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Abstract

Using data from the European L abour Force Survey, the characteristics of individualswho receive
vocational training is compared in six European countries, Germany, France, the Netherlands,
Portugal, Sweden and the UK. As well as the incidence of training, the intengity is also
considered. In addition, training is split into its on-the-job and off-the-job components. The
spectrum of training within these six countriesrunsfrom Germany at one end, where most training
istheintensive upskilling of young, unqualified workers, to Sweden at the other end, where the
typical training spell is of short duration and is given to middle-aged, well-educated employees
in professional jobs. Thus the pattern of training islargely determined by a country’s system of
education. In Germany, vocational skillsare not taught within the formal education sector, and are
learned through participation on an apprenticeship scheme, while in Sweden, students do learn
vocational skillsat school, and so the workplace training we observeis mainly ‘top-up’ courses.
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A Cross-Country Comparison
of the Deter minants of Vocational Training

Steven Mclntosh

1. Introduction

Workplace training is increasingly becoming recognised as an important means for advanced
economies to maintain their position within the world economy. As competition from the
developing world increases, the countries who industrialised first are having to upgrade their
technology to stay ahead. Expertisein the provision of specialist goods and services, rather than
mass production of standardised goods, is considered to be the best way to improve economic
performance (UK Department of Employment, 1988; US Department of Labor, 1989). Inturn, this
reguires, amongst other things, ahighly trained workforce, capable of using the new technologies
and adapting to new work practices. The aternative would seem to be hiring low productivity
workersinlow wagejobsthat can compete with the developing countries. Whilethis may appear
attractive to some employersin the short-term, in the long-term at the national level it will lead
to falling economic performance and declining living standards.

Although state-run training schemes can be found in most advanced countries, the provision
of workplace training by employers, either on-the-job or off-the-job at institutes of education and
training, is considered to be an important source of training, since firms are driven by market
forcesand will supply the skillsthat the market demands. If training isto be undertaken by private
individuals, then it must be worthwhile to those economic agents, regardless of the benefitsto the
nation asawhole. The well-known theory of human capital acquisition predictsthat individuals
will invest in their human capital, up to the point at which the margina returnsfrom that investment
just equal the marginal cost of undertaking the training. Firmstypically pay at least some of the
costs of training themselves, and so they must also perform a similar cost-benefit anaysis to
determine the desirability of offering training. For the firm, the extra productivity of the trained
worker must cover the cost of funding thetraining. Thisisthe reason why firms are more likely
to fund firm-specific rather than genera training, since the worker is more tied to the firm in the
former caseif he or she wantsto seethe returnsto their human capita investment, and so firmsare
more likely to receive the enhanced productivity that they have paid to create.

The aim of this paper is to describe the characteristics of individuals who are receiving
training in six European countries; France, Germany, the Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden and the
UK. Isittheyoung or the old, male or femaleswho are morelikely to receivetraining? Istraining
received at the beginning of ajob, or do employers wait before deciding who train? Are part-
time, temporary workers more or less likely to be trained than full-time, permanent workers?
Importantly for the re-skilling of national workforces, as described above, isit the unskilled who
are recelving training, or those who already possess qualifications and skills? Finally, in which
sectorsistraining taking place- isit in the new, developing industries, or the old traditional ones?
This paper uses data from the European Labour Force Survey to answer these questions, in an
effort to build a picture of how different countries are addressing the need to re-skill their
workforces.

The next section describes previous studies that have attempted to analyse the determinants of
the receipt of workplace training. The following sections then describe the data to be used,
present the results, then offer some conclusions, respectively.



2. Literature Review

A large literature has grown that examines workplace training, who receivesit and where. Most
of thiswork relies upon individual level data, and self-reporting of incidences of training. One
of the problems faced by the literature is a lack of consistency in the definition of the word
‘training’, used in each of the studies. Thereisan agreement that it isvocationa training for work
that is being considered, rather than formal education, but the former still encapsulates arange of
options, fromforma training on-the-job, through informal learning by doing, to formal training off-
the-job. Inaddition, thereisarange of time periods considered in the various data sets considered
by the different authors. The questionnaire may ask the respondent whether they have received any
training in the four weeks prior to theinterview, in the twelve months prior to theinterview, at any
time during the current job, or indeed any other time period. Clearly, the answers provided, and
the empirical results derived from them, will depend upon the time-frame under consideration.

Despite these limitations, anumber of findings seem to be consistent across studies. A typical
study has as its dependent variable adichotomous variable indicating the recei pt or otherwise of
training within the time period under consideration. The explanatory variablesinclude the usual
range of individual characteristics, and often a limited set of workplace characteristics, as
reported by theindividual, such asfirm size and industry. Examplesinclude Booth (1991, 1993)
and Greenhalgh and Stewart (1987), al of which use UK data. The usual findings are that males
are more likely to have received some training than females, and similarly for the well educated
relative to the less well educated, the young relative to older workers, those in more senior
occupations relative to those in lower ones and those working in large firms relative to those
working in small firms. A few variables do not enjoy such consistent findings, for example race.
Amongst the studies mentioned above, Greenhalgh and Stewart (1987) find that white males are
morelikely to receive training than non-white males, whilethereverseistruefor females. Booth
(1993), in her sample of graduates only, findsthat non-whitesarein general morelikely to receive
training, other thingsheld constant. Similarly, the relationship between union status and the receipt
of training has attracted controversy. Many studies seem to find that union members, or individuas
working in a unionised workplace, are more likely to receive training, but exceptions to this do
exist.

An example of the problems that can exist when considering different time periods is the
results obtained when the individual’s job tenure is included as an explanatory variable. When
a‘snapshot’ of training over aspecified period is being used, those with longer tenure are found
to belesslikely to havebeeninreceipt. However, if the question asks whether the respondent has
ever received any training intheir current job, it isthose who have beenin that job longer who are
more likely to reply in the affirmative. This may be due to the smple fact that they have beenin
the job longer, and so are more likely to have been trained at some point, or that all training is
received at the beginning of jobs, but employersare morelikely to provideit to thoseindividuals
who will remain in the job longer. Loewenstein and Spletzer (1997) examinethisissue by using
longitudinal data, and find both reasons have apart to play in explaining the positive relationship
between job tenure and ever receiving training. When they split their sample into those who
eventually stay in thejob for up to one year, two years, three years and four years or more, they
find, within each group, arising training-tenure profile, suggesting that some training is delayed.
However, they also find that the amount of initia training rises with the length of time that
individuals eventually remain with the firm, suggesting that employers can in some way identify
the long-stayers, and concentrate their training resources on those individuals accordingly.

An approach adopted by some studies is to use data sets that focus on a particular type of
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training. For example, Booth and Satchell (1994) and Knight and Latreille (1996) both concentrate
on apprenticeship training. The variablesincluded in these two studies are largely incompatible
with those described above, athough both find that the probability of receiving apprenticeship
training rises with firm size, while Booth and Satchell (1994) report apprentices being of higher
measured ability than non-apprentices.

Anincreasingly common style of reporting research on the determinants of training receipt has
beento estimate separate equationsfor different types of training, if such informationis provided
within the data set being used. Examples of this approach include Altonji and Spletzer (1991),
Blundell et al (1995), Cameron and Heckman (1993), Green (19933, 1993b), Greenhalgh and
Mavrotas (1994), Kennedy et al (1994), Lillard and Tan (1992) and Lynch (1992). Often the
distinction made is between on-the-job and off-the-job training, but sometimestraining is broken
down into even narrower categories. The results described above for total training equations
typically hold when training is broken down into its various components, but there are exceptions.
For example, Kennedy et al have awholelist of explanatory variables that have the same signed
effect (with dight differencesin statistical significance) on both in-house and external training.
However, they do find that youths under the age of 20 are morelikely to receivein-housetraining
than prime-aged workers, but less likely to partake in external training, and that the incidence of
in-house training increases with firm size, while the highest firm size dummy variable in their
externa training equation attracts a statistically significant negative coefficient. Altonji and
Spletzer (1991) find with respect to race that blacks in their US data set are more likely than
whites to receive on-the-job training and financial assistance for after-hours education, but less
likely to receive off-the-job training. A differencein the Greenhalgh and Mavrotas (1994) paper
is perhaps not too surprising, where they show that part-time workers are less likely than full-
timersto participate in employer-provided training, but more likely to undertake atraining course
that they arrange themselves. Lynch (1992) finds that individuals living in ahigh unemployment
area of the US are more likely to do an apprenticeship than those in low unemployment regions,
but lesslikely to receive on-the-job training. In addition, shereportsthat theincidence of on-the-
job training within the survey year is positively related to labour market experience, while the
receipt of off-the-job training over the same period is negatively related to job tenure. Finally,
while Lynch finds the usual positive and statistically significant coefficient on her male dummy
variable in her on-the-job training and apprenticeship equations, she finds that females are more
likely to receive off-the-job training. Interestingly, other papers have found different effects of
explanatory variables on different formsof training, when they a so divide their sample by gender.
For example, Green (19934) findsthat, for males, ageisnegatively related to the receipt of on-the-
job training, while for females, age is positively related to the incidence off-the-job training, at
least up to apeak in themid-30s. Also, Blundell et al (1995) show that males who are working
in large firms are more likely to receive employer-provided training, whilefor females, thosein
large firms benefit from more participation in qualification training courses.

