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Statistics on adult education and training (AET) are often considered as insufficient

because they fail to deliver a comprehensive and consistent picture of this field of

education. This study addresses a specific problem in AET statistics that is varying

participation rates of adults in AET depending on underlying data sources. We elaborate

potential causes for deviations in survey design and the measurement of participation

in sample based AET statistics with reference to the Total Survey Error (TSE) approach.

Our analysis compares AET participation rates and patterns from four representative

German surveys and reveals substantial differences in participation rates and mixed

results for patterns of participation in AET. We find similar relationships for the influence

of employment and educational attainment. The relationship with region, gender, and

age shows to some extent deviations that conclude in contradictory statements

on probabilities of participation. The discussion addresses consequences for the

interpretation of survey results on AET participations and draws conclusions for the

further development of AET statistics.

Keywords: adult education and training, adult education and training statistics, survey research, educational

monitoring, total survey error, adult learning

INTRODUCTION

Evidence-based education policy making, nationally and internationally, heavily depends on
statistics. Although the databases’ quality are crucial, those for lifelong learning are lacking. The
concept of lifelong learning expands the traditional focus on learning in the system of initial
education to educational activities of adults within their employment, occupational career, and
leisure time. Unlike the educational fields of schooling, vocational, and higher education, these
lifelong learning activities take place in a plural and heterogeneous training sector for which
official statistics are scarce. Instead, representative surveys provide research and monitoring
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of adult education and training (AET) with data on the
context of adults organized learning (e.g., within employment,
employers and job characteristics or provider of AET), access
and opportunity structures (e.g., according to qualification
level, age, regional factors), characteristics of the learning
activity (e.g., duration, funding, certification) and individual
and wider benefits of AET participation (e.g., income, job
security, job, life satisfaction). Unequally distributed AET
participation opportunities most notably in favor of those
with high skills and favorable employment conditions are a
dominant focus in participation research and education policy.
AET participation levels is a key indicator and benchmark in
educational monitoring (e.g., OECD, 2018, p. 134–146; EU,
2009, p. 119/7; BMBF, 2013) and questions on individuals’ AET
participation are usually asked as a standard as far as surveys are
AET related. Interestingly, the results on AET participation differ
considerably. The representative participation rate in AET varies
to an extent of 30% points across surveys (Kuper et al., 2016, p.
10). This raises concerns about the quality of AET statistics and
consequently where “true” AET participation values lie.

Because little is known about the causes for and consequences
of varying AET participation rates across surveys we intend
to narrow those gaps with this study and thus contribute
to providing more reliable data on AET. We use the Total
Survey Error approach (TSE) as a conceptual framework to
systematize potential factors for deviations, related to either AET
representation or measurement and work with four different
representative surveys for Germany that include questions on
AET participation. After harmonizing samples and variables, we
apply descriptive statistics and multivariate models to illustrate
residual variations between the four surveys in relation to
AET participation rates and structures. The discussion considers
consequences for educational research and monitoring and
points out further needs for research as well as possible
advancements in AET statistics.

CAUSES FOR VARYING ADULT
EDUCATION AND TRAINING
STATISTICS—CONCEPTUAL
BACKGROUND AND EMPIRICAL
FINDINGS

This chapter introduces the TSE approach in order to explore and
systematize potential causes for varying AET participation rates
between surveys as well as related empirical findings. It concludes
with the elaboration of the research question.

Abbreviations: AES, adult education study; AET, adult education and training;
AME, average marginal effect; CAPI, computer assisted personal interview;
CATI, computer assisted telephone interview; CLA, classification of learning
activities; ISCED, international standard classification of education; LFS, labour
force survey; MC, microcensus; NEPS, national educational panel study; OECD,
organization for economic co-operation and development; PIAAC, programme
for the international assessment of adult competencies; SC, starting cohort; TSE,
total survey error.

The Total Survey Error
The TSE Approach provides a paradigm for the quality
assessment of surveys in general (Groves and Lyberg, 2010, p.
849). Within a “nested taxonomy” (Groves and Lyberg, 2010,
p. 857) a variety of concepts introduce a range of content
or process related errors in surveys, which may result in a
systematic deviation of a measured value from a true population
value, emphasizing different error sources and offering different
typologies (Groves and Lyberg, 2010, p. 849). Errors in the TSE
paradigm must not be interpreted as mistakes in the colloquial
sense, rather they are inevitable or even inherent to the survey
process. They hint to central factors that can help to assess and
improve survey design (Groves et al., 2009, p. 40f).

For the purpose of this paper, we refer to the established
concept of Groves et al. (2009, p. 41–60) and Groves and Lyberg
(2010, p. 856f.), that systematizes errors of representation and
errors of measurement along the inference process in sample
based survey statistics (see Figure 1). Errors of representation
include coverage error, sampling error, and non-response error,
and emphasize the quality of sampling as a source for varying
AET statistics. Errors of measurement, in line with psychometric
measurement theories, cover errors related to the (construct)
validity of measurement, including errors in data processing and
highlight how the quality of measurement might explain varying
AET statistics.

A number of error sources align along these two strands.
In this chapter, we take a closer look at errors that have
been discussed as potential error sources in previous research
on AET statistics (see section The Quality of Information
From Adult Education and Training Surveys—Current State of
Research and Elaboration of the Research Question). In addition
to these error sources, we select error sources on which we
have information either through the data source itself or via
quality reports in the documentation. Further, we focus on bias-
related errors, rather than variance-related errors. While the
latter are a natural constituent in sample based estimations of
population parameters, bias-related errors are not at random
and systematically affect sampling or measurement (Groves
et al., 2009, p. 56), e.g., excluding respondents with specific
characteristics or provoking specific response behavior.

Errors of Representation for Varying Adult Education

and Training Statistics
Errors of representation result in the misrepresentation of the
target population in the realized survey sample (Groves et al.,
2009, p. 44). Of course, with regard to varying participation
rates, differences in the definition of the target population are
an obvious explanation. Representative surveys on AET typically
target the national household population within a variable age
range. Further discrepancies may relate to the inclusion of
respondents living in institutional setting (e.g., military, prisons).
Moreover, literacy in the survey language (or languages if
translations are used) is another characteristic of the target
population. Ultimately, the population is always defined by the
time of conduction of the survey.

The sampling frame is a list from which a random sample of
respondents from the target population can be drawn (Groves
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FIGURE 1 | AET surveys from a quality perspective, following Groves et al. (2009) (Figure 2.2, p. 42 and Figure 2.5, p. 48).

et al., 2009, p. 54). High quality population registers are
considered best practice in survey research. If their quality is not
sufficient or if they are not available, geographical listings and
random route procedures are applied alternatively (Häder, 2016,
p. 8–10; Scherpenzeel et al., 2017). Random route procedures,
however, can deliver biased estimations in variables related to the
location of the household (Bauer, 2016) as they can systematically
favor starting points and routes. Educational opportunities and
attainment show significant regional and even local disparities
(Ballas et al., 2012; Martin and Schrader, 2016). Additionally,
the distance to institutions of AET is related to socio-spatial
patterns of participation in AET (Schemmann and Feldmann,
2008). Thus, a biased random route sample might lead to biased
estimates on participation in AET. Altogether, the probability of
selection for units within the sampling frame can vary according
to different modes of sampling. As surveys rarely apply a
simple random probability sampling, elements of stratification
or clustering are common. Ideally, the non-zero chances of
selection into the sample are known for each respondent in
the sampling frame (Groves et al., 2009, p. 57ff.) and over- or
underrepresentation in the sample can be adjusted in post-survey
procedures (see below).

