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Preface

The transition from education to work is a matter of current policy and research interest in the European Union and in many other countries. Policy-makers and researchers need to be able to monitor trends in the processes and outcomes of the transition, to identify policy needs and to assess the effectiveness of alternative policy interventions. For these purposes they need high quality data, but existing data sources do not fully satisfy this need. This report summarises the discussions and conclusions of an international workshop held at the Paris headquarters of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) on 21-23 June 2000. The workshop explored ways to improve the quality, usefulness and cross-national comparability of data and indicator systems on the transition from initial education to work. Its objectives were

· to clarify the needs of policy-makers, analysts and researchers for data and indicator systems on the transition from education to work;

· to review existing and potential data sources, with particular reference to youth transition surveys and labour force surveys;

· to develop proposals for extending youth transition surveys and for achieving comparability in their design and content, across Europe and through the OECD across a wider range of countries including those with a long established tradition of transition surveys;

· to inform possible future data-collection strategies, for example by developing proposals for a regular European-wide youth transition survey, or for a longitudinal follow-up to the second cycle of the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA).

The workshop brought together policy-makers, analysts, statisticians and researchers from 18 countries, including most member states of the European Union as well as Australia, Canada, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and the United States (see Appendix 3). It drew on the experience of several national governments and statistical offices, the European Commission, Eurostat, CEDEFOP, the OECD’s Education Indicators project (INES), the OECD’s Thematic Review of the Transition from Initial Education to Working Life, the research project on Comparative Analysis of Transitions from Education to Work in Europe (CATEWE), and other cross-national research projects.

The agenda for the workshop was defined by a pre-circulated Background and Issues paper which set out the background to the workshop and the issues for discussion. I draw upon this paper in the following chapter on ‘Background’. This report summarises the presentations to the workshop, the discussions and, more tentatively, the conclusions. Its structure follows the five workshop sessions, each of which was introduced in the programme by a series of questions which are reproduced at the beginning of the relevant section of the report. All papers that are available in electronic form are included in Appendix 4.

The workshop was supported by the European Commission under the Accompanying Measures of the Improving Human Potential Programme. It was organised by the University of Edinburgh on behalf of members of the CATEWE project, in collaboration with the OECD. Patrice de Broucker, of Statistics Canada and the OECD’s INES Network B, co-organised the workshop, helped to ensure its breadth of topic and of participation, and contributed enormously to its success. I am also grateful to Lieve van den Brande of the European Commission’s Directorate-General Research for support and advice; to Marcia Wright of the Centre for Educational Sociology, University of Edinburgh for overseeing the administration of the workshop; to Jean-Luc Heller for co-ordinating the OECD’s contributions to the organisation of the workshop, and to other officials at the OECD for their help and support; to Damian Hannan of the Economic and Social Research Institute (Dublin) for developing the initial workshop proposals, and to other members of the CATEWE project for their help and advice; and to all those who presented papers or attended at the workshop and joined in its discussions. I hope that this report does justice to their efforts, but I am alone responsible for the judgements and conclusions that it offers. 

David Raffe

Centre for Educational Sociology

University of Edinburgh

December 2000

Background

The transition from initial education to work

The transition from initial education to working life is a critical phase in the lives of young people. Their experiences during the later stages of education and the early years in the labour market, and the choices which they make during this period, have important consequences for their future social and economic prospects, for lifelong learning and for integration into adult life. The transition is an occasion when inequalities by gender, social origin or ethnic or national background may emerge or be confirmed. It is of interest to policy-makers in several different policy fields, including education, training, employment and social policy. 

The process of transition has become longer, more complex and less linear. Young people are staying on longer in post-compulsory education and training. In many countries they face a high risk of unemployment, often for lengthy spells. A growing number of young people pass through intermediate statuses between leaving initial education and finding stable full-time employment. These intermediate statuses include training and employment schemes, various forms of non-standard employment such as part-time or fixed-contract jobs, and apprenticeship and other ‘dual statuses’ which combine education and work. The process increasingly involves a sequence of transitions between these various statuses, including reverse transitions back into education. As the transition process becomes more complex so have individual transition patterns become more differentiated; but inequalities by gender, social background and nationality or ethnic origin remain strong. 

Partly reflecting these trends, policy analysts and researchers have increasingly adopted a broad concept of the transition from initial education to work. Rather than an abrupt transition from the final educational position to the first labour-market destination, they see it as a process which starts around the time when educational pathways first diverge and continues to the point where young people achieve relatively stable positions in the labour market. And they increasingly recognise the need to include the full cohort of young people in the analysis of transition.

Despite all these changes, the transition process and the outcomes of transition continue to vary across national ‘transition systems’. Countries vary widely with respect to the length of the transition process, the nature of educational pathways, the average age of leaving initial education, the level and duration of youth unemployment, the nature and number of intermediate statuses through which young people pass and the kinds of employment which they enter.

Need for data

Policy-makers and researchers therefore need to understand the changing transition from initial education to working life, the impact of various policy interventions and its variation across countries. To this end, they need high quality data. Yet there is a widespread feeling among statisticians and researchers that existing data sources are inadequate to deal with the changing character of the transition, and especially to address cross-national variation. 

For many countries, and for the European Union, the main sources of potentially comparable data on the labour-market side of the transition are labour-force surveys. All EU countries conduct surveys to meet the data requirements of the Eurostat Labour Force Survey (LFS), often with national enhancements of this basic design. The LFS provides harmonised data on a regular basis for comparable samples, and it enables young people to be compared with other age groups. Among other harmonised datasets, the European Community Household Panel Survey (ECHP) is a possible source of data on transition, although sample numbers are relatively small and only a few studies so far have used it for transition analyses. Several countries conduct regular surveys of school leavers or of cohorts of young people making the transitions through education and training and into working life. These national youth transition surveys provide 'flow' data and many collect detailed information on education, training, the transition process and early experiences in the labour market. However, they vary widely in their design and content. Other national data used for indicators or analyses of the transition include official statistics from surveys, statistical returns, administrative sources and national registers. Very few longitudinal surveys have been designed and conducted on a cross-national basis but it is proposed that a longitudinal option be added to the next round of the PISA, based on a sample of 15 year-olds first surveyed in 2003. 

European developments

Eurostat is responsible for the two harmonised datasets mentioned above, the LFS and the ECHP, and it has taken an active interest in developing more appropriate indicators of the transition from education to work to support policy-makers at European level. It publishes the series of Key Data on education and on training, and it is planning an issue of Key Data on the transition of young people from school to working life. The LFS is currently the main source of data on education-to-work transitions at European level. In 1996-98 the Centre d'Etudes et de Recherches sur les Qualifications (CEREQ) carried out a detailed study of the LFS and the ECHP as sources of data on education-to-work transitions in Europe. Some of its conclusions are summarised in the workshop presentation by Thomas Couppié and Michèle Mansuy. As a result of this study, in the year 2000 an additional 11-question module on the transition from initial education was included in the LFS in all EU countries except Germany, and also in Hungary, Latvia, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. The workshop heard presentations by members of EUROSTAT and by researchers who had analysed LFS data. Their conclusions, together with further details of the LFS and the new module, are presented in the report on Session 2 below.