Another way in which a number of studies have extended the basic framework isto consider
the amount of training received, rather than or in addition to the ssimple incidence of training.
Examples of papersthat consider this aspect include Altonji and Spletzer (1991), Arulampalam
and Booth (1997), Barron et al (1987), Frazis et al (1998), Green et al (1996) and Machin and
Wilkinson (1995). The previous studies mentioned can say how likely anindividual isto receive
training, but can say nothing about the quality of that training. The papersjust listed are an attempt
to rectify that stuation, by using time spent training asameasure of quality. Typically, however,
a variable has the same effect on training intensity asit does on training incidence. For example,
the more highly educated seem to undertake longer periods of training, aswell asbeing morelikely
to receive any period of training. There are some exceptionsto thisrule, however. For example,



Frazis et al (1998) report that firm size is positively related to the incidence of training, but
negatively to the duration of training. Similarly, Arulampalam and Booth (1997) find that, for the
malesintheir UK dataset, theincidence of training ishighest in largefirms, asis usually obtained,
but given that a spell exists, that the total number of training spellsis highest in medium sized
firms. For femalesthereverseistrue. Theauthorsa so find, in common with Altonji and Spletzer
(1991) that the more able, in terms of scoresin reading tests and aptitude tests, are morelikely to
undertake a spell of training, but that the quantity of training is no greater for the more able than
for the less able. Machinand Wilkinson (1995) a so suggest that the skills gap in terms of hours
of training may not be very large. Other results obtained by Altonji and Spletzer (1991) reved
that, although they can find no statistically significant difference in the incidence of training
between males and females, women receive fewer hours of al typesof training. They alsoinclude
necessary skillsamongst their explanatory variables, and show that jobs requiring clerical skills
have a high incidence of training, but when such training is provided, it istypically of only short
duration.

Most of the studies described above have made use of data supplied by individuals. An
aternative is to use descriptions of training as supplied by employers. The benefit of this
approach is that more detailed descriptions of the firm characteristics that are associated with
training canbe provided. Green et al (1996) and Kennedy et al (1994) adopt thisapproach. The
former finds that recognition of a trade union, and the presence of a skill shortage in the
establishment, aswell asfirm size, are positively associated with the receipt of training, whilethe
female share of employment has anegative effect. Kennedy et al (1994) show that in-house, but
not external training, is positively related to firm size, while both types of training are more likely
if the workplace management bargain with a union, and if the workplace employs a higher
percentage of managers, para-professionals or workers with more than ten years of tenure.
External training is shown to be statistically significantly lower in service sector workplaces. In
addition, the higher the proportion of females or casual employees, the lower isthe likelihood of
external training being provided, while the greater the presence of older workers, the lower the
probability of both in-house and external training.

The previoustwo studies attempt to alow for the characteristics of the employees by including
the variablesthat measurethe proportion of theworkforce having certain characteristics. Datasets
that merge information onindividuals with information on their place of work are very useful for
controlling for both individual and workplace characteristics. Studies that have used such data
include Boon (1998), Frazis et al (1998) and Jacobset al (1996). Jacobset al (1996) present a
job training equation with establishment attributes and individual characteristics as explanatory
variables. Amongst theformer category, variablesthat attract statistically significant coefficients
are establishment size (+), parent size (+), degree of internal formalisation (+) and the externa
environmental complexity (+). Theonly individual characteristic to have astatistically significant
coefficient is the education variable, at the 10% level. The authors use this fact to argue that
previous studies based on individual data only are biased by the lack of information on firm
characteristics. However, when they run an equation that includes only individua characteristics,
few variables have statistically significant coefficients then either. In particular, race, age and
gender, which have been found to have important affectsin previous studies, all have statistically
insignificant coefficientsin Jacobset al’ s (1996) equation, suggesting that their results are down
to apeculiarity of their data set, rather than the inclusion of establishment characteristics. Boon
(1998) and Fraziset al (1998) both include individual and workplace variablesin their equations,
with both sets proving to be important in explaining variation in the incidence and intensity of
training.

Few studies have attempted cross-country analyses of the determinants of workplacetraining,



presumably because of the difficulty in finding data sets that define training consistently across
countries. Two studies that have been made are Tanet al (1992) and Winkelmann (1997). The
former performs an econometric analysis for three countries; Australia, the UK and the US.
Whereas most variables attain similar results in each country, which are in line with the results
described above, there are some differences. For example, the young are more likely to receive
training in Australia and the UK, but not in the US. As Americanworkers get older, the chances
of them undertaking atraining spell rise, while this probability falls in the other two countries.
Winkelmann (1997) does not undertake an econometric analysis, but his data are useful for
showing the different waysin which young workersin Germany and the USreceivether training.
Inthe US, a most one out of five young workers receive some kind of formal company training,
whereasin Germany, 72% of the workforce have been through the dual apprenticeship system of
workplace training combined with classroom teaching.

A final example of research on workplace training is a case study by Heyes (1993). He
considers three unionised workplaces, and asks why the union was instrumenta in formulating
training policy in one, but not in the other two. He concludes that the relevant factors are for the
unionto beasingle union on asingle site, with ahigh density amongst the workforce. In addition,
it is also beneficia for union involvement in designing atraining programme if that union has an
historic concern with apprenticeship, and if thereisan easy transferability of the skills created by
the training.

Insummary, there have been many empirica studies of the determinants of vocational training.
Thisliterature review has highlighted the changesto the standard results, when different research
methods are used, although this discussion perhaps masks some of the empirical regularities that
have been found. Thevast mgjority of studies havefound that males, the well-educated, the young,
individualsworking in senior occupations, in large firmsor in unionised establishments, are more
likely to receivevocationa training. Theseresultstypically hold when different typesof training
are considered, such as on- and off-the-job, and when training intensity is considered rather than
training incidence, with the exception that thereis some evidence that the training gap between the
well-educated and the less well-educated narrows when training intensity is considered.

3. The European Labour Force Survey

This paper uses data from the 1995 European Labour Force Survey (ELFS) to investigate the
determinants of vocational training in six countries: France, Germany, the Netherlands, Portugal,
Sweden and the UK. The ELFS isbased upon the national Labour Force Surveys of the member
countries. An EU regulation stipulates that each member country must include within its Labour
Force Survey questionsthat dicit information on arange of employment and unemployment issues.
In 1982, the Thirteenth International Conference of Labour Statisticians passed a Resolution
concerning statistics of the economically active population, employment, unemployment and
underemployment, containing exact definitions of the various concepts of interest. These
definitionswere then applied to the variablesin the ELFS, and the member states agreed to put the
appropriate questionswithin their own Labour Force Surveysto match these definitions. Thusthe
data should be comparabl e across countries. The answersto therequired questionsare supplied
to Eurostat for processing and holding.

The key variable of interest for the present paper asks whether the respondent has received any
education or training during the four weeks prior to the survey. Two of the possible responsesare:
‘received specific vocational training in a working environment (without complementary
instruction at a school or college)’ and ‘received specific vocational training within a system
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which providesbothwork experience and complementary instruction el sewhere (any form of “dua
system” including apprenticeship)’. If respondents answered in the affirmative to either of these
guestions, then for the purposes of the present analysis they were coded as having received any
vocational training. In addition, respondents were also divided according to whether they
answered each question in turn in the affirmative, and were classified asbeing in recei pt of on-the-
job and off-the-job training respectively (though note that the latter category encompassesjoint on-
the-job and off-the-job training).

Although these definitions sound clear cut, what training is included and what training is
excluded by such questionsis not aways obvious. The question specifies‘ apprenticeship’ asa
particular example of the second type of vocational training (labelled ‘off-the-job’) being
considered, so it seems fair to assume that apprentices will be counted within this group. In
addition, apprentices are aso classified as ‘employees’, and so remain in the sample when the
data set isrestricted to employees. However, it isless clear whether individual s on government-
sponsored training schemes will be included in our definition of employees receiving training.
The problem isthat the EL FS contains no information on the source of finance for thetraining, so
there are no clues as to whether a trainee is part of a government-financed scheme or not.
Similarly, wecannot say anything about whether thetraining being discussed isemployer-provided
and employer-financed or not.

The term ‘specific’ in the questionnaire also needs to be clarified here. Economists often
distinguish between firm-specific and general training, but it isunlikely that the phrase ‘ specific’
in the ELFS questionnaire implies ‘firm-specific’. Another of the optional answers to the
educationand training question (not analysed here) is* attended a school which provides specific
vocational training’. Itishighly unlikely that training in ageneral education setting with no formal
work experience will be specific to any single firm, and yet the term *specific’ still appears. It
seems likely that the term is therefore referring to training specific to a particular vocation, but
which is still general in the sense that the skills could be used in arange of firms.

Another problemwith the data set isthat it isa‘snapshot’ of training incidences, identifying
only those individuals who have received training within afour week time period. Thus, we can
say nothing about the total amount of training received by categories of individuas, and hence
nothing about their total stock of human capital. All we can say is who was more or less likely
to receive training within that four week period. Thisisalimitation of the data. In particular, it
affects the results on variables such as age and tenure. For example, if long-tenured individuals
receive less training in the four week period than short-tenured individuals, this does not
necessarily imply that the former arelesslikely to receive training at some point in their working
lives, sincethey are more likely to have already received a certain amount of training. Similarly
for old workers vis-a-vis younger individuals. With other explanatory variables, thisis less of
aproblem. For example, controlling for age and tenure, if males are found to be more likely to
have received training in the four week period than females, then it seems reasonable to deduce
that males are on average more likely to receive training at some point in their careers.