Non-response is not easily predictable and can be another
source for misrepresentation of units from the target frame. Non-
response is a common and increasing phenomenon in survey
practice (Groves, 2006). Non-response rates show the percentage
of units from the target frame not contacted successfully or
which refused to participate in the survey. If non-respondents
and respondents differ systematically on the measures of
variables essential to the survey (e.g., participation in AET and
related variables), survey results are biased by non-response
and generalizability is restricted. Low non-response resp. high
response rates are therefore often perceived as a quality criterion.
However, the degree of non-response does not necessarily say
something about the risk of non-response bias (Groves, 2006;

Davern, 2013). Low response rates per se are not problematic if
the refusal does not relate to the survey characteristics. Further,
to some extent non-response can be adjusted in postsurvey
procedures with information from auxiliary variables (see below;
Stoop, 2005, p. 32–36). Furthermore, due to a high variability
in the definition and calculation of non-response, (non)response
rates are a non-reliable indicator for the comparable assessment
of surveys (Davern, 2013, p. 906). Rather than fixation on non-
response rates, survey research calls for substantial analyses
of non-response bias (Groves, 2006; Groves and Peytcheva,
2008; Davern, 2013), guided by the key question of potential
causes for the correlation of survey variables and the likelihood
to respond (Groves and Peytcheva, 2008, p. 169). Influencing
factors in this relationship are related to characteristics of
the survey design (e.g., incentives, sponsorship, mode of data
collection, panel attrition, topic), specific survey measurement
(e.g., objective vs. subjective measurement, topic interest) and
the target population. Most models assume interdependent
relationships between these factors (Groves and Peytcheva, 2008,
p. 168–170). Altogether, the phenomenon of non-response bias
is complex and specific to characteristics of the respective survey
and its context, with limited options to draw general conclusions
from non-response bias analysis.

Nevertheless, non-response bias related errors point to a
range of characteristics as a possible source for varying AET
participation rates. Failed representation of the target population
in characteristics related to AET participation is a first clue. AET
participation shows a pattern in favor of the highly skilled and
employed population, amongst others (Desjardins, 2011, p. 209;
Gauly and Lechner, 2019). If respondents and non-respondents
differ in these characteristics, the estimate of AET participation
can be biased. An underrepresentation of low educated and an
overrepresentation of higher educated respondents, for example,
could entail an overestimation of participation in AET. A
comparison of the sample and the population using an external
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source of population data can address non-response bias at
least partially, especially if the comparison variables are central
predictors in the model of analysis (Halbesleben and Whitman,
2013, p. 924–925). Interest in the survey topic could be another
factor that influences the decision to cooperate in a survey,
although literature so far provides mixed evidence (Groves et al.,
2004, 2006; Groves and Peytcheva, 2008, p. 184). For AET
surveys, this raises the question, if the topic adult education and
training is prevalent in the decision process and if this knowledge
influences respondents’ cooperation. If this is the case, topic
interest in AET might suggest some kind of engagement and
therefore a higher likelihood of participation in AET, whereas
non-interest suggests no engagement and therefore a lower
likelihood of participation in AET.

Surveys regularly apply postsurvey procedures in order to
minimize coverage, sampling, and non-response errors (Groves
et al., 2009, p. 59–60, 347–354). Weighting factors calculate
factors for every respondent based on their probability of being
in the sample. They can account for selection probabilities with
regard to sample design (transformation from household to
individual sample, stratification) and can redress the sample
to known parameters of the target population, e.g., regional
and socio-demographic factors, which are known from an
external source, such as census data. Surveys commonly use this
population-based adjustment, even though the relationship of
adjustment variables, response propensity and the measure of
interest is not clear andmight not necessarily result in a reduction
of non-response bias (Peytcheva and Groves, 2009).

Errors of Measurement for Varying Adult Education

and Training Statistics
Measurement errors bias the true values in answers from survey
respondents. A construct of interest, in our case participation
in adult education, is the starting point for the development
of specific questions that gather information on the construct
(Groves et al., 2009, p. 41–43). In contrast to behavioral or
attitudinal concepts, participation in AET is not an abstract
object of measurement. However, some features can challenge
the operationalization and validity of measurement. There
is no established definition to guide the specifications for
measurement; the field of AET is quite heterogeneous with regard
to participants, providers and formats of learning. It comes with a
broad range of concepts and terms (Tight, 2002). Quite obviously,
if the underlying concepts of AET and their corresponding
question designs vary, we would expect the corresponding
participation rates to vary as well. But, even if surveys refer to
the same definition of AET, there are no standardized questions
to measure them.

Thus, when comparing AET surveys, the exact wording
of the question is important. This is where a significant
measurement error comes into play, namely the response
behavior of respondents (Groves et al., 2009, p. 217–254). In
order to comprehend response behavior, survey questions can be
examined to determine which cognitive understanding, retrieval,
evaluation, and reporting processes they trigger or do not trigger
in respondents. From the extensive literature on these complex
processes, and their significance for measurement errors (Alwin,

2014), we pick out some aspects that are particularly central to
errors in measuring participation in AET.

The interpretation of survey questions (Groves et al., 2009, p.
226–229) is central because—as mentioned above—with regard
to AET it cannot be assumed that there is a uniform use of
language and a uniform universe of terms. If there is no common
understanding of AET in the scientific community, a common
understanding in the general population is highly unlikely
(Widany, 2009, p. 103). Even supposed everyday terms, such
as seminar or workshop, which are typically used in questions
on AET participation, can be interpreted very differently at
the respondent level (see below). Furthermore, questions about
AET participation relate to the past and respondents must
recall the events (Groves et al., 2009, p. 229–234). Whether
this recall is successful depends on several factors (Dex, 1995),
among others, on whether the terms used in the survey match
those of the respondents. Individuals may have taken part in
a weekend seminar, but do not associate this with the terms
“participation in training” used in the questionnaire. Further
aspects that can influence the quality of recall are the proximity to
significant temporal boundaries, such as biographical life events,
the emotional significance of events and their temporal proximity
or distance to the interview. The questionnaire design can account
for some of these factors, e.g., referring to a reasonable period
for recall or individual significant time periods. Examples of AET
activities and a broad use of related terms (supported by visual
aids such as listings on show cards) is likely to trigger memories
on AET events and improve recall. However, this increases the
complexity of the question and thereby the cognitive efforts
to evaluate and report to it. If respondents report on AET
participation by third parties in proxy-reports, e.g., for household
members, this recall acting on behalf of another person may be
less accurate than if this person had been interviewed him- or
herself (Groves et al., 2009, p. 246).

Survey research in panel studies further gives some hints, that
panel participation influences respondents’ response behavior
by panel conditioning in two ways. As they grow familiar with
the questionnaires structure and interview situation, they can
report more accurately or they learned where to report false
answers in order to skip questions and reduce the length of
the interview (Warren and Halpern-Manners, 2012). Apart from
response behavior and associated measurement errors, some
studies show that participation in panel surveys can influence
the behavior of respondents in the surveyed topics, as the
survey raises the awareness and motivation to become more
active in a particular topic. For example, in a panel survey on
labor market issues, repeated questions on participation in labor
market programs result in respondents being more likely to
participate in these programs than non-surveyed control groups
(Bach and Eckman, 2019).

Furthermore, in surveys with face to face or telephone
interviews, the behavior of interviewers affects survey errors in
two ways. First with regard to representation, their first contact
with potential respondents can influence the respondents’
decision to cooperate in a survey or not (non-response, see
above). Second with regard to measurement, they can influence
respondents’ answers in the course of the interview directly
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through the administration of the questionnaire or indirectly
through their characteristics and behavior in the social situation
of an interview (Groves et al., 2009, p. 291–324; Brunton-Smith
et al., 2017). As a result, survey estimates can be dependent
on who conducted the interview. To reduce interviewer effects,
surveys can reduce the number of interviews per interviewer
in order to minimize the impact of the individual interviewer
on the total sample. Furthermore, sound interviewer training
and interviewer experience warrants high standards in the
administration of the questionnaire and supports good answers
from respondents.

