @country questionnaires, available at

¢lE
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TaBLE C.2: Questionnaire items on educational attainment in the [EU-SILC

Country 2004 2005 2006 Translation
[AT] Was ist der hochste Bildungsabschluss, den Sie erworben haben? What is the highest educational qualification you
have achieved?
BE| Quel est le plus haut Quel est le plus haut diplome ou le plus haut certificat que =~ What is the highest qualification you have achieved
diplome ou le plus haut vous ayez obtenu (jusqu’a présent)? up to today?
certificat que vous avez
obtenu (jusqu’a présent)?
cY - ITow etvor 1o o §MAd eninedo péppwone nou éyete ohoxh-  What is the highest level of education you have com-
newoeL pleted?
7| -
DE]| - Welchen hochsten allge- Welchen hochsten allge-  What is your highest general school certificate? What
meinbildenden Schulab- meinbildenden Schulab-  is your highest vocational education certificate? If
schluss haben Sie? Wel- schluss haben Sie? Welchen  you have several different certificates, but don’t know

|

register data used

chen hochsten beruflichen
Ausbildungsabschluss,
Fachhochschul- oder Hoch-
schulabschluss haben Sie,
und in welchem Jahr haben
Sie ihn erworben? Wenn
Sie mehrere verschiedene
Abschliisse  haben, aber
nicht genau wissen, welches
der hochste ist, geben Sie
bitte alle Abschliisse sowie
das dazugehorige Jahr an.

hochsten beruflichen Ausbil-
dungsabschluss haben Sie?
Wenn Sie mehrere verschie-
dene Abschliisse haben,
aber nicht genau wissen,
welches der hochste ist, ge-
ben Sie bitte alle Abschliisse
sowie das dazugehorige
Jahr an.

which one is the highest, please indicate all certific-
ates as well as the year of achieving it. (In 2005, the
second question is: What is your highest vocational certific-
ate, polytechnic college or university degree and in which
year did you attain it?)

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE C.2: Questionnaire items on educational attainment in the [EU-SILC|(continued)

Country

2004 2005 2006

Translation

EE]

Milline on Teie korgeim 16petatud kutse-, ameti- voi eriala haridus? Millise hariduse omanda-
site {ildhariduskoolis (v&i teist liiki dppeasutuses iildhariduse dppekava raames)?

¢Cudl es el mayor nivel de formacién que ha alcanzado? (Entrevistador, si fuera necesario,
digale que precise lo mas posible, por ejemplo: ha asistido menos de cinco afios a la escuela;
sexto curso de Bachilleratoy Revélida, sistema antiguo; tres cursos completos de Ciencias
Econémicasy Empresariales; doctorado en Ciencias Sociales; FPI oficial industrial, etc.).

register data used

Quel est le diplome le plus élevé que vous avez obtenu selon la classification internationale

suivante ?

ITow eivow t0 LPnAdTepO eninedo oToLEWOSOUE, deuTEPOBAVILAC, AVOTEPNS B AVOTUTNG EX-

naidevong mou €xete OAOXANEWOEL:

- questionnaire item not identi- Mi a legmagasabb iskolai
fied végzettsége?

What is Your highest completed vocational, occupa-
tional or professional education? What kind of edu-
cation did You attain in the school of general educa-
tion (or in any other educational establishment in the
framework of the general education curriculum)?
What is the highest level of training you have
reached? (Interviewer, if necessary ask respondent to
specify as many as possible, for example have atten-
ded less than 5 years school, 6 year secondary, old sys-
tem, three complete courses of economics and busi-
ness studies, doctorate in social sciences, FP1 indus-
trial professional training, etc.)

Which is the highest qualification you have achieved
in the following international classification?

What is the highest level of education you have actu-
ally completed?

What is your highest education?

What is the highest level of education or training you have attained? IF THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION THE RESPONDENT HAS AT-
TAINED [i[S|LOWER SECONDARY Please specify level achieved. IF THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION THE RESPONDENT HAS ATTAINED

HIGHER SECONDARY, Please specify level achieved. IF THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION THE RESPONDENT HAS ATTAINED A

TECHNICAL/VOCATIONAL QUALIFICATION Please specify level achieved. IF THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION THE RESPONDENT
HAS ATTAINED HIGHER EDUCATION CERTIFICATE/DIPLOMA Please specify level achieved.

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE C.2: Questionnaire items on educational attainment in the [EU-SILC|(continued)

Country 2004 2005 2006 Translation

is| Hefurdu lokid profi sidan pa? Hefurdu lokid ndmi eftir skyldundm? Hvada skolastigi hef- (first question not translated) Have you completed
urdu lokido? Hvada ndmi hefurdu lokio? Hefurdu 6dlast meistararéttindi? Laukstu ndmi Gr  studies after compulsory schooling? What level of
meistaraskéla? Hvada proéfgradu hefurdu lokid? Hefurdu lokid lengri starfstengdum ndm-  schooling have you completed? What is your highest
skeidum? Hvada namskeid? level of education? Have you acquired a master
tradesman’s papers? Did you complete studies at a
master tradesmen’s college? What examination have
you completed? Have you completed any courses
which grant job qualification? Which courses? [text-

field]
T Qual e il pit1 alto titolo di studio da Lei conseguito? What is the highest educational qualification you

have received?

- Pazymeékite auks¢iausia iSsilavinima Select the highest education

D.31 Quel est le plus haut niveau de formation scolaire ou professionnelle que M. a atteint What is the highest level of education you have suc-

avec succes (obtention d'un certificat ou d'un diplome) ? cessfully achieved (with attainment of a certificate or
diploma)?

- Kads ir Jasu augstakais pabeigtais izglitibas Iimenis? What is the highest level of education you have com-
pleted?

- questionnaire item not identified, maybe register data used? -

register data used -

- Poziom wyksztalcenia Najwyzszy uzyskany  2005: Level of education; 2006: Highest level of edu-

poziom wyksztatcenia cation achieved
Qual o NIVEL ESCOL- Qual o NIVEL ESCOLARIDADE|MAIS ELEVADO que  What is the highest level of education you have com-
ARIDADE|MAIS ELEVADO  completou? pleted?

completado?

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE C.2: Questionnaire items on educational attainment in the [EU-SILC|(continued)

Country

2004 2005 2006

Translation

SE|

Vilken av de utbildningar som ar uppridknade péd det hér svarskortet dr din hogsta avslut-
ade utbildning? Om mer &n folkskola/grundskola menas med avslutad att man har tagit en
examen el.dyl. Har du gétt eller gar du nu pa kommunal vuxenutbildning (komvux) inklus-
ive grundvux? If yes: Vilken utbildning var/ar det? Har du studerat eller studerar du nu
vid universitet/hogskola? If yes: Har du examen fran universitet/hogskola? If yes: Vilken
examen?

questionnaire item not identified
- Uved'te, aky najvyssi stupefi  questionnaire item not identi-
vzdelania ste dosiahli: fied

Which of the training courses listed on this reply
card is your highest completed education? If more
than elementary school / primary school it completed
means having taken an exam (...) Have you been or
are you now in municipal adult education including
grundvux? If yes: What educational programme was
/ is it? Have you studied or are you studying, are you
now studying at university / college? If yes: Have
you graduated from university/college? If yes, what
degree?

Indicate the highest level of education you have
achieved:

- I would now like to ask you about education and work-related training. Do you have any qualifications ... (IN-
DIVIDUAL PROMPT - CODE|ALL THAT|APPLY) from school, college or university, connected with work or from

government schemes? Which qualifications do (you think) you have, starting with the highest qualifications? (C

ALL TAPPLY - PROMPT AS NECESSARY) Many questions detailing which level of those qualifications follow

Source: [EU-SILC |country questionnaires, provided with the data files by |EUROSTAT |Via |EQUALSOC|

9/€
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TasLE C.3: Questionnaire items on educational attainment in the |[EU-LFS

Country

2005

Translation

[AT]

o

BG

CH

CY
CZ
IDE

Was ist Ihre hochste abgeschlossene Schulbildung?

Quel est le niveau du diplome le plus élevé obtenu par M. ?

Kaksa crermen Ha 3aBbpineHo obpasoBanme mmare? ITocousa ce Haii-
BHCOKATa CTEIleH

Was fiir eine Schule oder Ausbildung haben Sie nach der obligatorischen
Schule als ERSTIESJABGESCHLOSSEN ? INT.: ABGESCHLOSSEN = mit
Diplom oder Abschlusszeugnis! Haben Sie das achte oder neunte Schul-
jahr abgeschlossen? Wie lange hat diese Berufsausbildung/Schule ins-
gesamt gedauert? Haben Sie NACHHER noch eine weitere Ausbildung
ABGESCHLOSSEN ? Um was fiir eine Ausbildung hat es sich gehandelt
? Haben Sie mit einem Doktorat abgeschlossen?

questionnaire item not identified

Jaky je stuperi nejvyssiho dosaZeného vzdélani respondenta?

Haben Sie einen allgemeinen Schulabschluss? Welchen hochsten
allgemeinen Schulabschluss haben Sie? Haben Sie einen beruf-
lichen Ausbildungs- oder Hochschul-/Fachhochschulabschluss?
Welchen hochsten beruflichen  Ausbildungs- oder Hochschul-
/Fachhochschulabschluss haben Sie?

Hvilken skoleuddannelse har De gennemfort? Angiv den hgjeste. Har
De gennemfort en uddannelse udover Deres skoleuddannelse? Hvis De
har gennemfert flere uddannelser, angives kun den hgjeste. [textfield]
Milline on Teie korgeim 16petatud kutse-, ameti- voi erialaharidus? Mil-
lise hariduse omandasite tildhariduskoolis (voi teist liiki Sppeasutuses
tildhariduse 6ppekava raames)?

no Spanish language questionnaire available

What is your highest completed school education?
What is the level of the highest certificate achieved by the respondent?
What level of education have you completed? Indicate the highest level.

What kind of school or training have you completed right after compulsory
school? (Interviewer: completed=with a diploma or certificate) Have you
completed grade 8 or 9? How long did this educational programme take?
Have you completed a further educational programme after that? What
kind of programme was this? Have you completed your education with a
doctorate?

What is the respondents” highest level of education?

Do you have a general school certificate? Which is your highest general
school certificate? Do you have a vocational training certificate or univer-
sity /college degree? What is your highest vocational training certificate or
university /college degree?

What school education have you completed? Indicate the highest. Have
you completed some education in addition to your schooling? If you have
completed several courses, only give the highest. [textfield]

What is your highest level of vocational, occupational or professional edu-
cation? What kind of school education did You attain (or any other educa-
tion in the framework of the general education curriculum)?

What is the highest level of studies that you have completed, and in what
speciality? Interviewer instruction: If the informant provides as a response a
course that does not complete a cycle, more information must be obtained to ascer-
tain the level of studies genuinely completed.

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE C.3: Questionnaire items on educational attainment in the [EU-LFS|(continued)

Country

2005

Translation

F1]

no Finnish language questionnaire available

A cette date MMAAAA, quelle classe ou quelle année d’études aviez-
vous atteint? Dans l'enseignement primaire ou secondaire général,
quelle est la derniére classe que vous avez suivie? A ce jour, quel est le
plus haut diplome d’enseignement primaire ou secondaire général que
vous ayez obtenu ? Dans I'enseignement secondaire technique ou profes-
sionnel, quelle est la derniére année d’études que vous avez suivie ? (si-
non, donner le dipléme préparé le plus élevé s’il s’agit de 'année termi-
nale). A ce jour, quel est le plus haut diplome d’enseignement technique
ou professionnel que vous ayez obtenu ? Dans 'enseignement supérieur,
quelle est la derniére année d’études que vous avez suivie ? (sinon, don-
ner le diplome préparé le plus élevé s'il s’agit de I’année terminale). A ce
jour, quel est le plus haut dipldme d’enseignement supérieur que vous
ayez obtenu ?

ITowo elvar t0 avdrToto eminedo exmaldeuong mou EYETE EMTUYNDSC ONOXA-
NEWCEL

questionnaire item not identified

Have you completed: 1. the matriculation examination or the leaving certi-
ficate of upper secondary general school? 2. the comprehensive or middle
school? 3. the primary school, lower secondary school, part of middle
or comprehensive school? CANNOT SAY. CHOOSE THE HIGHEST ONE
COMPLETED. Questions are not asked about vocational education completed be-
cause that information is available from the register of Completed Education and
Degrees maintained by Statistics Finland.

Which grade or year of studies have you reached on the date (Month/Year)?
In primary or secondary general education, which is the last grade you
attended? Up to today, which is the highest educational certificate you
obtained in primary or secondary general education? In secondary tech-
nical and vocational education, which is the last grade you attended? Up
to today, which is the highest educational certificate you obtained in sec-
ondary technical and vocational education? In higher education, which is
the last grade you attended? Up to today, which is the highest educational
certificate you obtained in higher education?

What is the highest level of education you have successfully completed?

What is the highest level of education or training you have attained? If the highest level of education the respondent has attained is lower secondary,
Please specify level achieved (same for higher secondary, a technical /vocational qualification, higher education certificate/diploma)

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE C.3: Questionnaire items on educational attainment in the (continued)

Country

2005

Translation

IS

Hefurdu lokid nami eftir skyldundam? Hvada skélastigi hefurdu lokio?
Hvada nami hefurdu lokid? Hefurdu 6dlast meistararéttindi? Laukstu
nami dr meistaraskéla? Hvada préfgradu hefurdu lokid? Hefurdu lokid
lengri starfstengdum ndamskeidum? Hvada namskeid? [textfield]

Titolo di studio pit alto conseguito

Jus baigéte (nurodykite auks¢iausia iSsilavinima):

Quel est le niveau d’enseignement le plus élevé que la personne a
achevé? Indiquer le niveau d’enseignement le plus élevé achevé avec
succes et/ou le diplome de fin d’études obtenu

Kads ir Jasu lidz sim sekmigi iegtitais augstakais izglitibas limenis ?

Heeft u na de lagere school of de basisschool een opleiding of cursus
gevolgd waarmee u langer dan 6 maanden bezig bent geweest? Welke
opleiding of cursus heeft u toen als eerste gevolgd? (up to 7) Wat voor
soort onderwijs was dit? Welke leerweg heeft u gevolgd? (if MBO}[MBO|
en leerweg) Was dit een lerarenopleiding? (if [HBO} universitaire en le-
raaropleiding opleiding) Welke akte of graad? Welke examen of welke
academische kwalificatien heeft u als laatste gevolgt? Heeft u de akte,
het getuigschrift of het diploma behaald? Welk examen of welke acade-
mische kwalificatie heeft u als laatste behaald?

Hvilken allmennutdanning har du fullfert? Har du fullfert annen ut-
danning hvor skolegangen eller studiene varer minst 4-5 maneder pa
heltid? Hvilken utdanning er det du har fullfert? Er det videregédende
skole, teknisk fagskole, hoyskole, universitet eller annet? Hvilken utdan-
ning er det du har fullfert? Oppgi skoleslag: [textfield]

Symbol poziomu Ukoficzonego wyksztalcenia

Have you completed studies after compulsory schooling? What level of
schooling have you completed? What is your highest level of education?
Have you acquired a master tradesman’s papers? Did you complete studies
at a master tradesmen’s college? What examination have you completed?
Have you completed any courses which grant job qualification? Which
courses? [textfield]

Highest educational qualification achieved

You have completed (indicate the highest education/degree):

What is the highest level of education the person has successfully achieved?
Indicate the highest level of education achieved successfully and/or the
leaving certificate obtained

What is the highest level of education you have successfully completed up
to now?

Have you, after basic school, followed any education of more than 6 months
duration? Which education or course did you follow first? (up to 7 can be
mentioned) What kind of education was that? What training have you
followed? Was this teacher training? What degree or certificate? Which
course have you attended last? Did you achieve the final certificate? Which
examination or academic qualifications have you last achieved?

Which public education have you completed? Have you completed other
programs where the school or studies last at least 4-5 months full-time?
What education is what you have completed? Is it high school, technical
college, college, university or other? What education is what you have
completed? Enter school type: [textfield]

Code for the level of education completed

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE C.3: Questionnaire items on educational attainment in the [EU-LFS|(continued)

Country 2005 Translation

PT Qual o nivel de escolaridade mais elevado que completou? (incluir What is the highest level of education you have completed? (including
cursos com equivaléncia escolar) courses with school equivalency)

SE not in questionnaire not in questionnaire

SI no Slovenian language questionnaire available Your level of education:

SK not in questionnaire not in questionnaire

TR no Turkish language questionnaire available What is the last educational institution you graduated from?

UK I would now like to ask you about education and work-related training. Do you have any qualifications... (INDIVIDUAL PROMPT - CODE ALL

THAT APPLY) from school, college or university? connected with work? from government schemes? from a Modern Apprenticeship? from having
been education at home, when you were of school age? No qualifications? Which qualifications do (you think) you have, starting with the highest
qualifications? (CODE ALL THAT APPLY - PROMPT AS NECESSARY) plus questions detailing which level of those qualifications ,
degree etc.)

Source: [EU-LFS|country questionnaires, Eurostat|(2009)

0g¢
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TaBLE C.4: Operationalisation of educational attainment in the [EU-SILC|and [EU-LFS|

ESs|last available round EU-SILC 2006 EU-LFS 2005

Question  Response  Items Cat’s  Question  Response Items  Cat’s  Question Response  Items Cat’s
LA I, C 1 6 C I, C 1 11 LC I, C 1 16
LC L1 1 11 C P C 1 35 C P C 1 14
C L 1 6 . . . . LC CPr 1 11
LC LPC 1 13 . . . . C IPC 7+ many
C L, C 1 6 LC I C 1 9 n.i.

L L C 1 11 n.i. LC L,C 1 12
C CP 2 5; 14MR C CP 2 6; 11 C C 4 6; 11
LR L 1 9 R R, LC PO 1 11+
LA pC 2 19 LC P C 18 LC P C 2 19
LA O (@ C) 1 17 LA @) 1 LC @) 1

LC IC 1 6 R LC,C R .

LA C, P 1 12 C C 1 7 LR, C P, C 7 n.i
C L, C 1 8 LC I C 1 10 LC (@) 1

L I,C 1 14 L I, C 1 11 n.i.

LA C L 1 7 LA C 5 30 LA C 5 29
LA C P 1 14 . . . . . . .
L C, P 1 7 LC,C C, L, P(O) 9 20+ LC,C C, L 9 20+
C C 1 8§ C C 1 9 C C1 1 12
. . . . L P C 1 13 C? P C 1 13
LA C L 1 19 C CL 1 19 C @) 1

LA L,C 1 11 LC p 1 11 LC p 1 13
LC PI 1 13 n.i. LR, C P, C o+ many
L L 1 9 R R, LC P1 3 14

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE C.4: Operationalisation of educational attainment in the |EU-SILC|and |EU-LFS|(continued)

ESs|last available round EU-SILC 2006 EU-LFS 2005
Question  Response  Items Cat’s  Question  Response Items  Cat’s  Question Response Items Cat’s
LC L C 1 9 LA P, C 1 11 LC n.i.
LC L C 1 10 LC P, C 1 12 LC L,C 1 11
C I 1 8
LR L,C 1 13 . . . . . .
L LPC 1 13 LC, C I, B, C(O) 10 16+ R R
LC I C 1 7 n.i. L P, C 1 10
LA LP 1 9 LA P, C 1 12 n.i.
L C 1 10 . . . . C I, C 1 11
LR L,C 1 7. . . . . . .
C C 2 53 C C 17 60+ C C, C(O) 29 60+

Source: Country questionnaires from the (available from , (Eurostat, 2009) and (provided by Eurostat with the data).

Column explanations: ‘Question”: operationalisation of ‘educational attainment” used. ‘Response”: concept(s) covered by the response categories. ‘Items”: Number of questionnaire
items (excluding field of education and year of attainment). ‘Cat’s”: Number of response categories. Unspecified categories (‘other’, "don’t know’) are not counted.

Cell entries:

Dot: country was not included in the respective survey.

n.i. questionnaire item/response categories not identified

MR: Multiple response item with the given number of response options

C: question refers to certificates (diplomas, degrees, qualifications); response categories largely consist of a certificates (diplomas, degrees, qualifications)

LA: question refers to (level of) education/programme achieved (obtained, attained)

LC: question refers to (level of) education/programme completed (terminated, finished)

LR: question refers to (level of) education/programme received (attended, taken)

L: question refers to education in a generic way; response categories are generic levels (primary, basic, secondary, tertiary)

I: Educational institutions mentioned (schools, colleges, universities)

P: educational programmes mentioned (vocational, general, professional, technical)

O: no response categories, but open question that is later post-coded. What follows in brackets are the types of categories that interviewers code the response into. If ‘(O)" preceded
by another code, the open question is restricted to that type of information.
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COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR
MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN THE ESS

D.1

COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE

ESS]

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

Highest level of education, @ (round one) Freq. %
1 keine Qualifikation (no qualification) 19 1.2
2 Pflichtschule (compulsory school) 420 257
3 Abschluss einer weiterbildenden Schule (intermediate school) 605 37.1
4 Matura (high school graduates) 353 21.6
5 akademischer Grad, Fachhochschulabschluss oder dquivalent (aca- 233 14.2
demic degree: university degree or equivalent)
6 Other 3 02
8 No answer 0 00
N 1633 100.0
Highest level of education, @ (rounds two and three) Freq. %
0 Pflichtschule nicht abgeschlossen (no qualification) 26 0.9
1 Pflichtschule (compulsory school) 445 14.5
2 Abschluss einer weiterbildenden Schule (BMS, Berufslehre, Berufs- 1481 48.1
schule) (intermediate school)
3 Hohere Schule mit Matura (AHS, BHS) (high school graduates) 585 19.0
4 Ausbildung nach Abschluss einer Hoheren Schule, Bakkalaure- 250 8.1
at, hochschulverwandte Lehranstalt (berufsbildende, padagogische
Akademie), Kolleg
5 akademischer Grad, (Fach-) Hochschulabschluss oder dquivalent 293 9.5
(academic degree: university degree or equivalent)
N 3081 100.0

Continued on the next page
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384 D COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the
(continued)

Highest level of education, Freq. %

0 Aucun terminé/Niet voltooid lager onderwijs (Not completed 30 0.9
primary education)

1 Primaires/Lager onderwijs (Primary, basic, and special primary edu- 274 7.8
cation)

2 Secondaire inférieur professionnel ou technique/Lager beroepson- 384 11.0
derwijs (lower secondary voc. education)

3 Secondaire inférieur général/Lager algemeen secundair onderwijs 238 6.8
(lower secondary gen. education)

4 Secondaire supérieur professionnel (A3)/Hoger secundair onder- 423 12.1
wijs (higher secondary voc. education)

5 Secondaire supérieur technique (A2)/Hoger secundair technisch, 532 15.2
zevend beroepsopleiding (higher secondary technical, or 7th year
voc. education)

6 Secondaire supérieur général/hoger algemeen secundair (higher sec- 398 11.4
ondary gen. education)

7 Supérieur de type court (A1)/hoger onderwijs korte type (higher 645 18.4
education, short type)

8 Supérieur de type long/hoger onderwijs van het lange type (higher 174 5.0
education, long type)

9 Universitaire/universiteit (university education) 353 10.1

10 Doctorat ou post-doctorat/doctoraal en postdoctoraal (doctoral and 37 1.1

postdoctoral education)

11 Other 4 0.1
88 Don’t know 2 0.1
99 No answer 4 0.1
N 3498 100.0
Highest level of education, Freq. %

1 Ilo-mmcko ot HawsanHo obpasosBanue (Not completed primary educa- 14 1.6

tion)

2 Havanno (Primary education, I-IV grade) 24 27
3 Ocnosro (Lower secondary education, V-VIII grade) 189 21.0
4 Cpenno (Upper secondary, IX-XIII grade) 452 50.3
5 Ionysucie (Post secondary, non-tertiary education) 56 6.3
6 Bucme (Tertiary education) 161 17.9
88 Don’t know 3 03
N 200 100.0

Continued on the next page



D.1 COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE [ESS

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the
(continued)

Highest level of education, |CH|(rounds one and two)

Freq.