There are other problems associated with using the ELFS, highlighted by Felstead et al
(1998), in addition to those outlined above. For example, the questionnaire was significantly
altered in 1992, creating adiscontinuity inthe data. Whilethismakesanalysisof trendsover time
aproblem, it does not affect the current analysis, which is based on asingle year’ s data, namely
1995. Moreimportant isthe problem of proxy interviews, whereby information for a particular
individual is obtained from a member of his or her household, when the subject of interest is
unavailablefor interview. Proxy interviewsare used extensively inthe ELFS, to reduce the costs
caused by repeat visits to addresses. Felstead et al suggest that proxy interviews can be a
particular problem for the analysis of training data. While the proxy respondent may know very



well such things as the labour force status of a member of their household, they may have less
knowledge about incidences of training, particularly if they were informal and on-the-job. The
problem is amplified by the fact that the young are disproportionately represented by proxy
interviews, and they are the very group most likely to be in receipt of training.

The ELFS does, however, have some advantages. The literature review above described a
number of ways in which the literature on training has devel oped from modelling simple yes/no
responses concerning the receipt or otherwise of vocationa training. The ELFS alows most of
these devel opments to be adopted here. First, two different types of training can be identified,
broadly classified as on-the-job and off-the-job training, as described above. Second, the ELFS
contains information on the intensity of training. In particular, all respondents who report an
incident of training are asked how many weeksthat training spell lastsin total, and also how many
hours on average are spent per week training. Finally, and obviously, the ELFS allows cross-
country comparisons to be made, using comparable data.

The ELFS contains information on many of the determinants of workplace training that have
beenidentified in the literature described above. The analysisthat follows considers gender, age,
formal education level, tenure in the current employment, full-time/part-time status,
permanent/temporary status, establishment size, industry and occupation.

A complication in the analysis is that Eurostat will not supply individual level data, even
anonymoudly. All the data, as supplied, tell us is the weighted number of individuals in the
population who share different combinations of characteristics. Clearly it is an easy matter to
obtainthe number of individualswith aparticular characteristic who receivetraining, and express
thisas aproportion of the total number of individualswith that characteristic. However, the lack
of individual level datamakes multivariate analysisless straightforward. What can be calculated
is, for every combination of the characteristics, the number who have received training, expressed
asaproportion of thetotal number of individualswith that set of characteristics. Thusthedataare
grouped, with the unit of observation being asingle permutation of the explanatory variables, and
the dependent variable being the proportion of individualswith that permutation of characteristics
who receive vocational training. A weighted least squares estimation procedure was used to
obtain the minimum chi-sgquared estimates of the coefficients on the explanatory variables (see
Greene, 1993, for details of the procedure).

4. Results
4.1 Training incidence

Table 1 begins the results section by presenting simple cross-tabulations between the training
variable and each explanatory variablein turn. The numbersin the table represent the percentage
of individuals within each category who have received any vocational training in the four weeks
prior totheinterview. Inthis, and al tables, only employeesare considered. Thefirst line of the
table displays the percentage of all employees to have received some training within the given
period. Thisis highest at just over 10% in Sweden, and then follows the UK on 7.3%, the
Netherlands on 5.3% and Germany on 4.9%. In both France and Portugal, fewer than 1% of
employees report atraining incident in the four weeks prior to interview. However, despite the
best intentions of Eurostat, the training question istreated differently in those countries, so that the
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dataare not comparable. In particular, to be recorded, atraining spell in France and Portugal in
fact must actually be underway at thetime of the survey, rather than just occurring sometimeinthe
four weeks prior to the interview. Clearly this will reduce the measured incidence of training.
Inaddition, in France, exclusively undertaking in-house training is not counted, so that there must
be at least some element of external training before atraining incident is recorded in the French
Labour Force Survey. These caveats must be borne in mind when considering the results.

An aternative source of information on training in European countries is the Continuing
Vocational Training Survey (CVTS). This survey was conducted in 1994, and asked about the
training offered by enterprisesin 1993. The question asked about training at any time during the
year, and so clearly the resulting incidence rates will be higher than those derived from the ELFS
with its four-week question. Nevertheless, the ranking of employee training incidence rates
between the UK, the Netherlands and Germany isthe same using CV TS data (39%, 26% and 24%
respectively) asit is using the ELFS. Sweden did not participate in the CVTS while the two
surveys should not be compared for France and Portugal, because of the problems outlined above
with the ELFS in those countries. In the CVTS, France has a high training rate, third only to
Ireland and the UK out of the (then) EU12 countries surveyed, while Portugal hasthe lowest rate
of al the countries involved, together with Greece.

The remainder of Table 1 indicates how the incidence of training is distributed across the
various characteristics of individuals and their jobs. With respect to gender, there seems to be
little difference in accessto training acrossthe sexesin any of the six countries. Table 2 presents
the information in adifferent way, displaying the distribution of al training incidences acrossthe
variables of interest. Thus, while males and females have similar training ratesin al countries,
the fact that there are more male employees than female employees means that in most countries,
a higher proportion of the total number of training places go to men (the exceptions being in
Portugal and Sweden).

There are striking differences when ageis considered. With the exception of Sweden, where
the 41-50 year old age group has the highest incidence of training, the young have the highest
training ratesin al countries. Thisismost clearly shown in Germany, wheretwo-thirds of all 15-
20 year olds in employment have received some sort of training in the four week spell under
consideration. Only very small numbers of individuals in the older age groups are trained. In
France and the UK, one-quarter of the youngest age group have received training, whichisstill a
large number, if less striking than the German case. Although not matching the high numbers of
older trainees in Sweden, the UK and the Netherlands both have around 5% of each group up to
the age of 50 intraining. Looking at the distribution of training spells across age groups, Germany
and France clearly stand out in that amost three-quarters of all employeesreceiving training are
under 20 years of age. In the Netherlands and the UK, the modal group is 21-30 year olds, while
in Portugal and Sweden it is 41-50 year olds.

The prior education level of employees has been one of the strongest predictors of the receipt
of vocational training in the literature. Sweden and the UK, and Portugal asfar asthe dataallow
in that country, follow the pattern that those at a high ISCED level? are most likely to receive

! See Greenhalgh (forthcoming in 1999) for more details of the CVTS.

2 |SCED high represents a university first or higher degree, higher level qualifications below a degree,
or the completion of recognised third level education. An individual at the medium ISCED level will have
completed a course of specific vocational training within a system which provided both work experience and
complementary instruction el sewhere, completed a course (of minimum oneyear) at aschool providing specific
vocational training, or completed the second stage of secondary level education, but not third stage. The low
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further training. 1n the Netherlands, the education group with the highest incidence of training is
the medium ISCED group, athough there are only small differences across all three education
categories. Germany stands out in that it is the least qualified who are most likely to receive
vocationd training in the four week time period. One in four of al employees with low or no
qualifications received atraining spell within the specified period. Theresultsfor France display
asimilar pattern, though less dramatic, because of the problems with the French data. In terms of
the distribution of training spells across | SCED groups, Germany and France again stand out in that
just over 70% of all their traineesin employment arein the low ISCED group. The percentagein
the remaining countries ranges from 42% in Portugal to 13% in Sweden.

InFrance, asfar astraining isreported, it isemployeeswho have taken up their job within the
previous year who are most likely to be receiving training at the time of the interview. In
Germany, this extends to individuals who have joined their firmswithin the previousfive years.
Less than one half of one per cent of German employees with job tenure of longer than 5 years
receive some training in the survey period. The UK is aso most likely to train its new job
incumbents, athough the differencesthere are smaller acrosstenure groups. The pattern reverses
in the other three countries, however, those who have served their employers longer are more
likely to bein receipt of training. Thisis so particularly in Sweden, where thereisamonotonic
increase in the probability of training astenureincreases, and where more than 11% of those with
over five years of tenure receive training in the four weeks under consideration.

The type of job can also affect the likelihood of training. With the exception of France and
Portugal, where the data are not comparable anyway, training seems to occur more in full-time
rather than part-time jobs in all countries. Given the preponderance of full-time jobs in all
countries, the vast mgjority of training places are shown to go to full-time employeesin Table 2.
However, there are differences when the permanent or temporary status of ajob isconsidered. In
Germany and France dmost al employeeswho are trained in the given period hold only temporary
jobs (84% and 91% respectively). In Germany, athird of all those in afixed term job receive
some training in the specified four weeks. In the remaining countries, the vast mgority of trainees
hold permanent positions, although the differencein training rates acrossjob categoriesin the UK
and Portugal issmall.

Turning to characteristics of the firm, differences across establishment size are small in all
countries, but the genera trend in most countries seemsto be that small establishments have higher
training rates, with the Netherlands and Portugal being the exceptions. This is a somewhat
surprising result, going against the theoretical idea that large firms have more resources with
which to offer training, and previous evidence. Note that since larger establishments dominate
most economies, we still observe most training occurring in establishments with at least 50
employees in most countries. The exceptions are in Germany, and in France where, rather
peculiarly, 90% of all training incidences are reported in the smallest establishments.

The results for the incidence of training with respect to industrial sector tie in quite closely
with the results described above for education level. In Germany the sector with the highest
incidence of training is construction, with other industries that typically employ less qualified
individual s such as agriculture and hotels and restaurants a so having relatively high training rates.
Similarly, in France, by far the highest incidence of training, amongst thelow levelsin all sectors,
isfoundinthehotelsand restaurantsindustry, followed by agriculture, construction, wholesaleand

ISCED level implies someone who has completed a course (minimum one year) of specific vocational training
inaworking environment, received other vocational qualifications, hasno further education or vocationa training,
has completed first stage of secondary level education, but not second stage, haslessthan first stage of secondary
level education, or has undertaken other general education.
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retail trade and social or persona services. Inthe UK, the highest rates are found in construction
and agriculture, but most of the other major trainers are where more qualified individuals are
typically found; in finance, education and health and social work. The pattern of moretraining in
highly qualified industries is mirrored in the other three countries, the probability of receiving
training being highest in the finance industry in the Netherlands and Sweden, and in real estate and
businessin Portugal. The distributions of training incidences acrossindustriesin Table 2 reflect
these differences in training rates, and the relevant sizes of the sectors. Thusfor example, while
the training rateis quite high in agriculture for alot of countries, thetiny size of this sector means
that agriculture' s share of the total number of training incidencesis negligible.