The Quality of Information From Adult
Education and Training Surveys—Current
State of Research and Elaboration of the
Research Question
Overall, the state of research on the quality of information
on AET participation is manageable and concentrated in
countries that implemented AET strategies and monitor them
with available AET statistics. In general, there is a perception
that the existing data base on AET is insufficient and “poor
training statistics” (Felstead et al., 1997, p. 12; Kuper et al.,
2016, p. 10–12) need to be improved, with regard to both
information and data quality. Analysis either have a primary
focus on one or several AET statistics and assess their quality
or take up the topic in connection with the suitability of
secondary data for analysis projects. If possible, comparative
studies usually harmonize sample characteristics (e.g., age span,
employment status) and measurement (e.g., exclusion of specific
AET activities) and thereby exclude these features as explanatory
factors for differences in AET participation. Usually, the quality
of surveys is assessed in terms of both representation and
measurement errors. Findings from cognitive interviews or
language use studies provide further contributions with regard
to the measurement of AET.

The Adult Education Survey (AES) and the Labour Force
Survey (LFS) are typically addressed as Europe-wide surveys
as well as nationally specific surveys. The comparison of
sample characteristics from voluntary surveys, e.g., the AES, to
those of surveys with a huge sampling rate or a compulsory
participation (one or the other applies, for example, to the LFS
in most European countries), shows deviations in the direction
of an overrepresentation of high educational attainment and
occupational positions in the voluntary surveys (Lois, 2005;
Wohn, 2007; Widany, 2009, p. 141; Badescu et al., 2013).
This could be an indication of a systematic non-response.
Both, educational attainment and occupational position highly
correlate with participation in AET, therefore, participation
rates can be overestimated in the voluntary surveys. Authors
also discuss a non-response bias that relates to an interest or
engagement in the topic of AET (Wohn, 2007; Widany, 2009,
p. 143; Eisermann et al., 2014). However, available data does
not facilitate further analysis of non-response. Interestingly, none
of the available studies includes further quality criteria that can
influence the representativeness of the results, e.g., sampling
design, response rates, or weighting procedures, in order to
discuss deviations in AET participation rates.

Varying measurement of AET is often considered the
most important cause for varying AET participation rates. A
study on language use demonstrates that overall, respondents
understanding of AET is rather narrow and the interpretation
of the meaning varies with educational background and other
characteristics (Campanelli and Channell, 1994). Comparative
studies find that higher participation rates in surveys come
hand in hand with a more exhaustive measurement of
AET participation, including different training activities and
examples, supported by listings and show cards (Wohn, 2007;
Eisermann et al., 2014). Indeed, presenting a listing of a range of
training activities to respondents who reported no participation
in AET in the first place helped respondents to recall activities
(Felstead et al., 1997, p. 32). Yet, the comparison of surveys with
relatively similar measurement of AET still reveals substantial
variations in participation rates (Lois, 2005; Widany, 2009, p.
142–143). Similar to the assumptions about a systematic non-
response (see above), it is discussed in this context whether the
thematic range of the survey is related to respondents propensity
to report AET participation, with one-topic surveys on AET
attracting more AET active respondents than multi-topic surveys
with a potentially more diverse sample (Wohn, 2007; Widany,
2009; Eisermann et al., 2014). The length of the reference period
for which AET activities are surveyed influences reports on
AET participation in two ways. First, as AET is usually not
an everyday activity, longer periods of reference increase the
likelihood of AET participation. An extension from a period
from 4 to 13 weeks can significantly boost participation rates
(Felstead et al., 1997, p. 31–32). Differences in length of reference
period are regarded as the main factor for disparities in the
level of AET participation between AES (12 months) and LFS
(4 weeks) (Badescu et al., 2013). Second, an extended reference
period increases recall problems. A cognitive pretest showed that
a context based question design (e.g., participation in AET in
the context of a specific employment), supports respondents’
accurate recall within the last 5 years (Dürnberger et al., 2010).
Leveling reference periods and aggregated participation rates
does slightly adjust participation levels between surveys (Widany,
2009, p. 124; Eisermann et al., 2014). The use of proxy interviews
seems to undercover participation in AET as self-reports show
higher levels of AET participation than proxy-reports. On the one
hand, proxied respondents show characteristics that are related
to higher likelihood of AET participation (young and male).
On the other hand, proxy reports on AET activities of a third
party are likely to be less accurate (Felstead et al., 1997; Lois,
2005;Wohn, 2007). Amultivariate analysis controlling for several
determinants of AET shows a negative relationship between
participation in AET and proxy interviews (Blundell et al., 1996).

In brief summary, the sparse literature primarily discusses
differences in the measurement of AET as a cause for
varying participation rates, emphasizing the level of support
for interpretation and recall of the questionnaire design, the
reference period and the undercoverage by proxy interviews.
With regard to representation, the bias of samples from
voluntary one-topic surveys toward characteristics that increase
the likelihood of AET participation is discussed. However, the
reference to specific survey features is not always systematic and
hardly does justice to a comprehensive perspective. Findings are
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usually based on descriptive comparisons and do not permit
statements of causal relationship.

Participation in AET is an important global indicator
and descriptive statistics give us valuable information on
participation (for different groups) by means or averages. In
addition to the extent of participation, other qualitative aspects
are of interest. For example, the question of equal opportunities
for participation in AET requires an analytical approach that
sheds light on the associations of participation with different
attributes. Generally, with regard to survey errors, the analytical
use is prone to the same errors as is the descriptive use, but
might affect analytical results differently. If, for example, AET
participation is underreported in all qualification groups the
descriptive results are not accurate. Nevertheless, the association
between qualification and participation in AET is not affected, as
far as underreporting is consistent over all qualification groups.
However, if AET participation is underreported by specific
qualification groups only, the association is biased (Groves et al.,
2009, p. 61–62). The few findings from the literature rather
indicate that not only distribution parameters, but also statistical
relationships vary between the surveys. Analyses using the same
models over different survey statistics show, that a sample bias
toward higher educated and occupational superior older age
groups can mitigate an otherwise strong negative effect of age
on AET participation (Lois, 2005). Apart from the strength of
relationships, findings eventually point to deviations concerning
the direction of the relationship, e.g., a positive relationship
with unemployment in one and a negative or not significant
relationship in the other survey statistics (Wohn, 2007; Badescu
et al., 2013). However, analyses partly use variables for predicting
AET participation for which comparability between surveys is
just as problematic as the measurement of AET, and they refer
to different survey years. Therefore, it is hard to tell, whether
the relationship changed over the course of time, or is biased by
the incompatible measurement of other determinants. This calls
for further research on the quality of analytical findings on AET
participation patterns based on different AET surveys.

We ask from a TSE perspective about distinct features
in survey design and measurement in population based AET
surveys as a possible source for varying participation rates.
Upon this, we extend the comparison of participation rates
to a multivariate analysis of AET participation patterns in
order to evaluate the descriptive and analytical use of data
from different AET surveys. Since research and reporting often
focus on vocational AET, we consider overall participation and
participation in vocational AET separately.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ADULT
EDUCATION AND TRAINING
PARTICIPATION AND PARTICIPATION
PATTERNS IN FOUR POPULATION-BASED
SURVEYS

In general, all surveys that cover participation in AET could
be considered as eligible for our analysis. However, drawing
conclusions about the impact of distinctive survey features
on AET participation rates and patterns in a comparative

analysis requires a minimum of a comparable basis. The
selection process resulted in four surveys, which are all
based on representative samples of the German population
from an overlapping reference period (roughly year 2012)
and serve as sources for educational monitoring as well as
scientific research. The Adult Education Survey (AES) (BMBF,
2014) and the Programme for the International Assessment
of Adult Competencies (PIAAC) (Rammstedt et al., 2016)
are both international comparative surveys within the EU,
respectively OECD-countries. In comparison, the AES has the
most comprehensive AET-related information and provides
detailed information on informal, non-formal and formal adult
learning, as well as attitudes and barriers to learning. PIAAC
also covers educational activities, but focuses on adults’ skill
measurement in literacy, numeracy and problem-solving in
technology-rich environments. The Microcensus (MC) (RDC,
2012) is the official statistic of the German population and its
economic activity and integrates the European Labour Force
Survey (LFS). The MC aims at describing the population as
broadly as possible on a yearly basis and AET is one of many
areas of characteristics surveyed. The National Educational Panel
Study (NEPS) (Blossfeld et al., 2011) provides longitudinal data
on educational trajectories and processes for different birth
cohorts. The NEPS measures participation in AET embedded
in (employment) biographies of adults. All four surveys have in
common that they continuously collect data on AET and cover
a similar time period. They are considered the most relevant
data sources for AET in Germany. They have a similar target
population and a similar definition of AET. As a panel study,
NEPS’ primary purpose is not the provision of cross-sectional
estimates and therefore not an ideal comparative subject.
Nevertheless, we included it in the comparison, as it is a relevant
data source in German AET research and the measurement of
AET participation in particular is an interesting addition to the
approach of the other surveys. The following subsections further
elaborate common and distinct features. For systematization,
we again use the distinction between characteristics related to
representation and measurement errors.