%

1

10

11

12

13

Keine abgeschlossene obligatorische Ausbildung/Ecole obligatoire
inachevée/Scuola dell’obbligo non terminata (Incomplete compuls-
ory school)

Obligatorische Schule (Sekundarschule)/Ecole obligatoire (école se-
condaire)/Scuola dell’obbligo (scuola media) (Compulsory school)
Anlehre (in Betrieb und Schule)/Formation prof. élémentaire (en-
treprise+école)/Formazione empirica (azienda+scuola) (Elementary
voc. training, enterprise + school)

Maturitatsschulen, Gymnasium, Lehrerseminar, Schule fiir Unter-
richtsberufe/Gymnase/ college, baccalauréat, école normale/études
pédagogiques/Liceo (maturita), liceo, magistrali, scuola per profes-
sioni didattiche (Secondary school, Maturity)
Berufsmaturitiat/Maturité prof./Maturita prof. (Graduation dip-
loma school, prof. Maturity)

1 Jahr Handelsschule/allgemeine Schule, Haushaltslehrjahr, Sprach-
aufenthalt/1 an : Ecole commerciale/de formation générale/stage
ménager, séjour linguistique/1 anno: scuole commerciali o di forma-
zione gen.e, ragazza alla pari, sogg. Linguistico (1 year: school of
commerce/domestic science school)

Berufslehren, BMS, KV/Apprentissage (niveau
CFC)/Apprendistato (livello CFC) (Apprenticeship)

2-3 Jahre: allgemeinbildende Schule, (Diplommittelschule, Verkehrs-
schule)/2 a 3 ans : Ecole de formation générale (EDD=école de degré
dipléme, école d’adm.)/2 a 3 anni: scuole di formazione gen.e (pro-
ped., ammin.) (2 to 3 years: gen. training school)

2-3 Jahre: Vollzeitberufsschule (Handelsschule, Lehrwerkstitte) /2 a
3 ans : Ecole prof./métiers a plein temps (éc. sup. de commerce,
ateliers profess.)/2 a 3 anni: Scuola prof.e a tempo pieno (scuola
superiore di commercio, ateliers prof.) (2 to 3 years: full time voc.
school)

Hohere Berufsausbildung mit Meisterdiplom, Eidgenossischer Fach-
ausweis/Formation prof. supérieure avec maitrise, brevet fédé-
ral/Formazione prof.e superiore con maestria, diploma/brevetto fe-
derale (voc. higher education with special degree)
Techniker-/Fachschule (2 Jahre Voll-/3 Jahre Teilzeit)/Ecole tech-
nique/prof. (2 ans plein temps/3 ans temps partiel)/Scuola tecni-
ca/prof.e (2 anni a tempo pieno/3 anni a tempo parz.) (Technical or
voc. school, 2 yrs full/ 3 yrs part time)

Hohere Fachschule, HTL, HMYV, (3 Jahre Voll- oder 4 Jahre Teil-
zeit) /Ecole prof. sup./technicum/ingénieur ETS, haute école spécia-
lisée (3 ans plein temps/4 ans temps partiel) /Scuola prof.e superio-
re, tecnicum, STS, scuola universitaria prof. (3 anni a tempo pieno/4
anni a tempo parziale) (Technical or voc. high school, specialized)
Universitit (3 Jahre)/Université (3 ans, licence courte)/Universita (3
anni) (University, 3 years, short bachelor’s degree)

34

276

86

223

26

70

1167

39

115

302

88

201

42

1.1

922

2.9

7.5

0.9

23

39.1

1.3

3.8

10.1

3.0

6.7

14

Continued on the next page
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386 D COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the
(continued)

Highest level of education, |CH|(rounds one and two) Freq. %

14 Universitdt, Hochschule (4 Jahre und mehr, Lizentiat)/Université, 201 6.7
haute école (4 ans et plus, licence, diplome)/Universita, politecni-
co (4 anni e piti, licenza.) (University, 4 years and more, bachelor’s
degree)

15 Universitit, Hochschule (Dissertation, Nachdiplom)/Université, 92 3.1
haute école (doctorat, post-grade)/Universita, politecnico (licenza.,
dottorato, corsi post universitari) (University, masters, post-graduate

degree)
16 Other 21 07
N 2983 100.0
Highest level of education, |CH|(round three) Freq. %

1 Nicht abgeschlossene  Primarschule/Ecole  primaire in- 12 1.0
achevée/Scuola elementare non terminata (Incomplete primary
school)

2 Primarschule/Ecole primaire/Scuola elementare (Primary school) 45 3.6

3 Sekundar-, Real- und Oberschule/Cycle d’orientation, école 82 6.6
secondaire/Scuola secondaria, scuola media (Secondary education,
first stage)

4 Berufliche Grundbildung ((Eidg. Berufsattest) Anlehre in Betrieb 86 6.9
und Schule, Handelsschule (1 Jahr), Allgemeinbildende Schule, 1—2
Jahre)/Formation prof. initiale (Attestation fédérale de formation
prof.) Apprentissage court (2 ans), Ecole commerciale (1 an), Ecole
de formation générale (1—2 ans)/Formazione prof.e di base (Certi-
ficato federale di formazione pratica) Apprendistato corto (2 anni),

Scuole commerciali (1 anno), Scuole di formazione gen.e (1—2 anni)
(Initial voc. training, 1—2years)

5 Berufslehre (Eidg. Fahigkeitszeugnis) Lehrbetriebe, Berufsfach- 482 38.6
schulen/Apprentissage (CFC) Ecoles prof.s, Entreprises form-
atrices/ Apprendistato (AFC) Aziende di tirocinio, Scuole prof.i di
base (Apprenticeship, voc. training, dual system)

6 Fachmittelschulen (FMS) (Fachmaturitit, Fachmittelschulausweis) 58 4.6
Diplommittelschulen (DMS), Handelsschule (3 Jahre)/Ecoles de cul-
ture générale (ECG) (Maturité spécialisée, certificat d’ECG) Ecoles
de degré diplome (EDD), Ecole commerciale (3 ans)/Scuole spe-
cializzate per le professioni sanitarie e sociali (SSPSS) (Certificato
e maturita specializzata) Scuole di diploma (SDD), Scuola commer-
ciale (3 anni) (gen. training school, 3 years)

Continued on the next page



D.1 COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE [ESS

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the
(continued)

Highest level of education, (round three, continued)

Freq.

%

7

10

11

12

13

88

Maturitdtsschulen (Berufs- und gymnasiale Maturitdt), Gymnas-
ium, Lehrerseminar, Schule fiir Unterrichtsberufe, Hohere Han-
delsschule)/Ecoles de maturité (Maturité prof. et gymnasiale)
Gymnase, College, Ecole normale, Etudes pédagogiques, Ecole
supérieure de commerce/Scuole di maturita (Maturita prof.e e gin-
nasiale) Liceo, liceo magistrale, Scuola per professioni didattiche,
Scuola superiore di commercio (School preparing for university, voc.
baccalaureate)

Berufsbildung (Zweitausbildung) /Formation prof. (deuxieme form-
ation)/Formazione prof.e (seconda formazione) (voc. training,
second)

Maturitatsschulen nach der Lehre und fiir Erwachsene (Berufsma-
turitdt und Gymnasiale Maturitédt)/Ecoles pour maturité apres ap-
prentissage et pour adultes (Maturité prof. et gymnasiale)/Scuole
di maturita dopo apprendistato e per adulti (Maturita prof.e e gin-
nasiale) (School for univ. for adults and baccal. after voc. training)
Hohere Berufsausbildung (Diplom, Eidg. Fachausweis) Hohere
Fachschulen, Hohere Technische Lehranstalt (HTL)/Formation prof.
supérieure (Diplome, brevet fédéral) Ecoles supérieures spécialisées
(ESS), Ecoles techniques supérieures (ETS)/Formazione prof.e su-
periore (Diploma, brevetto federale) Scuole superiori specializzate
(SSS), Scuole tecniche superiori (STS) (Higher voc. training)
Fachhochschulen (FH), Padagogische Hochschulen (PH) (Master,
Bachelor, Diplom, Nachdiplom)/Hautes écoles spécialisées (HES),
Hautes écoles pédagogiques (HEP) (Master, bachelor, diplome, post-
grade)/Scuole specializzate superiori (SSS), Alte scuole pedagogiche
(ASP) (Master, Bachelor, diploma, post-grado) (Pedagogical and ap-
plied university)

Universitare Hochschulen, Eidgenossische Technische Hochschulen
(ETH) (Master, Bachelor, Lizentiat, Diplom, Nachdiplom)/Hautes
écoles universitaires, Ecoles polytechniques fédérales (EPF) (Master,
bachelor, licence, diplome, postgrade)/Universita cantonali e politec-
nici federali (PF) (Master, bachelor, licenza, diploma, post-grado)
(University diploma and post-graduate, including technical)
Doktorat, PhD/Doctorat, PhD/Dottorato, PhD (University doctor-
ate)

Don’t know

71

46

126

88

122

23

1

5.7

3.7

0.6

10.1

7.0

2.8

1.8

0.0

1250

100.0

Continued on the next page
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388 D COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, Freq. %
1 Mn mpocoviolyog, yweic Wiaitepn poppuon (Not completed primary 4 05
education)
2 Amnohuthplo Anuotixod (Primary or first stage of basic) 71 104
3 Anohutfpio I'vuvaciouv (Lower secondary or second stage of basic) 76 11.1
4 Arnolutrpio Auxeiov (Upper secondary) 347 50.7
5 Aimopa (TertoBddua un Havemo tnuoxd) (Diploma, Tertiary not uni- 76 11.2
versity)
6 Iltuylo, Metantuytoxd,  Awlaxtopxd  (HavemotAwo) (Bach- 110 16.1
elor/Master/PhD)
N 684 100.0
Highest level of education, Freq. %
0 Nedokoncené zdkladni vzdélani (Uncompleted primary) 10 03
1 Zakladni vzdélani (Primary) 245 8.6
2 Vyuceni bez maturity (voc., no upper diploma) 865 30.3
3 Stfedni vzdélani bez maturity (Secondary, no upper diploma) 301 10.5
4 Vyuceni s maturitou (voc., diploma) 168 5.9
5 Uplné stiedni odborné vzdélani s maturitou (Secondary technical, 642 22.5
diploma)
6 Stfedni vseobecné vzdélani s maturitou (Secondary academic, dip- 235 8.2
loma)

7 Vy$si vzdélani (pomaturitni studium, vyssi skola, 5 a 6. ro¢. konzer- 80 2.8
vatore) (Higher)

8 Vysokoskolské bakaldtské vzdélani (Tertiary, Bc.) 49 1.7
9 Vysokoskolské magisterské vzdélani (Tertiary, M.A.) 225 79
10 Védecka vychova, postgradudlni vzdélani (Post-graduate) 18 0.6
11 Other 9 03
77 Refusal 3 01
88 Don’t know 9 03
99 No answer 2 0.1
N 2858 100.0

Continued on the next page



D.1 COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE [ESS

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of school education, |DEf'37 Freq. %
2 Schule beendet ohne Abschluss (No school leaving qualification) 108 1.9
3 Volks-/Hauptschulabschluss bzw. Polytechnische Oberschule mit 1698 29.6
Abschluss 8. oder 9. Klasse (Secondary gen. school leaving cert.)

4 Mittlere Reife/Realschulabschluss bzw. Polytechnische Oberschule 2084 36.3
mit Abschluss 10. Klasse (Intermediate school leaving cert.)

5 Fachhochschulreife (Abschluss einer Fachoberschule etc.) (Higher 426 7.4
educ. entrance qual., but not for university)

6 Abitur bzw. Erweiterte Oberschule mit Abschluss 12. Kl. (Hoch- 1382 24.1
schulreife) (gen. higher education entrance qualification)

7 Other 29 05

77 Refusal 15 03

5742 100.0
Highest level of post-school education, |DE|(rounds one and two) Freq. %
0 Keine berufliche Ausbildung (no voc./prof. education) 279 7.3
1 Beruflich-betriebliche Anlernzeit mit Abschlusszeugnis, aber keine 49 1.3
Lehre (training time with certificate, but no apprenticeship)

2 Teilfacharbeiterabschluss (semi-skilled workers’ certificate) 45 1.2

3 Abgeschlossene gewerbliche oder landwirtschaftliche Lehre (com- 938 24.4
pleted industrial or agricultural apprenticeship)

4 Abgeschlossene kaufménnische Lehre (completed commercial ap- 781 20.4
prenticeship)

5 Berufliches Praktikum, Volontariat (internship, traineeship) 26 0.7

6 Fachschulabschluss (certificate from higher voc. school) 299 7.8

7 Berufsfachschulabschl., Berufsgrundbildungsjahr abgeschl. (voc. 219 5.7
school certificate, basic voc. training year)

8 Meister-, Techniker- oder gleichwertiger Fachschulabschluss (Master 281 7.3
craftsman, technician or equivalent certificate)

9 Abgeschlossenes Studium an Fachhochschule (auch Abschluss einer 236 6.1
Ingenieurschule), Schule des Gesundheitswesens (completed studies
at technical/voc. college, health sector school)

10 Hochschule/Universitdt: Zwischenpriifung/Vordiplom, Bachelor 147 3.8
(Higher education: intermediate examination/diploma, Bachelor)
11 Abgeschlossenes Studium an Hochschule, Universitdt, Akademie, 439 11.4

Polytechnikum (Diplom, Magister, Master, Staatsexamen) (com-
pleted studies in higher education, long university degree)

12 Promotion; Habilitation (PhD) 43 1.1

13 Other 46 1.2

77 Refusal 7 02

99 No answer 1 00
N 3960 100.0

Continued on the next page

137 The data collection instrument forconsists of two questionnaire items, one covering school
leaving certificates, and the other covering post-school qualifications. These were obtained
from the country-specific[ESS files from [NSD} since they are not included in the integrated file.
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390 D COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of post-school education, |DE|(round three) Freq. %
0 Keine berufliche Ausbildung (no voc./prof. education) 127 6.7

1 Beruflich-betriebliche Anlernzeit mit Abschlusszeugnis, aber keine 43 2.3
Lehre (training time with certificate, but no apprenticeship)

2 Teilfacharbeiterabschluss (semi-skilled workers’ certificate) 12 0.6

3 Abgeschlossene gewerbliche oder landwirtschaftliche Lehre (com- 527 27.7
pleted industrial or agricultural apprenticeship)

4 Abgeschlossene kaufmidnnische Lehre (completed commercial ap- 415 21.8

prenticeship)
5 Berufliches Praktikum, Volontariat 1 (internship, traineeship) 15 0.8
6 Fachschulabschluss (certificate from higher voc. school) 122 64

7 Berufsfachschulabschluss, Berufsgrundbildungsjahr abgeschlossen 113 5.9
(voc. school certificate, basic voc. training year)
8 Meisterabschluss (Master craftsman) 77 4.0
9 Abgeschlossenes Studium an Fachhochschule (auch Abschluss einer 135 7.1
Ingenieurschule), Schule des Gesundheitswesens (completed studies
at technical/voc. college, health sector school)
10 Hochschule/Universitat: Zwischenpriifung, Vordiplom (Higher 64 3.4
education: intermediate examination/diploma)
11 Bachelor 2 01
12 Abgeschlossenes Studium an Hochschule, Universitdt, Akademie, 190 10.0
Polytechnikum (Diplom, Magister, Master, Staatsexamen) (com-
pleted studies in higher education, long university degree)

13 Promotion; Habilitation 21 1.1
14 Other 33 1.7
77 Refusal 9 05
99 No answer 1 0.1

N 1905 100.0

Continued on the next page



D.1 COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE [ESS

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, @ (round one) Freq. %
0 Ingen skoleuddannelse, ingen erhvervsuddannelse (No school edu- 1 0.1
cation, no voc. education)
1 1.-6. skoleklasse, ingen erhvervsuddannelse (1.-6. class in school, no 3 03
voc. education)
2 7.-10. skoleklasse, ingen erhvervsuddannelse (7.-10. class in school, 166 15.8
no voc. education)
3 Gymnasium, HF, HH, HTX, ingen erhvervsuddannelse (Upper sec- 58 5.5
ondary school, no voc. education)
4 Erhvervsfaglige uddannelser, hdndveerkeruddannelser, social og 458 43.5
sundhedshjeelperuddannelser (voc. education and training, appren-
ticeship training in crafts, social and health services)
5 Arbejdslederuddannelser for faglerte (Work leader education for 26 2.5
voc. educated)
6 Videregdende uddannelser pd 2-3 ar efter gymnasium eller faglig 117 11.1
uddannelse (Further education of 2-3 years after upper secondary
school)
7 Videregdende uddannelser pa ca. 4 ar efter gymnasium eller faglig 124 11.8
uddannelse (Further education of around 4 years after upper second-
ary school)
8 Bachelor eller kandidateksamen fra universitet (Bachelors or masters 88 8.4
degree from university)
9 Overbygning pa universitetseksamen, Ph.d., licentiat (Further uni- 9 0.9
versity education i.e. PhD, Licentiate)
88 Don’t know 2 02
N 1052 100.0

Continued on the next page
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392 D COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, @ (rounds two and three) Freq. %
0 Ingen skoleuddannelse, ingen erhvervsuddannelse (No school edu- 7 03

cation, no voc. education)

1 1.-6. skoleklasse, ingen erhvervsuddannelse (1.-6. class in school, no 14 0.7
voc. education)

2 7.-10. skoleklasse, ingen erhvervsuddannelse (7.-10. class in school, 273 13.0
no voc. education)

3 Gymnasium, HE, HH, HTX, ingen erhvervsuddannelse (Upper sec- 109 5.2
ondary school, no voc. education)

4 Erhvervsfaglige uddannelser, hdndveerkeruddannelser, social og 651 31.1
sundhedshjeelperuddannelser (voc. education and training, appren-
ticeship training in crafts, social and health services)

5 Korte videregdende uddannelser (efter faglig uddannelse eller gym- 305 14.6
nasium) (har som oftest en varighed af 2—3 ar, fx socialpaedagog,
maskintekniker, politi) (short further education of 2-3 years after up-
per secondary school, such as social pedagogue, mechanical techni-
cian, police)

6 Mellemlang videregdende uddannelse (efter faglig uddannelse eller 441 21.0
gymnasium), har som oftest en varighed af 3—4 ar, fx teknikumin-
genior, leerer, sygeplejerske (medium further education of 3—4 years
after upper secondary school, such as engineer, teacher, nurse)

7 Lang videregdende uddannelse (efter faglig uddannelse eller gym- 252 12.0
nasium) Universitetsuddannelser fx cand.jur, lege, cand.merc.,
arkitektskolerne, musikkonservatorierne) (long further education
after upper secondary school, university studies such as architecture,
medicine, music)

8 Overbygning pd universitetseksamen, Ph.d., licentiat (Further uni- 24 1.1
versity education i.e. PhD, Licentiate)

99 No answer 20 1.0

N 2096 100.0

Continued on the next page



D.1 COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE [ESS

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the
(continued)

Highest level of education, [EE| (round two)'33

Freq.

Yo

1

w

)]

10

1

12

13
14

KIRJAOSKAMATU/HETPAMOTHBIN /ASI (no primary education,
illiterate)

Alghariduseta/Her nagansnoro obpazosanus (no primary education,
literate)

Algharidus/Hawaisroe ob6pasosanne (primary education)
Pohiharidus (mittetédielik keskharidus)/OcrosHoe o6pazosanue (He-
noJiHoe cpezee obpasosanue) (gen. basic education, incomplete sec-
ondary education)

Keskharidus/Cpeznee obpazosanue (gen. secondary education)
Kutseharidus, 6ppeaeg alla 3 aasta; Kutseharidus, dppeaeg 3 aastat
vOdi rohkemlIIpodeccronansroe obpasosanue, oO0ydeHne MeHee 3 JeT;
ITpodeccuonanpuoe obpazosanue, obydenue 3 roga u 6osee (voc. edu-
cation without primary education)

Kutseharidus koos pohihariduse omandam-
isega/Ilpodeccuonasnbuoe 06pa3oBaHHe C MOJIyYEHHEM OCHOBHOI'O
obpaszoanus (voc. basic education)

Kutseharidus koos keskhariduse omandamisega, Kutsekeskharidus
pohihariduse baasil/IIpodeccuonanbuoe 06pa3oBatue C IOy I€HIEM
cpeaHero obpazoBanus, [Ipodeccronanbaoe cpenmee obpa3oBaHue Ha
6a3e ocnoBHOro obpazosanud (voc. secondary education)
Kutsekeskharidus keskhariduse baasil /IIpodeccuonanbnoe cpemmee
obpasoBanne Ha Oa3e cpenHero obpasosanus (voc. secondary educa-
tion after secondary education)

Keskeri-/tehnikumiharidus pérast pohiharidust/Cpexuee npodec-
CHOHAJIbHOE 00pa30BaHNe/ TeXHUKYM IIOCJe OCHOBHOTO OOPa30BAHMSI
(prof. secondary/technical education after basic education)
Keskeri-/tehnikumiharidus pérast keskharidust/Cpeanee npodec-
CHOHAJIbHOE 00pa30BaHUE/TEXHUKYM IIOCJIE CPEIHEro 0Opa30BaHUS
(prof. secondary/technical education after secondary education)
Kutsekorgharidus, Rakenduskérgharidus (diplomiope), Baka-
laureus (korgharidus)/IIpodeccuonanbnoe BbiciIee 00pa3oBaHue,
ITpuknasHoe BHICIIEe o6pasoBanue (muiioMHOe obyuenue), CreneHb
Gakanaspa (Beicmee obpasosamue) (higher voc. education, prof.
higher education/diploma study, Bachelor)

Magister/Crenens marucrpa (master’s degree)

Teaduste kandidaat, doktor/Kanmugar, mokrop nayk (candidate of
sciences, doctor’s degree)

103

224

201

103

126

151

245

20
3

0.0
0.1
0.7
8.7

18.8
0.0

0.4

16.9

8.7

10.6

12.7

20.6

1.7
0.3

1190 100.0

Continued on the next page

138 For [EE} educational attainment is measured using the same two-item instrument in both
rounds. However, the variable delivered to in round two aggregates some of the categor-

ies that were separate in the questionnaire. The original variables could not be obtained.
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394 D COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the
(continued)

Highest level of education, |EE|(round three)39 Freq. %

0 Alghariduseta; KIRJAOSKAMATU/Her naaibHOro 06pa3oBaHus; 0 0.0
HETPAMOTHBII/ASI (no primary education, illiterate)
Algharidus/Hauaisnoe obpazosanue (primary education) 2 02
2 Pohiharidus (mittetdielik keskharidus)/OcuoBhoe obpazosanue (ne- 44 4.9
noJiHOe cpeaHee obpasosanue) (gen. basic education, incomplete sec-
ondary education)
Keskharidus/Cpepauee obpaszosamue (gen. secondary education) 170 189
4 Kutseharidus, 6ppeaeg alla 3 aasta, Kutseharidus, 6ppeaeg 3 aastat 39 4.3
vdi rohkem /TIpodeccuonanbroe obpa3oBanue, 00yUeHre MeHee 3 JieT
, IIpodeccuonanbuoe obpazoanue, odbyuenune 3 rojga u bHosee (VOC.
education without primary education)
5 Kutseharidus koos pohihariduse omandamisega / IIpodeccuonans- 22 2.4
HOe 00pazoBaHue C MOJIyYeHHeM OCHOBHOrO obpasosanus (voc. basic
education)
6 Kutseharidus koos keskhariduse omandamisega / IIpodeccuonans- 72 8.0
HOe ODpa30BaHue C IOJIydYeHneM cpejHero obpasoBanust (voc. educa-
tion with secondary education)
7 Kutsekeskharidus pohihariduse baasil/IIpodeccuonanshoe cpenee 64 7.1
obpaszoBanue Ha 6a3e ocHOBHOro obpasoBanugd (voc. secondary educa-
tion after basic edcuation)
8 Kutsekeskharidus keskhariduse baasil/IIpodgeccuonanbnoe cpeanee 43 4.8
obpasoBanne Ha 6a3e cpenHero obpasosanus (voc. secondary educa-
tion after secondary education)
9 Keskeri/tehnikumiharidus parast pohiharidust/Cpennee mpodec- 920 10.0
CHOHAJIbHOE 00pPAa30BaHME/TEXHUKYM II0CJI€ OCHOBHOI'O 0OpA30BaHUS
(prof. secondary/technical education after basic education)
10 Keskeri/tehnikumiharidus parast keskharidust/Cpenuee npodeccn- 118 13.1
OHAJILHOE 06PA30BAHNE/ TEXHUKYM IIOCTIE cpeHero obpasosanus (prof.
secondary /technical education after secondary education)
11 Kutsekorgharidus/Ilpodeccuonanbnoe Boicinee obpasosanue (higher 32 3.6
voc. education)
12 Rakenduskorgharidus (diplomidpe)/IIpukiaguaoe Beiciiee obpasosa- 44 4.9
uue (mumomuoe obydenue) (prof. higher education/diploma study,)
13 Bakalaureus (korgharidus)/Crenens 6axanmaspa (Bbicmee obpasosa- 121 13.4
uue) (Bachelor)
14 Magister/Crenens marucrpa (Master) 35 39
15 Teaduste kandidaat/doktor/Kannunar/mokrop nayk (candidate of 5 06
sciences, doctor’s degree)

N 901 100.0

—_—

w

Continued on the next page

139 For [EE, educational attainment is measured using the same two-item instrument in both
rounds. However, only one of the resulting variables was delivered to in round three,
which covered voc., prof. and higher education qualifications. The variable presented here
additionally includes information on gen. school education, derived from the cross-national
variable edulvl.