Current OECD work on transition

The OECD's education indicators, published annually in Education at a Glance, include indicators of the relationship of education to the labour market.
 The OECD aims to broaden the scope of data and analysis on transition outcomes and processes, and to link these to current policy concerns in member countries, especially in the provision of initial education and training. As part of this it is interested in exploring the use of various types of surveys, including school-leaver surveys and other transition surveys, to produce international indicators. Network B of the OECD’s Indicators Project has set up a sub-group on transitions, convened by Patrice de Broucker of Statistics Canada who co-organised the workshop. Several members of Network B participated in the workshop.

Between 1997 and 2000 the OECD conducted a Thematic Review of The Transition from Initial Education to Working Life. This involved 14 member states, each of which prepared a background report before being visited by a four-person review team which summarised its findings in a country note. In addition to summarising current trends and policy developments in the country in question, each country note commented where appropriate on the quality and availability of national data on the transition. The OECD secretariat subsequently drew on these country notes to produce a synthesis report.
 The country notes and the synthesis report made considerable use of the OECD’s cross-national indicators, together with other available comparative data. Richard Sweet’s paper to the workshop presented the conclusions of the review about future needs for transition data. Several participants in the workshop had contributed to the Thematic Review as members of a review panel or as members of their own country’s team hosting the review. 

European research on transitions

Since 1992 the European Research Network on Transitions In Youth has aimed to promote comparative research on education-to-work transitions, and has encouraged the use of national youth transition surveys for this purpose. The Network has an open membership, and is organised around annual workshops at which researchers discuss research in progress. Several members of the Network collaborated in the TSER-funded CATEWE project, which has conducted comparative analyses of the LFS and of integrated datasets constructed from five countries’ national transition surveys. One objective of the project is to develop proposals for harmonising these surveys and/or for a European-wide school leavers survey. The workshop was organised in support of this objective and several CATEWE project members made presentations based on their work. Other TSER projects also participated in the workshop. These included the Newskills project, the Schooling, Training and Transitions project which used LFS, transition survey and other data for comparative analyses of transitions in different countries, and the CHEERS project (Careers after Higher Education: a European Research Study) which conducted a new survey of higher education graduates in several countries in Europe and elsewhere.

Session 1: What Data and Indicator Systems do we need on the Transition from Initial Education To Work?

What data and indicator systems do we need on the transition from initial education to work? What are the needs of policy-makers, policy analysts and researchers? Are their needs the same? Are they currently being met? How important is it to have longitudinal 'flow' data as well as 'stock' data? How important is it to be able to compare transitions in different countries? Is comparability as important for 'national' policy-makers as for policy-makers and researchers with a cross-national perspective? 

The first session of the workshop addressed the needs for data. It heard presentations by Ettore Marchetti of the European Commission (D-G Education and Culture), and José Rose of the University of Nancy 2, who represented the perspectives of ‘cross-national policy-making’ and ‘research’ respectively. Richard Sweet presented some conclusions from the OECD’s Thematic Review. Unfortunately Willem Houtkoop, of the Goote Institute in the Netherlands, was prevented at the last minute from attending and presenting a view from the perspective of ‘national policy-making’. 

The range of purposes and the policy context

Richard Sweet identified three main purposes of indicators in relation to policy:

· to inform the policy-making process and to address key policy issues (such as the effectiveness of different pathways), 

· to reinforce public accountability, and 

· to provide insight into the comparative functioning of transition systems.

From a European policy perspective Ettore Marchetti distinguished three levels:

· statistics (an input to research which informed policy-making), 

· indicators, and 

· benchmarking (setting goals for the future).

He described how the Commission’s current data needs on transition arose from the Employment Guidelines, some of which covered youth unemployment and the transition from school, and through which member states’ policies were coordinated to encourage convergence towards specified targets. Further data needs arose from current work to develop indicators and benchmarks on the quality of school education, including indicators of transition within education. There was a need to know which education measures would 

· reduce unemployment,

· increase labour-market participation,

· promote social cohesion, and

· provide a foundation for lifelong learning.

There had been two publications of Key Data on Vocational Training, in 1997 and 2000; a third, focusing on the transition of young people from school to working life, was in preparation. 

The OECD’s Thematic Review proposed seven goals that all national transition policies should aim for (see Box 1), and identified fourteen indicators based on these goals. 

Box 1
Seven goals of national policy, proposed by the OECD Thematic Review

1. 
High proportions of young people completing a full upper secondary education with a recognised qualification for either work, tertiary study or both;

2. 
High levels of knowledge and skill among young people at the end of the transition phase;

3. 
A low proportion of teenagers being at the one time not in education and unemployed;

4. 
A high proportion of those young adults who have left education having a job;

5. 
Few young people remaining unemployed for lengthy periods after leaving education;

6. 
Stable and positive employment and educational histories in the years after leaving upper secondary education; and

7. 
An equitable distribution of outcomes by gender, social background and region.


Richard Sweet (see Appendix 4)

Requirements for data

The Background and Issues Paper, circulated to participants before the workshop, proposed that 

Ideally ... policy-makers and researchers need information on education-to-work transitions which: 

· covers a full cross-section of young people who enter the labour market from all types and levels of education and training (including drop-outs as well as graduates), in order to compare the impact of different education and training experiences on labour-market integration; 

· includes the necessary data (gender, social class, ethnicity/nationality) for the measurement of equity issues;

· provides longitudinal (flow) data at the individual level, in order to establish the links between education or training and processes of integration in the labour market;

· is available on a regular (time-series) basis, in order to assess the effects of changes in policy and of changing social and economic conditions; 

· provides comparable indicators across all countries, in order to compare the effects of different national institutional arrangements, to benchmark national systems and to support policy analysis at a European level; and

· includes information on national contexts (education and training systems, labour markets, government structures, etc) with which to interpret these comparisons.  

There was broad support for this statement of needs, although participants, especially José Rose and Richard Sweet, provided more detail on several of these points. 

The need to develop concepts as well as data

Several speakers pointed out that indicators needed to be based on better conceptualisations as well as on better data. For example, Richard Sweet drew attention to the need to identify key dimensions of national contexts of transition. These contexts included the organisation of labour markets, the nature and structure of education and training systems, the role of qualifications in labour-market entry, labour-market assistance and welfare systems, and the organisation and functioning of the social partners and the various levels of government. The information needed to describe contexts was complex. Better comparative indicators needed to be developed to reflect such concepts as ‘occupationally organised’ labour markets and ‘youth friendly’ labour markets. In discussion, it was suggested that these indicators needed to be based on better theories as well as on better concepts. Several participants raised issues of how to take account of changes in the economic context of transition. 

Several speakers drew attention to the need for better conceptualisation of longitudinal transition patterns. Richard Sweet advocated the development of indicators of such concepts as linearity, mobility, stability and marginality. José Rose drew attention to the conceptual issues raised by a longitudinal approach, such as: 

· multiple temporalities (for example, longitudinal, cohort and period change),

· multiple levels (for example, the relation of individual trajectories to economic change; the different actors in the transition process),

· the concepts of ‘first job’ and ‘labour-market entry’, and

· the concepts of ‘completed’ transitions or ‘successful’ transitions.

Concepts such as instability (précarité) could be interpreted in different ways, and required careful definition before indicators were constructed. José Rose also discussed the relative importance of age compared with time in the labour market as a basis for analysing transition, a theme taken up by other contributors. 