Comparison From the Perspective of
Representation Errors
Table 1 gives an overview on the specifics of the surveys1. The
detailed comparison shows that, in addition to basic similarities,
there are variations in numerous characteristics that can in
principle be the cause of deviations in the AET estimates. What
they have in common is government sponsorship and long-term
operation by established survey institutes or official statistical
offices. The fieldwork of all surveys is in 2012, and partly extends
into the previous or the following year. The data collection mode
is mostly the Computer Assisted Personal Interview (CAPI), also
within the mixed-mode surveys, which also apply Computer
Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI; in NEPS) and additionally
self-administered paper questionnaires (inMC). The age range of
the target population varies over the surveys. With the exception

1Changes in the questionnaire and other survey components are quite common in
repeated surveys; all following specifications refer to the survey “as is” in the survey
year closest to the reference period of this analysis, 2012.
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TABLE 1 | Overview of survey design of AES, PIAAC, NEPS, and MC.

AES PIAAC NEPS (SC 6, wave 5) MC

Sponsorship Government Government Government Government

Survey Institute Infratest (since 2016 known as
Kantar Public)

Infratest (since 2016 known as
Kantar Public)

Infas Statistical offices of the States
(Länder)

Study design Cross-sectional study Cross-sectional study Yearly panel-study Cross-sectional study, rotating
panel

Data collection method CAPI CAPI CAPI (87.5%), CATI (12.5%) CAPI (76.8%)/self-administered
paper questionnaire
(20.8%)/CATI (2.4%)

Fieldwork 03/2012–06/2012 08/2011–03/2012 10/2012–05/2013 All through the year 2012

Target population Residential population, living in
private households in Germany,
aged 18–64

Residential population, living in
private households in Germany,
aged 16–65

Residential population, living in
private households in Germany,
birth cohorts 1944–1986

Residential population, living in
private households, and shared
accommodations in Germany
aged 0 and over (AET: aged 15
and over)

Language German German German, Russian, Turkish German

Sampling frame and
design

Stratified multilevel random
sample, random route
procedure, selection key for
respondent in household

Population registry-based,
two-stage stratified and
clustered random sample

Population registry-based,
stratified multilevel random
sample

Population registry-based
single-stage stratified cluster
sample; yearly replacement of
one quarter of the sampling units

Sample size 7,099 respondents, 16,322
target persons (gross sample
size)

5,465 respondents, 10,240
target persons (gross sample
size)

11,696 respondents, 15,249
target population

688,900 respondents; scientific
use file covers 70% of the
sample (511,946 including
476,342 principally residents)

Obligation Voluntary Voluntary Voluntary Mandatory

Response rate 49.7% 55% (incl. design weights) 76.7% 97.9 % of households

Recruitment /contact Doorstep Advanced letter, monetary
incentive

Advanced letter, monetary
incentive

Official notice in advance

Survey is introduced as …a scientific study; topic “adult
learning” is introduced upon
respondents’ request

…a study on adults skills …a scientific study on adults
education and lifelong learning

…survey on the population and
the labor market

Interviewer No information 5-day-training, 1–5-day-training No information

Weighting procedure Design adjustment and
redressment to parameters of
official statistics

Design, non-response
adjustment and redressment to
parameters of official statistics

Design adjustment and
redressment to parameters of
official statistics

Non-response adjustment and
redressment to parameters of
official statistics

Sources; Quality
reports

Bilger et al., 2013; Infratest, 2013 Rammstedt, 2013; Zabal et al.,
2014

Blossfeld et al., 2011, 2016;
Bech et al., 2013; Hammon
et al., 2016; FDZ-LIfBi, 2019

Destatis, 2013

Abbreviated version. Table S1 provides more details.

of the MC, all surveys exclude persons in shared accommodation
from the definition of the target population. For sampling, all
surveys apply some variation of (multilevel) stratification and
cluster procedure; all except AES select the target persons from
population registries. AES is the only survey with a random
route procedure. The mandatory participation in the MC results
in an extremely high response rate, which is why unit non-
response errors should not be a factor. The NEPS also stands
out with a relatively high response rate. As this wave only
includes panelists and no first respondents it rather indicates
panel attrition of respondents from previous waves. This panel
attrition is likely to be subject to a different mechanism compared
to the non-response in the voluntary surveys, which in the
case of AES and PIAAC is around 50% each. The number of
successful interviews (sample size) ranges from∼5.500 (PIAAC)
to 698.000 cases (MC). From the voluntary surveys, NEPS and

PIAAC used recruitment strategies to motivate respondents to
participate in the survey. The AES contacts respondents without
prior notice at their residence. Interestingly, information on
the topic is only presented after the respondent asks what
the survey is about. How often respondents inquire about this
and whether this relates to non-response behavior could shed
some light on the relationship between non-response and topic
interest. However, there is no data available. It is likely that
the surveys differ in the way interviewers were engaged, as
interviewer training is only reported for NEPS and PIAAC. Both
carry out elaborate competence measurements, which certainly
place special demands on the administration of the interviews.
The weighting procedures for all surveys apply design and
redressment adjustment. There is a core of similar redressment
parameters and data sources and some survey specific ones [e.g.,
country of birth (NEPS), citizenship (AES and MC)]. All but the
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AES indicate that their weighting takes into account results from
non-response analyses.

Comparison From the Perspective of
Measurement
We draw the information on measurement of AET directly
from the questionnaires of the surveys and consider the items
as the empirical implementation of an underlying construct
of AET. Conceptually, the definition of adult education and
training in the four surveys follows the internationally established
Classification of Learning Activities (CLA) by Eurostat (2016).
The CLA distinguishes formal education, non-formal learning
and informal learning. Non-formal education is defined as
“education that is institutionalized, intentional and planned by
an education provider. The defining characteristic of non-formal
education is that it is an addition, alternative and/or complement
to formal education [that leads to a recognized qualification in the
national education system, often initial education, S.W.] within
the process of lifelong learning of individuals [. . . ]. It caters to
people of all ages but does not necessarily apply a continuous
pathway structure; it may be short in duration and/or low-
intensity; and it is typically provided in the form of short courses,
workshops or seminars [. . . ]” (Eurostat, 2016, p. 15). Overall,
all four studies follow this definition of AET. In particular, they
all point out that AET is a form of learning that takes place in
addition or as a complement to formal education and is distinct
from informal learning, that is intentional but less structured.

Table 2 gives more details on the measurement of AET in the
surveys. All surveys provide a variety of terms and occasions
to guide respondents’ interpretation of AET and support the
recall of AET events, both in the introductory question as well as
with help of show cards and examples. Judging by the number
of terms and examples used, interpretation and recall of AET
is likely to be more stimulated in AES and PIAAC than in
NEPS and MC. Some terms and related activities (e.g., courses,
training, seminars, private lessons) are cited in all surveys,
others only appear in individual surveys [e.g., lectures (AES),
distance learning (PIAAC), retraining (MC)]. Only AES and
PIAAC mention work-related training/courses by colleagues or
supervisors explicitly. Only MC includes conferences in its list of
AET formats, which is usually, and according to CLA, classified
as informal learning. For recall, AES, MC, and PIAAC refer to
an identical period of 12 months preceding the interview. NEPS
supports respondents’ memory as they ask for AET participation
within specific contexts, such as recent or current employment,
parental leave, or retirement episodes. If the number of reported
activities exceeds a specific number, all surveys but MC apply a
selection process in order to ask detailed questions on the selected
AET activities. These details also include the information used to
classify the activities as vocational or non-vocational, respectively
attending a course for professional or private reasons (see Table 3
and section Data Preparation—Enhance Comparability in Key
Variables and Samples).