D.1 COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE [ESS

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, |ES|(round one) Freq. %
0 Sin estudios/analfabeto (No studies/illiterate) 31 3.0
1 Estudios primarios sin terminar (menos de 5 afios de escuela o EGB 82 7.8
(Not completed primary education)

2 Estudios primarios completos (incluido 50 E.G.B.) (Primary educa- 190 18.0
tion)

3 EGB, ESO o equivalente (antiguo Bachillerato elemental, graduado 224 21.3
escolar, certificado escolar.) (Degree of primary education)

4 FP1 y Ensefianza técnico-profesional o equiv. (voc. education, first 81 7.7
cycle)

5 Bachillerato superior, BUP, o equivalente (Secondary education) 139 132

6 FP2 o equivalente (voc. education, second cycle) 88 83

7 Estudios superiores 2 o 3 afios (en centros de estudio no reglados) (2 6 0.6
or 3 years higher education, not leading to a university degree)

8 Arquitecto e ingeniero técnico (Polytechnical studies, short cycle: 64 6.1
technical architect or technical engineer, 3 years university degree)

9 Diplomado de otras escuelas universitarias o equivalente (Other 23 2.1
short cycle university degree, 3 years)

10 Arquitecto o ingeniero superior (Polytechnical studies, long cycle: 12 1.2

architect, engineer, 5 years)

1T Licenciado (Other long cycle university degree, 5 years or more) 91 87

12 Estudios postgrado o especializacién (Postgraduate degree) 8 038

13 Doctorado (Doctoral degree) 8 0.8

77 Refusal 5 05
N 1052 100.0

Continued on the next page
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396 D COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)

Highest level of education, |ES|(rounds two and three) Freq. %
0 Sin estudios/analfabeto (No schooling / illiterate) 140 6.0
1 Estudios primarios sin terminar (Not completed primary education) 118 5.1
2 Certificado de escolaridad (gen. Basic Education) 149 64
3 Hasta 50 de EGB (Five years of gen. Basic Education) 53 23
4 Antigua primaria completa (Former primary education, 5 years) 198 8.5
5 EGB o0 ESO (gen. Basic or Compulsory Secondary Education, Gradu- 356 15.4

ate)
6 Bachillerato elemental (Former lower secondary education) 112 4.8

7 FP1y Ensefianza Técnico Profesional o equivalente (voc. training I) 119 5.1
8 Bachillerato superior, BUP o equivalente (Higher secondary educa- 242 10.5
tion)
9 FP2 o equivalente (voc. training II) 228 9.8
10 Estudios superiores de 2 o 3 afios (en centros de estudios no regla- 28 1.2
dos) (Post-secondary, non tertiary)
1T Arquitecto e Ingeniero Técnico (University degree, 3 years technical) 26 1.1
12 Diplomado de otras escuelas universitarias o equivalente (University 191
degree, 3 years)
13 Arquitecto o Ingeniero Superior (University degree, 5 years tech- 24 1.0

nical)
14 Licenciado (University degree, 5 years) 260 11.2
15 Estudios de postgrado o especializacién (Postgraduate studies) 32 14
16 Doctorado (PhD.) 20 0.9
77 Refusal 22 09
88 Don’t know 1 00
N 2319 100.0

Continued on the next page



D.1 COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE [ESS

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, @ (rounds one and two)*+° Freq. %
0 Vdhemmin kuin peruskoulun ala-aste tai vastaava/Mindre &n 6 02
grundskolans ldgstadium eller motsvarande (less than primary
school or equivalent completed)
1 Peruskoulun ala-aste (1-6 luokat), kansakoulu/Grundskolans lagsta- 289 11.0
dium (arskurserna 1-6), folkskola (completion of grades 1-6 of basic
school or old primary school)
2 Peruskoulun yldaste (7—9/10 luokat), keskikoulu/Grundskolans 376 14.3
hogstadium (arskurserna 7—9/10), mellanskola (completion of
grades 7—9 and the voluntary 10th grade of basic or middle school)
3 Lukio, ylioppilas- tai ammatillinen tutkinto/Gymnasium, student- 1001 38.1
eller yrkesexamen (matriculation examination, voc. qualifications
attained in 2—3 years, further and specialist voc. qualifications)
5 Opisto- tai korkeakoulututkinto/Examen pa institutniva eller hog- 905 34.5
skoleexamen (voc. college education of 2—3 years, polytechnic de-
grees, university degrees)
6 Lisensiaatin tai tohtorin tutkinto/Licentiat- eller doktorsexamen (li- 42 1.6
centiate and doctorate)
8 Don’t know 6 02
N 2625 100.0
Highest level of education, @ (round three) Freq. %
0 Vdhemmain kuin peruskoulun ala-aste tai kansakoulu/Mindre &n 15 1.2
grundskolans lagstadium eller folkskola (less than primary school
or folk school completed)
1 Peruskoulun ala-aste (1-6 luokat), kansakoulu/Grundskolans lagsta- 111 9.1
dium (arskurserna 1-6), folkskola (completion of grades 1-6 of basic
school or folk school)
2 Peruskoulun yldaste (7—9/10 luokat), keskikoulu/Grundskolans 129 10.6
hogstadium (arskurserna 7-9/10), mellanskola (completion of
grades 7-9 and the voluntary 1oth grade of basic or middle school)
3 Lukio, ylioppilas- tai ammatillinen tutkinto/Gymnasium, student- 473 38.8
eller yrkesexamen (matriculation examination, voc. qualifications
attained in 2-3 years, further and specialist voc. qualifications)
5 Opisto- tai korkeakoulututkinto/Examen pa institutniva eller hog- 465 38.1
skoleexamen (voc. college education of 2—3 years, polytechnic de-
grees, university degrees)
6 Lisensiaatin tai tohtorin tutkinto/Licentiat- eller doktorsexamen (li- 25 2.1
centiate and doctorate)
8 Don’t know 1 0.1
N 1219 100.0

Continued on the next page

140 |FI/did not submit a to This variable is thus derived from the cross-national variable
edulvl, which is however identical with the output of the instrument.
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398 D COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, |[FR|(rounds one and two) Freq. %
1 Sans diplome (no qualification) 131 5.9

2 Non diplomés jusqu’a la fin 3éme, ande, 1ére filiere générale (dro- 73 3.3
pouts from general upper secondary education)

3 Non diplomés du filiere prof. (dropouts from vocational 96 4.3
upper secondary education)

4 Certificat d’études primaires (certificate of primary education) 167 7.5

CAP|, examen de fin d’apprentissage artisanal (upper secondary vo- 346 15.6

cational training, craft apprenticeship exam)

6 Brevet d’Enseignement Agricole, — (BEA), Brevet d’études 246 11.1
commerciales (BEC), Brevet d’Enseignement Industriel , Brevet
d’Enseignement Social, (upper secondary vocational education
and training)

7 Brevet élémentaire, Brevet d’étude du premier cycle, brevet des 105 4.7
colléges (lower secondary school certificate)

8 Baccalauréat général, Brevet supérieur (general university entrance 231 10.4
qualification)

9 Brevet de technicien, baccalauréat de technicien, baccalauréat tech- 143 6.5

nologique, baccalauréat professionnel (certificates of general, tech-

nological and vocational upper secondary education)

certificat d’aptitude Pédagogique (certificates awar- 274 124

ded upon completion of two years of post-secondary education (gen-

eral, technological, vocational))

11 Dipléome universitaire des deuxiéme et troisieme cycles, Doctorat, 399 18.0

Agrégation, Diplome de grandes écoles (university diplomas
of the second and third cycles, PhD, teacher training, post-graduate
certificates, diploma of a grande école)

88 Don’t know 3 01

N 2214 100.0

)]

10

Continued on the next page



D.1 COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE [ESS

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, |FR|(round three) Freq. %

1 Sans diplome (no qualification) 96 638
Non diplomés jusqu’a la fin 3eme, 2nd, 1ere filiere générale (dro- 50 3.5
pouts from general upper secondary education)

3 Non diplomés du filiere prof. (dropouts from vocational 42 3.0
upper secondary education)

4 (CEP 8 59

5 [CAP, examen de fin d’apprentissage artisanal (Upper secondary vo- 213 15.1
cational training, craft apprenticeship exam)

6 (upper secondary vocational education and 201 14.2
training)

7 Brevet élémentaire, Brevet d’étude du premier cycle, brevet des 39 2.7
colleges (lower secondary school certificate)

8 Baccalauréat général, Brevet supérieur (general university entrance 137 9.7
qualification)

9 brevet de technicien, baccalauréat de technicien, baccalauréat tech- 119 8.4
nologique, baccalauréat professionnel (certificates of general, tech-
nological and vocational upper secondary education)

10 certificat d’aptitude Pédagogique (certificates awar- 204 14.5
ded upon completion of two years of post-secondary education (gen-
eral, technological, vocational))

11 Dipléome universitaire du deuxiéme cycle, Diplome des 140 9.9
grandes écoles (University diplomas of the second cycle, teacher
training, diploma of a grande école)

12 Dipléme universitaire du troisiéme cycle (Diplome d’études approfon- 89 6.3
dies (DEA), Diplome d'études supérieures spécialisées (DESS)), Agrégation,
Doctorat (University diplomas of the third cycle (post-graduate cer-
tificates), PhD)

N 1412 100.0

Continued on the next page
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400 D COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, |GR| (round one) Freq. %
1 AvahgdBnroc /v, pepwéc té&eic tou Anuotxot (Illiterate/not com- 77 4.9
pleted primary)
2 Anpouxé (Primary) 411 26.3

3 Mepwt| uéomn exnaidevon (dnh. uepués téEelc e€atadiov yupvaoiov, voy- 297 19.0
TEEWVG YUUVdotio, xatdktepn oyolr) (Partial secondary)
4 TIMhene péon exnaidevor (e€atdlio yuuvdotlo, Aoxelo, péoec oyohéc) 497 31.8

(Full secondary)
5 Avatepn Zyol (ntuytovyoc) (Post secondary/polytechnic) 74 47
6 Avdrotn Eyol (ntuytovyog) (University degree) 164 105
7 Metoamtuylaxd dimhwua (Post graduate degree) 36 23
88 (A.T.) (Don‘t know) 2 01
99 No answer 2 02
N 1560 100.0
Highest level of education, |GR| (round two) Freq. %
1 AvorgdBnroc /v, pepwéc té&eic tou Anuotxot (Illiterate/not com- 41 2.8
pleted primary)
2 Anpouxé (Primary) 401 27.1

3 Mepwxn| péon exnaidevon (dnh. yepirée téeic e€otaliov yuuvaciou, voy- 255 17.2
TEPWVO YUUVEGIO, XathTepn oyolr)) (Partial secondary)
4 TD\pne péon exnaideuon(eCatdilo yupvdoto, Aoxewo, péoec oyoléc) 469 31.6

(Full secondary)
5 Avatepn Iyol (ntuytovyog) (Post secondary/polytechnic) 105 7.1
6 Avétoatn Iyoh (ntuytovyoc) (University degree) 181 122
7 Metoantuylaxd dimhwya (Post graduate degree) 26 1.7
8 Awaxtopixde tithog (PhD) 0 0.0
88 (A.Il'.) Don’t know 4 03
N 1481 100.0

Continued on the next page



D.1 COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE [ESS

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, @ (round one) Freq. %

1 Nem jart iskoldba (Never attented school) 4 04

2 1-4 Osztély elemi/éaltalanos iskola vagy azzal egyenértékii (1-4 form 10 0.9

in primary school)

3 5-7 Osztély altaldnos iskola vagy azzal egyenérték(i (5-7 form in 26 2.3

primary school)

4 Befejezett altaldnos iskola vagy azzal egyenértékti (Completed 225 19.9

primary school)

5 Szakmunkdasképz6 (Trade school) 340 30.1

6 Befejezetlen kozépiskola (Not completed secondary school) 30 27

7 Erettségi, befejezett kozépiskola vagy azzal egyenértékt (Completed 282 25.0

secondary school)

8 Befejezetlen fels6foku tanintézet (féiskola vagy egyetem) (Not com- 0 0.0

pleted university/college)

9 Fbéiskolai diploma (College) 101 9.0
10 Egyetemi diploma (University) 67 5.9
1T Posztgradualis végzettség (Postgraduate studies) 9 038
12 Fels6foku végzettség, tudomanyos fokozattal (Degree/PhD) 5 04
88 Don’t know 29 26
N 1128 100.0
Highest level of education, @ (rounds two and three) Freq. %

1 Nem jart iskoldba (No formal schooling) 100

2 1—4 Osztily elemi/altaldnos iskola vagy azzal egyenértékii (1— 9 04

years of elementary)

3 5-—7 Osztdly altaldnos iskola vagy azzal egyenértéki (5—7 years of 22 1.1

elementary)

4 Befejezett 4ltalanos iskola vagy azzal egyenértékii (8 years of ele- 328 164

mentary)

5 Szakmunkasképzd, szakiskola (voc.) 536 26.8

6 Befejezetlen kozépiskola (Uncomplete secondary qualification) 56 238

7 Frettségi, befejezett kozépiskola vagy azzal egyenérték(i (Gymnas- 427 21.4

ium, matura)

8 Frettségire épiil6 felséfokra nem akkreditdlt szakképzés, kozépfoka 134 6.7

techikum (Sec. technical+matura)

9 Felsofokra akkreditalt szakképzés, fels6foktd technikum (Higher 51 2.6

technical+matura)
10 Befejezetlen fels6foku tanintézet (féiskola vagy egyetem) (Uncom- 37 1.8
plete higher qualification)
11 Féiskolai diploma (College degree completed) 223 111
12 Egyetemi diploma (University degree completed) 144 72
13 Posztgradualis végzettség (Postgraduate qualification) 10 05
14 Felstfoku végzettség, tudoményos fokozattal (Scientific degree) 17 0.8
77 Refusal 1 01
N 1997 100.0

Continued on the next page
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402 D COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, Freq. %
1 None/Primary not completed (<8 eduyrs, first 2 are ISCED o) 126 3.1
2 Primary or equivalent (8—10 eduyrs) 509 124
3 Intermediate/Junior/Group Certificate or equivalent 892 216
4 Leaving Certificate or equivalent 1028 25.0
5 Diploma/Certificate 815 19.8
6 Primary degree 392 95
7 Post graduate/higher degree 346 84
77 Don’t know 6 02
99 No answer 8§ 02
N 4122 100.0
Highest level of education, Freq. %
1 Lowest formal qualification 97 6.3
2 Not finish voc. high school 71 45
3 Full voc high school without matriculation certificate 118 7.6
4 Full voc high school with matriculation certificate 89 57
5 Not finish gen. high school 69 45
6 Full gen. high school without matriculation certificate 9% 6.2
7 Full gen. high school with matriculation certificate 105 6.8
8 Yeshiva high school without full matriculation certificate 7 04
9 Yeshiva high school with full matriculation certificate 19 1.2
10 Post secondary 225 145
11 Not finished University degree 115 74
12 University BA degree completed 313 20.1
13 University MA/PhD degree completed 210 135
77 Refusal 5 03
88 Don’t know 0 0.0
99 No answer 3 02
N 1555 100.0

Continued on the next page



D.1 COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE [ESS

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, 41 Freq. %
0 Engu, barnaskélanam eda minna (Not completed primary educa- 0 0.0
tion)
1 Grunnskoélapréf/gagnfreedaprof (certificate after 10 years basic edu- 7 21
cation)
2 Stutt starfsndm, ar eda minna (short voc. education, one year or less) 75 22.0
3 Lengra starfsnam, idnndm (longer voc. education, more than 1 year) 32 94
4 Stadentsprof (matriculation examination) 97 284
5 Haskolastig, fyrsta grada, t.d. BA/BS/Bed (university education, 49 144
first degree)
6 Haskolastig, framhaldsndm (university education, graduate study) 81 238
N 341 100.0
Highest level of education, @ (round one) Freq. %
1 Senza titolo (no qualification) 11 13
2 Licenza elementare (primary school certificate) 132 154
3 Licenza media/avviamento professionale (lower secondary school 304 35.5
certificate/old vocational qualification)
4 Diploma scuola media superiore (upper secondary school certificate) 326 38.0
5 Diploma universitario (university diploma) 16 1.8
6 Laurea (university degree (4-6 years)) 54 6.3
7 Specializzazione post-laurea (post-graduate specialisation) 14 16
88 Don’t know 0 0.0
N 856 100.0
Highest level of education, @ (round two) Freq. %
1 Senza titolo (no qualification) 7 07
2 Licenza elementare (primary school certificate) 121 11.8
3 Licenza media/avviamento professionale (lower secondary school 332 324
certificate/old vocational qualification)
4 Diploma scuola media superiore (upper secondary school certificate) 405 39.6
5 Specializzazione post-diploma (post-secondary specialisation) 10 0.9
6 Diploma universitario o Laurea triennale (university diploma or 3- 26 2.5
year university degree)
7 Laurea specialistica (specialist university degree (5 years)) 101 9.9
8 Specializzazione post-laurea (post-graduate specialisation) 20 1.9
9 Other 2 02
N 1024 100.0

Continued on the next page

141 did not submit ato This variable is thus derived from the cross-national variable
edulvl, which is however identical with the output of the instrument.
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404 D COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)

Highest level of education, @ Freq. %
0 Pas de diplome/qualifications (no qualifications) 36 17
1 Ecole primaire (primary school) 241 1.7
2 Primaire supérieur (higher primary) 114 55
3 Enseignement complémentaire (complementary education) 125 6.1
4 Certificat d’enseignement secondaire technique inférieur (certificate 99 4.8

of lower secondary technical education)

Certificat d’apprentissage (apprenticeship certificate) 27 13
Certificat de Capacité Manuelle : CCM (certificate of manual capa- 30 1.5
city (practical vocational training))

7 Certificat d'Initiation Technique et Professionnelle : CITP (certific- 39 1.9
ate of technical and vocational initiation (first stage of a two-stage
apprenticeship))

8 Certificat d’Aptitude Technique et Professionnelle : CATP (certificate 374 18.1
of technical and vocational competence (second stage of a two-stage
apprenticeship))

9 Diplome de technicien (jusque 13e dans le régime technicien) (upper 48 2.3
secondary technician’s diploma)

10 Bac technique (jusque 13e ou 14e du régime technique) (technical 65 3.1
university entrance qualification)

1T Enseignement secondaire général inférieur (general lower secondary 91 4.4
education)

12 Diplome de fin d’études secondaires (general upper secondary 199 9.6
school leaving diploma)

o G1

13 Brevet de maitrise artisanale (master craftsman’s diploma) 71 34
14 Enseignement supérieur—BAC +2 (Higher education - 2 years) 102 4.9
15 Enseignement supérieur—BAC +3 (Higher education - 3 years) 123 5.9
16 Enseignement supérieur—BAC +4 (Higher education - 4 years) 105 5.1

17 Enseignement supérieur—BAC +5 ou plus (mais sans l'obtention 116 5.6
d’un doctorat) (Higher education - 5 years or more, but no doctorate)

18 Enseignement supérieur — Doctorat (PhD) 18 038
19 Other 28 14
88 Don’t know 11 06
99 No answer 4 02
N 2066 100.0

Continued on the next page



D.1 COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE [ESS

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, Freq. %

1 Niet voltooid lager onderwijs (Not completed primary school) 27 0.6

2 Lager onderwijs, basisschool, lager speciaal onderwijs (Primary 216 4.9
school or first stage of basic education)

3 Lager beroepsonderwijs (LBO), lagere technische school, nijver- 757 17.2
heidsonderwijs, huishoudschool, basisberoepsgerichte of
kaderberoepsgerichte leerweg (Lower secondary school, technical
training)

4 MULO, ULO, theoretische of gemengde leerweg (lower 563 12.8
secondary school, theoretical training)

5 KMBO, VHBO (short upper secondary prof. education) 100 2.3

6 [MBO|beroepsopleidende leerweg (upper secondary prof. education) 885 20.1

7 [MBOpplus voor toegang tot het korte opleiding (korter dan 326 7.4
2 jaar) (post secondary, non-tertiary education)

8 MMS, (Higher secondary school) 201 4.6

9 HBS, gymnasium, atheneum (pre-scientific secondary school) 144 3.3

10 Hoger beroepsonderwijs, kweekschool, conservatorium, MO-akten, 786 17.9
nieuwe stijl hoge scholen (tertiary prof. education,

11 Wetenschappelijk onderwijs, universiteit, technische/economische 322 7.3
hogeschool oude stijl (tertiary scientific education, university)

12 Postdoctorale opleiding (leraren- en beroepsopleidingen zoals 52 1.2
medici, apotheker) (tertiary post-scientific education, such as teach-
ers, doctors)

13 Aio/Oio of andere promotie-opleiding tot graad van doctor (second 18 0.4
stage of tertiary education, PhD)

14 Other 1 0.0

88 Don’t know 1 00

N 4399 100.0

Continued on the next page
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406 D COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION CATEGORIES AND THEIR MAPPING TO CROSS-NATIONAL SCHEMES IN

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, @] Freq. %
0 Ingen utdanning (No education) 7 02
1 Barneskole/Folkeskole (Primary education, 1st.—7th. class level) 1 00

2 Ungdomskole/framhaldskole/grunnskole, Ettdrig og toarig utdan- 477 12.0
ning etter folkeskole (Lower secondary education)

3 Videregdende grunnutdanning/Realskole,Grunnkurs og VKI vide- 772 19.5
regdende utdanning (Upper secondary, basic, 11th.—12th. class level)

4 Videregdende avsluttende utdanning, VK II og VK III, gammel gym- 821 20.7
nasutdanning (Upper secondary, final year, 13th. class level+)

5 Pébygging til videregdende utdanning, Teknisk fagskole (Post- 290 7.3
secondary non-tertiary education, 14th. class level+)

6 Universitet/hoyskole, 4 ar eller mindre med eksamen, Laererskole, 1022 25.8
sykepleieskole, Cand mag, Ingenier (Tertiary education, short
(higher education 4 years or short)

7 Universitet/Hoyskole, mer enn 4 ar med eksamen, Hovedfag, Mas- 513 12.9
tergrad, Sivilingenier, Sivilokonom (Tertiary education, long (higher
education more than 4 years)