The need for multiple indicators

There was agreement on the need for multiple indicators of the outcomes of transition, to reflect multiple policy objectives, the complexity of the transition process, the need for indicators of success as well as of failure and the importance of lifelong learning (making educational outcomes as important as labour-market outcomes). Moreover, many outcomes such as youth unemployment, or educational downgrading, could be conceptualised and measured in alternative ways. 

Longitudinality 

The Background and Issues paper had asserted the need for longitudinal data and this was supported by researchers present, especially José Rose (see Box 2). 

 Box 2
The case for longitudinal surveys

The arguments for longitudinal surveys are now well understood:

· 
They allow us to study changes in the employment system, to map the dynamics of segmentation, to say whether instability is a chronic or transitory state, a model of employment or a means of integration, to distinguish frictional from long-term unemployment, to distinguish unemployment that merely postpones integration from unemployment that excludes.

· 
They  provide a better account of the sequence of individual situations, avoiding a static analysis of the ‘matching’ of training and work.

· 
They enable integration into the labour market to  be treated as a process and not as a state. The transition is more than a sequence of situations, or a simple succession of events; it is a complex social and occupational process, diverse and multiply determined by the many actors who are involved.

· 
They correspond to the problematic of the transition to work, conceived as a structured but uncertain process which provides individuals with complex but diverse itineraries.


José Rose (see Appendix 4)

The benefits and disadvantages of longitudinal surveys attracted a lively discussion. The disadvantages were that:

· they were expensive,

· their benefits tended to be oversold, 

· they were relatively inflexible, as their initial design could not take account of educational or labour-market changes during the period of study, and

· pseudo-cohorts based on annual cross-sectional surveys could provide a low-cost alternative.

However it was also recognised that:

· transition was inherently a longitudinal process,

· only longitudinal surveys could provide detailed information on individual trajectories,

· longitudinal data were needed to establish causal relations, and

· longitudinal research was needed to study the learning process within education.

Cross-national comparison

The workshop aimed to stimulate discussion of cross-national data, but for many countries represented at the workshop the cross-national comparability of data-collection seemed to have lower priority than national concerns. What was relevant in one country might not be relevant in another. José Rose contrasted a strong notion of comparison – in which similarities and differences are inferred from the comparative analysis of detailed and standardised data using comparable techniques – with a weaker notion in which a better perspective on a country is achieved by placing it in relation to others. 

Gaps in existing data 

Ettore Marchetti described the attempts by Eurostat and the Leonardo programme to fill gaps in existing data sources’ ability to meet the needs arising from current EU policies. The LFS module was one product of these attempts. Participants identified several gaps in current data coverage including:

· longitudinal data on employment and educational histories

· breakdowns/inequalities by social background and region

· labour-market contexts, including the views and policies of employers and their recruitment and employment practices, and 

· the acquisition and utilisation of skills.

However several participants stressed that there was a need, not only for more data and indicators, but also and more importantly for better interpretation, more creative analysis and a stronger theoretical and conceptual underpinning.

Session 2: The Labour Force Survey

To what extent do Labour Force Surveys meet policy-makers’, analysts’ and researchers’ needs for data on the transition from initial education to work? How are they enhanced by the module on transition introduced in the Eurostat LFS in 2000? What issues are raised by the use of LFS data for cross-national indicators and research? What are their strengths and weaknesses?

The Eurostat Labour Force Survey 

Laurent Freysson of Eurostat described the main features of the Eurostat LFS. It is a household survey conducted annually in the European Union since 1983. Member states are responsible for administering the survey within their countries (often as part of a larger national survey); they then forward data, coded to a common scheme, to Eurostat which processes and disseminates the data. The LFS covers: demographic background; education and training received (including highest completed level, and year when it was completed); activity one year before the survey; labour-force status during the reference week; details of the main current job; briefer details of any second job held; previous work experience of those not in employment; job search; current education or training (within the past four weeks). 

Following the review by CEREQ a new module has been added to the current (2000) LFS in all EU member states except Germany, and in several eastern European countries (see Box 3).

Examples of uses of LFS data

Thomas Couppié and Michèle Mansuy of CEREQ showed how the LFS data could be used to compare new entrants with those who had spent longer in the labour market. In the first session José Rose had emphasised the importance of time spent in the labour market, as distinct from age. Couppié and Mansuy noted that the age-patterning of the transition from education to work varied widely across European countries, so indicators based on age groups were of limited comparative value. The LFS data could be used to compare people on the basis of the time spent in the labour market – or, more precisely, the time since completing their highest educational level. Since 1998 the year of completing the highest educational level has been recorded in the LFS; before that year it had to be inferred on the basis of ‘theoretical’ ages. 

Patrice de Broucker, Michel-Henri Gensbittel and Christine Mainguet described how labour-force survey data had been used by Network B of the OECD Indicators project. In its first phase the Network had developed ‘classical’ indicators of unemployment and labour-force participation, based on age groups. However, unemployment rates based on young people in the labour force often gave a misleading picture of national differences, due to varying levels of participation in education. In countries with very high levels of educational participation young entrants to the labour market might represent a very small and unskilled fraction of the age group; their unemployment rates did not reflect the chances of a majority of young people. Moreover if large numbers of young people had overlapping educational and work statuses, they would be included in the denominator for the calculation of unemployment rates, which might therefore give a misleading picture of the position of young people who had left education. 

Box 3
Specification of the ad hoc module on Transition from School to Working Life (EU Labour Force Survey 2000)

TARGET POPULATION

Experience of leaving education in  the last five/ten years

· 
(‘Education’ has to be understood as education or training carried on from primary level onwards without interruption of more than one year; except if the interruption is due to special reasons: maternity leave, serious illness, national service, while awaiting for a certificate giving access to education at a higher, or temporary stop because of travelling for instance)

SCHOOL COMPLETION

· 
Month+year when leaving education for the first time

· 
Highest level of education or training successfully completed when leaving education for the first time

· 
Field of education (when leaving education for the first time)

FIRST SIGNIFICANT JOB (minimum duration of six months)  AFTER LEAVING EDUCATION (purely occasional work, such as vacation work, compulsory military or community service, are not to be considered as employment)

· 
First significant job (minimum six-month duration)

· 
Month+year when starting first significant job

· 
Month+year when finishing first significant job

· 
Occupation of first significant job

CONTINUOUS JOB SEARCH PERIODS AFTER LEAVING EDUCATION

· 
Existence of any period of continuous job search of more than one month (not including search for another employment) - optional for the Netherlands and the United Kingdom

· 
Duration of the longest spell of job search - optional for the Netherlands and the United Kingdom

SOCIAL ORIGIN (optional variable)

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

A second phase of Network activity explored the cross-classification of educational and labour-market statuses. With the data that had been collected it was possible to calculate new unemployment indicators, including the unemployment rates for young people not enrolled in education, and the unemployment to population ratio for those not in education. The Network also used the data in a more exploratory manner to construct a typology of countries with similar characteristics, in the expectation that comparisons of educational policies among countries of the same type would be more likely to yield transferable conclusions. 