A similar story across the different countriesis revealed when we consider occupation (for
which thereisno Swedish dataavailable). In Germany, the four occupationsthat were most likely
to receive training in the specified timescal e were elementary occupations, craft or trade workers,
agricultural workersand serviceor shopworkers. The same occupationsdominatein France, with
the exception of the first. In terms of the distributions of training incidences across occupations
(Table 2), craft or trade workers receive one half of all observed training in France, whilein
Germany the number is40%, with afurther 16.5% going to those in elementary occupations. The
targeting of training at different types of workersin the UK isagain in evidence when occupation
is considered, craft and trade workers and agricultural workers being thefirst and third most likely
occupations to recelve training, with professona occupations coming between them.
Professionalsreceive one-quarter of al thetraining provided in the UK, with just under 20% going
to craft/trade workers. The Netherlands also displays asomewhat mixed pattern, with the highest
proportions of trained employees, ignoring the armed forces, being found amongst craft or trade
workers, and technicians or associate professionals. These occupations dominate the distribution
of Dutch training incidences in Table 2. The latter group also have the highest training rate in
Portugal, again ignoring the armed forces.

An interesting extension to the final part of Table 2 isto attempt to use the information on the
distribution of skillsacross occupationsto reveal where the demandsfor skillsarehighest. Table
3 examines how training incidences are distributed across occupationsfor 21-64 year olds, while
Table 4 considers only continuous, as opposed toinitia, training. The assumptions behind these
analyses are that if thereis, say, aparticular need for skilled craft workers, then we should seea
higher rate of training amongst such workers, particularly amongst older workers receiving
continuous training, as firms upgrade their workforces to meet their skill demands. Theresults
reveal that there appears to be a demand for more skilled workers. For example, consider
professional workers. In Germany 9.8% of all training places amongst those aged at |east 21 are
taken by professionals, with the percentage in France being 12.2% and in the UK, 33.7%. These
figures should be compared to the share of training places amongst all employees that are taken
by professionals in these three countries, which are 2.7%, 4.2% and 24.4% in Germany, France
and the UK respectively. The picture is similar, if sightly less striking, if we consider only
continuous training, the percentage of such training places going to professionals being 14.4%in
Germany, 10.6% in France and 24.8% in the UK. A similar pattern emerges when we consider
technicians and associate professionals. On the other hand, if we consider craft or trade workers,
there is a far larger share of training places in such fields when we consider all employees,
compared to when the analysis is restricted to 21-64 year olds or continuous training only, in
Germany, France, Portuga and the UK. Only in the Netherlands does the distribution of training
places not differ significantly across Tables 2, 3 and 4. It therefore appears that when it comes
to upgrading of existing workers, as opposed toinitia training of new labour market entrants, firms
are particularly keen to upgrade employees in skilled occupations, suggesting that skill demands
are greatest in such areas.
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All the discussion so far has been of cross-tabulation results, and it is of course important to
perform a multivariate analysis, to determine the separate effects of each variable, holding the
othersconstant. Table 5 displays the results when separate weighted |east squares equations are
estimated for each country in turn, as described above. An examination of the table reveals that
most of the effects discussed above show up as statistically significant coefficients in these
estimated equations.® The coefficients in this table reveal the estimated increase, in terms of
percentage points, in the proportion of employees receiving training, when each of the dummy
variables changes from O to 1, holding the values of all others constant.

With respect to gender, the coefficient is statistically significant in each equation, but small in
economic termsin every case, the largest gender difference in the proportion receiving training
being just over 0.2 percentage pointsin France. The female coefficient takes the usua negative
coefficient in Germany, France, the Netherlands and Portugal, while females seem to be dightly
favoured in terms of training in Sweden and the UK.

The strong pattern of training being more likely for the young that was found in the cross-
tabulations isrepeated in the multivariate analysisin al countries, except in Portugal and Sweden
where the age differences in the incidence of training are not statistically significant.

Turning to prior education level, we find negative effects of education on the likelihood of
further training in Germany and France, where the differences between | SCED levelsare over one
whole percentage point in size, while the more usual positive effect isobtained in Sweden and the
UK. The Netherlands, which seemed somewhere between the two in the cross-tabul ation above,
comes out with negative education effects in the multivariate analysis.

The key tenure period for training seemsto be between one and five years, the coefficient on
that dummy variable being positive, relative to the omitted category of less than one year, and
statistically significant in four countries. The exceptions are the negative coefficients in France
and Sweden, theformer being statitically significant. Most training seemsto be completed within
five years, however, with the negative and statistically significant coefficients on the long tenure
variables suggesting that such employees are lesslikely to receive training than new incumbents.
The exceptions are Portuga and the UK, where those with long tenure are more likely to have
received some training in the reference period.

Full-time jobs are clearly more likely to offer training than part-time ones, the effect being
particularly large in Germany. The only exception is Portugal, where the data are unreliable.
However, holding other things constant, in all countries except the Netherlands and in Sweden,
permanent jobs are lesslikely to offer training than those of fixed term; there being no statistically
significant difference between job typesin the latter case.

Finally, considering establishment size, the crosstabulations suggested that small
establishments are more likely to offer training. Holding other things constant, however, wefind
positive effects of establishment size on the probability of training in the Netherlands, Portugal and
the UK, except for the largest size in the case of the UK. There are no statistically significant
differences across establishment size in France, while in Germany, only in the largest
establishmentsis the training probability lower than in all other categories.

Table 6 re-estimates the equations of Table 5 with the sample reduced to 21-64 year oldsonly,
asthe analysis of occupations above showed that the results can be significantly affected by the
presence of individuals in the youngest age group. In fact, there is not a great difference in the
estimated coefficients when the sampleisrestricted in thisway. Of note, however, isthefaling

3 Notethat Greene (1993) describes how the variance of the minimum chi-squared estimator isinversely
proportional to the number of observations, so whenthereisalarge sample, asisthe case here, low standard errors
can emerge, thus explaining some of the large t-statistics evident in this table.
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(in absolute terms) of the coefficients on the prior education level dummy variablesin the German
and French equations, so that the lower probability of the more well-educated receiving training
is somewhat attenuated, although the differencesremain statistically significant. The fact that the
low-skilled are morelikely to receivetraining in Germany and Franceis, therefore, at least in part,
explained by the provision of training for young, low-skilled school-leavers in those countries.

4.2 On- and off-the-job training

As described above, the available dataallow adistinction to be made between exclusively on-the-
job training and training that includes an externa element (here described as* off-the-job’). Note
that the proportion of training in Germany that is reported as exclusively on-the-job differs
markedly from the other countries: this proportion is8% in Germany, compared to 61% in the UK,
63% in Portugal, 67% in the Netherlands and 71% in Sweden. Tables 7 and 8 re-estimate the
weighted |east squares equations of Table 5, to investigate the determinants of each of thesetypes
of training inturn. Since no exclusively on-the-job training isreported for France, the off-the-job
training equation is identical to the overal training equation. In the other countries, the
determinants of the two typesof training largely reflect the determinants of the overall probability
of training, as described above. Here we highlight the differences.

In Germany, women were revealed to belesslikely to receive any form of training. However,
Tables 7 and 8 reveal that this can be decomposed, and that women are more likely to receive on-
the-job training than men. However, most training in Germany has an off-the-job component, and
the negative female coefficient in Table 8 clearly drives the overall result.

Withrespect to age, thestronginverserel ationship between ageand trainingincidenceremains
for both on- and off-the-job training in Germany. However, the size of the age effect is much
larger for off-the-job than for on-the-job training in the Netherlands and the UK. Indeed, thereis
no statistically significant difference at al between the on-the-job training probabilities of 15-20
year olds and 51+ year olds in the UK. Finaly, note that, although there were no large age
differences in Sweden with respect to the overall training incidence, the decomposition reveals
that, unlike in other countries, the young in Sweden arelesslikely to receive off-the-job training,
most of which seemsto go to those in the middle age brackets.

Educationlevel reveals someinteresting differences. Inthe two countrieswhere the standard
positive relationship between prior education and overall training was observed, it continues to
be the case for both on- and off-the-job training in Sweden, whilein the UK therelationshipisonly
statistically significant for exclusively on-the-job training. Also, the negative effects of education
on overal training that were observed earlier for Germany and the Netherlands are here shown
to be completely driven by the off-the-job training, where the effects are large in numerical and
statistical terms. Indeed, in these two countries when it comesto on-the-job training, it seemsthat
the more well-educated are more likely to be in receipt of such training.

The only differencein the tenure effects when training is decomposed into its on- and off-the-
job components are found in the Netherlands, where those with over six years of tenure are
statistically significantly lesslikely to receive on-the-job training, but more likely to receive off-
the-job training, and in the UK, where the same category are more likely to receive on-the-job
training, but show no statistically significant difference when off-the-job training is considered.

All of the relationships between overall training and both full-time/part-time and
permanent/temporary status hold when training is decomposed, so nothing needs to be added here.
Similarly, the positive effect of establishment size on overall training that was found in the
Netherlands, Portugal and the UK is confirmed S for both on- and off-the-job training in the latter
two countries, while it is mainly observed for on-the-job training in the Netherlands. Note also
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that an inverse relationship is now obtained between establishment size and on-the-job training
in Germany, although thisis the minority form of training in that country.