8 Forskernivd, Dr grad (Doctoral Degree) 35 09
77 Refusal 1 00
88 Don’t know 4 0.1
99 No answer 24 0.6
N 3967 100.0

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, |PL| (round one) Freq. %
1 Nieukoriczone podstawowe (Not completed primary education) 9 07
2 Ukonczone podstawowe (Primary completed) 224 17.0
3 Gimnazjalne (Lower secondary) 0 00
4 Zasadnicze zawodowe (takze 2-letnia SPR) (Basic voc.) 421 32.0
5 Nieukoriczone $rednie (Ukoriczone co najmniej 2 lata nauki) (Sec- 22 1.6

ondary not completed, but at least two years of study)
Srednie ogélnoksztatcace (Secondary comprehensive) 70 54
Srednie zawodowe (technikum, liceum zawodowe lub liceum tech- 286 21.7
niczne) (Secondary voc.)
8 Pomaturalne, policealne (Post secondary) 69 5.2
9 Licencjackie, inzynierskie (First stage of tertiary) 33 25
10 Nieukoriczone wyzsze magisterskie lub lekarskie (Tertiary not com- 24 1.9
pleted, but at least 2 years of study)
11 Ukoriczone wyzsze magisterskie lub lekarskie (Ukoniczone co najm- 153 11.6
niej 2 lata nauki) (Tertiary completed)

N

88 Don’t know 5 04
N 1315 100.0
Highest level of education, |PL{(rounds two and three) Freq. %
1 Nieukoriczone podstawowe (Not completed primary education) 8 04
2 Ukonczone podstawowe (Primary completed) 343 155
3 Gimnazjalne (Lower secondary) 0 00
4 Zasadnicze zawodowe (takze 2-letnia SPR) (Basic voc.) 767 347
5 Srednie ogélnoksztatcace (Secondary comprehensive) 136 6.2
6 Srednie zawodowe (technikum, liceum zawodowe, techniczne lub 514 23.3
profilowane) (Secondary voc.)
7 Pomaturalne, policealne (Post secondary) 116 5.2
8 Licencjackie, inzynierskie (First stage of tertiary) 60 2.7
9 Wyzsze magisterskie lub lekarskie (Tertiary completed) 256 11.6
10 Other, not classified 7 03
77 Refusal 2 0.1
N 2209 100.0

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, @ (rounds one and two) Freq. %
1 Nenhum (no education) 112 5.2
2 1°ciclo do basico (4 classe) (first cycle of basic (4th grade)) 753 34.8
3 2° ciclo do bésico (5° e 6° anos/preparatério) (second cycle of basic 431 20.0
(5th or 6th grade))

4 3° ciclo do basico (9° ano/5° ano dos liceus) (third cycle of basic (9 307 14.2
years/ 5 years of liceum))

5 Secundédrio (12° ano/y° ano dos liccus ou equival- 316 14.6
ente/Propedéutico/servigo civico) (secondary (12 years/y years of
liceum or equivalent, propedeutics, civil service))

6 Superior politécnico (polytechnic higher education) 41 19

7 Superior universitdrio (higher education (university)) 187 8.7
8 Mestrado/Doutoramento (Master, PhD) 14 0.7
N 2161 100.0
Highest level of education, @ (round three) Freq. %

1 Nenhum (no education) 47 34
2 1°ciclo do basico (4 classe) (first cycle of basic (4th grade)) 524 384
3 2°ciclo do bésico (5° e 6° anos/preparatério) (second cycle of basic 203 14.9
(5th or 6th grade))

4 3° ciclo do basico (9° ano/5° ano dos liceus) (third cycle of basic (9 198 14.5
years/5 years of liceum))

5 Secundédrio (12° ano/7° ano dos liceus ou equival- 220 16.1
ente/Propedéutico/servigo civico) (secondary (12 years/7 years of
liceum or equivalent, propedeutics, civil service))

6 Superior politécnico (polytechnic higher education) 22 16
7 Superior universitario (licenciatura) (higher education (university 131 9.6
degree))
8 Pés-graduacdo (pelo menos 1 ano) (post-graduate (at least 1 year)) 8 0.6
9 Mestrado (Research Master) 7 05
10 Doutoramento (PhD) 4 03
88 Don’t know 1 0.1
N 1364 100.0

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, @ Freq. %
1 Hauambnoe obpasosanue (7 Kjaccos cpenmeil mkonsl miu Menbme) 13 0.9
(Primary education)
2 Hesaxonuennas cpefuss mkoia (Incomplete high school) 56 3.8
3 TV, ©3Y, @30, sureit 6e3 cpennero obpazosanus (prof. education 50 3.4
without secondary education)
4 3BakomuenHnas cpenmss mkosa (Completed secondary school) 250 17.0
5 IITY, smneit co cpemauM oOpa3oBaHUeM WM TexHudeckoe yumuiie 182 12.3
(obytenne 2-3 roma) (prof. education on secondary level)
6 Cpesnee crienuaabHOe 00pa30BaHUe: TEXHUKYM, ydmanmie, Koatemk 520 35.3
(Special technical education)
7 Heckombko Kypcos Bysa, Ho 6e3 mumioma (Several grades of college 42 2.8
with no certificate)
8 Ilosyunn aumom 6akaiaspa (Bachelor degree from college) 0 00
9 Ilomyunn aumiom marucrpa (Master degree from college) 1 00
10 3BakomuenHoe Bbiciiee oOpasoBanme 1o 5—6 serneii cucreme (mumiaom 347 23.5
crnenmasucra) (Completed college by 5-6 grade system)
11 TloctauriomHOEe OOpa3oOBaHUe: ACIUPAHTYPa, JOKTOPAHTYPa, OPIu- 7 0.5
HATYDa, aIbIOHKTypa—0e3 Hayunoii crenenn (Post-college education
without scientific degree)
12 Hayumas cremens (kaumumar, mokTop Hayk) (Scientific degree) 7 05
1475 100.0

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, |SE| (rounds one and two) Freq. %
1 Ej avslutad folkskola/grundskola (Not finished elementary school) 16 0.6
2 Folkskola (Elementary school, old, 7 years) 167 6.3
3 Grundskola/Enhetsskola (Elementary school, 9 years: 6+3) 270 10.2
4 Realskola/Flickskola (Lower secondary and elementary school, old) 63 24
5 Fackskola (1963-1970) (voc. school 1963-1970) 74 2.8
6 2-arig gymnasielinje (2 year high school) 465 17.6
7 3- eller 4-arig gymnasielinje (fore 1995) (3-4 year high school prior 434 16.4
1995)
8 Yrkesinriktat gymnasieprogram (efter 1992) (voc. high school after 107 4.0
1992)

9 Teoretiskt inriktat gymnasieprogram (efter 1992) (t exsamhallsvetar- 36 1.4

programmet eller Naturvetarprogrammet) (Theoretical high school
after 1992)

10 Universitet/Hogskola utan examen (University, no exam) 247 9.3

11 Universitet/Hogskola, kortare dn 3 dr, med examen (University, 198 7.5
exam less than 3 years)

12 Universitet/Hogskola, 3 ér eller lingre, med examen (University, 562 21.3
exam more than 3 years)

99 No answer 4 02

N 2643 100.0

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, |SE|(round three) Freq. %
1 Ej avslutad folkskola/grundskola (Not finished elementary school) 10 038
2 Folkskola (Elementary school, old, 7 years) 51 4.0
3 Grundskola/Enhetsskola (Elementary school, g years: 6+3) 135 10.6
4 Realskola/Flickskola (Lower secondary and elementary school, old) 26 2.0
5 Fackskola (1963-1970) (voc. school 1963-1970) 31 24
6 2-arig gymnasielinje (2 year high school) 215 168
7 3- eller 4-arig gymnasielinje (fore 1995) (3-4 year high school prior 193 15.1
1995)
8 Yrkesinriktat gymnasieprogram (efter 1992) (voc. high school after 55 4.3
1992)
9 Teoretiskt inriktat gymnasieprogram (efter 1992) (t exsamhallsvetar- 16 1.3
programmet eller Naturvetarprogrammet) (Theoretical high school
after 1992)
10 Universitet/Hogskola utan examen (University, no exam) 108 85
11 Universitet/Hogskola, kortare d&n 3 ar, med examen (University, 104 8.1
exam less than 3 years)
12 Universitet/Hogskola, 3 ar eller lingre, med examen (University, 306 24.0
exam more than 3 years)
13 Forskarutbildning (post-graduate education (licentiate, PhD)) 26 20
88 Don’t know 1 0.1
N 1277 100.0

Continued on the next page
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TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)
Highest level of education, 42 Freq. %
1 Nedokon¢ana osnovna $ola (incomplete primary school) 7226
2 Dokoncana osnovna Sola (completed primary school) 480 17.1
3 2—3 Letna poklicna $ola (2-3 year vocational school) 757 26.9
4 Splosna gimnazija, poklicna gimnazija, Stiriletna strokovna Sola 880 31.3
(General high school, vocational high school, four-year vocational
school)

5 2 Letna visja (strokovna) Sola (2 year high (professional) school) 192 6.8
6 Visoka Sola ali fakulteta (professional higher education or university) 398 14.1

7 Magisterij, doktorat (post-graduate Research Masters, Doctorate) 35 12
N 2814 100.0
Highest level of education, Freq. %

1 Neukonc¢end povinnd skolskd dochddzka (Still in primary education) 0 00
2 Neukoncend zdkladna skola (Uncompleted primary) 25 1.2
3 Zakladna skola (Primary) 207 9.6
4 Stredna skola bez maturity (Secondary, no upper diploma) 698 324
5 Strednd Skola s maturitou (Secondary, upper diploma) 788 36.5
6 Nadstavbové stadium (Higher) 75 35
7 Vysoka skola—bakaldrske sttidium (Tertiary, BA) 57 26
8 Vysokd skola—magisterské sttidium (Tertiary, MA) 214 9.9
9 Postgradudlne sttidium—vedeckd vychova (Post-graduate) 19 09
10 Other 48 22
88 Don’t know 3 0.1
99 No answer 22 1.0
N 2156 100.0

Continued on the next page

142 (8] did not submit a to This distribution is thus derived from the cross-national
variable edulvl, which is however identical with the output of the instrument.



D.1 COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES AND DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE [ESS 413

TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the
(continued)

Highest level of education, [TR43 Freq. %

0 Okuma-yazma bilmiyor, Okuma-yazma biliyor ama okul 255 20.5
bitirmemis/diplomasiz (Illiterate, no diploma)

1 Tlkokul mezunu (5 yil) (Primary school diploma, 5 yrs of schooling) 604 48.5
[1kogretim mezunu (8 y1l), Genel ortaokul mezunu, Mesleki ortaokul 106 8.5
mezunu (Secondary diploma, 8 yrs of schooling, general or voca-
tional)

3 Genel lise mezunu, Mesleki lise mezunu (Secondary diploma, 8 yrs 189 15.2
of schooling, general or vocational)

5 Universite veya yliksekokul mezunu (university or college graduate) 88 7.1
6 Master ve ya doktora derecesi sahibi (Post-graduate degree; MA or 2 02
doctorate holder)
N 1244 100.0
Highest level of education, Freq. %
0 Hemosna mnouatkoBa ocsita (MeHIe 4-X KiaciB cepesHbOl KO- 3 0.1
sin) /Henosnnoe nagasbuoe obpasosanne (MeHee 4-X KJIACCOB CpeJHER
mkoussl) (Not completed primary education; less than 4 years of
schooling)
1 Tlouarkosa oceira (47 kmacis cepenubol mkoan)/Hauampaoe obpazo- 37 1.5
Banue (4-7 xiaccos cpexnmeii mkossl) (Primary education, 4—7 years
of schooling)

2 Henosua cepennst ocita (8-9 kiaciB cepenuboi mkosn)/Hemonmnoe 142 5.8
cpennee obpasoBanue (8-9 kiaccos cpemreit mkouer) (Incomplete sec-
ondary education; 8—9 years of schooling)

3 TloeHna cepesnst ocsiTa (1011 kiacie cepenuboi mkoun)/Ilonnoe cpe- 743 30.7
nuee obpaszosanue (10-11 kiaccos cpeameit mkonst) (Completed sec-
ondary education; 10-11 years of secondary school)

4 Cepenns cuenjajibha ocBiTa (TeXHIKYM, BUIlE 3a cepeiHio, aje He Bu- 1036 42.8
ma)/ Cpefee crernuaibHoe 06pa3oBaHue (TEXHUKYM, BBIIE CPEJIHEro,
Ho He Boicuiee) (Secondary technical education; college, more than
secondary, but not higher)

5 TMepma crynins Bumol ocsiru (Gakanasp)/Ilepsag cragus Boicmero 54 2.2
obpasosamus (6akanasp) (First stage of higher education; bachelor)

6 Ilosua Buma oceira (cuenjasicr, maricrp, acuipanTypa, Buenuii cry- 405 16.8
ninb) /IlosiHoe BoIciee 06pazoBanue (ClIENUATIICT, MATUCTD, ACIIUPAH-
Typa, yuenas crenens) (Completed higher education; specialist, mas-
ter, post-graduate training, academic degree)

88 Don’t know 1 0.0

N 2420 100.0

Continued on the next page

143 The questionnaire item actually has more categories, but [TR| did not submit the to
The distribution is thus derived from the cross-national variable edulvl
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TaBLE D.1: Country-specific education variables in the

(continued)

Highest level of education, |UK| (rounds one and three) Freq. %
0 No qualification, left school before age 11 1 00
1 No qualification, left school at age 11 to 13 10 03
2 No qualification, left school after age 14 562 194
3 Section 1: GCSE, CSE, GCE O-level, School Certificate or Matric- 702 24.2

ulation, Scottish SCE Ordinary Grade, Scottish Standard Grade,
Scottish Leaving Certificate, SUPE Ordinary, Northern Ireland
Junior Certificate, Apprenticeship completed, RSA/OCR Certific-
ate or (First) Diploma City and Guilds Certificate part I or
Craft/Intermediate/Ordinary /Part 1I, SVQ Level 1 or 2,
GNVQ/GSVQ Foundation or Intermediate Level or equivalent

4 Section 2: GCE A-level, S-level, A2-level, AS-level, Scottish 351 12.1
Higher Grades, Scottish Higher-Still, Scottish SCE/SLC/SUPE
at Higher Grade, Scottish Higher School Certificate, Certific-
ate of Sixth Year Studies, Northern Ireland Senior Certificate,
RSA/OCR Advance Diploma, City, Guilds Advanced/Final/Part
III, BTEC/Edexcel/BEC/TEC General ordinary National Certificate
or Diploma (ONC or OND) SVQ Level 3, GNVQ/GSVQ Ad-
vanced Level, or equivalent

5 Section 3: RSA/OCR Higher Diploma, City, Guilds Full Technolo- 325 11.2
gical/ Part IV, [NVQ/SVQ Level 4 or 5, or equivalent

6 Section 4: University/CNAA Bachelor Degree, Masters Degree, Dip- 907 31.3
loma or M.Phil.,, BTEC/Edexcel/BEC/TEC Higher National Certi-
ficate or Diploma (HNC or HND), Teaching qualification, Nursing
qualification or equivalent

7 Section 5: Ph.D., D.Phil or equivalent 42 14
N 2900 100.0
Highest level of education, UK| (round two) Freq. %
0 No qualification, left school before age 11 4 03
1 No qualification, left school at age 11 to 13 9 07
2 No qualification, left school after age 14 298 24.1
3 CSE grade 2-5/GCSE grades D-G or equivalent 132 10.7
4 CSE grade 1/0-level/GCSE grades A-C or equivalent 246 199
5 A-level, AS-level or equivalent 177 143
6 Degree/postgraduate qualification or equivalent 289 234
7 Other 79 64
88 Don’t Know 1 0.1
99 No Answer 2 0.1
N 1235 100.0

Source: 20022007, files from Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using the design weight
(dweight). The English category labels were either the value labels of the or extracted from the
Documenatation Reports [Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team| (2003} [2005, |2008). They are not
always adequate because they do not use the international terminology (e. g. countries might use ‘primary
education” when they actually mean ‘basic education’).




D.2 MAPPINGS FOR|ESS|EDUCATION VARIABLES

D.2 MAPPING OF COUNTRY-SPECIFIC EDUCATION VARIABLES TO CROSS-
NATIONAL EDUCATION VARIABLES

The following table shows how the cross-national education variables used in this
study are mapped with the [CSEVE of all [ES countries. Countries are sorted alpha-

betically. If an entire changed, the country indicator in the left-most column
will indicate the relevant round(s).

Next to the country indicator follow the values of the [CSEVk. The next two columns
give the detailed labels of the response categories, in all languages used in the
questionnaires, as well as in English. Response categories were taken from the
original [ESS questionnaires available from English labels are either derived
from the value labels in the actual data (also available at [NSD), from the [ESS Docu-
mentation Reports (Jowell and the Central Co-ordinating Team) |2003) |2005) |2008)) or
self-translated if otherwise no translation would have been available.

The remaining columns show detailed mapping information for the response cat-

egories:

— The columns headed edulvl show the actual bridging of the with the
variable edulvl in the [ESY (see in the three [ESS rounds (‘r1’, ‘r2” and
‘r3”). A dot (".”) indicates that the country either did not participate in the respect-
ive[Ess|round, or that this country-specific response category did not exist in that
ESS| round, e.g. because another was used or only this category changed
over rounds.

- Column hows how country-specific category is mapped to ac-
cording to the mappings (see Eurostat] 2005, (OECD) [1999; UN}
ESCO/OECD World Education Indicators Programme)} 2000, mappings for|i]and
provided by [UNESCO-UIS). If a category could not be linked to the mappings
(e.g. outdated qualifications, drop-out categories), the estimated category
appears in parentheses.

— Column {ES-ISCED[ contains the mapping to as described in

— Column @indicates the respective tegories (see if
available.

— The last five columns are related to ‘years of education’. Column ‘map’ in-
dicates the theoretical cumulative years of education of an educational pro-
gramme/qualification according to the mappings. Column ‘h-years’” shows
the chosen coding for the derived measure hypothetical years of education. The
remaining three columns show the mode, median and mean actual full-time equi-
valent years of education respondents in the respective country-specific education
category spent in education (variable ‘eduyrs’).

For [DE| there are two tables. The data do not include the from which
was derived for Therefore, the first mapping shows how categories that can
be constructed from the instrument (see are coded in edulvl in the three
rounds. The second mapping shows how the other cross-national variables are
mapped to (differently constructed) country-specific categories.
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of [ESS|CSEV$ to cross-national education variables

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire response category English value label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
(1) 1 keine Qualifikation no qualification - - - 0,1 I 1a 8 7 6 7 7
2 Pflichtschule (9 years) compulsory school - - - 2 1I 1b 9 9 9 9 10
3 Abschluss einer weiterbildenden Schule intermediate school - - - 3 Ob  1¢c,2a  11-12 12 12 12 12
4 Matura high school graduates - - - 3, 4 ITa 2¢ 12-13 13 12 13 14
5 akademischer Grad, Fachhochschulabschluss oder academic degree: university degree - - - 56 Vi,Vz2 3a,3b 16-17 18 18 18 18
dquivalent or equivalent
(2) o Pflichtschule nicht abgeschlossen no qualification -0 0,1 I 1a 8 7 6 8 9
1 Pflichtschule compulsory school - 11 2 1I 1b 9 9 9 9 9
2 Abschluss einer weiterbildenden Schule (BMS, intermediate school - 3 IIIb 1c,2a 11-12 12 12 12 12
Berufslehre, Berufsschule)
3 Hohere Schule mit Matura (AHS, BHS) high school graduates - 3 3 3, 4 [Ila 2¢ 12-13 13 13 13 14
4  Ausbildung nach Abschluss einer Hoheren Schule, - 4 4 4,5 IMa, IV, 2¢,3a, 14-15 15 15 15 15
Bakkalaureat, hochschulverwandte Lehranstalt Vi 3b
(berufsbildende, pddagogische Akademie), Kolleg
5 akademischer Grad, (Fach-) Hochschulabschluss oder academic degree: university degree - 6 5 5,6 V2 3a,3b 16-17 18 18 18 19

dquivalent

or equivalent

Continued on the next page. Explanatory notes on [I_Jage 415]




TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
0  Aucun terminé/Niet voltooid lager onderwijs Not completed primary education 0o 0o o 0 I 1a - 7 8 6 6
1 Primaires/Lager onderwijs Primary, basic, and special primary 11 1 1 I 1b 6 8 8 8 8
education
2 Secondaire inférieur professionnel ou technique/Lager lower secondary voc. education 2 2 1 2Ap 1I 1c - 9 9 10 10
beroepsonderwijs
3 Secondaire inférieur général/Lager algemeen secundair lower secondary gen. education 2 2 2 2Ag 1II 2b 8 9 9 10 10
onderwijs
4  Secondaire supérieur professionnel (A3)/Hoger higher secondary voc. education 3 3 3 3Cv b 2a 12 12 12 12 12
secundair onderwijs
5  Secondaire supérieur technique (A2)/Hoger secundair  higher secondary technical, or 7th 3 3 4 34, IMla  2cvoc 12-13 13 12 13 13
technisch, zevend beroepsopleiding year voc. education 4A, 4C
6  Secondaire supérieur général/hoger algemeen secundair higher secondary gen. education 3 3 4 3Ag IIla  2cgen 12 12 12 12 13
(IV)
7 Supérieur de type court (A1)/hoger onderwijs korte higher education, short type 5 5 5 5B v 3a 15 15 15 15 15
type
8  Supérieur de type long/hoger onderwijs van het lange  higher education, long type 6 6 5 5Am, Vi 3a 16-17 16 16 16 16
type 5Al
9  Universitaire/universiteit university education 6 6 5 5Al V2 3b 16—-19 17 17 17 17
10 Doctorat ou post-doctorat/doctoraal en postdoctoraal ~ doctoral and postdoctoral 6 6 6 6 Va2 3b - 18 17 18 18
education
1 ITo-nucko or HagayHO OOpPA30BAHIE Not completed primary education - - 0 0 I 1a 3 3 4 4
Hauaszo Primary education (I-IV grade) - -1 1 I 1a 4 4 4 4 5
3 OcnoBHO Lower secondary education (V-VIII - - 2 2 I 1b, 1c 8 8 8 8 8
grade)
4 Cpenno Upper secondary (IX-XIII grade) - - 3 3 b, 2c, 2a 12 12 11 11 12
IIa
5 Ilomysucmre Post secondary, non-tertiary - - 4 4 v 3a 14-15 14 14 14 14
education
6  Bucme Tertiary education - - 5 5,6 Vi,V2  3b 15-21 16 16 16 17

Continued on the next page. Explanatory notes on hgage 41 5]
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
CH|(1,2) 1 Keine abgeschlossene obligatorische Ausbildung/Ecole Incomplete compulsory school o o - 0,1 I 1a 7 9 8 7
obligatoire inachevée/Scuola dell’obbligo non terminata
2 Obligatorische Schule (Sekundarschule)/Ecole Compulsory school 2 2 - 2Ag I 1b 9 9 9 9 9

obligatoire (école secondaire)/Scuola dell’'obbligo
(scuola media)

3 Anlehre (in Betrieb und Schule)/Formation Elementary vocational training 3 3 - 3Cv I 1c 11 11 9 9 9
professionnelle élémentaire (entreprise + (enterprise + school)
école)/Formazione empirica (azienda + scuola)

4  Maturitdtsschulen, Gymnasium, Lehrerseminar, Schule  Secondary school (Maturity) 3 3 - 3Ag4Ag Illa 2cgen 12.5 13 14 13 13

ftir Unterrichtsberufe/Gymnase/college, baccalauréat,
école normale/études pédagogiques/Liceo (maturita),
liceo, magistrali, scuola per professioni didattiche

5  Berufsmaturitdt/Maturité professionnelle/Maturita Graduation diploma school 3 3 - 3AggqAg Illa 2cvoc 12-13 13 9 12 12
professionale (Maturity professional)

6 1 Jahr Handelsschule/allgemeine Schule, 1 year: school of 3 3 - 3Cvs I 1c 10 10 10 10 10
Haushaltslehrjahr, Sprachaufenthalt/1 an: Ecole commerce/domestic science school

commerciale/de formation générale/stage ménager,
séjour linguistique/1 anno: scuole commerciali o di
formazione generale, ragazza alla pari, sogg. Linguistico

7 Berufslehren, BMS, KV /Apprentissage (niveau Apprenticeship 3 3 - 3Bv b 2a 11-13 12 9 9 9
CFC)/Apprendistato (livello CFC)

8 2—3 Jahre: allgemeinbildende Schule, 2 to 3 years: general training school 3 3 - 3Cgl, b 2b 12 12 10 12 12
(Diplommittelschule, Verkehrsschule)/2 a 3 ans: Ecole 3Bg

de formation générale (EDD=école de degré diplome,
école d’adm.)/2 a 3 anni: scuole di formazione generale
(proped., ammin.)
9 2-3Jahre: Vollzeitberufsschule (Handelsschule, 2 to 3 years: full time vocational 3 3 - 3Cvl, b 2a 12 12 12 12 11
Lehrwerkstétte) /2 a 3 ans: Ecole professionnelle/métiers school 3Bv
a plein temps (éc. sup. de commerce, ateliers profess.)/2
a 3 anni: Scuola professionale a tempo pieno (scuola
superiore di commercio, ateliers prof.)
10 Hohere Berufsausbildung mit Meisterdiplom, Vocational higher education (with 4 4 - 5B v 3a 13-16 14 9 10 11
Eidgenossischer Fachausweis/Formation professionnelle special degree)
supérieure avec maitrise, brevet fédéral/Formazione
professionale superiore con maestria, diploma/brevetto
federale
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-specific education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
11 Techniker- oder Fachschule (2 Jahre Voll- oder 3 Jahre Technical or vocational school (2 4 4 - 5B v 3a 14 14 9 11 11

Teilzeit) /Ecole technique ou prof. (2 ans plein temps/3  yrs full/3 yrs part time)
ans temps partiel)/Scuola tecnica o professionale (2 anni
a tempo pieno/3 anni a tempo parz.)
12 Hohere Fachschule, HTL, HMYV, (3 Jahre Voll- oder 4 Technical or vocational high school 5 5 - 5B v 3a 14-17 15 9 13 13
Jahre Teilzeit) /Ecole prof. sup./technicum/ingénieur (specialized)
ETS, haute école spécialisée (3 ans plein temps/4 ans
temps partiel)/Scuola professionale superiore, tecnicum,
STS, scuola universitaria prof. (3 anni a tempo pieno/4
anni a tempo parziale)

13 Universitdt (3 Jahre)/Université (3 ans, licence University (3years, short bachelor’s 5 5 - 5Am Vi1 3b 16 16 17 16 16
courte)/Universita (3 anni) degree)

14 Universitdt, Hochschule (4 Jahre und mehr, University (4years and more, 5 5 - 5Am, V2 3b 18 18 18 17 17y
Lizentiat) /Université, haute école (4 ans et plus, licence, university degree) 5A1
dipléme)/Universita, politecnico (4 anni e pity, licenza.)