Walter Müller and Markus Gangl of the University of Mannheim argued that the LFS data could be used for analytical as well as descriptive purposes. They gave two examples from the CATEWE project. The first was a pseudo-cohort analysis of unemployment rates among upper-secondary school leavers in relation to years of labour-force experience. In countries with occupational labour markets young people entering the labour market had low initial unemployment rates which declined only slowly as they gained experience; in most southern European countries entrants had very high initial unemployment rates which declined more steeply with experience; other European countries demonstrated an intermediate pattern. In all three groups of countries unemployment rates tended to converge after ten or so years in the labour market. The second example involved comparative multivariate analyses of the effects on transition outcomes of individual characteristics (education, gender, etc) alongside aspects of local or national contexts (labour-market conditions, demographic changes, regulatory structures, etc). 

Strengths and limitations 

The presentations and subsequent discussion identified a number of strengths and limitations of LFS data when applied to the transition from education to work (see Box 4). Participants welcomed the new transition module which would correct some of these limitations, although it was recognised that as a multi-purpose survey the LFS could never meet all data requirements on transition.

Box 4
Strengths and limitations of LFS data for the transition from education to work

STRENGTHS

· 
the LFS collects harmonised data based on standard concepts

· 
large samples increase its analytical power and allow particular groups of interest to be studied

· 
annual measures allow change to be studied

· 
it collects detailed information, especially on jobs and working life, which cover a wide range of transition outcomes

· 
new entrants to the labour market can be compared with those with longer labour-force experience

LIMITATIONS

· 
it is a household survey, with proxy response allowed, and people in institutions are not included

· 
it is cross-sectional; the main LFS does not provide flow data

· 
data on education and training are limited

· 
question wording or definitions may vary across countries (current and post-initial education and training were cited as examples) and this variation is not adequately documented

· 
changes in questions over time may similarly affect comparability

· 
it collects almost no subjective data

· 
there are restrictions on access to micro-data

Session 3 : National Youth Transition Surveys

What different kinds of transition surveys are currently being carried out? How are they designed, and for what purposes? Why do they vary so much in their coverage and content? Which countries are introducing new surveys, and why, and how are existing surveys changing? What are the strengths and weaknesses of youth transition surveys as sources of data for policy-makers and for researchers? Session 3a examines countries outside Europe; Session 3b examines the experiences of several European countries.

This session provided an opportunity for participants to describe national youth transition surveys in their own countries. The first part of the session focused on three non-European countries with substantial experience of longitudinal surveys of young people: Australia (William Thorn), Canada (Jeff Bowlby and Jillian Oderkirk) and the United States (Rita Kirshstein). The second part offered a tour of Europe, introduced with a presentation by Hans Rutjes on the surveys involved in the CATEWE project, and with brief descriptions of national surveys in other countries including England and Wales (Michael Payne), Finland (Aila Repo), Greece (Stamatis Paleocrassas), Hungary (Peter Galasi), the Netherlands (Henk-Jan Dirven), Sweden (Ronnie Andersson) and Switzerland (Thomas Meyer).

Participants referred to Christine Mainguet’s valuable study of national statistics on the transition from education to work.
 This included an inventory of the main European surveys of youth transitions. A selection of the surveys described at the workshop are summarised in Box 6 at the end of this section, which is intended to update and extend Mainguet’s inventory.
 The grid in Box 6 reflects the diversity of the national surveys, which include:

· prospective surveys of age cohorts or year groups, which typically start at around age 15-16 and follow young people’s itineraries through upper-secondary and post-secondary education and training and into the labour market 

· retrospective surveys of age cohorts, typically conducted at an age when most have entered the labour market 

· secondary school leavers’ destination surveys, of young people leaving or graduating from secondary education (or specific programmes) in a given session, typically surveyed 10-18 months after leaving, and sometimes followed up at subsequent intervals 

· higher education leavers’ destination surveys, of young people leaving or graduating from higher education (or specific programmes) in a given session, typically surveyed 1, 3 or 10 years later

· labour-market entrants’ surveys: surveys of young people leaving initial education, or a sector thereof. Unlike leavers’ surveys these do not include young people who continue in initial education (for example progressing from secondary to tertiary education).

Other types of surveys were also mentioned. These include household panel surveys, supplements to Labour Force Surveys (such as the Australian Transition from Education to Work Survey), and the Beginning Post-secondary Students Longitudinal Study in the United States (based on a cohort of individuals enrolling in post-secondary education in 1989). 

Ronnie Andersson’s presentation described how in the past ten years Statistics Sweden had used registers as well as follow-up surveys to study the relationship between education and the labour market. Each Swedish citizen has a unique personal identification number which is stored in most administrative registers and allows different registers to be linked. These administrative registers can thus be linked and converted into statistical registers with statistically meaningful variables based on appropriate units using data from many sources. These registers are a powerful research tool, especially for studying flows between different educational statuses and between education and the labour market. Individuals’ data can also be linked to information about their parents. Andersson described the Swedish system as a gold-mine which they had only just started to explore. There were still gaps in the system: for example Statistics Sweden was still building an occupation register and the data on adult education needed to be improved. Ronnie Andersson stressed that registers and surveys were complementary sources of statistics, not alternatives. Surveys could give deeper understandings of the causes behind the patterns revealed by register data. On the other hand, register data could often provide information - for example, on detailed subcategories such as graduates from different courses or programmes - which a survey could not easily or cheaply provide. 

Box 5
Administrative data and survey data

If we use administrative data instead of executing a sample survey we will reduce costs as well as response burden. But we should not regard administrative data as a cheap alternative to sample surveys. Administrative data and sample surveys should be regarded as two different methodologies where administrative data is the best choice in some situations and sample surveys in others.


Ronnie Andersson (see Appendix 4)

Issues raised in the discussion in this session included:

· issues of privacy and confidentiality - especially in relation to the use and linkage of data from administrative registers;

· conceptual issues underpinning survey design. Rita Kirshstein’s paper described a US Department of Education working group on student transition issues, which proposed definitions of ‘learner’, ‘lifespan transition’ and ‘learner transition’ (see Appendix 4);

· the opportunities and benefits of linking transition data with test data, school attainment and social-psychological measures;

· the benefits of linking national surveys with the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) - as in the case of the Canadian and Swiss surveys described at the workshop;

· the need for a long-term perspective among policy-makers who funded longitudinal surveys;

· the difficulty in getting such surveys analysed, especially in a way that exploited their longitudinal character rather than cross-sectionally;

· the enormous diversity in the purposes, design and content of national surveys.

Box 6
Selected youth transition surveys

Survey
Sample 
Size

(response)
Timing of sweeps
New cohorts
Main method
Responsible body; Comments

Prospective age cohort surveys

Australian Youth Survey
Age group (first cohort:  16-19 year olds; later cohorts: 16 year olds)
5,350 (cohort 1);

1,400 (later cohorts) 
Age 16 (16-19 for first cohort); then annual sweeps to 1997 (when sample aged 19-27)
Annual, 1989-94
Telephone (since 1994)
Ceased 1997;

replaced by LSAY

Youth in Transition Survey (Australia)
Birth cohorts (born 1961, 1965, 1970, 1975)
6,000
Age 14 (last cohort); then annual sweeps to 24-35.
(See sample); only 1975 cohort still active
Postal
Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER); replaced by LSAY

Longitudinal Surveys of Australian Youth
School year group (year 9 students - modal age 14)
13,000

(88%)
Year 9 (at school); then annual sweeps; end point not decided 
1995, 1998
Sweep 1 school-based; then telephone
Dept of Education, Training and Youth Affairs, ACER; replaces AYS and YIT

Youth in Transition Survey (Canada)
2 age cohorts (15 year olds in 2000: school-based sampling; 18-20 year olds: household sampling)
38,000 (15 year olds);