4.3 Purpose and length of training

Table 9 reports the responses to a question asking for the purpose of the training received by
individuals. Training was reported to be either ‘initial’ or * continuous' (afew respondents also
gave the response ‘other’). Considering the composite training measure in the first block of the
table, we can see that Germany again stands out, in that over 90% of the training incidences
reported in the survey period provide initial training. The only other country to have amgority
of itstraining in this category is France, where just over two-thirds of trainees report being in
initial training. In the remaining countries, the percentage of initia training amongst al training
ranges from 23% in Portugal, to less than 1% in the UK. In these countries, continuous training
dominates, plus a small proportion of individuals reporting ‘other’ types of training (the latter
category rising to 10% in Portugal).

Differentiating between on- and off-the-job training, we obtain the result that on-the-job
training ismorelikely to be continuous than off-the-job training. 1n every country, the maority of
on-the-job training is continuous, with the percentage rising from 61% in Germany to 100% inthe
UK. Againin every country, there is a higher percentage of off-the-job training falling into the
‘initial’ category than is found with on-the-job training. In only three countries, however, isthe
majority of off-the-job training categorised as initial (Germany, France and Portugal), and the
percentage so categorised varies widely across the six countries, from 96% in Germany, to less
than 1% in the UK.

The ELFS aso provides data on the time spent in training, if atraining incident is reported,
interms of the total number of weeks, and the average number of hours per week. 1t would be an
easy matter to tabulate the responses to these questions. However such atable for the weeks of
training would be mideading, because the question is asking about the four weeks prior to the
survey only. A training spell of ayear would show up within this period no matter at what point
in the year it began. At the other extreme, a spell lasting under one week would have to begin
either during the four week period being asked about, or in the week before this period, if it was
to show upinthedata. Thus, all training spellslasting ayear or morewill beincluded in the data,
while only a small proportion of those lasting under a week will be included. In general, the
likelihood of the training spell being recorded in the data set will vary in direct proportion to the
length of the spell. Therefore asimple tabulation of the weeks of training variable would suggest
that training spellsin acountry are, on average, longer than they actually are. Thusthe responses
were re-weighted to take account of this problem, applying aweight to each spell length that was
inversely proportional to the probability of spells of that length being recorded in an annual
survey. Tables 10 and 11 report the results, for any kind of training, and then separately for
exclusively on-the-job training and training with an off-the-job component.

Of the six countries considered here, training is clearly most timeintensivein Germany. Even
when the data are re-weighted to alow for the fact that many short duration spells will not be
captured by the survey, over half of all training incidences reported in Germany last for at least
one year. Similarly, with respect to hours of training per week, over 75% of al training
incidencesin Germany are full-time, in terms of comprising at least 21 hours training per week.
No other country’ s statistics can come close to matching those of Germany. Just over oneinfive
training spellsin France last for one year or more, with thisfigure being just over one-tenthinthe
Netherlands and Portugal. France and Portugal are also quite close in terms of hours per week,
with just over one-half of training spellsinvolving an average of over 20 hours per week in both
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countries. However, on this measure, the Netherlands joins the two low-intensity countries,
Sweden and the UK, with over 90% of all training incidencesfalling into the * 20 hours per week
or fewer’ category. In Sweden, three-quartersof all spellslast aweek or less, with afurther 17%
lasting no longer than a month, while only 16% comprise over 20 hours per week, on average.
Finally, the UK appearsto have thelowest intensity, in that 86% of all training spellslast for one
week or less, and 80% are for 20 hours or under per week.

Whenthetraining spellsare divided into exclusively on-the-job training, and training with an
off-the-job component, it is clear that the latter type typicaly last longer than the former. In al
countries, the mgjority of on-the-job training spells last for amonth or less, and are for 20 hours
per week or less. The ordering acrossthe countriesin termsof length remainsthe same asthat for
the composite training measure. With regards to training with an off-the job component, we
observe two-thirds of al such training spellslasting for over ayear in Germany, and almost 85%
taking up over 20 hours per week. Interms of weeks Germany isfollowed, perhaps surprisingly,
by the UK, where one-half of all off-the-job training spells are of over one year’ s duration, with
45% being for more than 20 hours per week. France, the Netherlands and Portugal al have just
over 20% of off-the-job training spells lasting longer than a year, although they vary in terms of
hours per week. Portugal has over three-quarters of its off-the-job training spellslasting for more
than 20 hours aweek, France has 50%, whilein the Netherlands we again observe the prevalence
of part-time training, with only 5% of off-the-job spells taking up more than 20 hours per week.
In Sweden, even when considering off-the-job training, almost three-quarters of such spells last
lessthan aweek. Portugal also has amgority of off-the-job spellslasting less than one month.

Finally, Table 12 contains some very approximate cal culations of the average spell lengths of
training in each country. The calculations are only approximate, because of the grouped nature of
the time variables. The mid-points of each group were calculated (for example, individuals
reporting 6-12 months of training were assigned nine months for the purpose of the calculation).
Respondents reporting over one year of training were arbitrarily assigned one and ahalf years of
training. The number of weeks was then multiplied by the number of hours per week to give a
rough estimate of the total number of hoursthat each spell lasted. The numberswere weighted as
before, to allow for the higher probability of observing alonger spell. Thefirst row of the table
displays thetotal amount of training averaged across all employees, therefore including those who
receive no training. Thus, the first row is an indicator of the total amount of training offered in
each country by employers. Theresultsreveal that the average spell lengthis longest in Germany,
at 82 hours. Thus, although the reported incidence rate is low in Germany, the total amount of
training isclearly higher than in any other country, the average number of hours being almost twice
as high asin the next ranked country, the UK. Inthisrow of thetable, the UK clearly benefitsfrom
its high incidencerate, offsetting thelow intensity in that country. Similarly, France and Portugal
are affected by their very low incidence rates, which in turn are the result of data problems
outlined earlier. The second row considers the average training length, amongst those who have
received training; thus abstracting from the incidence issue and focusing only on intensity.
Germany’ s position as leader is strengthened by doing this, the average length of atraining spell
being 1,360 hours, with France along way behind in second place with 567 hours. Asthefocus
is now only on intensity, the UK now dlips behind both the Netherlands and Portugal into fifth
place, with an average spell length of 135 hours. Training in Sweden is the least intensive, with
an average spell length of just 28 hours.

Differentiating between the two types of training, the result that off-the-job training spellsare
longer than on-the-job spellsis demonstrated in all countries. With respect to on-the-job spells,
we seeasmilar pattern across countriesaswith the compositetraining measure, athough Portugal
isalot closer to Germany. With respect to off-the-job training we again observe the relatively
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strong position of the UK, with an average spell length of 1,220 hours, which trails only the
Germanfigureof 1,545 hours. Even when only off-thejob training is considered, the average spell
length is still only 33 hours in Sweden.

5. Conclusion

The results presented in the previous section allow usto construct a picture of the type of training
being offered in the Six countries under consideration. 1n Germany, athough the overall incidence
of training islower than in some other countries, certain groups seem to betrained intensively; and
overall, the total amount of training offered by employers is greater than in any other country
studied, once we take into account the time spent training each trainee. In particular, two-thirds
of 15-20 year oldsin employment report training within the four week window being considered.
These individuals typically have low or no prior qualifications, and are being trained in
occupations andindustriesassociated with less-skilled workers, such ascraft or elementary trades
with respect to occupation, and construction and catering with respect to industry. They are
usualy in full-time but only temporary employment, and they receive the training early in their
tenure. Almost invariably the training contains an element of external training in acollege, aswell
ason-the-jobtraining. Thetrainingisintensiveintermsof hours per week, and in most caseslasts
at least one year. Most of the training we are observing is thus consistent with being part of the
German ‘dua’ apprenticeship scheme.

Although the datafor France are not as high quality, due to the omission of exclusively on-the-
job training and the inclusion of only spells of training that are current at the time of the survey,
nevertheless the pattern of training appears to be similar to that in Germany. Again, we observe
young, unskilled individuals working in full-time temporary jobs in occupations and industries
typical of semi- and less-skilled workers. Only theintensity of the training appears different, with
France lagging Germany. Note, however, that the results may give the mideading impression that
the apprenticeship system is as developed in France as it isin Germany. Anecdotal evidence
suggests that thisis not the case. The problem is again connected to the data quality problem in
France. In particular, because we only observe training with an off-the-job component (for
example, apprenticeship) while exclusively on-the-job training is not counted by the survey, the
results arelikely to overestimate the extent of the apprenticeship system. If on-the-job training was
also included in the French Labour Force Survey, the picture of training in that country may be
closer to that observed in the other countriesin this study.

At the other extreme of thetraining scale, across the six counties considered here, is Sweden.
The typical Swedish trainee observed in the ELFS is middle-aged (particularly for on-the-job
training) and already well-qualified. She (for females have higher training rates) has afull-time
job inaskilled industry such as finance, and works as aprofessional. Thetraining she receives
isof short duration, typically of lessthan one week and almost aways less than one month, and
lasts for lessthan 20 hours per week. Thetraining we are observing in Sweden, therefore, seems
to be short courses that top up the skills of senior employees and managers.