Apart from the questions, the surveys show distinct features
that can affect the quality of measurement of AET: First, the
panel design of NEPS and MC might facilitate a familiarity

with the questionnaire that either promotes answers that are
more accurate or it might provoke item non-response, in order
to shorten interview duration by skipping questions. Second,
compliance with the survey and cognitive ability to recall can
also depend on the duration of the interview and the placement
of the questions on AET within the questionnaire. Quality of
recall and willingness to report correctly can decrease with the
progress of the interview. A third feature that probably affects the
assessment of AET are proxy interviews, which are only present
in the MC (∼26% of the interviews). Here, respondents also
answer questions for other household members, which probably
affects reported participation rates.

Empirical Comparison of Adult Education
and Training Participation and Patterns
Previous chapters described a range of characteristics of the
surveys as potential error sources and causes for varying
participation rates in AET from the perspective of the TSE
paradigm. Unfortunately, we cannot disentangle the causes and
effects in that respect with the available data. It is however
possible to give a more comprehensive picture about diverging
results on AET participation. Based on harmonized samples,
we compare sample characteristics and participation rates in a
descriptive analysis and use regression models to predict AET
participation to compare analytical results of the four surveys.

Data Preparation—Enhance Comparability in Key

Variables and Samples
The data was prepared according to the highest common
denominators. All surveys approximately refer to the reference
period of 2011/2012. The period for which AET is reported, is the
first and the last individual interview date during field work (see
Table 1) minus 12 months. As the MC is conducted throughout
the year, the reference period for participation in AET in the
MC 2012 is a rolling period over (roughly) 2 years from January
2011 to December 2012. The NEPS covers participation in AET
since panel members most recent interview (persons who did
not participate in the preliminary wave 4 were excluded). As
the intervals between interviews vary between 5 and 19 months
(mean: 12.15; median: 12.00), so does the reference period for
AET participation. The overall period for which AET is reported
in NEPS is 10/2011 to 05/2013. For AES and PIAAC the reference
period is the first and last interview during fieldwork (seeTable 2)
minus 12 months (AES 03/2011–06/2011; PIAAC 08/2010–
03/2011).

We analyze overall AET participation and vocational AET
participation. Analyses of AET usually focus on vocational
AET. These job-related participations account for by far
the largest share of reported AET activities. The distinction
between job-related and non-job-related participation makes
sense, since specific motivations, characteristics and returns to
participation are assumed in each case (Desjardins, 2015).Table 3
provides further details on the survey specific operationalization
of vocational AET. Overall AET participation includes any
reported activity in the last 12 months (except for NEPS,
see above). Vocational AET participation includes any AET
activity for which respondents reported an attendance for
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TABLE 2 | Overview of measurement of AET in the AES, PIAAC, NEPS, and MC.

AES PIAAC NEPS (SC 6, wave 5) MC

Introduction to AET
section in the interview
addresses…

Wide range of AET opportunities
Classification of AET activities

No specification: other courses
and training (previous section is
about formal education)
Classification of AET activities

Courses and seminars attended
in specific episodes and outside
episodes

Straightforward:
Have you participated in general
or vocational training in the last
12 months?

Reference period AET
participation

12 months previous to interview 12 months previous to interview Time span since the last
interview

12 months previous to interview

Support of recall Show card with a list of four kind
of activities [each with specific
vocational or non-vocational
examples]
Courses and training courses in
work or leisure
Short-term educational events:
Lectures, training courses,
seminars, workshops
Training/on-the-job training by
supervisors, colleagues, trainers,
teletutors
Private lessons in leisure time

Show card with a list of four kind
of activities
Courses for professional or
non-professional reasons
Course conducted through open
or distance education
Organized session for on-the-job
training or training by supervisors
or co-workers
Seminar or workshop
Other kind of course or
private lesson

Recall within specific contexts
Now I have a few questions
about the courses and seminars
you have attended during <for
example civilian service, this
activity, parental leave, ...> last
year
Reference to courses “made for
yourself,” e.g., by attending a
cooking, language or a
trainer course

Further explanation:
for example courses, seminars,
training courses, conferences,
private lessons, study circles
Definition vocational AET:
retraining, courses for
professional advancement, new
professional tasks, further
education
Definition non-vocational AET:
courses for private purposes,
acquire, or expand one’s own
skills and knowledge

Number of activities
and selection process
for inquiry on further
details

12 AET activities, further loops
for up to 4 and up to 2 (randomly
selected) activities

1 AET activity, most recent 2 (randomly selected) AET
activities

Global questions for all resp.
Last activity reported

Panel conditioning First time respondents First time respondents Panel respondents First time (25%) and panel
respondents (75%)

Placement in
questionnaire (roughly)

In the middle of the interview At the beginning of the interview Mainly within reported episodes,
varies over respondents

Toward the end of the interview

Proxy interviews No No No 26%

Original questionnaire
(German version)

Infratest, 2013 Gesis, n.d. LIfBi, 2016 Statistische Ämter des Bundes
und der Länder, 2012

The questions are translated using the online machine learning translation service DeepL (https://www.deepl.com/translator [translation on the dates July 18th to 19th]) to ensure a

certain degree of standardization and objectivity; this table shows keywords and phrases. We provide an extended version in Table S2.

professional reasons in a follow-up question. Between the
surveys, the number of activities selected for this follow-
up question varies, so do the selection probabilities due to
different selection criteria (e.g., most recent activity, random
selection, or global question referring to all activities). Activities
which are very much embedded in the work context (AES
and PIAAC) are automatically classified as vocational. In AES
and PIAAC, respondents choose between the two options
private vs. professional. The NEPS and the MC offer a third
category in which both, professional and private reasons are
valid. Our coding assigns activities that respondents report
as both vocational and non-vocational (NEPS and MC) to
participation in vocational AET, although they could just as
well be assigned to non-vocational AET according to the
same logic. It is difficult to say whether the measurement of
AET after narrowing to vocational AET is more comparable
than the measurement of overall AET. In terms of content,
the reference may be more uniform across the surveys
as it further specifies the AET construct and excludes
a number of rather heterogeneous and probably strongly
varying non-vocational activities over the surveys. However,
the described technical peculiarities of the surveys in turn
limit comparability.

We restricted the age range in all studies to 25–64 years.
This was necessary as the AES does not sample persons over
64 years of age, PIAAC does not ask respondents who are
currently engaged in formal education and younger than 25
years about participation in AET and NEPS does not sample
persons younger than 25 years of age. Additionally, MC data
was restricted to respondents at their main residence resp.
respondents at their secondary residence were excluded in order
to avoid duplicated observations.

For the analysis of sample characteristics and participation
patterns we selected socio-demographic variables with a high
comparability over all surveys. The selection was based on the
predictors frequently used in research for the analysis of AET
participation (e.g., Desjardins, 2011), but was mainly determined
by whether these variables were available in a comparablemanner
across the surveys. The latter was surprisingly rare. Age is shown
in age bands of 10 years, gender measured by male or female,
region by residence in East or West Germany. Education is
reported in ISCED 1997 in 4 different groups (ISCED 1 and 2;
ISCED 3A, 3B, and 4; ISCED 5B; ISCED 5A/6). Employment
status distinguishes between employed respondents and others.
In AES, PIAAC, and NEPS, the employment status is measured
according to the subjective status reported by the respondent.
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TABLE 3 | Operationalization of vocational AET in the AES, PIAAC, NEPS, and MC.

AES PIAAC NEPS (SC 6, wave 5) MC

Information to identify
vocational AET from up
to

12 AET activities 1 AET activity, most recent 2 (randomly selected) AET
activities

Global questions for all activities
reported

Measurement of
vocational AET

Mainly for professional reasons
or more for private reasons?

Mainly for professional reasons? For professional or private
reasons?

Purpose of your training?