29,000 (18-20 year olds)
Biennial 
2000
15:school-based in cycle 1, then telephone;

18-20: telephone


HRD Canada, Provinces, Statistics Canada; cycle 1 integrated with PISA (for 15 year olds)

England and Wales Youth Cohort Study (UK)
Age cohort (national birthdate sample, collected through schools; prior opportunity to opt out) 
16,000

(65-70% to sweep 1)
t=age 16/17; some cohorts t+1 years; all cohorts t+2 years; some later sweeps 
Mainly biennial since 1985
Postal + telephone
Department for Education and Employment

Scottish School Leavers Survey

Scotland (UK)
School year group 

(national birthdate sample, collected through schools)
8,000

(60-70% to each sweep)
t=10 months after last compulsory school session;

t+2 years;

t+6 years.
Usually biennial since 1977
Postal 
Scottish Executive;

has covered

leavers (1977-95) and/or year groups (1985-91, 1997-)

Statistics Sweden School Leavers Survey
School year group (completing lower-secondary school)
10,000

(75%)
t=2 years after lower-secondary education;

t+2 years;

t+5 years.
Leavers in 1971, 1979, 1988, 1993
Postal + telephone
Ministry of Education, Ministry of Finance, others

Panels of pupils for longitudinal studies (Sweden)
School year groups (formerly age cohorts) (multi-stage sample of school classes)
9,000
Age 10;  various questionnaire and register data added later; 1990-1998 labour-market data for 1967 panel
Born 1948, 1953, 1967, 1972, 1977, 1982, 1987
Various


Transition from Education to Employment in Switzerland (TREE)
Age cohort 
7,000
Annual at age 15, 16, 17; then at 2-3 year intervals to age 25-30
2000
Postal +

telephone
Scientific and government bodies

High School and Beyond (US)
2 school year groups (grades 10 & 12 - about 15 & 17 years - in 1980)
58,300

(base year)
Biennial from 1980 to 1986; younger cohort re-surveyed in 1992
1980
Multiple sources/

methods
Department of Education

National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 (US) 
School year group (grade 8 - about 13 years - in 1988)
25,000
Biennial from 1988 to 1994
1988
Multiple sources/

methods
Department of Education

Retrospective age cohort surveys

SONAR survey (Flanders)
23 year-olds (area-based sampling from national registers
3,000

(54%)
At 23 years; at 26 years 
1999-2000;

2003 (planned)
Face-to-face interview
Ministry of Science

Secondary school leavers destination surveys

Irish School Leavers Survey
School leaver group (leavers from second-level education)
2500

(75%)
t=18 months after leaving school;

some samples followed up 5 years later
Annual since 1980
Face-to-face interview
Dept of Education; 

t increased from 10 months to 18 months in 1998

RUBS (Netherlands)
School leavers 

(population of leavers from second-level institutions which opt in to survey) 
45,000

(50%)
18 months after leaving school; (subgroups occasionally followed-up)

Postal +telephone
Participating schools + national ministries

Higher education leavers/graduates destination surveys

Graduate Destination Survey (Australia)
Higher education graduates (population)
90,000

(60%)
4 months after leaving
Annual

Graduate Careers Council of Australia

Student Outcomes Survey (Australia)
Graduates and leavers from TAFE courses


1995, 1997, 1998, 1999



Hungarian Survey of Higher Education Graduates (FIDEV)
graduates from public higher education; non-public HE 1998 and 1999 graduates added in 2000 survey
20,500

(37%)


t=15 months after graduation; t+1; t+2; t+4
1999, 2000



Portugal
Graduates from higher education (population; selected subjects in first round)
10,000

(50%)
5 years after leaving
First cohort in 2000; frequency to be decided
Telephone
All subjects to be included in future rounds



The Netherlands
Graduates from higher education (population of leavers from participating institutions)  
50,000

(45%)
18 months after leaving; (separate samples 3 years or 10 years after leaving)
1998
Postal (some followed by telephone)
Participating institutes

(3- and 10-year samples linked to CHEERS project)

Baccalaureate and Beyond (US)
Bachelor’s graduates in 1993
11,000
1992-93, 1994, 1997
1993, 2000

Department of Education

Labour-market entrants surveys

France
Entrant group (all leavers from initial education)
26,000

(60%)
5 years after leaving initial education; follow-up to be decided
Every three years
Telephone
CEREQ for Ministry of Education and Ministry of Labour

Upper secondary education graduate survey (Greece)
Upper-secondary graduates in 1988-89 who did not enter tertiary education
4,986
9 years after leaving
1998

Feasibility study for future surveys 

Entrance to the labour market surveys (Sweden)
Leavers from upper secondary school and graduates from higher education

3 years after leaving/graduating
1996, 1998, 2000

Statistics Sweden

Session 4: Can Youth Transition Surveys be Used as a Source of Cross-National Data?

What are the potential benefits of using national youth transition surveys as a source of longitudinal data for cross-national comparisons? What issues arise when the data are used cross-nationally? Do the different sample designs, content and methods of the different surveys restrict their comparability? How might they be made more comparable?

Introduction

The previous session drew attention to the wide variation in the purposes, organisation, sample design, data-collection methods and content of different national youth transition surveys. Despite this variation several European research projects have used these surveys for comparative analyses of the transition from education to work, and Session 4 explored the possibilities and limitations of national youth transition surveys as a resource for comparative research. 
There are two possible ways in which national youth transition surveys can be used for comparative research: 

· the ‘side-by-side’ analysis of national data-sets. Each country’s data-set is analysed separately, using variables and analytical approaches appropriate to the specific data-set and to distinctive national institutions. The conceptual basis for comparison is therefore at a  higher level than the variables and populations in the analysis. 

· the construction and analysis of integrated data-sets. A single data-set is constructed for all the countries that are to be compared. The conceptual basis for the comparison is incorporated in common definitions of the variables and populations covered by the analysis. 

Cathérine Sofer’s presentation to the session described the Schooling, Training and Transitions (STT) research project, which had followed the side-by-side approach. The other two presentations in Session 4 (by Karen Brannen and Emer Smyth, and by Damian Hannan) described the school-leaver-survey component of the CATEWE project, which had constructed and analysed a data-set from five countries’ youth transition surveys.  

‘Side-by-side’ analyses

Cathérine Sofer described some of the work of the STT project, focusing on analyses of transition. These analyses covered, among other things: the effects of apprenticeship compared with school-based vocational training; the effects of educational level, gender and family-related factors on transition outcomes; youth training programmes; job-competition and over-education; temporary work contracts; and the effects of minimum wage policies. Some of the main conclusions are summarised in the workshop paper. The project covered France, The Netherlands, Norway, Spain and the UK. The lack of comparable data, and the lack of time available to the project, limited the extent to which it could engage in directly comparative analyses. However Cathérine Sofer pointed out that the project benefited from discussion and mutual criticism among a multi-national research team. 

The construction and analysis of integrated data-sets

Karen Brannen and Emer Smyth described the process of constructing cross-national data-sets from national surveys of secondary school leavers in France, Ireland, the Netherlands, Scotland and Sweden. Three data-sets were constructed, based respectively on (1) leavers about one year after leaving secondary school (2) leavers about five years after leaving secondary school, and (3) selected leaver cohorts from 1979 to 1997. Data were only available for three countries for each of the second and third data-sets.