The other countries considered lie between these two extremes. The UK is next closest to
Sweden, inthat it istypically highly educated and middlie-aged individuals who receive training,
particularly when on-the-job training is being considered, and the training is of short duration and
intensity. Suchindividualsreceivetheir trainingin professiona occupationsandindustries. There
seems to be another smaller, but distinct group in the UK, however. When training with an externa
element is considered the young are much morelikely to bein receipt, and there are no differences
across prior educational groups. We a so observe asignificant number, over 50%, of off-the-job
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training incidences lasting for one year or longer. It would therefore appear that, while most
training remains as short courses for well-educated professional employees, there is a smaller
amount that attempts to match the German training model. 1t isthistype of training which the UK
mustincrease, if it wantsto narrow the gap in the proportion of unskilled workersin the respective
labour forces of Germany and itself.

Thetypical off-the-job traineein the Netherlands has most of the characteristics of the typical
German trainee, that is, they are young with no or low qualifications, working in craft or manual
occupations and industries. However, the majority of Dutch training is done exclusively on-the-
job, and herethe pictureisdifferent, with the more highly educated in good, permanent jobs being
more likely to receive training. Another way in which the Netherlands departs from the German
model is that the training is much less intensive; over 90% of spellslast for lessthan 20 hoursa
week. The Netherlands, like the UK, therefore does not devoteitself to raising the skill levels of
the low-skilled, asin Germany, but likethe UK only hasalimited amount of the training necessary
to successfully help the low-skilled.

Finally, the datain Portuga suffer from only current training spells being counted, and the
number of training spells observed is so small that it isdifficult to cometo any firm conclusions.
The evidence available suggests that it is medium-skilled, middle-aged, semi-professional
employees who are most likely to receive atraining spell, 30% of which last for at least six
months, and about half of which last for at least 20 hours per week.

It can therefore be concluded that the pattern of vocational training in a country is largely
determined by the system of education in that country. Thiswas essentially the conclusion reached
by Beret and Dupray (1998) who stated that * One may therefore posit that the manner in which
skillsareimparted under the education system partly determinesthe extent and level of in-company
continuous training, which in turn will determine access to training and its effects (pp36-37).
Thus, for examplein Germany since 1969, most individual s who do not go on to higher education
go through an apprenticeship scheme, so that two-thirds of al labour market entrants have an
apprenticeship qualification. Apprentices are given atemporary positionin afirm, typically for
three years, and taught the skills necessary to work in that occupation or sector. Teaching takes
place both on-the-job within firms, and aso in classrooms outside the firm (hence the ‘dual’
system). Through such methods, individuals are provided with the skillsthat are required to keep
the German economy competitive and progressive. Therefore, the apprenticeship ‘dual system’
bearsthe brunt of skillsformation, rather than formal educationin Germany. Determined efforts
are made to offer training to the those who need it, that is those who have completed their formal
educationwith few skillsto offer the workplace. They are provided with high quality training to
provide them with those skills, with the result being the low number of low-skilled workersin
the German labour force. The fact that most of the training we observe in Germany is actually
apprenticeship training isrevealed by the age structure of the trainees, the prior skill level (almost
always no higher than the end of compulsory schooling) and the temporary nature of their
employment. Indeed, when 15-20 year olds are excluded from the analysis, the profile of the
typical German trainee changes somewhat in that the differencesin training rates across categories
of demographic characteristics, particularly ISCED levels, are not so stark. In addition, in
response to the question asking about the nature of the training, 92% of respondents in Germany
said that their training was initid training. France is the only other country with a mgjority of
respondents undertaking initial training (69%), while in the remaining countries, continuous
training clearly dominates. Thus, to alarge extent the results presented above for Germany are
driven by the presence of large numbers of apprentices.

Inthe UK, vocationa skillsarein general not taught within formal compulsory education, and
therefore that country has a need to supply such skills through vocationa training. While
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vocational training hasincreased in the recent past through the introduction of the NV Q system and
the Modern A pprenticeship scheme, the above results make it clear that the UK cannot yet match
Germany. Theintensty datashow that most training in the UK remains of very short duration, with
few training spells matching the year-long, more than 20 hours per week model of German training.
In addition, the results reveal that overall, the employees with the highest training rate are those
who already possessadegree or an equivaent qualification. Asaresult, the UK continuesto have
much alarger proportion of its working population at the unskilled level of ISCED 2 or below.
It is true that, when only off-the-job training is considered, spell lengths are impressively close
to thosein Germany, but the problem isthat such training courses are aminority of thetotal number
of courses.

In the Netherlands, there is a mixed system, with some individuals receiving initia training
within an apprenticeship system, while othersremain in full-time formal education to receivetheir
vocational education. Thus, we observe amixed pattern amongst the traineesin the Netherlands.
While those undertaking training with an off-the-job component appear similar to the apprentices
in Germany, there are a significant number in exclusively on-the-job training who are already
well-educated and in good jobs.

Finally, the results show that although Sweden hasthe highest incidencerate, thetraining is of
avery low intensity, and is typically undertaken by middle-aged, well-qualified, professional
employees. However, this training profile is again determined by the education system, with
vocational training being offered within the formal education sector in Sweden. Thus, the reason
firms do not train young unskilled employeesis because their workers have aready emerged from
schooling with the necessary skills, and so Sweden has a low proportion of low-skilled
individuals within its population, despite this lack of initial workplace training.

17



Tablel

Per centage r eceiving vocational training in the four weeks prior to survey

Germany France N’lands Portugal Sweden UK
all employees 491 0.46 5.29 0.1 10.51 7.27
female 4.82 0.30 4.39 0.13 10.83 6.67
male 4,97 0.57 5.81 0.08 10.17 7.81
age 15-20 65.13 26.46 8.04 0.22 3.40 25.63
age 21-30 3.46 0.49 6.70 0.09 8.99 6.60
age 31-40 0.82 0.04 5.37 0.10 12.12 6.18
age 41-50 0.34 0.04 3.75 0.16 12.25 5.62
age 51+ 0.21 0.01 1.78 0.00 9.29 3.30
ISCED high 0.97 0.19 3.73 0.25 14.72 10.50
ISCED medium 1.92 0.21 5.76 0.15 10.09 5.99
ISCED low 24.59 1.08 5.09 0.06 6.04 6.50
tenure +6 years 0.47 0.04 4.56 0.18 11.67 5.57
tenure 1-5 years 9.78 0.86 8.49 0.11 9.96 6.73
tenure< 1 year 6.22 2.48 3.35 0.07 7.72 8.05
full-time 5.57 0.44 6.36 0.10 11.54 8.37
part-time 0.33 0.62 3.33 0.31 7.93 3.80
permanent job 0.89 0.06 5.72 0.09 11.21 5.62
temporary job 31.58 4.79 2.01 0.27 5.87 5.33
< 11 employees 5.50 1.37 3.52 0.02 - 9.27
11-19 employees 5.51 1.35 4.43 0.22 - 6.56
20-49 employees 4.36 0.00 3.88 0.00 - 6.86
50+ employees 3.44 0.00 5.86 0.35 - 6.95
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Table 1 (continued)

Germany France N’lands Portugal Sweden UK
agriculture 6.00 1.29 4.05 0.00 8.51 10.61
fishing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
mining and quarrying 2.20 0.00 7.91 0.00 4.37 5.11
manufacturing 4.24 0.31 5.55 0.08 8.48 5.36
electricity, gas and water 341 0.12 7.61 0.00 13.11 8.95
construction 9.73 151 6.27 0.00 6.79 11.76
wholesale/ retail trade 5.86 1.13 4,75 0.02 8.26 7.22
hotels and restaurants 6.77 2.56 2.58 0.00 6.40 2.39
transport 2.60 0.05 4.00 0.40 10.14 5.47
finance 5.55 0.38 10.76 0.11 18.63 8.22
real estate/business 3.62 0.17 4,13 0.43 9.75 5.99
public administration 2.70 0.07 7.48 0.17 16.06 8.84
education 1.89 0.37 3.72 0.04 11.36 9.13
health / social work 7.22 0.06 6.08 0.29 12.90 9.54
social / personal services 4,75 1.76 4.48 0.00 8.29 8.12
private household service 1.96 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 241
extra-territorial bodies 1.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.13
armed forces 2.46 0.00 11.66 1.53 - 6.35
senior officials/ managers 0.75 0.08 4.96 0.00 - 6.74
professionals 1.28 0.20 4.04 0.17 - 12.19
technician/associate prof. 4.26 0.11 6.56 0.25 - 8.28
clerks 4.02 0.15 5.30 0.15 - 5.62
service/ shop workers 5.562 1.06 5.62 0.08 - 6.26
skilled agricultural 6.45 1.55 4.07 0.00 - 10.26
craft / trade workers 8.12 1.39 8.37 0.03 - 12.41
machine operators 0.68 0.20 5.20 0.00 - 2.33
elementary occupations 8.68 0.11 2.54 0.00 - 2.64
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Table?2

How trainingisdistributed acrossthe variables of inter est

Germany France N’lands Portuga Sweden UK
female 0.358 0.257 0.345 0.550 0.532 0.436
male 0.642 0.743 0.655 0.450 0.468 0.564
age 15-20 0.731 0.727 0.119 0.100 0.011 0.294
age 21-30 0.202 0.225 0.391 0.215 0.191 0.231
age 31-40 0.044 0.031 0.286 0.275 0.284 0.215
age 41-50 0.014 0.017 0.168 0.409 0.317 0.180
age 51+ 0.008 0.001 0.036 0.000 0.197 0.080
ISCED high 0.039 0.078 0.165 0.435 0.412 0.339
ISCED medium 0.247 0.222 0.661 0.146 0.458 0.274
ISCED low 0.714 0.700 0.174 0.419 0.130 0.387
tenure +6 years 0.034 0.043 0.438 0.468 0.652 0.125
tenure 1-5 years 0.407 0.363 0.402 0.145 0.201 0.267
tenure < 1 year 0.559 0.595 0.160 0.387 0.147 0.609
full-time 0.992 0.873 0.762 0.931 0.803 0.872
part-time 0.008 0.127 0.238 0.069 0.197 0.128
permanent job 0.158 0.089 0.949 0.802 0.930 0.934
temporary job 0.842 0.911 0.051 0.198 0.069 0.066
< 11 employees 0.346 0.903 0.089 0.125 - 0.255
11-19 employees 0.138 0.098 0.058 0.143 - 0.082
20-49 employees 0.156 0.000 0.084 0.000 - 0.153
50+ employees 0.360 0.000 0.769 0.733 - 0.510
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Table 2 (continued)