15 Universitat, Hochschule (Dissertation, University (masters, post-grade) 6 6 - 5AlL6 V2 3b 18-20 19 20 19 18
Nachdiplom)/Université, haute école (doctorat, (should say: PhD, post-graduate

post-grade)/Universita, politecnico (licenza, dottorato,  studies)
corsi post universitari)
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

ESS|country-specific education categories

edulvl

ISCED

Country Val.

Questionnaire

English label

r1

r2 r3

ES- CAS- Years of educ.

97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean

(3) 1
2
3

4

Nicht abgeschlossene Primarschule/Ecole primaire
inachevée/Scuola elementare non terminata
Primarschule/Ecole primaire/Scuola elementare
Sekundar-, Real- und Oberschule/Cycle d’orientation,
école secondaire/Scuola secondaria, scuola media
Berufliche Grundbildung ((Eidg. Berufsattest) Anlehre
in Betrieb und Schule, Handelsschule (1 Jahr),
Allgemeinbildende Schule (1—2 Jahre))/Formation
professionnelle initiale (Attestation fédérale de
formation professionnelle) Apprentissage court (2 ans),
Ecole commerciale (1 an), Ecole de formation générale
(1—2 ans)/Formazione professionale di base (Certificato
federale di formazione pratica) Apprendistato corto (2
anni), Scuole commerciali (1 anno), Scuole di
formazione generale (1—2 anni)

Berufslehre (Eidg. Fahigkeitszeugnis) Lehrbetriebe,
Berufsfachschulen/Apprentissage (CFC) Ecoles
professionnelles, Entreprises formatrices/Apprendistato
(AFC) Aziende di tirocinio, Scuole professionali di base
Fachmittelschulen (FMS) (Fachmaturitit,
Fachmittelschulausweis) Diplommittelschulen (DMS),
Handelsschule (3 Jahre)/Ecoles de culture générale
(ECG) (Maturité spécialisée, certificat d’ECG) Ecoles de
degré diplome (EDD), Ecole commerciale (3 ans)/Scuole
specializzate per le professioni sanitarie e sociali (SSPSS)
(Certificato e maturita specializzata) Scuole di diploma
(SDD), Scuola commerciale (3 anni)

Maturitatsschulen (Berufs- und gymnasiale Maturitat)
Gymnasium, Lehrerseminar, Schule fiir
Unterrichtsberufe, Hohere Handelsschule)/Ecoles de
maturité (Maturité professionnelle et gymnasiale)
Gymnase, College, Ecole normale, Etudes pédagogiques,
Ecole supérieure de commerce/Scuole di maturita
(Maturita professionale e ginnasiale) Liceo, liceo
magistrale, Scuola per professioni didattiche, Scuola
superiore di commercio

Incomplete primary school

Primary school
Secondary education, first stage

Initial vocational training
(1—2years)

Apprenticeship (vocational
training, dual system)

General training school (3 years)

School preparing for university,
vocational baccalaureate

(0]

0 I 1a 7 8 8 8

1 I 1a 6 8 8
2Ag I 1b 9 9 9 9 9

\O
\O

3Cvs I 1c 10-11 11 12 11 11

3Cvl,
3Bv

b 2a 11-13 12 12 12 13

3Bg b 2b 12 12 12 14 14

IIla 2C VOC,

2c gen

3Ag 12-13 13 14 14 14
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-specific education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
8  Berufsbildung (Zweitausbildung)/Formation Vocational training (second) - - 4 4Bv v 2a 13-14 14 14 14 14

professionnelle (deuxiéme formation)/Formazione
professionale (seconda formazione)
9 Maturitdtsschulen nach der Lehre und fiir Erwachsene  School for univ. for adults and - - 4 4Ag ITa 2¢ 15.5 15 16 15 15
(Berufsmaturitat und Gymnasiale Maturitét)/Ecoles baccal. after voc. training
pour maturité apres apprentissage et pour adultes
(Maturité professionnelle et gymnasiale)/Scuole di
maturita dopo apprendistato e per adulti (Maturita
professionale e ginnasiale)
10 Hohere Berufsausbildung (Diplom, Eidg. Fachausweis) Higher vocational training - - 5 5B v 3a 13-17 15 15 16 16
Hohere Fachschulen, Hohere Technische Lehranstalt
(HTL)/Formation professionnelle supérieure (Diplome,
brevet fédéral) Ecoles supérieures spécialisées (ESS),
Ecoles techniques supérieures (ETS)/Formazione
professionale superiore (Diploma, brevetto federale)
Scuole superiori specializzate (SSS), Scuole tecniche
superiori (STS)
11 Fachhochschulen (FH), Padagogische Hochschulen (PH) Pedagogical and applied university - - 5 5Am, Vi, V2 3a 15-18 17 16 17 17
(Master, Bachelor, Diplom, Nachdiplom)/Hautes écoles 5Al
spécialisées (HES), Hautes écoles pédagogiques (HEP)
(Master, bachelor, dipléme, postgrade)/Scuole
specializzate superiori (SSS), Alte scuole pedagogiche
(ASP) (Master, Bachelor, diploma, post-grado)

12 Universitire Hochschulen, Eidgendssische Technische University degree and - - 5 5Am, Vi, V2 3b 16-19 19 19 19 19
Hochschulen (ETH) (Master, Bachelor, Lizentiat, Diplom, post-graduate (including technical) 5Al
Nachdiplom)/Hautes écoles universitaires, Ecoles qualifications

polytechniques fédérales (EPF) (Master, bachelor, licence,
diplome, postgrade)/Universita cantonali e politecnici
federali (PF) (Master, bachelor, licenza, diploma,
post-grado)
13 Doktorat, PhD/Doctorat, PhD/Dottorato, PhD University doctorate - - 6 6 V2 3b 20 20 18 20 21
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
1 Mn npooovtolyoc, ywelc Wiaitepn wbppwon Not completed primary education - - - 0 I 1a 0 0 0 1
2 Amohuthplo Anuotixod Primary or first stage of basic - - - 1 I 1a 6 6 6 6 6
3 Anolutipro T'uuvasiou Lower secondary or second stage - - - 2 I 1b 9 9 9 9 9
of basic
4 Anolutipo Auxelou Upper secondary - - - 3 Ila, 2c, 2a 12 12 12 12 12
Ib
5 Aimhopa (TertoBddute un Iavemo tnuioxy) Diploma (Tertiary not university) - - - 5 v 3a 14-17 15 15 15 15
6 IItuyio, Metantuytoxd, Awoxtopind (Ilavemothiuto) Bachelor/Master/PhD - - - 56 Vi, V2 3b 16—20 16 16 16 16
o Nedokoncené zdkladni vzdélani Uncompleted primary 0 0 o 0,1 I 1a 7 7 7 7
1 Zékladni vzdélani Primary (first stage 5 years, second 2 2 2 2Ag 1I 1b 9 9 9 9 9
stage 4 years)
2 Vyuéleni bez maturity Vocational, no upper diploma 3 3 3 3Cv IIIb 2a 12 12 12 12 12
3 Stfedni vzdélani bez maturity Secondary, no upper diploma 3 3 3 3Cg IIb 2b 12 12 12 12
4 Vyucleni s maturitou Vocational, diploma 3 3 3 3Av lla  2c voc 13 13 13 13 13
5  Uplné stiedni odborné vzdélani s maturitou Secondary technical, diploma 3 3 3 3Av Ila  2c voc 13 13 13 13 13
6 Stfedni vieobecné vzdélani s maturitou Secondary academic, diploma 3 3 3 3Ag IMla  2cgen 13 13 13 13 13
7 Vy$si vzdélani (pomaturitni studium, vyssi §kola, 5a 6. Higher 4 4 4 5B v 3a 14-16 15 15 15 15
ro¢. konzervatore)
8  Vysokoskolské bakalafské vzdeélani Tertiary, Be. 5 5 5 5Am Vi 3b 16 17 17 17 17
9  Vysokoskolské magisterské vzdélani Tertiary, M.A. 5 5 5 54; Va 3b 18-19 18 18 18 18
10 Védecka vychova, postgradudlni vzdélani Post-graduate 6 6 6 5,6 V2 3b 19—21 19 18 18 19
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-specific education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
DE 1 Schule beendet ohne Abschluss, keine berufliche Left school without school leaving 1 1 1 0,1
Ausbildung qualification, no voc./prof.
education
2 Schule beendet ohne Abschluss, Anlernzeit Left school without school leaving 1 1 3 (2Cv)
qualification, training time with
certificate, but no apprenticeship
3 Hauptschulabschluss, kein beruflicher Abschluss Secondary gen. school leaving 2 2 2 2Ag
cert., no voc./prof. education
4 Hauptschulabschluss, Anlernzeit Secondary gen. school leaving 2 2 3 (2Cv)
cert., training time with certificate,
but no apprenticeship
5  Realschulabschluss, kein beruflicher Abschluss Intermediate school leaving cert., 2 2 2 2Ag
no voc./prof. education
6  Realschulabschluss, Anlernzeit Intermediate school leaving cert. 3 2 3 (3Cs)
and training time with certificate,
but no apprenticeship
7 Fachhochschulreife, kein beruflicher Abschluss Higher educ. entrance qual., but 3 3 3 3Ag
not for university, no voc./prof.
education
8  Abitur, kein beruflicher Abschluss Gen. higher education entrance 3 3 3 3Ag
qualification, no voc./prof.
education
9  Schule beendet ohne Abschluss, Haupt- oder Left school without school leaving 3 3 3 (2Cv)
Realschulabschluss plus Teilfacharbeiterabschluss, qualification, secondary gen.
berufliches Praktikum, Volontariat school leaving cert. or intermediate
school leaving cert. and
semi-skilled workers’ certificate,
internship, traineeship
10 Schule beendet ohne Abschluss, Haupt- oder Left school without school leaving 3 3 5 3Bv

Realschulabschluss plus Berufsfachschulabschluss,
Berufsgrundschuljahr

qualification, secondary gen.
school leaving cert. or intermediate
school leaving cert. and voc. school
certificate, basic voc. training year
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
11 Schule beendet ohne Abschluss, Haupt- oder Left school without school leaving 3 3 3 3Bv
Realschulabschluss plus qualification, secondary gen.
gewerbliche/landwirtschaftliche Ausbildung, school leaving cert. or intermediate
kaufménnische Ausbildung school leaving cert. and completed
industrial or agricultural
apprenticeship, completed
commercial apprenticeship
13 FH-Reife oder Abitur plus Anlernzeit, Any higher educ. entrance qual. 3 3 4 (3Ag)
Teilfacharbeiterabschluss and training time with certificate,
but no apprenticeship, semi-skilled
workers’ certificate
14 FH-Reife oder Abitur plus berufliches Praktikum, Any higher educ. entrance qual. 4 4 4 (3Ag)
Volontariat and internship, traineeship
15 FH-Reife/Abitur plus Berufsfachschulabschluss, Any higher educ. entrance qual. 4 4 5 4AV
Berufsgrundschuljahr and voc. school certificate, basic
voc. training year
16 FH-Reife oder Abitur plus Any higher educ. entrance qual. 4 4 4  4AvV
gewerbliche/landwirtschaftliche Ausbildung, and completed industrial or
kaufménnische Ausbildung agricultural apprenticeship,
completed commercial
apprenticeship
17 Fachschulabschluss Certificate from higher voc. school 3 3 5 5B
18 Meister-, Techniker- oder gleichwertiger Master craftsman, technician or 5 5 5 5B
Fachschulabschluss equivalent certificate
19 Abgeschlossenes Studium an Completed studies at 5 5 5 3By
Fachhochschule/Ingenieurschule, Schule des technical/voc. college, health 5B,
Gesundheitswesens sector school 5Am
DE((1,2) 12 Schule beendet ohne Abschluss, Haupt- oder Left school without school leaving 3 3 - 5Ai,
Realschulabschluss plus Hochschule/Universitét: qualification, secondary gen. 5Am
Zwischenpriifung, Vordiplom, Bachelor school leaving cert. or intermediate
school leaving cert. and
Intermediate examination,
intermediate diploma, Bachelor
20 FH-Reife oder Abitur plus Hochschule/Universitit: Any higher educ. entrance qual. 3 3 - 5Ai,
Zwischenpriifung, Vordiplom, Bachelor and intermediate examination, 5Am

intermediate diploma, Bachelor
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
21 Abgeschlossenes Studium an Hochschule, Universitdt, =~ University degree 5 5 5 5Al
Akademie, Polytechnikum (Diplom, Magister, Master,
Staatsexamen)
22 Promotion; Habilitation PhD 6 6 6 6
DE|(3) 12 Schule beendet ohne Abschluss, Haupt- oder Left school without school leaving - - 3 5Ai
Realschulabschluss plus Hochschule/Universitat: qualification, secondary gen.
Zwischenpriifung, Vordiplom school leaving cert. or intermediate
school leaving cert. and
Intermediate examination,
intermediate diploma
20 FH-Reife oder Abitur plus Hochschule/Universitit: Any higher educ. entrance qual. - - 4 5Ai
Zwischenpriifung, Vordiplom and intermediate examination,
intermediate diploma
21 Bachelor Bachelor - - 5 5Am
22 Abgeschlossenes Studium an Hochschule, Universitdt, =~ University degree 5 5 5 5Al
Akademie, Polytechnikum (Diplom, Magister, Master,
Staatsexamen)
23 Promotion; Habilitation PhD and habilitation 6 6 6 6
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label r1 r2 r3 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
DE 2 Schule beendet ohne Abschluss, keine berufliche Left school without school leaving 1 I 1a 8 8 8 8
Ausbildung qualification, no voc./prof.
education
3 Hauptschulabschluss, kein beruflicher Abschluss Secondary gen. school leaving 2Ag I 1b 10 9 8 9 9
cert., no voc./prof. education
4  Realschulabschluss, kein beruflicher Abschluss Intermediate school leaving cert., 2Ag II 2b 10 10 10 12 12
no voc./prof. education
5  Schule beendet ohne Abschluss oder Left school without school leaving (2Cv) 1II 1c 10 9 10 10
Hauptschulabschluss und Anlernzeit, qualification or secondary gen.
Teilfacharbeiterabschluss school leaving cert. and training
time with certificate, but no
apprenticeship, semi-skilled
workers’ certificate
6  Realschulabschluss und Anlernzeit, Intermediate school leaving cert. (3Cs) 1I 2a 11 11 12 12
Teilfacharbeiterabschluss and training time with certificate,
but no apprenticeship, semi-skilled
workers’ certificate
7 Schule beendet ohne Abschluss oder Left school without school leaving 3Bv, b 1c 11-13 12 12 12 11
Hauptschulabschluss plus Berufsfachschulabschluss, qualification or secondary gen. 4Bv (Iv)
Berufsgrundschuljahr, Ausbildung school leaving cert. and voc. school
certificate, basic voc. training year,
apprenticeship
8 Realschulabschluss plus Berufsfachschulabschluss, Intermediate school leaving cert. 3By, b 2a 11-13 13 13 13 13
Berufsgrundschuljahr, Ausbildung and voc. school certificate, basic 4Bv (Iv)
voc. training year, apprenticeship
9 Fachhochschulreife, kein beruflicher Abschluss oder Higher educ. entrance qual., but 3Ag IIla  2cgen 12 12 13 13 14

Anlernzeit, Teilfacharbeiterabschluss, berufliches
Praktikum, Volontariat

not for university and no voc./prof.

education, or training time with
certificate, but no apprenticeship,
semi-skilled workers’ certificate,
internship, traineeship
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
10 Abitur, kein beruflicher Abschluss oder Anlernzeit, Gen. higher education entrance 3Ag IMla  2cgen 13 13 16 16 15
Teilfacharbeiterabschluss, berufliches Praktikum, qualification and no voc./prof.
Volontariat education or training time with
certificate, but no apprenticeship,
semi-skilled workers’ certificate,
internship, traineeship
11 FH-Reife oder Abitur plus Berufsfachschulabschluss, Any higher educ. entrance qual. 4Ag, IV 2cvoc 14-16 15 15 15 15
Berufsgrundschuljahr, gewerbliche/landwirtschaftliche  and voc. school certificate, basic 4Av
Ausbildung, kaufméannische Ausbildung voc. training year, completed
industrial or agricultural
apprenticeship, completed
commercial apprenticeship
12 Schule beendet ohne Abschluss oder Left school without school leaving 5B v 1c 15 13 13 13 13
Hauptschulabschluss plus Meister-, Techniker- oder qualification or secondary gen.
gleichwertiger Fachschulabschluss school leaving cert. and Master
craftsman, technician or equivalent
certificate
13 Realschulabschluss plus Meister-, Techniker- oder Intermediate school leaving cert. 5B v 2a 15 14 13 14 14
gleichwertiger Fachschulabschluss and Master craftsman, technician
or equivalent certificate
14 FH-Reife oder Abitur plus Meister-, Techniker- oder Any higher educ. entrance qual. 5B v 2¢ vOC 15 15 15 15
gleichwertiger Fachschulabschluss and Master craftsman, technician
or equivalent certificate
15 Abgeschlossenes Studium an Completed studies at 3B,5B, Illb, 2a,3a 17 16 16 16 16
Fachhochschule/Ingenieurschule, Schule des technical/voc. college, health 5A1 Vi
Gesundheitswesens sector school
DE|(1,2) 16 Hochschule/Universitit: Zwischenpriifung, Vordiplom, Intermediate examination, 5Ai, Vi 2c gen 16 17 17 17
Bachelor intermediate diploma (university), 5Am
Bachelor
17 Abgeschlossenes Studium an Hochschule, Universitét, Master of arts, diploma, state 5Al V2 3b 18 18 18 18 18
Akademie, Polytechnikum (Diplom, Magister, Master, examination, master (Magister,
Staatsexamen) Diplom)
18 Promotion; Habilitation PhD and habilitation 6 V2 3b 20 20 19 19 19
16 Hochschule/Universitat: Zwischenpriifung, Vordiplom Intermediate examination, 5Ai Vi 2cgen 16 20 18 18

(3)

intermediate diploma (university)
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45)0 TaBLE D.2: Mapping of [ESS|country-specific education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)
country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
17 Bachelor Bachelor 5Am Vi 3a 16 6 17 17 17
18 Abgeschlossenes Studium an Hochschule, Universitdt, ~ University degree 5A1 V2 3b 18 18 18 18 18
Akademie, Polytechnikum (Diplom, Magister, Master,
Staatsexamen)
19 Promotion; Habilitation PhD and habilitation 6 V2 3b 20 20 18 20 20
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label r1 rz2 r3 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
DK o Ingen skoleuddannelse, ingen erhvervsuddannelse No school education, no vocational 0O 0 o o) I 1a 6 0 6 5
I education
1 1.-6. skoleklasse, ingen erhvervsuddannelse 1.-6. class in school, no vocational 1 1 1 1 I 1a 6 6 6 6 6
education
2 7.-10. skoleklasse, ingen erhvervsuddannelse 7.—10. class in school, no vocational 2 2 2 2Ag 1I 1b 9-10 9 10 9 9
education
3 Gymnasium, HE, HH, HTX, ingen erhvervsuddannelse = Upper secondary school, no 3 3 3 3Ag ITa 2¢ 12-13 13 13 14 14
vocational education
4  Erhvervsfaglige uddannelser, handveerkeruddannelser, ~ Vocational education and training, 3 3 3 3Cv b 2a 12-14 13 13 13 13
social og sundhedshjeelperuddannelser apprenticeship training in crafts,
social and health services
DK|(1) 5 Arbejdslederuddannelser for faglerte Work leader education for 4 - - 5B v 2a 14 14 15 15
I vocational educated
6 Videregdende uddannelser pa 2—3 ar efter gymnasium  Further education of 2—3 years 4 - - 5B v 3a 14-15 15 16 15 15
eller faglig uddannelse after upper secondary school
7 Videregdende uddannelser pa ca. 4 ar efter ggymnasium Further education of around 4 5 - - 5Am \%! 3a 16 16 16 17 17
eller faglig uddannelse years after upper secondary sc
8 Bachelor eller kandidateksamen fra universitet Bachelors or masters degree from 5 - - 5Am, Vi, V2 3b 15—20 18 18 18 19
university 5Al
9 Overbygning pa universitetseksamen, Ph.d., licentiat Further university education i. e. 6 - - 6 V2 3b 21-24 21 20 21 21
PhD, Licentiate
DK|(2,3) 5 Korte videregdende uddannelser (efter faglig Short further education of 2—3 - 4 4 5B v 3a 14-15 15 15 15 14
uddannelse eller gymnasium) (har som oftest en years after upper secondary school,
varighed af 2—3 ar, fx socialpaeedagog, maskintekniker, such as social pedagogue,
politi) mechanical technician, police
6 Mellemlang videregadende uddannelse (efter faglig Medium further education of 3—4 - 5 5 5Am V1 3a 16 16 16 16 16
uddannelse eller gymnasium) (har som oftest en years after upper secondary school,
varighed af 3—4 dr, fx teknikumingenier, leerer, such as engineer, teacher, nurse
sygeplejerske)
7  Lang videregdende uddannelse (efter faglig uddannelse Long further education after upper - 5 5 5Al V2 3b 18—20 18 18 19 19
eller gymnasium) Universitetsuddannelser fx cand.jur,,  secondary school, university
leege, cand.merc., arkitektskolerne, studies such as architecture,
musikkonservatorierne) medicine, music
8  Overbygning pa universitetseksamen, Ph.d., licentiat Further university education i. e. - 6 6 6 Va 3b 21-24 21 20 21 21