The construction of integrated data-sets raised a number of issues including:

· the restricted range of countries for which a secondary school leavers’ survey was available: neither a southern European country nor a dual-system country could be included in the school-leaver survey component of the CATEWE project;

· differences between surveys in sample designs, partly reflecting differences in the respective countries’ institutions and partly reflecting the different purposes for which the national transition surveys were originally designed;

· differences between surveys in the time interval between leaving school and the first survey sweep;

· differences between surveys in the data collected: family background and ethnic/national group were not recorded in all surveys; some surveys had little information on transitions during secondary education, while others had little information on job search and other experiences in the labour market; 

· differences between surveys in the way in which key variables were recorded and classified;

· changes over time in each survey, which added further complexity to the issue of comparability in a cross-national trends data-set;

· conceptual issues in reaching standard definitions of key variables, notably variables describing educational level and labour-market outcomes, that had equal validity for all countries;

· varying national regulations governing confidentiality and access to data. 

However Brannen and Smyth identified several benefits from the construction and use of integrated data-sets, compared with side-by-side analyses: 

· they enabled cross-national differences to be directly tested;

· the process of constructing cross-national datasets forced researchers to clarify concepts, and to develop measures which were appropriate in a cross-national context;

· the process of data-set construction was driven by the project’s core research questions, in contrast to projects which take pre-existing data-sets ‘off the shelf’. 

Damian Hannan’s presentation, also based on the CATEWE project, described further  benefits of the use of national youth transition surveys for cross-national comparisons. They included:

· the value of cross-national comparisons in drawing attention to ‘taken-for-granted’ features of the transition regime in a given country;

· the importance of flow data for the study of transition;

· the benefits of detailed data on young people’s social and cultural backgrounds, on their schooling and educational attainments and on their early experience and progress in the labour market;

· the value of studying how the relationship between education and employment changes with time spent in the labour market; 

· the requirement to define concepts and variables in ways that both capture national uniqueness and allow for cross-national comparison;

· benefits arising from the results of the analyses themselves, illustrated by some early findings from the CATEWE project.

Box 7
The construction of integrated datasets

The experience of the CATEWE project has highlighted some of the possibilities and pitfalls involved in constructing comparative databases. It can be difficult to achieve comparability with datasets designed for very different purposes. However, the exercise of constructing such a database can in itself facilitate our understanding of the processes involved in the transition from education to the labour market.


Karen Brannen and Emer Smyth (see Appendix 4)

Session 5: The Next Steps

What steps should be taken to improve the quality, usefulness and cross-national comparability of data and indicator systems on the transition from initial education to work? What is the role of the LFS, and of the new transition module, in meeting future data needs? What is the role of national youth transition surveys? Should such surveys be developed in countries which do not currently have them? Should steps be taken to make existing and new surveys more comparable - if so, how? Is there a role for new data-collection, for example a European-wide youth transition survey or a longitudinal enhancement of PISA? What are the roles of individual countries, the European Commission, EUROSTAT, the OECD and others in defining and implementing future strategies? 

Ex ante cross-national survey designs 

The final session aimed to pull together the conclusions from the workshop discussions and to determine the practical steps to be taken. It was introduced by three presentations about surveys – actual or planned – which were designed from the start as cross-national surveys, rather than used to create cross-national data-sets through ex post harmonisation. 

Harald Schomburg (University of Kassel) described the survey of higher education graduates conducted by the TSER-funded CHEERS project (Careers after Higher Education: a European Research Study). The survey aimed to collect information on early career trajectories and to identify the impact of higher education, in order to address current issues on higher education and work and to explore their European and international dimensions. It was also a preparatory study for a planned regular database. It covered a cross-sectional sample of first-degree higher education graduates in twelve countries, contacted in 1998-99 three to four years after graduation in 1995. In some countries an additional, earlier cohort was surveyed, eight to ten years after graduation. The survey used postal questionnaires to collect detailed information on their backgrounds, degree study, labour-market experience and employment since graduation, further education and training, mobility and living conditions. The research team, drawn from thirteen research institutes, shared the conceptual work and developed a questionnaire which could be used in all countries. A master questionnaire was produced in English, relying mainly on closed, structured questions, and designed to produce data which could be coded into standard international classifications. Some questions had to be adapted for national questionnaires, for example to allow for specific features of the education system. The project concluded that it was possible to conduct a European graduate survey, that response rates were adequate (most were in the range 30-50%), and that graduates were willing to participate despite the large volume of data collected (600 variables). 

Georges Lemaitre of the OECD described the Programme on International Student Assessment (PISA) and the proposal for a school-to-work transition survey based on its 2003 cohort. PISA involved an internationally standardised assessment, administered to 15 year olds in schools in 32 countries, on a three-year cycle starting in 2000. It covered three domains, and each cycle looked at one domain in particular depth. Reading literacy would be the ‘major’ domain in 2000, mathematical literacy in 2003 and scientific literacy in 2006. However there was a policy interest in the use of skills as well as the possession of skills, and there was a range of policy interests in transition such as those discussed earlier in the workshop. It was therefore proposed to include a longitudinal option for the second cycle of PISA in 2003. The assessments at age 15 would provide a baseline, supplemented by additional data collected on students’ backgrounds and aspirations, and information to support tracing. The design for the survey was still open, but current plans envisaged a 30-40 minute survey every two years up to about age 25.

Box 8
Strengths and limitations of LFS data for the transition from education to work

Examples of policy questions that could be addressed with longitudinal data include the following:

· 
What factors are related to leaving upper-secondary and post-secondary schooling before graduation?

· 
What motivates youth to pursue post-secondary education?

· 
How informed are youth about their labour-market and educational options?

· 
How long does the transition from school to work really take?

· 
What are the long-term consequences of spending a number of years in the part-time/temporary labour market?

· 
What are the consequences of working part-time during upper-secondary schooling?

· 
How effective are current school-based and government-sponsored work-experience and employability skills programmes?

· 
How do educational and labour-market pathways differ for youth living in rural communities, those who are more at risk, such as those with learning disabilities?

· 
Do additional investments in education still ‘pay off’ with respect to income and employment security?


OECD proposal for PISA Longitudinal Option

A longitudinal survey based on the PISA cohort could be designed from the ground up. Canada and Switzerland had expressed strong interest in the proposal, and were introducing similar longitudinal surveys linked to the first cycle of PISA in 2000 (see Session 3). Network B of the OECD Education Indicators project, which met immediately before the workshop, had expressed its strong support for the proposal. 

David Raffe (University of Edinburgh) presented the main conclusions of the CATEWE project which had used both LFS and national transition survey data for comparative analyses. At first sight there appeared to be a conflict between comparability and longitudinality: a data source might provide standardised and formally comparable data, such as the LFS, or it might provide good coverage of longitudinal processes, such as the youth transition surveys, but it could not easily do both. However the project had concluded that genuine comparisons of the education-to-work transition were not possible without longitudinal data. A cross-sectional survey required a single transition as its reference point – such as ‘leaving secondary school’ or ‘entering the labour market’. But the CATEWE project demonstrated that no single transition event could be defined in a comparable way across countries, because each transition event was part of a sequence of transitions whose ordering and significance varied cross-nationally. The project concluded that the full harmonisation of national youth transition surveys was neither feasible nor desirable, but it recommended a process of partial harmonisation – to introduce common variables and design features wherever these did not conflict with national priorities. To complement existing data sources, the project recommended a new European (or international) transition survey, with a prospective longitudinal design based on an age cohort. This survey might be linked with the PISA longitudinal option. 