Germany France N’lands Portugal Sweden UK
agriculture 0.013 0.020 0.012 0.000 0.009 0.015
fishing 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
mining and quarrying 0.003 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.001 0.003
manufacturing 0.266 0.215 0.193 0.238 0.161 0.152
electricity, gas and water 0.005 0.002 0.011 0.000 0.009 0.012
construction 0.211 0.200 0.067 0.000 0.031 0.078
wholesale/ retail trade 0.143 0.256 0.141 0.021 0.085 0.158
hotels and restaurants 0.023 0.099 0.015 0.000 0.014 0.015
transport 0.028 0.005 0.047 0.204 0.063 0.048
finance 0.036 0.023 0.070 0.033 0.040 0.054
real estate/business 0.030 0.020 0.071 0.110 0.077 0.070
public administration 0.073 0.010 0.129 0.178 0.088 0.082
education 0.020 0.051 0.048 0.050 0.088 0.102
health / social work 0.117 0.013 0.165 0.166 0.296 0.146
social / personal services 0.031 0.083 0.028 0.000 0.038 0.061
private household service 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
extra-territorial bodies 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
armed forces 0.024 0.000 0.014 0.139 - 0.005
senior officials/ managers 0.004 0.004 0.072 0.000 - 0.130
professionals 0.027 0.042 0.107 0.199 - 0.244
technician/associate prof. 0.154 0.038 0.226 0.287 - 0.089
clerks 0.099 0.036 0.140 0.204 - 0.138
service/ shop workers 0.107 0.273 0.148 0.089 - 0.141
skilled agricultural 0.011 0.026 0.012 0.000 - 0.008
craft / trade workers 0.397 0.503 0.169 0.082 - 0.186
machine operators 0.012 0.064 0.077 0.000 - 0.028
elementary occupations 0.165 0.012 0.037 0.000 - 0.031
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Table3

Thedistribution of training acr oss occupations amongst 21-64 year olds

Germany France N’lands Portugal Sweden UK
armed forces 0.086 0.000 0.013 0.155 - 0.007
senior officials/ managers 0.015 0.018 0.078 0.000 - 0.178
professionals 0.098 0.122 0.118 0.221 - 0.337
technician/associate prof. 0.251 0.142 0.238 0.298 - 0.110
clerks 0.141 0.146 0.148 0.227 - 0.142
service / shop workers 0.082 0.116 0.127 0.099 - 0.101
skilled agricultural 0.014 0.019 0.012 0.000 - 0.007
craft / trade workers 0.188 0.322 0.132 0.000 - 0.063
machine operators 0.018 0.093 0.077 0.000 - 0.034
elementary occupations 0.108 0.018 0.031 0.000 - 0.020
Table4
Thedistribution of continuoustraining acr oss occupations
Germany France N’lands Portugal Sweden UK
armed forces 0.136 0.000 0.013 0.171 - 0.002
senior officials/ managers 0.017 0.007 0.074 0.000 - 0.122
professionals 0.144 0.049 0.106 0.390 - 0.248
technician/associate prof. 0.255 0.077 0.225 0.255 - 0.103
clerks 0.101 0.116 0.136 0.184 - 0.113
service / shop workers 0.104 0.237 0.142 0.000 - 0.140
skilled agricultural 0.002 0.010 0.008 0.000 - 0.007
craft / trade workers 0.138 0.409 0.167 0.000 - 0.220
machine operators 0.016 0.065 0.075 0.000 - 0.018
elementary occupations 0.086 0.020 0.036 0.000 - 0.026
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Table5

The deter minants of vocational training receipt - minimum chi-sgquar ed estimates

varisble Germany France N’lands Portugal Sweden UK
female -0.135*** -0.232%** -0.098* * * -0.199*** 0.211%** 0.101***
(0.025) (0.045) (0.034) (0.039) (0.044) (0.021)
age 15-20 2.448*** 3.053*** 1.476*** 0.040 -0.045 1.393***
(0.056) (0.104) (0.083) (0.084) (0.221) (0.046)
age 21-30 1.189*** 1.138*** 0.607*** -0.074 -0.021 0.233***
(0.052) (0.100) (0.061) (0.058) (0.061) (0.031)
age 31-40 0.439*** 0.406*** 0.372*%** 0.122** 0.094* 0.151***
(0.055) (0.101) (0.058) (0.054) (0.051) (0.029)
age 41-50 0.558*** -0.708*** 0.080 -0.057 0.022 0.053*
(0.059) (0.109) (0.060) (0.054) (0.049) (0.029)
ISCED high -1.505*** -0.508** * -0.641*** -0.035 0.428*** 0.163***
(0.048) (0.085) (0.052) (0.075) (0.059) (0.027)
ISCED medium -1.017*** -1.057*** -0.375*** 0.299* ** 0.082 0.104***
(0.025) (0.035) (0.038) (0.048) (0.055) (0.023)
tenure +6 years -0.473*** -0.226*** -0.232*** 0.151*** -0.251*** 0.249***
(0.037) (0.072) (0.044) (0.042) (0.059) (0.023)
tenure 1-5 years 0.224*** -0.189*** 0.281*** 0.155*** -0.038 0.143***
(0.021) (0.032) (0.042) (0.044) (0.064) (0.019)
full-time 1.320*** 0.136*** 0.456*** -0.387*** 0.096* 0.318***
(0.052) (0.044) (0.035) (0.068) (0.050) (0.028)
permanent -1.978*** -2.056*** 0.998*** -0.413*** -0.083 -0.272%**
(0.022) (0.054) (0.083) (0.055) (0.083) (0.044)
11-19 employees | -0.046 -0.060 0.479*** 0.350%** - 0.331***
(0.035) (0.051) (0.074) (0.062) (0.042)
20-49 employees | -0.043 0.110 0.224*** 0.241*** - 0.206***
(0.033) (0.415) (0.065) (0.054) (0.035)
50+ employees -0.192%** -0.163 0.355*** 0.196*** - -0.169***
(0.027) (0.373) (0.053) (0.047) (0.031)
constant -2.253*** -4.259*** -4.226%** -5.241*** -1.972%** -2.331***
(0.083) (0.142) (0.140) (0.120) (0.141) (0.094)
industry dummies | yes yes yes yes yes yes
occupation yes yes yes yes no yes
dummies
number of 21270 7931 10434 2407 1639 16509
observations
R 0.639 0.772 0.184 0.760 0.223 0.191

Note: Standard errorsin parentheses.

***=ggnificant at 1% level, **=significant at 5% level, *==significant at 10% level.
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Table6

The determinants of vocational training receipt (21-64 year olds) - minimum chi-squar ed estimates

varisble Germany France N’lands Portugal Sweden UK
female -0.124*** -0.103** -0.049 -0.196*** 0.214*** 0.105***
(0.027) (0.052) (0.035) (0.040) (0.045) (0.021)
age 21-30 1.137*** 1.096** * 0.615*** -0.087 -0.021 0.229***
(0.048) (0.091) (0.061) (0.058) (0.063) (0.030)
age 31-40 0.433*** 0.335%** 0.388*** 0.117** 0.094* 0.143***
(0.051) (0.092) (0.058) (0.054) (0.053) (0.029)
age 41-50 0.535*** -0.730*** 0.090 -0.061 0.023 0.053*
(0.055) (0.098) (0.060) (0.054) (0.050) (0.029)
ISCED high -1.212%** -0.160* -0.733*** -0.042 0.427*** 0.204***
(0.049) (0.082) (0.053) (0.075) (0.061) (0.027)
ISCED medium -0.658*** -0.453*** -0.460** * 0.284*** 0.081 0.176***
(0.032) (0.049) (0.040) (0.050) (0.057) (0.024)
tenure +6 years -0.398*** -0.021 -0.334*** 0.135%** -0.255*** 0.226***
(0.035) (0.071) (0.047) (0.042) (0.061) (0.023)
tenure 1-5 years 0.295*** 0.175%** 0.155*** 0.164*** -0.048 0.123***
(0.025) (0.049) (0.046) (0.047) (0.066) (0.020)
full-time 1.318*** 0.071 0.479*** -0.330*** 0.085 0.270***
(0.050) (0.054) (0.036) (0.072) (0.052) (0.029)
permanent -2.094** * -2.084*** 0.984*** -0.430*** -0.106 -0.300***
(0.026) (0.054) (0.095) (0.059) (0.087) (0.045)
11-19 employees | 0.066 -0.073 0.724*** 0.346*** - 0.333***
(0.042) (0.068) (0.078) (0.063) (0.045)
20-49 employees | 0.036 0.204 0.459*** 0.233*** - 0.214***
(0.037) (0.380) (0.070) (0.056) (0.037)
50+ employees -0.162*** 0.074 0.523*** 0.192*** - -0.189***
(0.030) (0.343) (0.057) (0.048) (0.033)
constant -2.819*** -4.110*** -4.098* * * -5.246*** -1.963*** -2.296***
(0.088) (0.149) (0.150) (0.127) (0.146) (0.108)
industry dummies | yes yes yes yes yes yes
occupation yes yes yes yes no yes
dummies
number of 20329 7574 9331 2256 1490 15107
observations
R 0.469 0.557 0.180 0.769 0.230 0.179

Note: Standard errorsin parentheses.