PhD, Licentiate
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
(2) 1 KIRJAOSKAMATU/HETPAMOTHEIIN /A S No primary education, illiterate - o0 - o I 1a o} - - -
2 Alghariduseta/Her nagamsroro obpasoBamst No primary education, literate - o - 0 I 1a 6 2 2 2
3 Algharidus/Hauanbnoe obpasoBanue Primary education -1 - 1 I 1a 6 6 6 6 7
4 Pohiharidus (mittetédielik keskharidus)/OcnosHoe General basic education - 2 - 2Ag 11 1b 9 9 8 8 9
obpaszoBanue (HEMOIHOE CpejiHee 06pa3oBaHmE ) (incomplete secondary education)
5 Keskharidus/Cpenmee obpasosanue General secondary education - 3 -  3Ag Illa  2cgen 12 11 11 11 12
6 Kutseharidus, dppeaeg alla 3 aasta/dppeaeg 3 aastat vdi Vocational education, 3 year study -1 - 2C 1I 1c 10 - - -
rohkem /TIpodeccuonanbaoe obpasosanue, 00ydeHune without basic education
Mmeree 3 jier/obpa3oBanue, obyuenue 3 roja u 6osee
7  Kutseharidus koos pdhihariduse Vocational basic education - 2 - 2Av 1I 1c 10 10 10 10

omandamisega/IIpodeccnonansaoe obpasosanue ¢
MOJIy9IeHneM OCHOBHOTO 0Opa30BaHUsA
8 Kutseharidus koos keskhariduse omandamisega, Vocational secondary education - 3 - 3Av IIIb 2a, 2¢C 11 11 11 11
Kutsekeskharidus pohihariduse voC
baasil /ITpodeccnonanbioe 06pazoBaHue C MOy YCHHEM
cpeanero obpaszosanus, [Ipodeccuonanbuoe cpegHee
obpazoBaHue Ha 6a3e OCHOBHOTO OOpa30BAHMST

9 Kutsekeskharidus keskhariduse Vocational secondary education - 4 - 4Cv I\Y 3a 14 13 13 13 13
baasil /TIpodeccuonanbioe cpeiree obGpa3zoBaHue Ha after secondary education
basze cpeaHero 0Opa3soBaHUs
10 Keskeri-, tehnikumiharidus péarast Professional secondary/technical - 3 - 3Av la  2c voc 13 12 12 12 13
pohiharidust/Cpentee npodeccuonanbHoe education after basic education
obpazoBaHMe, TEXHUKYM TIOCJE OCHOBHOTO 0Opa30BaHUS
11 Keskeri-, tehnikumiharidus péarast Professional secondary/technical - 5 - 5B v 3a 14 14 14 14
keskharidust/Cpeanee npodeccuonaaboe education after secondary
obpa3oBaHme, TEXHUKYM I0C/e cpeanero obpaszosanusi  education
12 Kutsekorgharidus, Rakenduskdrgharidus (diplomidpe), Higher professional education, - 5 - 5B,5B Vi 3a, 3b 15 16 16 16 17
Bakalaureus (kdrgharidus)/IIpodeccnonansroe Boiciiee Applied higher education 5Am low
obpasoBanue, IIpukiagHoe BrICIIee 0Opa3oBaHUE (Diploma study), Bachelor (higher
(zumnomuoe obyvenne), Crenens 6akasiaspa (Beicuiee  education)
obpa3oBaHue)
13 Magister/Crenens marucrpa Master’s degree - 6 - 5Al V2 3b 18 18 18 18 18
14 Teaduste kandidaat, doktor/Kanaunat, 1oKkTop Hayk Candidate of sciences, PhD - 6 - 6 V2 3b 22 20 16 17 18
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-specific education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

€Y

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
EE|(3) o Alghariduseta, KIRJAOSKAMATU/Her nagajibHOrO Without elementary (not - - 0 o I 1a 6 - - -
I obpazosamuss, HETPAMOTHDBIN /A completed 4th grade), illiterate
1 Algharidus/HavasibHoe obpasoBanne Elementary (completed 4th grade) S | 1 I 1a 6 6 4 6 6
Pohiharidus (mittetdielik keskharidus)/Ocuosroe Basic (completed gth grade) - -2 2Ag I 1b 9 9 9 9 9
obpaszoBanue (HEIOIHOE cpefHee 0bpa3oBaHUe)
3 Keskharidus/Cpentee o6pasosanue Secondary (completed 12th grade) - - 3 3Ag IMla  2cgen 12 11 11 11 11
4 Kutseharidus, 6ppeaeg alla 3 aasta/Oppeaeg 3 aastat vdi Vocational education, 3 year study - - 2 2Cv 1I 1c 10 10 11 11
rohkem /TIpodeccuonanbaoe obpazoBanue, 00ydenue without basic education
MeHee 3 jier/obpa3oBanue, obydenue 3 roza u 6osee
5  Kutseharidus koos pohihariduse Vocational education with - - 2 2AvV 1II 1c 10 9 10 10
omandamisega/IIpodeccuonanbuoe 06pa3oBaHue ¢ acquisition of basic education
[OJIy IeHHEM OCHOBHOI'O 06pa30BaHMs
6  Kutseharidus koos keskhariduse Vocational education with - - 3  3Av b 2c voc 11 11 11 12
omandamisega/IIpodeccuonanbuoe 06pa3oBaHue ¢ secondary education
HOJIy I€HUEM CPEHEro o0pasoBaHus
7  Kutsekeskharidus pohihariduse Vocational education after - - 3 3av b 2c voc 12 11 11 11 11
baasil /ITpodeccnonanbHoe cpejiHee obGpazoBaHue HaA acquisition of basic education
06a3e OCHOBHOI'O OOPa30BaAHUSI
8 Kutsekeskharidus keskhariduse Vocational education after - - 4 4Cv ITa v 14 13 13 13 13
baasil /ITpodeccnonanbHoe cpejiHee obGpa3zoBaHue HaA secondary education
6aze cpejHero obpa3oBaHuUs
9 Keskeri, tehnikumiharidus pérast Professional secondary, technical - - 3  3Av IMIla  2cvoc 13 12 12 12 12
pohiharidust/Cpennee mpodeccronanpaoe school after basic education
o6pa30BaHNe,TEXHUKYM I10CJIe OCHOBHOIO 00pa30BaHUs
10 Keskeri, tehnikumiharidus pérast Professional secondary, technical - - 4 5Bs v 3a 14 13 14 14
keskharidust/Cpennee npodeccuonaibroe school after secondary education
obpa3oBanue, TEXHUKYM II0CJIE CPEHEro 00pa3sOBaHs
11 Kutsekoérgharidus/IIpodeccnonansaoe Bbiciiee Higher professional education - - 5 5Bm Vi 3a 15 15 15 16 16
obpa3oBaHue
12 Rakenduskérgharidus (diplomidpe)/IIpukiaisoe Applied higher education - - 5 5Bm Vi 3a 15 15 15 16 16
BbICIIEe OOPA30BaHue (IUILIOMHOE O0yHdeHme ) (diploma study)
13 Bakalaureus (korgharidus)/Crenens 6akanzaBpa Bachelor (higher education) - - 5 5Am Vi 3b 16 16 16 16 17
(BbICHICE OOpa3oBaHUE)
14 Magister/Crenens marucrpa Master’s degree - - 6 5Al V2 3b 18 18 18 18 18
15 Teaduste kandidaat, doktor/Kanauznar, qokrop Hayk Candidate of sciences, PhD - - 6 6 V2 3b 22 20 18 18 19
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
(1) o Sin estudios/analfabeto No schooling/illiterate o - - 0 I 1a 4 0 0 0
1 Estudios primarios sin terminar (menos de 5 afios de Not completed primary education o - - 0 I 1a 4 3 4 4
escuela o EGB) (less then 5 years of EGB)
2 Estudios primarios completos (incluido 50 EGB) Primary education 1 - - 1 I 1b 6 8 8 8 8
3 EGB, ESO o equivalente (antiguo Bachillerato elemental, General Basic or Compulsory 2 - - 2Ag 1II 2b 10 9 8 9 9
graduado escolar, certificado escolar.) Secondary Education, Graduate or

equivalent (Former lower
secondary education)

4 FP1y Ensefianza técnico-profesional o equiv. Vocational education, first cycle 3 - - 3Cv I 1c 12 12 13 12 12
5  Bachillerato superior, BUP, o equivalente General upper secondary 3 - - 3Ag ITa 2¢ 12 13 12 12 13
education
6 FP2 o equivalente Vocational education, second cycle 4 - - 4Av b 2a 14 14 14 14 14
7 Estudios superiores 2 o 3 afios (en centros de estudio no 2 or 3 years higher education (not 4 - - 5Bs 1\Y% 3a 16 18 18 18
reglados) leading to a university degree)
8 Arquitecto e ingeniero técnico Polytechnical studies, short cycle: 5 - - 5Am V1 3a 15 7 17 17 17

technical architect or technical
engineer (3 years university

degree)

9 Diplomado de otras escuelas universitarias o equivalente Other short cycle university degree 5 - - 5Am Vi 3a 15 17 20 18 18
(3 years)

10 Arquitecto o ingeniero superior Polytechnical studies, long cycle: 5 - - 5A1 V2 3b 17 19 20 20 19
architect, engineer (5 years)

11 Licenciado Other long cycle university degree 5 - - 5Al V2 3b 17 19 18 18 19
(5 years or more)

12 Estudios postgrado o especializacién Postgraduate studies 5 - - 5Al V2 3b 18-23 20 22 21 21

13 Doctorado PhD 6 - - 6 V2 3b 21-22 21 20 20 21
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-specific education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
(2, 3) o Sin estudios/analfabeto No schooling/illiterate - 0 o0 0 I 1a 4 8 8 9

1 Estudios primarios sin terminar Not completed primary education - 0 o0 0 I 1a 5 5 5 5

2 Certificado de escolaridad General Basic Education - 1 1 2Ag I 1a 8 8 8 8 8

3 Hasta 50 de EGB Five years of General Basic -1 1 1 I 1a 6 8 9 9
Education

4  Antigua primaria completa Former primary education (5 -1 1 1 I 1b 6 8 8 8
years)

5 EGB o ESO General Basic or Compulsory - 2 2 2Ag I 2b 10 9 8 9 9
Secondary Education, Graduate

6 Bachillerato elemental Former lower secondary education - 2 2 2Ag I 2b 10 10 11 11

7  FP1 y Ensefianza Técnico Profesional o equivalente Vocational education, first cycle - 2 2 3Cv II 1c 12 12 12 12 12

8 Bachillerato superior, BUP o equivalente General upper secondary - 3 3 3Ag Ia 2¢c 12 13 12 13 14
education

9 FP2 o equivalente Vocational education, second cycle - 3 3 4Ag b 2a 14 14 14 14 15

10 Estudios superiores de 2 o 3 afios (en centros de 2 or 3 years higher education (not - 4 4 5Bs v 3a 16 20 16 16

estudios no reglados) leading to a university degree)

11 Arquitecto e Ingeniero Técnico Polytechnical studies, short cycle: - 5 5 5Am Vi 3a 15 17 20 18 18
technical architect or technical
engineer (3 years university
degree)

12 Diplomado de otras escuelas universitarias o equivalente Other short cycle university degree - 5 5 5Am Vi 3a 15 17 18 17 18
(3 years)

13 Arquitecto o Ingeniero Superior Polytechnical studies, long cycle: - 5 5 5A1 Va 3b 17 19 20 20 20
architect, engineer (5 years)

14 Licenciado Other long cycle university degree - 5 5 5Al V2 3b 17 19 20 19 19
(5 years or more)

15 Estudios de postgrado o especializacién Postgraduate studies - 5 5 5Al V2 3b 18-23 20 20 20 21

16  Doctorado PhD - 6 6 6 V2 3b 21-22 21 20 20 21
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label r1 r2 r3 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
FI 1 Peruskoulun ala-aste (1-6 luokat), completion of grades 1-6 of basic 11 1 1 I - 6 7 8 8 8
kansakoulu/Grundskolans ldgstadium (arskurserna school or folk school
1-6), folkskola
2 Peruskoulun yléaste (7—9/10 luokat), completion of grades 7—9 and the 2 2 2 2Ag 1I - 9-10 9 9 10 10
keskikoulu/Grundskolans hégstadium (arskurserna voluntary 10th grade of basic or
7—9/10), mellanskola middle school
3 Lukio, ylioppilas- tai ammatillinen matriculation examination, voc. 3 3 3 3Ay, IIIb, - 12 12 12 12 13
tutkinto/Gymnasium, student- eller yrkesexamen qualifications attained in 2—3 years, 3Ag IIIa
further and specialist voc.
qualifications
5  Opisto- tai korkeakoulututkinto/Examen pa institutnivd voc. college education of 23 years, 5 5 5 5A,5B IV, Vg, - 14-18 15 15 16 16
eller hogskoleexamen polytechnic degrees, university Va2
degrees
6 Lisensiaatin tai tohtorin tutkinto/Licentiat- eller licentiate and doctorate 6 6 6 6 V2 - 19—21 20 20 20 21
doktorsexamen
FI] (1,2) o Vdhemmin kuin peruskoulun ala-aste tai less than primary school or 0 o0 o 0 I - 5 4 8 7
vastaava/Mindre dn grundskolans lagstadium eller equivalent completed
motsvarande
F] (3) o Vdhemmain kuin peruskoulun ala-aste tai less than primary school or folk o0 0 o o I - 5 8 8 7
kansakoulu/Mindre &n grundskolans lagstadium eller ~ school completed
folkskola
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-specific education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.

Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean

1 Sans diplome No qualification 0 0 o 0,1 I 1a 7 8 8 8

Non diplomés jusqu’a la fin 3éme, 2nd, 1ere filiere Dropouts from general upper 2 2 2 (2Bg) 1II 2b 10 9 10 10
générale secondary education

3 Non diplomés du filiére professionnelle Dropouts from vocational upper 2 2 2 (2Cv) 1I 1b 10 12 10 10
secondary education

4 [CEP Certificate of primary education 1 1 1 1 I 1b 8 8 8 8

5 [CAP| examen de fin d’apprentissage artisanal Upper secondary vocational 2 2 2 3Cv b 1c 11 11 11 11 10

training, craft apprenticeship exam

6 Upper secondary vocational 2 2 2 3By b 2a 11 12 12 12 12

education and training 3Cv
7 Brevet élémentaire, Brevet d’étude du premier cycle, Lower secondary school certificate 3 3 3 2Ag 1I 2b 9-10 10 10 10 11
brevet des colleges
8 Baccalauréat général, Brevet supérieur General university entrance 4 4 4 3Ag IIla  2cgen 12 12 12 13 13
qualification
9 brevet de technicien, baccalauréat de technicien, Certificates of general, 4 4 4 3Ag IMla 2cvoc 12-13 13 14 13 13
baccalauréat technologique, baccalauréat professionnel  technological and vocational upper 3Bv
secondary education
10 certificat d’aptitude Pédagogique Certificates awarded upon 5 5 5 5B, v 3a 14 14 15 15 15
completion of two years of 5Ai
post-secondary education (general,
- technological, vocational)
FR[(1,2) 11 Diplome universitaire des deuxiéme et troisieme cycles, University diplomas of the second 6 6 - 5Am, Vi, V2 3b 15-20 17 17 17 18
Doctorat, Agrégation, Diplome de grandes écoles and third cycles, PhD, teacher 5Al, 6
training, post-graduate certificates,
diploma of a grande école
FR| (3) 11 Dipléme universitaire du deuxieéme cycle, University diplomas of the second - - 6 5Am, Vi 3b 15-18 17 17 18 17
Dipléome des grandes écoles cycle, teacher training, diploma of 5A1 (V2)
a grande école
o 12 Diplome universitaire du troisieme cycle , University diplomas of the third - - 6 5AL6 V2 3b 17-20 18 17 18 19
Agrégation, Doctorat cycle (post-graduate certificates),
PhD
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label r1 r2 r3 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
1 Avodgdpnroc/n, yepinéc téiec Tou Anuotxod Illiterate/not completed primary o o - 0 I - 3 0 3 3
2 Anupotxd Primary 11 - 1 I - 6 6 6 6 6
3 Mepur uéomn exnaidevon (dnh. pepuée tdec e€atadiouv  Partial secondary 2 2 - 2AG I - 9 9 9 9 10
YURVEGIOU, YUY TERVG YURVEOLO, XUTMTERY, GYOMY)
4 II\pne péom exnaiBevon (e€atdilo yuuvdoto, Aoxelo, Full secondary 3 3 - 3Ag IITa - 12 12 12 12 13
péoeg oyohéq)
5 Avaotepn Iyohd (nTuytodyog) Post secondary/polytechnic 4 4 - 5Bm, IV, Vi - 15-18 16 16 16 16
5Am,
5Al
6 Avotatn Iyohd (nTuytodyog) University degree 5 5 - 5Am, \%) - 16-18 7 16 17 17
5Al
7 Metantuytoxd dinhoyo Post graduate degree 5,656 - 5AL6 V2 - 17-18 18 18 20 20
88 (AT Don’t know 8 6 - 8 - - - - - - -
(2) 8  Awaxtopxds tithog PhD - 6 - 6 V2 - 19-21 20 - - -
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
1 Nem jart iskoldba Never attended school 0o 0 o o I 1a 0 0 0
2 1—4 Osztaly elemi/4ltalanos iskola vagy azzal 1—4 form in primary school 0 0 1 0 I 1a 4 4 4 4 5
egyenértékii
3 5—7 Osztdly altalanos iskola vagy azzal egyenértéki 5—7 form in primary school 0o o 1 1 I 1a 6 6 6 7
4  Befejezett dltalanos iskola vagy azzal egyenértékii Completed primary school 11 1 2 1II 1b 8 8 8 8 8
(1) 5 Szakmunkasképzé Trade school 2 - - (3Cv) b 1c 11 11 11 11
6 Befejezetlen kozépiskola Not completed secondary school 2 - - (2Ag) IIIb 2b 12 12 12 13
7 Erettségi, befejezett kozépiskola vagy azzal egyenértékéi Completed secondary school 3 - - 3Ag, MTa 2¢ 12-13 13 12 13 13
(gymnasium or vocational matura) 3Ap,
4Ag
8  Befejezetlen fels6foku tanintézet (f6iskola vagy egyetem) Uncomplete higher qualification 3 - - (3Ag) v 2¢ - - -
9 Foiskolai diploma College 5 - - 5Am \%i 3a 15-16 16 16 16 16
10 Egyetemi diploma University 6 - - 5Al V2 3b 16-18 17 17 18 19
11 Posztgradudlis végzettség Postgraduate studies 6 - - 5Al V2 3b 17-19 18 18 18 19
12 Fels6foku végzettség, tudoményos fokozattal Degree/PhD 6 - - 6 V2 3b 19-20 19 20 19 19
(2, 3) 5 Szakmunkasképz6, szakiskola Vocational (trade school) - 2 2 (3Cv) b 1c 11 11 11 11
6 Befejezetlen kozépiskola Uncomplete secondary - 1 2 (2Ag) b 2b 12 12 12 12
qualification
7 Erettségi, befejezett kozépiskola vagy azzal egyenértékéi Gymnasium or vocational school, - 3 3 3Ag, 1la 2c 12-13 13 12 12 13
matura 3Ap,
) 4A8
8  Erettségire épiil6 fels6fokra nem akkreditalt szakképzés, Sec. technical+matura - 3 3 (4Av) Mla  2c voc 13 12 12 13
kozépfoka technikum
9 Felstfokra akkreditalt szakképzés, fels6fokt technikum Higher technical+matura - 4 3 5Bs v 3a 14-15 14 12 14 14
10 Befejezetlen fels6foku tanintézet (f6iskola vagy egyetem) Uncomplete higher qualification - 3 4 (3Ag) v 2¢c 13 12 14 14
11 F6iskolai diploma College degree completed - 5 5 5Am Vi1 3a 15-16 16 16 16 16
12 Egyetemi diploma University degree completed - 55 5Al V2 3b 16-18 17 17 17 18
13 Posztgradualis végzettség Postgraduate qualification - 6 6 5Al V2 3b 17-19 18 17 19 19
14 Fels6foku végzettség, tudoményos fokozattal Scientific degree - 6 6 6 V2 3b 19-20 19 17 17 18
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
1 None/Primary not completed (<8 eduyrs, first 2 are ISCED o) 0 0o o 0 I 1a 6 8 9 9
2 Primary or equivalent (8-10 eduyrs) 1 1 1 1 I 1b 8 9 9 9 9
3 Intermediate/Junior/Group Certificate or equivalent 2 2 2 2 I 2b 11 11 11 11 11
4 Leaving Certificate or equivalent 3 3 3 3Ag, b, 2¢ 13-14 13 13 13 13
3Cv Ila
5 Diploma/Certificate 4 4 4 4Cy, v 2a,3a 14-17 14 14 14 15
5B
6 Primary degree 5 5 5 5Am Vi 3b 17-19 16 15 16 16
7  Post graduate/higher degree 6 6 6 5A6 V2 3b 18-21 18 18 18 18
o No formal qualification o - - 0,1 I 1a 0 0 0 1
1 Lowest formal qualification 1 - - (1,2A) 1I 1b 8 8 8 7
2 Not finish vocational high school 2 - - (2Qv) IT 1c 10 10 10 10
(6+2,3,4,5)
3 Full vocational high school without 3 - - (3Cv) b 2a 11 12 12 12
matriculation certificate (6+6)
4 Full vocational high school with 3 - - 3A IIla  2c voc 12 12 12 12 12
matriculation certificate (6+6)
5 Not finish general high school 2 - -  (2Ag) II 2b 10 10 10 10
(6+2,3,4,5)
6 Full general high school without 3 - - (3Cg b 2b 11 12 12 12
matriculation certificate (6+6)
7 Full general high school with 3 - - 3Ag IIla  2cgen 12 12 12 12 12
matriculation certificate (6+6)
8 Yeshiva high school without full 3 - - (3Cg I 2b 11 12 12 12
matriculation certificate (6+6)
9 Yeshiva high school with full 3 - - 3Ag IMla  2cgen 12 12 12 12 12
matriculation certificate (6+6)
10 post-secondary, non-university 4 - - 5Bs v 3a 14 14 14 14 14
(technicians, nurses, teachers etc.)
11 Not finish University degree 5 - - 3Ag v 3a 15 15 15 15
12 University BA degree completed 5 - - 5Am \%! 3b 14-16 16 16 16 16
13 University MA and above 6 - - 5AL6 V2 3b 17-X 18 18 18 18
completed
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-specific education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