Rapporteur’s comments

The rapporteur for the workshop was Patrick Werquin of the OECD, chair of the European Research Network on Transitions in Youth and a former member of the CATEWE project. He presented his observations in terms of several oppositions which had underpinned the workshop discussions. 

· Research v. policy decision-making. There is a sequence which leads from data to indicators to analysis to decisions. Decisions are directly influenced by the analysis, not the indicators; there is a demand for complex indicators but also for analyses which tell simple stories. Research and policy have different perspectives on the role of comparative analysis, and different time frames. Policy-makers demand quick and up-to-date results, but in practice things do not change so quickly. By studying the past we can make inferences for the future. 

· Longitudinal v. cross-sectional data. The workshop had discussed how data are collected, but it is the content of data that is important. Longitudinal data show how the individual changes over time and this information can be used to predict future labour-market statuses. Data can be collected retrospectively, but only for a restricted period. Longitudinal surveys have their characteristic problems, such as attrition, but these can be overcome. However longitudinal surveys need a long time period; six years, as in the French survey, is not enough. There is a need for data on transitions within the education and training system, for data from employers, and for data on spouses or partners.

· Ex ante v. ex post harmonisation. Should data be harmonised before or after collecting the data? Ex post harmonisation process can be very time consuming. However collecting data to meet specifications defined ex ante for a wide range of countries can result in specific national circumstances being ignored. Different variables might be required in different national contexts: for example, educational diplomas might be important in some countries, and marks or grades in others. There is also a need for contextual information, for example on economic circumstances. 

· Age v. experience. Each element provides a very specific perspective on the transition process. One cannot replace the other; they are intimately complementary in the analysis of transitions.

· Correlation v. causality. One of the decisive strengths of longitudinal surveys is the support they can give to analysis of causal relationships, allowing research at least to move beyond statistical inferences made possible by correlations. 

· Event v. process. The transition process is complex, and some processes might be explained in terms of other processes – for example, the transitions of spouses or partners. Events which could be non-related (at least apparently) may strongly influence the transition process.

· Diploma v. competence. Diplomas are directly observable; competences are less amenable to measurement, or are measurable only at a high cost.

· Individual v. institution. Surveys observe individual transitions, as the respondent is the main unit of observation, but the surrounding socio-economic context plays an important role in shaping the individual pathways. This context includes the behaviour of employers, which tend to be under-represented in transition research. It would be valuable to follow up unsuccessful job applications and find out why young people are not offered jobs. One could equally follow up those who are offered employment and observe how the match between the young person and the job develops over time.

Patrick Werquin concluded that we should collect data on facts and not on interpretations; we should accept that indicators may be complex; and we should recognise the benefits of a multi-disciplinary approach.

Concluding discussions

Discussions in the session focused on a variety of issues including:

· the need for complementary data sources: longitudinal data are required for a complete description of the transition from education to work – which is, after all, inherently a longitudinal process – and for analysis of causality in the transition process. Longitudinal data do not always require prospective longitudinal data-collection, but often they do, for example to collect data over a relatively long period, to record reasons for individuals’ decisions or to collect subjective data. However longitudinal data-collection can be expensive, it can require long planning lead times and the data can be difficult to analyse. We need both longitudinal and cross-sectional data, but we also need better understanding of the kinds of questions which each type of data can address; we need to find ways of using different kinds of data in combination; and we need more analytical research.;

· harmonisation: the problems of harmonisation are not sufficiently discussed. They are much more than technical problems, as they relate to different societies and their institutions;

· gaps in existing data sources: these include subjective variables (happiness, satisfaction), family and domestic transitions, data on employers and their behaviour and data on educational institutions.  

Practical Outcomes
Patrick Werquin’s comments, summarised above, provide a thematic overview of the workshop discussions. In this final section I identify some practical conclusions. There was, of course, no formal procedure for recording agreement among participants, so what follows is a personal view.

First, there was agreement on the importance of the transition from education to work as an area of policy concern, and on the need for good data and indicator systems. 

Second, there was agreement that data should be designed to support research and analysis as well as to produce descriptive indicators. The interpretation of data is as important as the quality of the data themselves, and improvements in data-collection should be led by theoretical and conceptual development. The workshop acknowledged the progress in theoretical and conceptual development that had been achieved by the OECD (including the Thematic Review and Network B) and by European Commission-funded research projects such as CATEWE.

Third, many participants acknowledged the value of cross-national comparisons to inform policy and research at national level as well as at European or cross-national level. However some national policy-makers may need to be persuaded to give higher priority to cross-national comparability when determining national data-collection strategies.

Fourth, participants recognised the need for a diverse range of complementary data sources. Longitudinal data have an important place among these sources, but some purposes can be achieved more effectively and in a more timely way with other kinds of data. 

There was support for the new transition module in the Eurostat Labour Force Survey, and a hope that it is evaluated and if successful repeated in 2004.

Finally, there was support for the aims and proposed design for a longitudinal option to the PISA 2003 cycle, and encouragement for countries to consider participating in it. 

 Appendix 1: Web Addresses

The following web addresses were mentioned by participants as sources of relevant information.

The Workshop’s own web site: 

http://www.mzes.uni-mannheim.de/projekte/catewe/workshop

European Commission:

http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/leonardo/leonardoold/stat/trainingstatis/index.htm

(CEREQ study of LFS and ECHP data, key data, LEONARDO)

http://www.trainingvillage.gr/etv/publication/download/keydata/keydata2/keydata.asp

(Key data, CEDEFOP)

OECD Thematic Review of the Transition from Initial Education to Working Life:

http://www.oecd.org/els/edu/index.htm

Eurostat: LFS standard module on education and training:

http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/leonardo/leonardoold/stat/areas/area7.html

CATEWE project:

http://www.mzes.uni-mannheim.de/projekte/catewe

Longitudinal Surveys of Australian Youth

http://www.acer.edu.au/acer/research/vocational/lsay/lsaydetail.html

US Surveys:

http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/nls72/

(National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972)

http://www.nces.gov.ed/surveys/hsb/

(High School and Beyond)

http://www.nces.ed.gov/surveys/nels88/

(National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988)

http://www.nces.gov/surveys/bps/

(Beginning Post-secondary Students Longitudinal Study)

http://www.nces.gov/surveys/b&b/

(Baccalaureate and Beyond)

http://www.nsf.gov/sbe/srs/sdr/

(NSF Survey of Doctorate Recipients)

http://www.stats.bls.gov/nlsview/

(US Dept of Labor, National Longitudinal Surveys)

http://www.sipp.census.gov/

(US Census Bureau, Survey of Income and Program Participation)

http://www.isr.umich.edu/src/psid/overview/

(University of Michigan, ISR, Panel Study of Income Dynamics)

http://www.nces.gov/surveys/npsas/

(US Dept of Education, National Post-secondary Student Aid Study)

http://www.nces.ed.gov/surveys/rcg/

(US Dept of Education, recent College Graduates Study)

http://www.nces.ed.gov/surveys/nhes/

(US Dept of Education, National Household Education Survey)

http://www.nsf.gov/sbe/srs/

(National Science Foundation surveys)

Canadian Longitudinal Youth in Transition Survey

http://www.pisa.gc.ca

UK (England) education and transition statistics

http://www.statistics.gov.uk

Statistics Sweden

http://www.scb.se

Education in Finland

http://www.stat.fi/edufinland

CHEERS project 

http://www.uni-kassel.de/wz1/tseregs.htm

Appendix 2: Workshop Programme 

Wednesday 21 June

15.00 - 15.30:  Welcome

15.30 - 18.00:  Session 1: What Data And Indicator Systems Do We Need On The Transition From Initial Education To Work?