Valuesa 1 = professional; 2 = private 0 = no; 1 = yes 1 = for professional reasons;
2 = for private interest; 3 =

bothb

1 = professional; 2 = private; 3
= both professional and

private

Activities automatically
assigned to vocational
AET

Training/on-the-job training by
supervisors, colleagues, trainers,
teletutors

Organized session for on-the-job
training or training by supervisors
or co-workers

aBold values are included in the definition of vocational AET.
bAccording to the manual, “both” is not read out as an answer category and is rather an option for the interviewer if the respondent answers correspondingly.

The questions are translated using the online machine learning translation service DeepL to ensure a certain degree of standardization and objectivity; this table shows heavily shortened

excerpts. An extended version is provided in Table S3.

This was assessed with help of a list of different statuses,
such as full-time employed, part-time employed, unemployed,
retired, student etc. In the MC, the analyzed variable refers
to the reported employment status within the last week prior
to the interview date. In NEPS, to reproduce the cross-
sectional logic of the other surveys, the reported employment
status in the month of the interview was constructed as
employment status.

Each of the data sets we use has a different weighting
structure that aims at obtaining a distribution of socio-
demographic variables that is representative of the German
population. We applied the study-specific weighting procedure
in each of our analyses. Weighting factors are calculated based
on the full sample. Nature of the secondary data does not
allow manipulating weighting factors. Therefore, objective of
sample restriction was to minimize manipulation in the original
sample and thereby apply the original weights within their
intended scope.

Methodical Approach
We apply a three-fold strategy in order to compare the
measurement quality of AET across data sets. First, we compare
the distribution of important socio-demographic variables
between our samples. In a second step, we investigate how the
participation rates in the four surveys differ for overall AET and
vocational AET.

Beyond the comparison of participation rates, we are
interested in how differences in survey design and measurement
of AET affect estimated participation probabilities. Thus, in
our third step, we model the relationship between AET and
a set of socio-demographic characteristics by using weighted
logit models2:

Pr (AET = 1|X) (1)

2We estimate the models with Statas’ logit command and svy-prefix. Therefore,
we use the provided weights for each survey. As far as there are more complex
weighting procedures suggested, we apply them in our analyses (also see Table S5).

The dependent variable is participation in overall AET,
respectively vocational AET (1 = participation, 0 = no
participation). X is a vector, which includes the following set
of covariates:

Region (2 categories, reference: West Germany), sex (2
categories, reference = male), age (4 categories, reference = 25–
34), educational attainment (4 categories, reference = ISCED-
97-levels 5A and 6), and employment status (2 categories,
reference= employed)3.

We conduct the regression analyses for each of the four
surveys separately and calculate average marginal effects (AMEs)
and predictive margins (PM). AMEs give the average probability
to participate in AET compared to a reference category. For
example, an average marginal effect of 0.05 for the gender
coefficient (1 = female, 0 = male) would indicate, that—
everything else equal—women are on average five percentage
points more likely to participate in AET than men. PMs are
calculated for every value of a variable and give the absolute
probability to participate in AET. For example, a PM of 0.2 for
men indicates that—conditional on the other control variables in
the model—men have a 20 percent probability of participating
in AET. The relationship between AMEs and PMs is that AMEs
express the difference of the PMs for the different values of a
variable. In the example above, the PM for women would then
be 0.25.

We plot the AMEs for each covariate and each of the
studies in Figure 2. In this way, we can directly compare
how the differences in the probabilities to participate in AET
vary between different socio-demographic groups and surveys.
Additionally we provide the calculated PMs in Tables S7, S9

which reflect the differences in the participation rates between
the surveys and illustrate the differences in probabilities for the
baseline categories.

3Data was restricted to cases without missing values. With exception of NEPS,
the share of missing values per variable is <2% of the full sample of individuals
aged 25 to 64 years across the surveys. In the NEPS, the share of missing values on
vocational AET is 3.5% (also see Table S4).
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RESULTS

Our empirical comparison of the surveys starts with an overview
of sample characteristics. Subsequently, we provide details on
the participation rates in overall AET and vocational AET and
compare the results with and without weighting procedures
within the surveys. Finally, the estimated logistic regression
models show if and how patterns of participations in overall and
vocational AET vary between the surveys.

Sample Characteristics
Table 4 shows the unweighted and weighted distributions of
the socio-demographic variables in our harmonized sample of
individuals aged from 25 to 64 years across the four surveys. The
comparison provides an idea of how the weighting contributes
to sample parameters matching the distributions of the target
population and to what extent the representativeness of the
sample depends on postsurvey adjustments.

Due to the high response rate and large sample size in
the MC, there are only minor deviations, most pronounced
in the age variable. In comparison, we see slightly more shifts
in the AES, PIAAC, and NEPS data. As these three studies
use the MC as reference for weighting, we also see that they

move toward the distributions of the MC. With respect to
educational attainment in AES, PIAAC, and NEPS, the share
of higher-qualified respondents (levels 5B, 5A, and 6) decreases
toward the share within the MC. This reflects previous findings
from the literature that indicate an overrepresentation of high-
qualified respondents in voluntary surveys (see section The
Quality of Information From Adult Education and Training
Surveys—Current State of Research and Elaboration of the
Research Question).

Although the sample distributions align, some differences
between the surveys remain after the weighting adjustments.
Whereas, in AES, PIAAC, and NEPS there are slightly more
women than men, the opposite is the case in the MC. There
are moderate deviations in the age distributions; the share of
the population aged 45–64 years lies in between a range of
52.0 (PIAAC) and 53.4% (MC). Educational attainment varies
between all four surveys, which is particularly evident in lower
and upper qualification categories. The share of people with low
educational attainment (levels 0–2) in AES and PIAAC is still
smaller (with difference up to 3.7% points) than in the MC.
Simultaneously, in PIAAC the share of academics (levels 5A
and 6) is higher in comparison to the MC (4.0% points). The
corresponding share in AES is only slightly below MC.

TABLE 4 | Sample characteristics of AES, PIAAC, NEPS, and MC.

Without weights Weighted

AES PIAAC NEPS MC AES PIAAC NEPS MC

Full sample: individuals aged 25 to 64 (N) 6,213 4,350 10,428 258,444 6,213 4,350 10,428 258,444

Region (N) 6,213 4,350 10,415 258,444 6,213 4,350 10,415 258,444

West (%) 77.97 78.71 79.66 79.21 79.57 79.80 78.38 79.77

East (%) 22.03 21.29 20.34 20.79 20.43 20.20 21.62 20.23

Gender (N) 6,213 4,350 10,428 258,444 6,213 4,350 10,428 258,444

Male (%) 47.22 48.69 49.01 49.54 50.46 50.44 51.49 49.97

Female (%) 52.78 51.31 50.99 50.46 49.54 49.56 48.51 50.03

Age (N) 6,213 4,350 10,428 258,444 6,213 4,350 10,428 258,444

25–34 (%) 20.28 22.85 14.59 20.90 21.85 21.44 14.76 21.98

35–44 (%) 24.18 25.84 20.52 23.55 25.86 26.57 23.22 24.61

45–54 (%) 30.66 30.09 37.50 30.64 29.73 29.49 31.83 29.72

55–64 (%) 24.88 21.22 27.39 24.91 22.56 22.50 30.20 23.69

ISCED-97 (N) 6,208 4,268 10,417 257,947 6,208 4,268 10,417 257,947

0–2 (%) 10.53 8.39 5.51 13.27 11.79 9.92 9.27 13.60

3+4 (%) 57.01 53.49 44.77 58.54 57.13 55.54 53.26 58.23

5B (%) 14.06 14.41 20.64 11.35 13.95 13.53 17.81 11.19

5A+6 (%) 18.40 23.71 29.08 16.84 17.13 21.01 19.66 16.98

Employment status (N) 6,212 4,272 10,428 258,444 6,212 4,272 10,428 258,444

Employed (%) 70.41 75.59 84.25 74.36 74.77 74.52 81.95 74.48

Unemployed and others (%) 29.59 24.41 15.75 25.64 25.23 25.48 18.05 25.52

Overall AET (N) 6,213 4,272 10,428 258,156 6,213 4,272 10,428 258,156

Yes (%) 48.19 52.43 40.77 16.71 48.49 50.22 35.32 16.72

No (%) 51.81 47.57 59.23 83.29 51.51 49.78 64.68 83.28

Vocational AET (N) 6,211 4,271 10,062 258,156 6,211 4,271 10,062 258,156

Yes (%) 41.60 45.33 31.27 15.88 42.10 43.52 26.66 15.88

No (%) 58.40 54.67 68.73 84.12 57.90 56.48 73.34 84.12

AES (2012) and PIAAC (2012); NEPS SC 6, wave 5; Microcensus 2012 (own calculations).
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The NEPS data is to some extent an outlier: its distributions
differ more strikingly in terms of age (older), education (higher
qualified), and employment status (less unemployed). As these
differences are probably due to its cohort panel structure and
the simulation of a cross-sectional sample for the purpose of
our analysis, we do not make any further population-based
comparisons with the cross-sectional studies. However, we need
to keep in mind that these deviations might affect the aggregated
chances of participating in AET (older age negatively, higher
qualifications, and employment positively).