6¢Y

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label r1 rz2 r3 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
o Engu, barnaskélandm eda minna Not completed primary education - o - o I - 0 - - -
1 Grunnskolaproéf/gagnfreedaprof Certificate after 10 years basic -1 - 0,1,2 1I - 10 9 3 9 9
education
2 Stutt starfsndm, 4r eda minna Short voc. education, one year or - 2 - 3Cvs 11 - 11 10 10 10 10
less
3 Lengra starfsndm, idnnam Longer voc. education, more than 1 - 3 - 3Cyv, b - 12-15 12 12 12 11
year 4Cv
4  Stadentsprof Matriculation examination - 4 - 3Ag IITa - 14 14 14 14 13
5  Haskdlastig, fyrsta grada, t.d. BA/BS/Bed University education, first degree - 5 - 5Am V1 - 17-20 17 14 15 15
6 Haskolastig, framhaldsnam University education, graduate - 6 - B5AlL6 V2 - 20-23 18 18 17 17y
study
1 Senza titolo No qualification o o - 0 I 1a 3 3 3 3
2 Licenza elementare Primary school certificate 11 - 1 I 1b 5 5 5 5 5
3 Licenza media/avviamento professionale Lower secondary school 2 2 - 2Ag 1I 1b, 1c 8 8 8 8 9
certificate/old vocational 2Cv
qualification
4  Diploma scuola media superiore Upper secondary school certificate 3 3 - 3Ag, Ilb, 2c, 2a 13 13 13 13 14
3By, ITa
3Cv
(1) 5  Diploma universitario University diploma 4 - - 5Am Vi 3a 16 16 16 16 16
6 Laurea University degree (4—6 years) 5 - - 5Al V2 3b 17-19 18 18 18 18
7 Specializzazione post-laurea Post-graduate specialisation 6 - - G5AL6 V2 3b 19-24 21 23 21 22
(2) 5 Specializzazione post-diploma Post-secondary specialisation - 4 - 4Cv v 2¢ VOC 14 15 16 16 16
6 Diploma universitario o Laurea triennale University diploma or 3-year - 5 - 5Am Vi 3a, 3b 16 16 18 18 18
university degree
7 Laurea specialistica Specialist university degree (5 - 5 - 5Al V2 3b 18 18 18 19 19
years)
8  Specializzazione post-laurea Post-graduate specialisation - 6 - 5AlL6 V2 3b 19—24 21 21 21 21
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
o Pas de diplome/qualifications No qualifications 0 0o o 0 I 1a 3 9 6 7
1 Ecole primaire Primary school 11 1 1 I 1a 6 6 4 6 7
2 Primaire supérieur Higher primary 11 1 1 I 1a 7 9 9 9
3 Enseignement complémentaire Complementary education 11 1 1 I 1a 8 9 9 10
4  Certificat d’enseignement secondaire technique inférieur Certificate of lower secondary 2 2 2 2Ag I 1b 9 9 11 11 11
technical education
5  Certificat d’apprentissage Apprenticeship certificate 2 2 2 (3Cv) b 1c 10 12 11 12
6  Certificat de Capacité Manuelle : CCM Certificate of manual capacity 3 3 3 3Cv b 1c 12 12 9 11 11
(practical vocational training)
7 Certificat d’Initiation Technique et Professionnelle : Certificate of technical and 3 3 3 3Cv b 1c 11 11 12 11 11
CITP vocational initiation (first stage of a
two-stage apprenticeship)
8 Certificat d’Aptitude Technique et Professionnelle : Certificate of technical and 3 3 3 3Cv b 2a 12 12 12 12 12
CATP vocational competence (second
stage of a two-stage
apprenticeship)
9 Diplome de technicien (jusque 13e dans le régime Upper secondary technician’s 3 3 3 3Bv b 2a 13 13 12 13 13
technicien) diploma
10 Bac technique (jusque 13e ou 14e du régime technique)  Technical university entrance 3 3 3 3Av IMla  2cvoc 14 14 15 14 14
qualification
11 Enseignement secondaire général inférieur General lower secondary education 2 2 2 2Ag I 2b 9 10 12 12 12
12 Diplome de fin d’études secondaires General upper secondary school 3 3 3 3Ag IMla  2cgen 13 13 13 14 14
leaving diploma
13 Brevet de maitrise artisanale Master craftsman’s diploma 4 4 4 4Bv v 3a 15-16 15 15 13 13
14 Enseignement supérieur - BAC +2 Higher education - 2 years 5 5 5 5Bs v 3a 15 15 16 16 16
15 Enseignement supérieur - BAC +3 Higher education - 3 years 5 5 5 5Am Vi 3a 16 16 16 17 17
16 Enseignement supérieur - BAC +4 Higher education - 4 years 5 5 5 5Am Vi 3b 17 17 17 18 18
17 Enseignement supérieur - BAC +5 ou plus (mais sans Higher education - 5 years or more, 5 5 5 5Al V2 3b 18—20 18 18 19 18
I’obtention d'un doctorat) but no doctorate
18 Enseignement supérieur — Doctorat PhD 6 6 6 6 V2 3b 20 20 20 20 20
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label r1 rz2 r3 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
1 Niet voltooid lager onderwijs Not completed primary school 0o 0o o 0 I 1a 5 8 6 7
Lager onderwijs, basisschool, lager speciaal onderwijs ~ Primary school or first stage of 11 1 1 I 1a 6 6 8 8 8
basic education
3 Lager beroepsonderwijs (LBO), lagere technische school, Lower secondary school, technical 2 2 2 2Bp 11 1c (10) 9 10 10 10
nijverheidsonderwijs, huishoudschool, training
basisberoepsgerichte of kaderberoepsgerichte leerweg
4 MULO, ULO, theoretische of gemengde Lower secondary school, 2 2 2 2Bg 11 1b 10 10 10 11 11
leerweg theoretical training
5 KMBO, VHBO Short upper secondary 3 3 3 2Cy, b 1c 11, 16 13 14 13 13
professional education 4Ag
6 Middelbaar beroepsonderwijs, beroepsopleidende Upper secondary professional 3 3 3 3Cy, b 2a 12-14 12 12 13 13
leerweg education 3Av,
4Cv
7 plus voor toegang tot het korte opleiding Post secondary, non-tertiary 4 4 4 4Av, IMla  2c voc 12 13 14 14 14
(korter dan 2 jaar) education 4Cv
8 MMS, Upper secondary general school 3 3 3 3Ag IMla  2cgen 11 11 12 13 13
9 HBS, gymnasium, atheneum Pre-scientific secondary school 3 3 3 3Ag IIla  2cgen 12 12 12 14 14
10 kweekschool, conservatorium, MO-akten, nieuwe  Tertiary professional education 5 5 5 5Bs, (Iv) 3a 13-15 16 16 16 16
stijl hoge scholen 5Am, Vi
5Al
11 Wetenschappelijk onderwijs (WO), universiteit, Tertiary scientific education, 5 5 5 5Am, V2 3b 16-17 18 18 19 19
technische/economische hogeschool oude stijl university 5Al
12 Postdoctorale opleiding (leraren- en beroepsopleidingen Tertiary post-scientific education 5 5 5 5A1 Va 3b 18 19 18 19 19
zoals medici, apotheker) (teachers, doctors)
13 Aio/Oio of andere promotie-opleiding tot graad van Second stage of tertiary education, 6 6 6 6 V2 3b 19—22 20 20 20 20
doctor Ph.D. education
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
o Ingen utdanning No education 0o 0o o 0 I - 4 0 4 5
1 Barneskole/Folkeskole Primary education (1st. - 7th. class 1 1 1 1 I - 7 4 10 10 10
level)
2 Ungdomskole/framhaldskole/grunnskole, Ettarig og Lower secondary education 2 2 2 2Ag 1I - 10 9 9 9 10
todrig utdanning etter folkeskole
3 Videregdende grunnutdanning/Realskole,Grunnkurs og Upper secondary, basic (11th. - 3 3 3 3QCy Ib - 11 11 11 12
VKI videregdende utdanning 12th. class level) 3Cg
4  Videregaende avsluttende utdanning, VK II og VK 1II,  Upper secondary, final year (13th. 3 3 3 3Ag, b, - 13 13 12 13 13
gammel gymnasutdanning class level+) 3Cv la
5 Pabygging til videregadende utdanning, Teknisk fagskole Post-secondary non-tertiary 4 4 4 4Cv v - 14-16 14 14 14 14
education (14th. class level+)
6  Universitet/hoyskole, 4 ar eller mindre med eksamen,  Tertiary education, short (higher 5 5 5 5Am V1 - 15-17 16 16 16 16
Leererskole, sykepleieskole, Cand mag, Ingenior education 4 years or short
7 Universitet/Heayskole, mer enn 4 dr med eksamen, Tertiary education, long (higher 6 6 5 5A1 Va - 18-20 18 17 18 18
Hovedfag, Mastergrad, Sivilingenier, Sivilokonom education more than 4 years
8  Forskernivd, Dr grad Doctoral Degree 6 6 6 6 V2 - 23 21 20 20 21
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-specific education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
1 Nieukoriczone podstawowe Not completed primary education 0o 0o o 0,1 I 1a 6 6 6 5
Ukoniczone podstawowe Primary completed (8 grades until 1 1 1 2Ag II 1b 8 8 8 8 8
1999)
3 Gimnazjalne Lower secondary 2 2 2 2Ag 1II 1b 9 9
4  Zasadnicze zawodowe (takze 2-letnia SPR) Basic vocational 2 2 2 3Cv b 1c 11-12 11 11 11 11
PL((1) 5 Nieukoriczone $rednie (Ukoriczone co najmniej 2 lata Secondary not completed, but at 2 - - (2Ag) 1Ib 2b 11 13 12 11
I nauki) least two years of study
6  Srednie og6lnoksztatcace Secondary comprehensive 3 - - 3Ag IMla 2cgen 12-14 12 12 12 12
7 Srednie zawodowe (technikum, liceum zawodowe lub Secondary vocational 3 - - 3Av, Mla  2cvoc 12-14 13 13 13 13
liceum techniczne) 3Ag
8 Pomaturalne, policealne Post secondary 4 - - 4Bv v 3a 13-15 14 14 14 14
9 Licencjackie, inzynierskie First stage of tertiary 5 - - 5Am V1 3b 15-17 7 17 17 17
10 Nieukoniczone wyzsze magisterskie lub lekarskie Tertiary not completed, but at least 5 - - (3A) IV 2cgen 16 16 17 17
(Ukoriczone co najmniej 2 lata nauki) 2 years of study
11 Ukoriczone wyzsze magisterskie lub lekarskie Tertiary completed 6 - - 5AL6 V2 3b 17-19 18 17 17 18
(2, 3) 5 Srednie ogolnoksztalcace Secondary comprehensive - 3 3 3Ag Ila 2cgen 12-14 12 12 12 13
6 Srednie zawodowe (technikum, liceum zawodowe, Secondary vocational - 3 3 3Avy, Mla 2cvoc 12-14 13 13 13 13
techniczne lub profilowane) 3Ag
7  Pomaturalne, policealne Post secondary - 4 4 4Bv v 3a 13-15 14 14 14 14
8 Licencjackie, inzynierskie First stage of tertiary - 5 5 5Am Vi 3b 15-17 17 17 16 16
9 Wyzsze magisterskie lub lekarskie Tertiary completed - 6 6 5AlL6 V2 3b 17-19 18 17 17 18
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
1 Nenhum No education 0o 0o o o I - 3 3 3 2
2 1° ciclo do bésico (4° classe) First cycle of basic (4th grade) 1 1 01 1 I - 4 4 4 4 4
3 2°ciclo do basico (5° e 6° anos/preparatério) Second cycle of basic (5th or 6th 1 1 1 1 I - 6 6 6 6 6
grade)
4  3° ciclo do bésico (9° ano/5° ano dos liceus) Third cycle of basic (9 years/5 2 2 1,2 2 1II - 9 9 9 9 9
years of liceum)
5 Secundério (12° ano/7° ano dos liceus ou Secondary (12 years/7 years of 3 323 3Ag, 1la, - 12 12 12 12 12
equivalente /Propedéutico/servigo civico) high school or equivalent, 3Bv Ib
propedeutics, civic service)
6  Superior politécnico Polytechnic higher education 3 53,5 5Bm, Vi1 - 15 15 15 15 15
5Al
(1, 2) 7  Superior universitario Higher education (university) 5 5 - 5Am, V2 - 16-18 7 17 17 17
5Al
Mestrado/Doutoramento Research Master, PhD 566 - 6 V2 - 1825 19 20 19 19
PT|(3) 7 Superior universitario (licenciatura) Higher education (university - -3,5 5Am, V2 - 16-18 7 17 17 17
I degree) 5A1
8 Poés-graduagao (pelo menos 1 ano) Post-graduate (at least 1 year) - - 5 5Al V2 - 17-20 8 17 17 17
9 Mestrado Research Master - - 6 6 V2 - 18—20 19 19 19 19
10 Doutoramento PhD - - 6 6 V2 - 22-25 21 24 24 21
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label r1 rz2 r3 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
RU 1 Hawambnoe obpazosanue (7 KIacCoB CPEIHEN MIKOJIBI Primary education - -1 1 I 1b 4 6 7 6 6
I WM MEHBIIIE)
2  HesaxkonueHHas cpeJHssl IIKOJIA Incomplete high school - - 2 2Ag 1II 2b 8 8 8 8
3 HTY, ®3Y, @30, suneit 6e3 cpegHero o6pa3oBaHust Professional education without - - 2 2Cv 1I 1ic 10 11 10 10
secondary education
4  3aKOHYeHHasl CPeJIHsIA IIKOJIa Completed secondary school - - 3  3Ag IIa 2c 11 11 10 10 10
5  IITY, muneit co cpeHUM 00pa30BAHUEM HJIU Professional education on - - 3 3Cv b 2a 10-13 12 11 11 12
TexHU4YecKoe yuuimiie (o6ydenue 2-3 rozua) secondary level
6 Cpemnee crenuaibHOE 006PA30BAHUE: TEXHUKYM, Special technical education - - 4 s5Bm Ib/IV 2a/3a 14 13 13 13 13
YUIUJIAIIE, KOJLTIEIK
7  Heckonpko KypcoB By3sa, HO 6e3 IUIIIOMa Several grades of college with no - - 5 3Ag \%! 3a 14 14 14 15
certificate
8 Tlosmyunn gumaom 6axazaBpa Bachelor degree from college - - 5 5Am Vi 3b 15 15
9 Iomyunn nuniom mMarucTpa Master degree from college - - 5 5Al V2 3b 17 16
10 3akoHYEeHHOe BhICIIee 0Opa3oBaHue 1o H—6 jeTHeit Completed college by 5-6 grade - - 5 5Al V2 3b 16-17 16 15 16 16
cucTeMe (IUTIIOM CHEUauCTa ) system
11 [loctaumiomuoe obpa3oBanme: aCIUPAHTYPA, Post-college education without - - 6 6 V2 3b 18 18 18 18
JIOKTOPAHTYpa, OpAWHATYpa, albIOHKTypa—0e3 Hay4dHoii scientific degree
CTEIIeH
12 Hayunast crenensb (KaHIuIAT, JJOKTOD HAyK) Scientific degree - - 6 6 V2 3b 20-23 19 18 18 19
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
1 Ej avslutad folkskola/grundskola Not finished elementary school 0 0 o 0,1 I 1a 6 8 8 7
2 Folkskola ( 7 years) Elementary school, old 1 1 1 (1) I 1b 7 7 8 8
3  Grundskola/Enhetsskola (9 years: 6+3) Elementary school 1 1 2 2Ag I 2b 9 9 9 9 9
4  Realskola/Flickskola Lower secondary and elementary 2 2 2 (2Ag) 1II 2b 10 10 11 11
school, old
5  Fackskola (1963-1970) Vocational school 1963-1970 2 2 2 (2Bv) 11 2a 11 11 11 11
6 2-arig gymnasielinje 2 year high school 2 2 3 3Cg b 2a 11 11 11 12
3Cv
7 3-eller 4-drig gymnasielinje (fore 1995) 3—4 year high school prior 1995 3 3 3 (3Ag) Ila 2cgen 13 12 13 13
8  Yrkesinriktat gymnasieprogram (efter 1992) Vocational high school after 1992 3 3 3 3Av b 2c voc 12 12 12 12 13
9 Teoretiskt inriktat gymnasieprogram (efter 1992) (t Theoretical high school after 1992 3 3 3 3Ag IIla  2cgen 12 13 12 13 13
exsamhillsvetarprogrammet eller
Naturvetarprogrammet)
10 Universitet/Hogskola utan examen University, no exam 5 5 5 3A v 2c gen 15 15 15 15
11 Universitet/Hogskola, kortare dn 3 ar, med examen University, exam less than 3 years 5 5 5 5Bs v 3a 14-15 14 14 15 15
(1, 2) 12 Universitet/Hogskola, 3 ér eller lingre, med examen University, exam more than 3 years 6 6 - 5Am, Vi, V2 3b 1522 17 17 17 17
5Al 6
(3) 12 Universitet/Hogskola, 3 ar eller langre, med examen University, exam more than 3 years - - 5 5Am, Vi, V2 3b 15-19 7 17 17 17
5Al
13 Forskarutbildning Post-graduate education - - 6 6 V2 3b 17-22 21 22 21 21

(Licentiate, PhD)
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

Lvy

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
1 Nedokon¢ana osnovna $ola Incomplete primary school 0 0 o 0,1 I - 6 6 6 6
2 Dokon¢ana osnovna Sola Completed primary school 1 1 1 2Ag II - 8 8 8 8 8
3 2-3 letna poklicna Sola 2-3 year vocational school 2 2 2 3Cv b - 11 11 11 11 11
4  Splosna gimnazija, poklicna gimnazija, stiriletna General high school, vocational 3 3 3 3Ag, IE] - 12-13 12 12 12 13
strokovna Sola high school, four-year technical 3Bv
school
5 2 letna vi$ja (strokovna) Sola 2 year high (professional) school 4 4 4 5Bs, v - 14-16 15 14 15 15
5Bm
6  Visoka $ola ali fakulteta Professional higher education or 5 5 5 5Bm, Vi, V2 - 16-18 7 17 17 17
university 5Am,
5Al
7  Magisterij, doktorat Post-graduate Research Masters, 6 6 6 5AlL6 V2 - 18—22 19 18 19 20
Doctorate
1 Neukoncend povinnd skolskd dochddzka Still in compulsory education - - - - I 1a 0 - - -
2 Neukontend zdkladna skola Incomplete primary - 0 1 0,1 I 1a 5 5 5 5
3 Zékladna skola Primary (first stage 4 years, second - 2 2 2Ag II 1b 9 9 9 9 9
stage 5 years)
4  Strednéd $kola bez maturity Secondary, no upper diploma - 3 3 3Cv b  2a,2b 12 12 12 12 12
5  Strednd skola s maturitou Secondary, upper diploma - 3 3 3Av, ITa 2¢ 13 13 13 13 13
3Ag
6 Nadstavbové stadium Higher (followup courses) - 4 4 3AvV IIa 2¢ 14 14 14 14 14
@)
7 Vysokéa skola—bakalarske stadium Tertiary, BA (3 years) - 5 5 5Am Vi 3a 16 6 17 17 17
8  Vysoka skola—magisterské stadium Tertiary, MA (46 years) - 5 5 5Al V2 3b 17-18 17 17 17 17
9 Postgradudlne stadium—vedeckd vychova Post-graduate, PhD - 6 6 5AL6 V2 3b 19-21 19 17 18 18

Continued on the next page. Explanatory notes on h;age 41 5]




gty

TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
TR o Okuma-yazma bilmiyor, Okuma-yazma biliyor ama okul Illiterate, no diploma - o0 - o} I - 0 0 o} 1
I bitirmemis/diplomasiz
1 Ilkokul mezunu (5 yil) Primary school diploma, 5 years of - 1 - 1 I - 5 5 5 5
schooling
2 Tlksgretim mezunu (8 yil), Genel ortaokul mezunu, Secondary diploma, 8 years of - 2 - 2Ag II - 8 8 8 8 8
Mesleki ortaokul mezunu schooling (general or vocational)
3 Genel lise mezunu, Mesleki lise mezunu High School diploma, 11 years of - 3 - 3Ag, lla, - 11 11 11 11 11
schooling (general or vocational) 3Av Ib
5  Universite veya yiiksekokul mezunu University or college graduate - 5 - 5Bs, Vi, V2 - 13-15 15 15 15 15
5Am
6  Master ve ya doktora derecesi sahibi Post-graduate degree; MA or - 6 - 5AlL6 V2 - 17-21 17 16 18 19

doctorate holder
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country-speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label r1 rz2 r3 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
UA o Henosna nouarkosa ocsiTa (MenmIe 4-x Kiacis o Not completed primary - 0 o0 0 I - 4 4 4 8

cepennbol mkoun)/Henonnoe HavanbHoe obpasosanue  education (less than 4 years of
(Menee 4-X KJIACCOB CpejHell IIKOJIbI) secondary school)

1 Ilouarkosa ocsita (4-7 kiaciB cepemHbOI 1 Primary education (4—7 years of - 11 1 I - 7 7 7 7 7
mkosn) / Haganbnoe obpasosanune (4-7 kiaccos cpeameit secondary school)
IIKOJIBI )

2 Henosna cepemust ocsita (8-9 kaciB cepeabOL 2 Not completed secondary -2 2 2Ag 1I - 9 9 9 9 9
mkoun) /Hemosroe cpentee obpasosanue (8-9 kiaccop  education (8-9 years of secondary
CpeHeil MKOJIBI) school)

3 IlosHa cepenns ocsita (10-11 kiacis cepenubOI 3 Completed secondary education - 3 3 3Ag IIla, - 11 11 10 10 11
mkon) /TlosHoe cpenmee obpasosarune (10-11 kimaccoB  (10-11 years of secondary school) MIb
CpefHeil MKOJIBI)

4 Cepenns cnenjanbHa ocsita (TexHIKyM, BUIle 3a 4 Secondary technical education - 4 4 4By, v - 12-14 13 13 13 12
cepennio, ase He Buma)/CpesHee crenuaabHoe (college, more than secondary, but 5Bs
obpasoBaHue (TEXHUKYM, BBIIIE CPEJIHETO, HO HE not high)
BBICITIEE )

5 Ilepma crynins Buuol ocsitu (6akasasp)/Ilepsast 5 First stage of high education - 5 5 5Am \%! - 15 15 15 15 15
cTajaus BhIcIIero obpasosanus (6axasiasp) (bachelor)

6 Iloma Buma ocsita (cmeniasicr, marictp, acnipanrypa, 6 Completed high education - 6 6 5AlL6 V2 - 16—22 17 15 15 15

BueHnit crynins)/IlosHoe BoiciIee obpazoBanme
(cuenmasnmcT, MarucTp, aCUpaHTypa, yIeHasi CTEIeHb )

(specialist, master, post-graduate,
scientific degree)
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TaBLE D.2: Mapping of country—speciﬁc education categories to cross-national education variables (continued)

country-speciﬁc education categories edulvl ISCED ES-  CAS- Years of educ.
Country Val. Questionnaire English label 1 r2 13 97 ISCED MIN map h-years mod med mean
(1, 3) o no qualification, left school before age 11 o - o 0 I 1a 5 5 5 5
1 no qualification, left school at age 11 to 13 1 - 1 1 I 1a 6-8 7 8 8 8
2 no qualification, left school after age 14 2 - 2 2 I 1b 9 10 11 11 11
3 Section 1: GCSE, CSE, GCE O-level, School Certificate or Matriculation, Scottish SCE Ordin- 2 - 2 2A¢g 1I 1c,2a, 10-12 11 11 11 12
ary Grade, Scottish Standard Grade, Scottish Leaving Certificate, SUPE Ordinary, Northern Ire- (3Cg), 2b
land Junior Certificate, Apprenticeship completed, RSA/OCR Certificate or (First) Diploma City 3Cp,
and Guilds Certificate part I or Craft/Intermediate/Ordinary/Part II, SVQ Level 1 or 2, 3Cv
GNVQ/GSVQ Foundation or Intermediate Level or equivalent
4 Section 2: GCE A-level, S-level, A2-level, AS-level, Scottish Higher Grades, Scottish Higher-Still, 3 - 3  3Ag, IIIa, 2¢ 12-13 13 13 13 13
Scottish SCE/SLC/SUPE at Higher Grade, Scottish Higher School Certificate, Certificate of Sixth 3Av 1IIb
Year Studies, Northern Ireland Senior Certificate, RSA/OCR Advance Diploma, City, Guilds Ad-
vanced/Final/Part III, BTEC/Edexcel/BEC/TEC General ordinary National Certificate or Dip-
loma (ONC or OND) NVQJ/SVQ Level 3, GNVQ/GSVQ Advanced Level, or equivalent
5 Section 3: RSA/OCR Higher Diploma, City, Guilds Full Technological /Part IV, SVQLevel 4 - 4 5Bs v ? 11-13? 14 12 13 13
4 or 5, or equivalent
6 Section 4: University/CNAA Bachelor Degree, Masters Degree, Diploma or M.Phil, 5 - 5 5Bs, 1IV,Vi, 3a,3b 14-18 17 17 17 17
BTEC/Edexcel/BEC/TEC Higher National Certificate or Diploma (HNC or HND) (5B), Teach- 5Am, V2
ing qualification, Nursing qualification or equivalent 5A1
7 Section 5: Ph.D., D.Phil or equivalent 6 - 6 6 V2 3b 19 20 20 20 20
(2 o no qualification, left school before age 11 - - - 0 I 1a 5 o 0 0
1 no qualification, left school at age 11 to 13 - - - 1 I 1a 7 7 6 6
2 no qualification, left school after age 14 - - - 2A I 1b 10 10 10 10
3 CSE grade 2-5/GCSE grades D-G or equivalent - - - 2A I 2b 11 11 11 11 11
(30
4  CSE grade 1/0-level/GCSE grades A-C or equivalent - - - 2A 1I 2b 11 11 11 11 12
€Y
5  A-level, AS-level or equivalent - - - 3Ag IITa 2¢ 12-13 13 13 13 13
6 Degree/postgraduate qualification or equivalent - - - 5Am, Vi, V2 3b 15-19 17 17 17 16
5AL 6
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CONSTRUCT VALIDATION: ADDITIONAL TABLES