What are the needs of policy-makers, policy analysts and researchers? Are their needs the same? Are they currently being met? How important is it to have longitudinal 'flow' data as well as 'stock' data? How important is it to be able to compare transitions in different countries? Is comparability as important for 'national' policy-makers as for policy-makers and researchers with a cross-national perspective?

Chair
John Martin (OECD) 

15.30 - 15.50
The perspective of a cross-national policy-maker


Ettore Marchetti (European Commission, D-G Education and Culture) 

15.50 - 16.10 
The perspective of a national policy-maker


Willem Houtkoop (Goote Institute, The Netherlands)
 

16.10 - 16.30 
A comprehensive framework for indicators of the transition from initial education to working life: recommendations of the OECD Thematic Review 


Richard Sweet (OECD) 

16.30 - 16.50 
The perspective of research


José Rose (GREE, University of Nancy 2) 

16.50 - 18.00 
Discussion

Thursday 22 June

9.00 - 11.15:  Session 2: The Labour Force Survey 

To what extent do Labour Force Surveys meet policy-makers’, analysts’ and researchers’ needs for data on the transition from initial education to work? How are they enhanced by the module on transition introduced in the EUROSTAT LFS in 2000? What issues are raised by the use of LFS data for cross-national indicators and research? What are their strengths and weaknesses?

Chair
Hilary Steedman (CEP, London School of Economics) 

9.00 - 9.20 
The Eurostat LFS


Laurent Freysson (EUROSTAT) 

9.20 - 9.40 
Using the Eurostat LFS as a source of data on transition in Europe


Michèle Mansuy (CEREQ, Marseilles) 

9.40 - 10.00 
Using LFS data for cross-national indicators on transition: the experience of the OECD INES project


Patrice de Broucker (Statistics Canada)

10.00 - 10.20 
Using LFS data for cross-national research


Walter Müller and Markus Gängl (MZES, University of Mannheim) 

10.20 - 11.00 
Discussion

11.30 - 13.00:  Session 3a: National Youth Transition Surveys: Experience of Countries Outside Europe

What different kinds of transition surveys are currently being carried out? How are they designed, and for what purposes? Why do they vary so much in their coverage and content? Which countries are introducing new surveys, and why, and how are existing surveys changing? What are the strengths and weaknesses of youth transition surveys as sources of data for policy-makers and for researchers? Session 3a examines countries outside Europe; session 3b examines the experiences of several European countries.

Chair
Patrice de Broucker (Statistics Canada) 

11.30 - 11.50
Transition Surveys in the United States


Rita Kirshstein (American Institute of Research)

11.50 - 12.10
Transition Surveys in Australia


William Thorn (Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs)

12.10 - 12.30
The Canadian Youth in Transition Survey 


Jeff Bowlby (Human Resources Development Canada) and Jillian Oderkirk (Statistics Canada) 

12.30 - 13.00
Discussion

14.15 - 16.00:  Session 3b: National Youth Transition Surveys: Tour of Europe

Chair
Patrice de Broucker (Statistics Canada)

14.15 - 14.35
Transition surveys in Europe: an overview


Hans Rutjes (DESAN, Amsterdam) 

14.35 - 16.15
Tour of Europe. Brief (10-15 minute) contributions from European countries carrying out youth transition surveys, including:


The England and Wales Youth Cohort Study 


Michael Payne (Department for Education and Employment, UK)


Transition surveys in The Netherlands


Henk-Jan Dirven (Statistics Netherlands)


Use of administrative data in student follow-ups: Examples from Sweden and Finland


Ronnie Andersson (Statistics Sweden) and Aila Repo (Statistics Finland)


Contributions from other European countries.

16.45 - 18.15:  Session 4: Can Youth Transition Surveys be Used as a Source of Cross-National Data?

What are the potential benefits of using national youth transition surveys as a source of longitudinal data for cross-national comparisons? What issues arise when the data are used cross-nationally? Do the different sample designs, content and methods of the different surveys restrict their comparability? How might they be made more comparable? 
Chair
Godelieve Van den Brande (European Commission, D-G Research)

16.45 - 17.05 
Issues in constructing a comparative database from national transition surveys 


Karen Brannen (CES, University of Edinburgh) and Emer Smyth (ESRI, Dublin) 

17.05 - 17.25
The Schooling, Training and Transitions project


Cathérine Sofer (University of Paris 1) 

17.25 - 17.45 
Using national transition surveys for cross-national comparisons: what can we learn


Damian Hannan (ESRI, Dublin) 

17.45 - 18.15 
Discussion

9.00 - 12.30:  Session 5: The Next Steps

What steps should be taken to improve the quality, usefulness and cross-national comparability of data and indicator systems on the transition from initial education to work? What is the role of the LFS, and of the new transition module, in meeting future data needs? What is the role of national youth transition surveys? Should such surveys be developed in countries which do not currently have them? Should steps be taken to make existing and new surveys more comparable - if so, how? Is there a role for new data-collection, for example a European-wide youth transition survey or a longitudinal enhancement of PISA? What are the roles of individual countries, the European Commission, EUROSTAT, the OECD and others in defining and implementing future strategies? 

Chair
Michail Skaliotis (EUROSTAT) 

9.00 - 9.20
Collecting comparative data on the destinations of higher education graduates: issues and recommendations from a cross-national project

Harald Schomburg (University of Kassel) 

9.20 - 9.40
The proposed school-to-work transition survey of the Programme on International Student Assessment

Georges Lemaitre (OECD) 

9.40 - 10.00
Strategies for collecting cross-national data on education-to-work transitions: recommendations of the CATEWE project

David Raffe (CES, University of Edinburgh)

10.00 - 10.45
Discussion

11.15 - 11.45
Rapporteur

Patrick Werquin (OECD) 

11.45 - 12.30 
Discussion

The workshop was held in English and French, with simultaneous translation.
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Appendix 4: Papers Presented to the Workshop

� 	OECD, Education at a Glance: OECD Indicators. Paris, annual.


� 	OECD, From Initial Education to Working Life: Making Transitions Work. Paris, 2000.


� 	MAINGUET, CHRISTINE, The Transition from the Education System to Working Life: Use of National Statistics. CEDEFOP, Thessaloniki, 1999.


� 	The categories in Box 6 are somewhat different from those used by Mainguet, reflecting the workshop’s main emphasis on sample design rather than content. Features not covered by the grid include the main data collected in the survey and the variety of sources from which data are collected. Some of the larger longitudinal studies, including the main Australian, Canadian and American cohort surveys, collect or link data from a range of sources such as test scores, school records, teachers, parents and employers.


� 	Willem Houtkoop was unable to attend due to family reasons.  


� 	Godelieve Van den Brande was unable to attend due to illness. The session was chaired by David Raffe.