AET Participation Rates
Whereas, the results for socio-demographic characteristics
show some shifts in the distributions before and after
weighting adjustments, the participation rates (see Table 4)
show only minor deviations within AES, PIAAC, and the
MC. This applies to both overall and vocational AET. The
comparatively strong shifts in NEPS with regard to sample
characteristics before and after weighting are continuing
in pre and post weighting participation rates; overall and
vocational AET decrease by 5.5 and 4.6% points after
the adjustments.

In order to meet the representative requirements of the
surveys, the following results refer exclusively to the weighted
data. We see substantial deviations in the levels of participation
rates between the surveys. Between the MC with the lowest and
PIAACwith the highest participation rates, there is a gap of 33.5%
points in overall AET. In between this range, participation rates
in AES (48.2%) are rather close to PIAAC, while the NEPS rate
(40.77) lies below PIAAC and AES but still significantly above
the MC rate. When focusing on vocational AET activities, the
participation rate in the MC decreases by ∼5.0%, in the AES
by 13.2%, in PIAAC by 13.3%, and in the NEPS by 24.5% of
the overall-AET-value4. Similar to before, we find the largest gap
between theMC rate and the PIAAC rate: 27.6% points. However,
for various reasons (see section Data Preparation—Enhance
Comparability in Key Variables and Samples) these different
decreases in participation rates from overall to vocational AET
cannot be interpreted as a direct effect of the operationalization
of vocational or non-vocational AET.

After the descriptive comparison of sample characteristics
and AET participation rates, we extend the comparison toward
participation patterns of AET in order to investigate the analytical
use of the survey data.

Adult Education and Training Participation
Patterns
Figure 2 shows the AMEs of our weighted logistic regression
models of participation in overall (left side) and vocational AET
(right side) on the set of socio-demographic characteristics (also
see Tables S6, S8 and in addition Tables S7, S9 for PMs).

4When comparing the participation rates in the NEPS, we have to account for a
relatively high number of missings on vocational AET (3.5% of the full sample
in ages 25–64; also see Table S4). An analysis of missings at the individual level
showed no abnormalities with regard to the variables used in this study.

Whereas, the results of PIAAC, NEPS, and the MC suggest
higher probabilities to participate in AET for people in West
Germany, the AME based on the AES indicates a higher
probability for people in the east. This also applies after excluding
AET activities that are not vocational. Interestingly, while the
probabilities for east and west in the other surveys converge, in
the AES the gap between east and west is widening.

With respect to gender, the results for overall AET based on
AES and PIAAC do not show gender specific differences. In
contrast, in the NEPS and theMC the probabilities for women are
higher than for men. With focus on participation in vocational
AET the proportions in the AES and PIAAC shift toward a
disadvantage for women. The AMEs based on NEPS and the MC
still indicate slightly higher probabilities for women.

Based on estimates in AES, PIAAC and the MC the effects
point to a significant under-representation of older people (ages
55–64) in AET compared to younger people. This result is also
stable if only vocational AET activities are taken into account.

Results regarding the relationship between education and
AET participation reflect previous findings according to
which the probability of participation increases with higher
educational attainment. Within all surveys the results show
a substantial gap between the groups of low-qualified (levels
0–2) and highly-qualified (levels 5A and 6). With focus
on vocational AET this gap slightly reduces within the
four surveys.

Likewise, there are no substantial differences between the
surveys in comparison of the impact of employment on
participation in AET. Based on all of the four surveys the
AMEs indicates much lower probabilities for people who
are not employed. With vocational AET this gap becomes
even wider.

In summary, we determine different participation structures
for (vocational AET) on the basis of harmonized representative
samples and identical models. While education and employment
show the same relationship over the surveys, we cannot make a
clear statement for region, gender, and age about participation
opportunities related to these characteristics.

DISCUSSION: TOWARD A TRUE VALUE OF
PARTICIPATION IN ADULT EDUCATION
AND TRAINING?

Lifelong learning has become ever more prominent, especially
in light of digitalization, rapid changes in professional activities
and work contexts, as well as the active adult life spans
continuously being longer. Accordingly, there should be a
high level of interest in the ability to reliably monitor and
analyze AET backed by a solid database and valid indicators.
However, there is large variation in AET participation rates
across surveys. Our research was designed to identify reasons
for the present shortcomings and to contribute to improving
the use of AET statistics so that they might better serve as
secondary data in educational research and monitoring. We
drew on the TSE as an overall framework and applied it to
four surveys.
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FIGURE 2 | Average marginal effects on the probability to participate in AET in Adult Education Survey (AES), Programme for the International Assessment of Adult
Competencies (PIAAC), National Educational Panel Study (NEPS) and Microcensus (MC) of (A) region on overall AET, (B) region on vocational AET, (C) gender on
overall AET, (D) gender on vocational AET, (E) age on overall AET, (F) age on vocational AET, (G) ISCED-07 on overall AET, (H) ISCED-07 on vocational AET, (I)
employment status on overall AET, and (J) employment status on vocational AET. Data sources: AES 2012, PIAAC 2012, NEPS SC 6 wave 5, Microcensus 2012
(weighted, own calculations).
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Key Findings and Consequences for
Educational Research
A first analysis showed that the four surveys (AES, PIAAC, NEPS,
MC) were comparable in key points in regards to representation
and measurement of AET. More detailed analyses on their
implementation, however, revealed several differences. As far
as representation is concerned, we find the most noticeable
differences in voluntary (PIAAC, AES, NEPS) or mandatory
(MC) survey participation. They also vary depending on whether
the units are determined by the use of population registers
(PIAAC, AES, MC) or by random route procedures (AES).
Our results on measurement show differences in how the
questionnaires support the interpretation of AET and the recall
of AET events with a relatively high support of recall in AES and
PIAAC in comparison to MC and yet another approach in the
NEPS with its episode-assisted measurement. Overall, our initial
analysis shows that varying AET results cannot be traced back
to just one decisive factor but a variety of details and potential
interacting error sources.

Our empirical comparisons addressed sample characteristics,
participations rates, and participation patterns. After
harmonizing the samples, their characteristics show similar
distributions of key socio-demographic variables and only a
slight educational bias in the voluntary surveys in comparison
to the MC. A minor shift in participation rates can be detected
before and after applying survey weights. After weighing
and harmonizing the samples, the participation rates show a
substantial gap of around 30 (±3) percentage points for overall
AET and vocational AET participation rates.