TaBLE E.1: Construct validation using scores, R%s not adjusted

Country Nk adj. R? relative R?
round [CSEV|  [ISCED| |CASMIN| [ESISCED| h-years a-years

1 1483 5 227 . . . 98.5 92.7
AT 2 1354 6 364 . . . 90.8 80.9
AT] 3 1470 6 322 . . . 89.0 67.5
1 1093 11 435 89.6 96.5 99.0 89.9 62.5
2 1100 11 444 87.5 98.1 96.5 85.1 51.8
3 1101 11 442 84.9 99.6 98.3 88.5 52.3
3 806 6 534 1000 . . 85 %4
1 1359 15 333 83.8 93.3 21.9 91.7 60.7
2 1448 15 33.2 68.7 93.0 92.6 95.0 60.2
3 1206 13 495 77.1 93.9 97.8 96.9 72.3
3 623 6 471 83.2 . . 79.7 87.9
CZ 1 786 11 490 69.2 99.4 95.2 84.7 71.6
2 1721 11 516 69.1 96.7 96.2 86.5 79.7
DE 1 1841 17 429 56.2 95.8 924 89.7 74.3
DE| 2 1756 17 44.9 70.6 94.9 96.4 95.9 71.3
DE 3 1788 18 455 68.3 93.4 93.2 90.9 65.9
DK| 1 987 10 335 79.2 92.1 98.3 86.3 89.1
DK 2 %7 9 422 79.3 96.7 99.9 84.5 67.1
DK| 3 974 9 447 83.2 97.5 99.9 92.0 43.8
2 1175 12 35.0 82.9 . 96.2 93.4 94.1
3 876 15 349 77.6 86.0 94.5 90.0 88.9
1 817 14 525 92.1 98.5 96.1 92.7 74.3
2 832 17 409 83.1 95.6 95.8 90.5 75.1
3 1092 17 45.0 82.0 97.8 96.2 85.3 68.6
FI 1 1237 6 355 94.5 . . 80.2 96.2
I 2 1247 6 378 924 . . 88.4 97.3
FI 3 1145 6  38.9 95.0 . . 87.0 82.7
1 894 11 405 81.5 99.7 . 21.1 72.5
2 1129 11 396 81.4 98.3 . 92.1 75.5
3 1329 12 432 75.7 97.3 96.3 89.6 67.5
1 1249 7 56.1 95.1 . . 90.6 80.2
2 1266 7 442 92.2 . . 94.1 82.6
1 1040 11 515 81.3 99.8 99.2 1.7 78.2
2 980 14 585 78.2 96.6 98.4 90.7 69.0
9208 14 555 84.6 94.0 98.4 89.9 87.1
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TasLE E.1: Construct validation using scores, R?s not adjusted

Countr Nk adj. R? relative R?
Y round [CSEV|  [ISCED| |CASMIN| [ES-ISCED| h-years a-years

1 1265 7 392 . . . 96.0 72.7
2 1428 7 367 . . . 94.4 67.0
3 1043 7 369 . . . 92.9 73.5
1 1268 14 345 74.5 98.4 98.4 95.3 95.3
2 319 6 307 73.2 . . 75.2 54.0

689 7 440 95.1 . . 98.1 88.8

803 8 4638 95.7 . . 96.3 83.5

786 19 451 82.8 92.1 92.7 88.2 77.6
1046 19 523 79.5 89.9 92.0 80.8 61.0

1620 13 347 87.7 99.0 21.5 90.7 62.2
1276 13 355 86.7 97.7 934 89.7 67.2
1286 13 37.0 9214 93.2 93.5 93.7 59.7

HEEE e el e
=

NO 1223 9 329 90.4 . . 94.6 92.6
INO 1205 8 321 81.6 . . 921.9 82.1
NO 1163 315 81.7 . . 924 69.1

1

2

3

1

2

3 8
1 1266 10 544 76.4 97.4 99.0 93.3 91.8
2 1072 8 454 875 98.6  100.0 95.2 90.0
3 1031 8 503 85.2 97.7 99.8 93,5 90.2
1 870 8 450 959 ) ) 96.9 94.7
PT, 2 1053 8 467  96.8 ) ) 95.7 95.9
PT] 3 1236 10 53.7 957 : ) 95.5 914
3 1371 12 477 587 98.8 98.5 88.6 80.3
1 1266 12 39.8 78.8 90.4 ) 93.3 83.5
2 1212 12 424 834 94.0 ) 92.2 83.1
3 118 13 358  83.1 92.2 ) 88.8 84.5

1 914 7 533 83.7 ) 100.0 92,6 85.5

2 699 7 588 835 ) 100.0 93,5 69.5

3 844 7 53.1 80.8 ) 100.0 91.8 81.5

2 81 8 414 78.9 : 99.2 90.0 59.5

3 1015 8 472 843 ) 99.1 91.9 60.4
@ 2 657 6 49.6 100.0 ) ) 88.3 88.4

2 1134 7 442 576 ) ) 95.4 73.1

3 1120 7 462  60.0 ) ) 93.2 46.6

1 1303 8 325 79.2 ) ) 95.7 74.9

2 1070 7 342 ) ) ) 93.9 54.7

3 1473 7 263 68.6 ) ) 90.8 74.4

Source: European Social Survey 2002-2007, own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using
the design weight (dweight).

Notes:

‘N’=number of valid cases;

‘K’=number of categories in the [CSEV}

Model 1: absolute R?s resulting from regressingscores on ltch_e@s,
Models 2-6: relative R?s from regressing scores 0n| SCE ;|, ASMI
years of education (relative to Model 1).

S-ISCED} theoretical and actual
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TasLE E.2: Construct validation using classes, R?s not adjusted

: p2 : 2
Country Nk adj. R relative R
round [CSEV|  [ISCED| |CASMIN| [ES-ISCED| h-years — a-years

AT] 1 1485 5 120 . . . 93.4 85.8
2 1358 6 143 . . . 81.6 77.0
3 1474 6 140 . . . 76.6 66.4
1 1094 11 205 827  93.0 94.9 77.6 58.7
2 1104 11 190 841 958 93.3 77.5 57.9
3 113 11 194 807 980 96.0 80.7 49.5
3 809 6 227 100.0 . . 89.8 92.1
1 1368 15 184 815  90.3 88.2 80.3 60.0
2 1451 15 180 755 902 86.4 83.9 57.2
3 1209 13 225 773 938 91.8 85.8 71.9
3 623 6 182 874 . . 92.7 89.2
cZ 1 787 11 258 596  93.9 89.8 80.2 65.9
CZ 2 1728 11 240 585 946 92.9 82.1 69.8
DE 1 1843 17 212 7001 90.9 86.1 85.4 74.5
DE 2 1759 17 214 741 893 90.4 79.6 63.4
DF 3 1798 18 231 717 892 87.5 80.5 66.8
DK 1 987 10 219 8.8 957 98.8 83.8 81.8
DK 2 970 9 204 805 937 97.9 80.2 66.5
DK 3 977 9 238 850  95.1 99.3 88.1 51.6
2 1178 12 173 852 . 90.8 87.6 94.1
3 879 15 178 732 836 86.5 80.6 79.9
1 820 14 237 868 935 89.9 83.5 69.6
2 846 17 172 749 837 82.8 75.6 66.0
3 1092 17 208 790 902 86.2 75.3 66.9
FI 1 1249 6 182 981 . . 89.5 92.4
FI 2 1258 6 190  96.0 : . 91.7 95.1
Fl 3 1163 6 197 967 . . 88.3 84.6
1 914 11 207 766 967 . 78.9 70.8
2 1139 11 199 815 970 . 88.7 76.2
3 1344 12 228 752 95.0 89.5 82.1 69.2
1 1257 7 202 945 . . 92.1 84.7
2 1266 7 181 928 . . 89.1 79.8
1 1040 11 248 761 988 95.6 88.2 73.2
2 980 14 294 684  89.8 90.8 82.6 61.9
3 921 14 281 816 926 95.2 86.7 80.2
1 1265 7 189 . . . 92.1 76.4
2 1428 7 19.0 . . . 92.8 76.1
3 1043 7 181 . . . 91.3 83.2
1 1275 14 191 804 922 93.6 83.9 87.9
2 320 6 171 761 . . 69.9 63.4

Continued on the next page
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TasLE E.2: Construct validation using classes, R?s not adjusted

. R2 o R2
Country Nk adj. R relative R

round [CSEV|  [ISCED| |CASMIN| [ES-ISCED| h-years — a-years

1T 1 689 7 162 95.8 . . 90.2 87.2

804 & 209 95.9 . . 87.6 77.8

1 798 19 250 79.7 85.8 86.0 77.0 69.4

LU 1046 19  26.5 74.8 83.6 84.4 69.8 574

1 1643 13 175 82.9 93.9 86.1 80.6 58.6

2 1290 13 17.6 85.3 94.4 89.5 84.4 66.1

3 1293 13 17.0 89.8 90.6 90.1 86.4 63.1

1 1242 9 175 93.8 . . 89.2 88.6

2 1208 8 19.1 21.5 . . 90.3 79.0

3 1170 8  20.1 88.3 . . 89.8 69.6

PL 1 1269 10  20.6 75.8 96.2 98.2 86.0 84.5

L 2 1078 8 184 82.8 926.4 97.8 89.4 87.8

L 3 1040 8 20.2 784 96.2 98.2 85.2 84.2

PT 1 870 & 189 95.7 . . 90.3 88.9

PT| 2 1059 8 178 95.6 . . 92.5 93.2

PT| 3 1236 10  20.1 21.6 . . 89.7 82.1

@ 3 1380 12 20.8 69.6 926.5 95.9 94.6 82.7

1 1279 12 210 81.1 89.8 . 88.5 79.7

2 1220 12 20.9 81.3 90.8 . 84.7 75.8

3 1198 13 19.8 81.3 90.7 . 82.6 76.1

SI 1 920 7 204 77.3 . 100.0 84.6 77.3

SI 2 699 7 236 72.9 . 100.0 85.7 63.9

3 845 7 213 74.6 . 100.0 84.6 73.0

2 88 & 183 69.5 . 96.5 79.9 61.8

3 1028 8 19.9 77.6 . 98.8 88.1 61.9

@ 2 661 6 187 99.8 . . 89.9 86.9

2 1134 7 19.2 74.5 . . 89.4 74.7

3 1126 7  20.6 75.3 . . 88.9 64.7

1 1304 8 16.6 84.2 . . 90.6 78.0

2 1073 7 167 . . . 88.8 67.0

3 1473 7 150 84.2 . . 89.1 77.7

Source: European Social Survey 2002-2007, own calculations. Respondents aged 25-64. Weighted using the
design weight (dweight).

Notes:

‘N’=number of valid cases;

‘k’=number of categories in the

Model 1: absolute Pseudo R2s resulting from regressing [EGP|classes on the [CSEVE.

Models 2-6: relative Pseudo-R?s from regressing classes on |ISCE ;I ASMIN| IES-ISCE ;l theoretical and
actual years of education (relative to Model 1).
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SUGGESTIONS: ADDITIONAL MATERIAL

A Welche der folgenden Bildungsgénge oder Schulen haben Sie besucht?

Bitte kreuzen Sie alle zutreffenden Bildungsgiange an und geben das Jahr an, in welchem

Sie diesen Bildungsgang verlassen haben.

o. Keine, Bildung im Ausland erworben

Grundschule

2. Hauptschule/Hauptschulzweig einer integrierten integrierte

Haupt- und Realschule ( Sekundarschule, Mittelschule, Re-
gelschule, Regionale Schule, erweiterte Realschule) oder
Volksschule (auch Abendhauptschule)
3. Realschule/Realschulzweig einer integrierten Haupt- und
Realschule (Sekundarschule, Mittelschule, Regelschule, Re-
gionale Schule, erweiterte Realschule) (auch Abendrealschule)
Gesamtschule

Gymnasium, berufliches Gymnasium, Fachgymnasium

Anlernausbildung

Berufsschule, Lehrausbildung

Berufsfachschule, Berufskolleg

O PN oG

Schule des Gesundheitswesens (1-jahrig)

10. Fachoberschule

11. Berufsoberschule

12. Abendschule, Abendgymnasium, Kolleg

13. Schule des Gesundheitswesens (2—3-jdhrig)

14. Fachschule, Fachakademie (auch Fachschule der ehem. DDR)

15. Berufsakademie

16. Bachelor- oder Diplomstudium an einer Fachhochschule, Hoch-

schule fiir offentliche Verwaltung/Verwaltungsfachhochschule
(oder nicht weiter spezifizierte Hochschule)

17. Masterstudium an einer Fachhochschule, Hochschule fiir 6ffent-
liche Verwaltung/Verwaltungsfachhochschule (oder nicht weiter
spezifizierte Hochschule)

18. Bachelorstudium an einer Universitit, Pddagogischen Hoch-
schule, Kunst- oder Musikhochschule, Technischen Universitit,
philosophisch-theologischen Hochschule

19. Master-, Magister-, Diplomstudium oder auf das Staatsexamen
vorbereitendes Studium an einer Universitit, Padagogischen
Hochschule, Kunst- oder Musikhochschule, Technischen Uni-
versitat, philosophisch-theologischen Hochschule

20. Promotionsstudium I:]

il

Ficure F.1: Example country-specific data collection instrument on
educational programmes attended for Germany
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B1 Welche der folgenden Bildungsabschliisse haben Sie erworben?

Sie den jeweiligen Bildungsgang abgeschlossen haben.

o.kein Abschluss oder ausldandischer Abschluss

1.Erster allgemein bildender Schulabschluss (Hauptschulabschluss,
Volksschulabschluss, Sekundarabschluss I), Abgangszeugnis der 8.
oder 9. Klasse der polytechnischen Oberschule der ehem. DDR

2.Mittlerer Schulabschluss ohne Qualifikation fiir die gymnasiale
Oberstufe (Realschulabschluss, mittlere Reife, Fachoberschulreife,
qualifizierter Sekundarabschluss I), Abschluss der polytechnischen
Oberschule der ehem. DDR nach der 10. Klasse

3.Mittlerer Schulabschluss mit Qualifikation fiir die gymnasiale
Oberstufe (qualifizierter/erweiterter Realschulabschluss, erweit-
erter Sekundarabschluss I)

4.Abschluss einer Anlernausbildung, Teilfacharbeiterabschluss
5.Abschluss einer 1-jdhrigen Schule des Gesundheitswesens

6.Abschlusszeugnis der Berufsschule und Lehrabschluss (Gesellen-
brief, Kaufmannsgehilfenbrief, Facharbeiterbrief)

7.Berufsqualifizierender Abschluss einer Berufsfachschule
8.Fachhochschulreife
9.Fachgebundene Hochschulreife

10.Allgemeine Hochschulreife (Abitur), Abschluss der erweiterten
Oberschule der ehem. DDR

11.Beruflicher Zweitabschluss (Lehre oder Berufsfachschule)
12.Abschluss einer 2—-3-jdhrigen Schule des Gesundheitswesens

13.Meisterbrief oder &quivalenter Fachschulabschluss (Techniker,
Erzieher u.a.)

14.Diplom (BA)

15.Diplom (FH)

16.Bachelor (B.A., B.Sc.)

17.Magister, Diplom (Universitat)
18.Master (M.A., M.Sc.) als Zweitabschluss
19.1. Staatsexamen

20.2. Staatsexamen

21.Doktorgrad

B2 Falls ‘kein Abschluss oder Abschluss aus dem Ausland’ bei B1:
Fiir wie viele Jahre sind Sie zur Schule gegangen?

Bitte kreuzen Sie alle zutreffenden Bildungsgiange an und geben das Jahr an, in welchem

— B2

I

I —

B3 Falls ‘ausldndischer Abschluss’: Bitte nennen Sie die konkrete Bezeichnung Thres Ab-

schlusses. ‘

|

Ficure F.2: Example country-specific data collection instrument on

educational qualifications for Germany
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ACRONYMS

AES
ALL
BEA

BEC

BEI

BEP
BES
BOS

BP
BT
BTS

CAI
CAP

CAPES

CAPI

CASMIN

CATI
CEP
CESSDA
CLA
CSE

CSEV
DEA

DESS

DEUG

DFES

Adult Education Survey
Adult Literacy and Life Skills Survey

Brevet d’Enseignement Agricole, , Certificate of agricultural
education,

Brevet d’études commerciales; ‘Certificate of management education’,
ERI

Brevet d’Enseignement Industriel; ‘Certificate of education in
manufacturing’,

Brevet d’études professionnelles; ‘Certificate of vocational training’,
Brevet d’Enseignement Social, ; ‘Certificate of social education’,

Berufsoberschule, post-secondary vocational school offering
upper-secondary general education,

Brevet professionnel; ‘Master crafts certificate’,
Brevet de technicien; “Technician’s certificate’,

Brevet de technicien supérieur, higher technician’s certificate
(non-university tertiary education),

Computer-Assisted Interview

Certificat d’aptitude professionelle; ‘Certificate of vocational capacity’,
[ERI

Certificat d’aptitude au professorat de I'enseignement secondaire,
qualification for teaching at the upper secondary level,

Computer-Assisted Personal Interview

Comparative Analysis of Social Mobility in Industrial Nations
project, often used as a shortcut for the education scheme
originally developed therein.

Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview

Certificat d’études primaires; ‘primary education certificate’,
Council of European Social Science Data Archives
Classification of Learning Activities

Certificate of Secondary Education; ‘outdated lower secondary
education certificate awarded at secondary modern schools’,

country-specific education variable

Diplome d’études approfondies; post-graduate diploma after five years

of study,

Diplome d’études supérieures spécialisées; ‘diploma of specialised
higher education’, post-graduate qualification after five years of
higher education,

Dipléme d'Etudes Universitaires Générales; ‘diploma of general
university education’,

Department for Education and Skills, split into the Department
of Children, Schools and Families and the Department for
Innovation, Universities and Skills in 2007.

481



DUT

EAG
EB
EBB
EC
ECHP
EES
EFTA

EGP

EQF
EQUALSOC

ES-ISCED
ESS

ETS WG
EU-LFS
EU-SILC
EU

EVS
EUROSTAT
EURYDICE

FFS
FH

FNQ
FOS
FP 1

FP 2

FRG

GCE A-Level
GCE O-Level
GCSE

GDR
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Diplome universitaire de technologie; ‘diploma of technical university
studies’,

[OECDI's “Education at a Glance” Series

Eurobarometer

Enquéte Beroepsbevolking, Dutch

European Commission

European Communities Household Panel

European Election Studies

European Free Trade Association, today consisting of
Liechtenstein, [NO|and

Erikson-Goldthorpe-Portocarero social class scheme, see Erikson
et al.|(1979)
European Qualifications Framework for Lifelong Learning

Network of Excellence on Economic Change, Quality of Life and
Social Cohesion, funded by the s Sixth Framework Programme
(running from September 2005 to August 2010)

European Survey Version of introduced in
European Social Survey

Working Group on Education and Training Statistics
European Union Labour Force Survey

European Union Survey on Income and Living Conditions
European Union

European Value Survey

the Statistical Office of the European Communities

Information Network on Education in Europe, established by the
European Commission and Member States in 1980. “Eurydice is an
institutional network for gathering, monitoring, processing and
circulating reliable and readily comparable information on
education systems and policies throughout Europe”
(http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/Eurydice/
AboutEurydice)

Fertility and Family Surveys

Fachhochschule; “University of applied science/polytechnic college’,
[DE [CH]

Framework of national qualifications

Fachoberschule

Formacion Profesional de primer grado; ‘first level of vocational
training’,

Formacion Profesional de sequndo grado; ‘second level of vocational
training’,

Federal Republic of Germany

General Certificate of Education, Advanced Level,

General Certificate of Education, Ordinary Level,

General Certificate of Secondary Education,

German Democratic Republic


http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/Eurydice/AboutEurydice
http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/Eurydice/AboutEurydice

GESIS

GML
GNVQ
HAVO

HBO
HNC
HND
IBE

IALS
ILO

INES

INES TG

INSEE
IQR

IQV
ISCED
ISCED 78

ISCED 97

ISCO 88

ISEL
ISSP
KMBO

LEA
LFS
MAVO

MBO
NEAC
NQF
NSD

NSI
NS-SeC
NVQ
OECD

Gesellschaft Sozialwissenschaftlicher Infrastruktureinrichtungen e.V.
(‘German Social Science Infrastructure Services’). One of
departments used to be the Zentrum fiir Umfragen, Methoden und
Analysen (‘Centre for Survey Research and Methodology’).

German Microdata Lab

General National Vocational Qualification

hoger algemeen voortgezet onderwijs; ‘higher general secondary
education’,

Hoger beroebsonderwijs; ‘higher vocational education’,
Higher National Certificate,

Higher National Diploma,

International Bureau of Education

International Adult Literacy Survey

International Labour Office

OECD| Education Indicators Programme, part of the Directorate for
g p
Education

OECD| Education Indicators Programme (INES) Technical
Group

Institut National de Statistique et d’études économiques; the French
Inter-quartile range

Index of qualitative variation

International Standard Classification of Education

International Standard Classification of Education, adopted by the
[UNESCO| General Conference in 1978
International Standard Classification of Education, adopted by the
General Conference in 1997

International Standard Classification of Occupations, developed by
the [[LO] and revised in 1988

International Socio-Economic Index
International Social Survey Programme
Korte Middelbar Beroebsonderwijs; ‘short secondary vocational

education’,

Local Education Authority,

Labour Force Survey

middelbaar algemeen voortgezet onderwijs; ‘general lower secondary
education’,

Middelbar Beroebsonderwijs; ‘secondary vocational education’,
National Educational Attainment Classification

National Framework of Qualifications

Norwegian Social Science Data Services, the data archive
responsible for processing and distributing [ESS}related files and
data. http://www.nsd.uib.no/english; http://ess.nsd.uib.no.

National Statistical Institute
National Statistics Socio-economic Classification
National Vocational Qualification, [UK|

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
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http://www.nsd.uib.no/english
http://ess.nsd.uib.no

OECDINESB  [OECDIINES Network on Outcomes of Education

ONS Office of National Statistics, UK

PAPI Paper and Pencil Interview

PIAAC Programme for the International Assessment of Adult
Competencies

PISA Programme for International Student Achievement

QNHS Quarterly National Household Survey; Ireland’s

SAMQ Self-Administered Mail Questionnaire

S.D. standard deviation

SEI socioeconomic index

SHARE Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe

SVQ Scottish Vocational Qualification,

TVET technical and vocational education and training

UNECE United Nations Economic Commission for Europe

UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation

UNESCO-UIS Institute for Statistics

UOE [UNESCO-UIS/|OECD|/[EUROSTAT} jointly collect data on international
education statistics every year (see e. g. [UNESCO-UIS, OECD and

EUROSTAT), |2008albl/c)

VBO voorbereidend beroebsonderwijs; ‘pre-vocational education’,

VHBO Voorbereidend Hoger Beroepsonderwijs; ‘preparation for higher
vocational education’,

VMBO voorbereidend middelbar beroebsonderwijs; ‘pre-vocational secondary
education’,

VWO voorbereidend wetenschappelijk onderwijs;
‘pre-university secondary education’,

WVS World Value Survey
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COUNTRY CODES

AT
BE
BG
CH
CY
cz
DE
DK
EE
ES
FI
FR
GB
GR
HU
1IE
IL
IS
IT
LT
LU
Lv
MT
NL
NO
PL
PT
RO
RU
SE
SI
SK
TR
UA
UK
us

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Switzerland
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Germany
Denmark
Estonia
Spain
Finland
France

Great Britain
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Israel
Iceland

Italy
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Latvia

Malta
Netherlands
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Russian Federation
Sweden
Slovenia
Slovakia
Turkey
Ukraine
United Kingdom
United States
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