***=ggnificant at 1% level, **=significant at 5% level, *==significant at 10% level.
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Table7

The determinants of on-the-job vocational training receipt - minimum chi-squar ed estimates

varisble Germany France N’lands Portugal Sweden UK
female 0.094*** - -0.007 -0.189*** 0.206*** 0.103***
(0.033) (0.035) (0.035) (0.047) (0.021)
age 15-20 0.790*** - 0.941*** 0.009 0.048 -0.094
(0.073) (0.088) (0.074) (0.206) (0.075)
age 21-30 1.118*** - 0.389*** -0.059 0.009 0.145***
(0.048) (0.059) (0.052) (0.065) (0.030)
age 31-40 0.528*** - 0.216*** 0.038 0.141*** 0.090* **
(0.049) (0.055) (0.048) (0.055) (0.028)
age 41-50 0.630*** - -0.007 -0.041 -0.001 0.031
(0.052) (0.056) (0.048) (0.053) (0.028)
ISCED high 0.066 - 0.411*** -0.068 0.331*** 0.223***
(0.052) (0.063) (0.067) (0.062) (0.027)
ISCED medium 0.282*** - 0.551*** 0.153*** 0.091 0.217***
(0.042) (0.055) (0.043) (0.058) (0.024)
tenure +6 years -0.277*** - -0.350*** 0.115%** -0.470*** 0.217***
(0.037) (0.045) (0.037) (0.064) (0.023)
tenure 1-5 years -0.299*** - 0.260*** 0.158*** -0.145** 0.127***
(0.034) (0.043) (0.039) (0.069) (0.020)
full-time 1.057*** - 0.540*** -0.356*** -0.015 0.293***
(0.043) (0.035) (0.060) (0.053) (0.029)
permanent -0.921*** - 1.074*** -0.415*** -0.088 -0.179***
(0.036) (0.082) (0.049) (0.085) (0.048)
11-19 employees | -0.969*** - 0.602*** 0.337*** - 0.322***
(0.051) (0.082) (0.054) (0.045)
20-49 employees | -0.198*** - 0.522%** 0.240*** - 0.240***
(0.042) (0.072) (0.048) (0.037)
50+ employees -0.341*** - 0.641*** 0.079* - -0.197***
(0.035) (0.059) (0.042) (0.033)
constant -4.373*** - -5.530*** -5.214*** -1.944*** -2.488***
(0.095) (0.247) (0.107) (0.152) (0.207)
industry dummies | yes - yes yes yes yes
occupation yes - yes yes no yes
dummies
number of 22202 - 10605 2409 1656 16621
observations
R 0.228 - 0.207 0.159 0.238 0.157

Note: Standard errorsin parentheses.***=significant at 1% level, **=significant at 5% level, *==significant

at 10% level.
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Table8

The determinants of off-the-job vocational training receipt - minimum chi-squar ed estimates

varisble Germany France N’lands Portugal Sweden UK
female -0.160*** -0.232%** -0.389*** -0.200*** 0.331*** 0.053
(0.024) (0.045) (0.043) (0.039) (0.053) (0.035)
age 15-20 2.732*%** 3.053*** 2.427*** 0.040 -4.231*** 3.741***
(0.058) (0.104) (0.101) (0.083) (0.525) (0.064)
age 21-30 1.543*** 1.138*** 1.455%** -0.074 -0.231*** 1.850***
(0.055) (0.100) (0.091) (0.058) (0.079) (0.059)
age 31-40 0.542%** 0.406*** 0.980*** 0.122** 0.308*** 1.135%**
(0.060) (0.101) (0.090) (0.054) (0.065) (0.061)
age 41-50 0.311*** -0.708*** 0.659*** -0.056 0.187*** 0.825***
(0.066) (0.109) (0.093) (0.054) (0.060) (0.065)
ISCED high -2.033*** -0.508** * -3.049*** -0.034 0.396*** 0.053
(0.052) (0.085) (0.088) (0.075) (0.076) (0.045)
ISCED medium -1.086*** -1.057*** -0.934*** 0.299* ** -0.025 0.042
(0.023) (0.035) (0.035) (0.048) (0.072) (0.031)
tenure +6 years -0.828*** -0.226*** 0.168*** 0.151*** -0.640*** -0.065
(0.042) (0.072) (0.052) (0.042) (0.076) (0.041)
tenure 1-5 years 0.272%** -0.189*** 0.428*** 0.155*** -0.073 0.326***
(0.020) (0.032) (0.047) (0.044) (0.083) (0.027)
full-time 1.924*** 0.136*** 0.321*** -0.388*** 0.229%** 0.451***
(0.056) (0.044) (0.042) (0.068) (0.067) (0.037)
permanent -2.014*** -2.056*** 1.015%** -0.414*** -0.123 -0.300***
(0.021) (0.054) (0.077) (0.055) (0.122) (0.046)
11-19 employees | 0.087*** -0.060 0.258*** 0.350%** - 0.159***
(0.033) (0.051) (0.073) (0.062) (0.051)
20-49 employees | -0.037 0.110 -0.019 0.241*** - -0.193***
(0.032) (0.415) (0.066) (0.054) (0.045)
50+ employees -0.094** * -0.163 0.114** 0.197*** - -0.096**
(0.026) (0.373) (0.053) (0.047) (0.039)
constant -3.199*** -4.259*** -4.380*** -5.241*** -2.375%** -5.967***
(0.084) (0.142) (0.247) (0.120) (0.184) (0.117)
industry dummies | yes yes yes yes yes yes
occupation yes yes yes yes no yes
dummies
number of 21334 7931 10591 2409 1671 16509
observations
R 0.692 0.772 0.335 0.760 0.259 0.191

Note: Standard errorsin parentheses.
***=ggnificant at 1% level, **=significant at 5% level, *==significant at 10% level.
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Table9

Purpose of training (%)

Germany France N'lands Portugal Sweden UK
al initial 91.65 69.11 6.00 23.37 10.56 0.05
training continuous 6.59 30.89 94.00 66.46 87.16 99.40
other 1.76 0.00 0.00 10.18 2.28 0.55
on-the-job | initia 28.60 4.48 0.00 9.62 0.00
training continuous | 60.58 - 95.52 81.58 88.18 100.00
other 10.82 0.00 18.42 2.20 0.00
off-the-job | initia 96.18 69.11 9.17 52.22 12.82 0.20
training continuous 2.71 30.89 90.83 47.78 84.71 97.70
other 111 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.46 2.10
Table 10
Time spent in vocational training, if training received in the four weeksprior to survey (%)
Time Germany France N’lands Portuga Sweden UK
all <1 week 29.93 9.28 32.26 0.00 75.88 86.25
training 1 week - 1 month 6.78 26.66 22.87 69.52 17.34 7.07
1 month - 3 months 2.08 17.68 9.82 0.00 4.56 2.36
3 months - 6 months 1.50 14.65 5.92 131 1.25 0.85
6 months - 1 year 2.03 9.81 17.22 18.79 0.34 0.72
1 year or longer 57.67 21.92 11.91 10.37 0.63 2.75
on-the-job | <1 week 46.69 - 34.09 0.00 76.73 89.13
training 1 week - 1 month 26.04 - 24.35 72.37 16.57 7.20
1 month - 3 months 421 - 11.61 0.00 4.65 2.29
3 months - 6 months 431 - 6.30 0.00 1.13 0.59
6 months - 1 year 5.33 - 15.11 25.20 0.28 0.35
1 year or longer 13.41 - 8.54 2.43 0.64 0.43
off-the-job | <1 week 26.43 9.28 26.43 0.00 73.73 27.06
training 1 week - 1 month 2.76 26.66 18.13 65.04 19.27 4.38
1 month - 3 months 1.64 17.68 4.12 0.00 4.36 3.82
3 months - 6 months 0.92 14.65 4.70 3.38 157 6.12
6 months - 1 year 1.34 9.81 23.96 8.71 0.46 8.38
1 year or longer 66.91 21.92 22.66 22.87 0.61 50.23
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Table1l
Hours spent in vocational training, if training received in the four weeksprior to survey (%)

hours Germany France N’lands Portugal Sweden UK
al 01-20 23.03 48.81 93.08 41.97 83.57 80.23
training 21-40 73.09 39.38 6.92 56.55 16.00 16.08
41-60 141 11.02 0.00 1.49 0.36 2.94
61-80 0.67 0.79 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.65
81+ 1.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11
on-the-job | 01-20 60.37 - 92.49 54.11 85.00 82.54
training 21-40 37.95 - 7.51 43.46 14.58 14.39
41-60 1.63 - 0.00 2.43 0.34 2.31
61-80 0.04 - 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.65
81+ 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12
off-the-job | 01-20 15.98 48.81 94.96 22.85 80.02 56.44
training 21-40 79.72 39.38 5.04 77.15 19.57 33.44
41-60 1.37 11.02 0.00 0.00 0.40 9.50
61-80 0.79 0.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.61
81+ 2.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Table12
Average length of training spells (hours)

Germany | France N’lands Portugal Sweden UK
average training length offered 82 1 27 1 12 46
all trainees 1360 567 222 354 28 135
al on-the-job trainees 381 - 186 331 26 34
all off-the-job trainees 1545 567 335 389 33 1220
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