Beyond comparing participation rates, we studied the
participation patterns for both types of AET by conducting
a multivariate analysis. Both overall and vocational AET
show similar patterns for employment status and educational
qualification across the surveys. On the one hand, it is reassuring
that our analysis of survey results confirms the core statements of
empirical educational research, most prominently the Matthew
effect that refers to higher participation chances for those who
already attained higher initial education (Boeren, 2009). On the
other hand, the findings do yield differences between the surveys
that concern the quality of the association between AET and
region, age, and gender. While according to the AES, persons
in East Germany have an increased chance of participating in
vocational AET compared to persons from West Germany, in
NEPS and MC it is exactly the other way around; according to
PIAAC there are no differences. We also identified a gender-
specific difference according to which women have lower chances
than men to participate in vocational AET in PIAAC, but higher
chances in NEPS and MC; according to AES data, gender does
not matter. Finally, we identified age related differences of a
pattern inNEPS and PIAAC corresponds less and in AES andMC
more to a negative linear relationship between vocational AET
participation and increasing age.

What do these results indicate for the use of AET statistics
as secondary data in educational research and monitoring? For
example, disparities in living conditions between East and West
Germany have been the focus of reporting since reunification.
Depending on the data basis, however, in the case of AET

participation we arrive at different results regarding regionally
specific participation chances. To be on the safe side, we could
only communicate findings that can be replicated when analyzing
various data bases. This approach considerably limits the analysis’
potential due to the low level of standardization and risks
not meeting the requirements placed on empirical educational
research. Creating transparency about uncertainties would be
desirable. While this is constitutive in the context of research, it
is not always feasible in the context of policy and monitoring.
Meaningful indicators and evidence-oriented education policy
can only absorb a certain level of uncertainty. We see the solution
in the further development of the survey-based measurement of
AET and in our study we find starting points, which we explain
further after having explained the limitations of our approach.

Limitations
The TSE approach was instrumental in conceptually
decomposing the AET surveys as it allowed us to identify
potential error sources, which can help explain variances
in the surveys’ AET statistics. The available data, however,
neither allows us to quantify individual error components
nor to consider their possible interactions. While our analysis
contributes to assessing the quality of AET statistics, it does not
allow us to assess the true value of AET participation. Even if
this were possible, a comprehensive evaluation of AET statistics
must go beyond the question of presence or absence of errors
and account for different user perspectives and the purposes
for which statistics were calculated (Groves and Lyberg, 2010,
p. 861–867). This user- or purpose oriented perspective points
to unavoidable trade-offs between over- or underestimating
AET against the analytical potential, e.g., the longitudinal design
of the NEPS, identifying differentiated subgroups within the
large MC sample, the details on AET activities in the AES, or
the information on skills and workplace requirements as an
important context for AET in PIAAC. Economically, of course,
an evaluation of the surveys should also include collecting
information on cost-benefit ratios.

When it comes to the relationship between AET and key
socio-demographic variables, depending on the data basis, we
were able to show that participation in AET models partially
reflect relationships that vary in strength or direction. However,
this modeling does not allow us to assess whether deviations
between the surveys are random or significant in the statistical
sense. It furthermore needs to be added that these models were
not primarily developed theoretically but that they are guided
by the data’s availability and comparability. Thus, our results
can only cover a small part of the information provided by
the surveys. The examination of other key variables, such as
the participation volume or the relationship with other central
AET participation predictors, e.g., characteristics of occupational
activity, showed too little similarity in measurement to be
considered in our comparative analysis.

A final limitation of our survey examination we would
like to point out is that we were exclusively concerned with
questions related to survey implementation and measurement
and that the underlying theoretical AET concepts were of no
concern to us. We derived our (vocational) AET definition from
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the operationalization of the surveys, which to a large extent
are based on the CLA. Our study was not concerned with
the extent to which this classification and its implementation
align to established, related, or contested concepts in this field,
such as education, training, learning, adulthood, or vocation
(Tight, 2002, p. 12–36). That notwithstanding our results would
certainly be essential for a comprehensive and multidimensional
AET assessment.

Further Research and Further Developing
Adult Education and Training Statistics
The literature on AET statistics reveals that their comparability is
limited, thus curtailing our efforts to gain a sound understanding
of AET levels and developments. Our analysis illustrates
differences in how AET is represented and measured and
how this contributes to cross-survey inconsistencies. One main
objective of monitoring in the field of AET statistics is to
provide information on changes in participation rates. Given
this, differences in absolute participation rates may be negligible.
However, comparisons of developments in participation rates in
AES and LFS in Europe show survey specific AET participation
trends as well (Behringer and Schönfeld, 2014, p. 395; Dohmen
et al., 2019). In order to examine this in more detail, further
comparative research with longitudinal or repeated cross-
sectional data sets on AET is necessary.

A desirable goal for the long-term development of AET
statistics would be a theoretically sound and empirically
tested item set for AET-related information accepted by
researchers as well as practitioners that can be used as
standard in all surveys (including international surveys). This
would not only considerably improve our knowledge on
current AET levels and developments but also complement
efforts in survey research to standardize (national) and
harmonize (cross-national) demographic and socio-economic
variables (Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik, 2016). In addition to improved
measurement, this would also provide improved connectivity
between the surveys and their various focal points and strengths.
Ultimately, significant developments in this field require the
cooperation of multiple stakeholders in research and politics, in
some cases on an international level. In this final section, we
would like to point out some starting points for how research can
contribute to this goal.

From a TSE perspective, AET representation and
measurement could be further investigated and improved
best within designs in which central survey components
alternate in order to detect error properties (Groves and
Lyberg, 2010, p. 874). These can be complex undertakings that
require a high degree of cooperation between different actors
(sponsors, survey statisticians, and survey institutes, educational
researchers) and often contradict the objectives intended by
repeated cross-sectional surveys. However, smaller projects
could also contribute in a complementary manner.

With regard to errors of representation, for example, efforts in
non-response analysis (Halbesleben and Whitman, 2013) could
indicate whether interest in AET, participation in AET and
participation in the survey are related and therefore one-topic
surveys might overestimate participation rates due to a non-
response bias.

Studies focusing on the measurement of AET require slightly
less effort and costs and can be carried out in smaller research
projects. Based on our findings we recommend a multi-method
approach that combines different evaluation methods for survey
questions (The Federal Committee on Statistical Methodology,
2016), e.g., cognitive interviews or focus groups (Bowden
et al., 2002; Lenzner et al., 2016). The results can inform how
respondents interpret the survey questions on AET and how they
recall and report AET activities. These results in turn allow to
derive hypotheses and test them in survey experiments (Fowler,
2004). For example, our findings indicate that examining gender-
specific interpretations and response behavior in more detail
could considerably contribute to better understanding how
(vocational) AET activities are measured best.

Evaluating AETmeasurements should also include conceptual
considerations. Do the surveys’ concepts cover, today and in
the future, adult learning in a digitalized world and an ever-
changing work context? Although meeting those criteria holds
many challenges, it is necessary to pay tribute to them at least
to some extent otherwise AET statistics will lag behind future
developments by default (Felstead et al., 2005). Of course we
understand that further technical and conceptual developments
of AET measurements will lead to breaks in previously (more
or less) continuous time series of repeated surveys. The trade-off
then lies between either to being able to generate uninterrupted
AET development statistics or to being able to generate up-to-
date AET activity data.

There is an added layer of complication when it comes to
adjusting international comparative AET surveys to current
developments, as they require cross-national coordination
processes. The literature points out that international
comparability—also within the framework of the same survey—
is severely limited by different national implementations (Hefler
et al., 2010, p. 10; Cedefop, 2015, p. 30–37; Kaminska and Lynn,
2017). Thus, country differences in AET participation not only
reflect the impact of national frameworks but also differences in
measurement, sample design, and data quality. Here, according
to the TSE paradigm, the same principles apply when comparing
different national surveys; intersocietal differences between the
target population, however, result in another error component
(Smith, 2011).

The integration of such projects in calls for tender for
AET surveys can create incentives to conduct this type of
research more systematically and resource-supported. In
this way, policymakers could support a systematic research
programme and, ultimately, the further development of
continuing training statistics.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Publicly available datasets were analyzed in this study. This data
can be found here: PIAAC http://dx.doi.org/10.4232/1.12660,
AES doi: 10.4232/1.11822, NEPS doi: 10.5157/NEPS:SC6:9.0.1,
Microcensus RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical
Offices of the Länder in Germany. This paper uses data from
the National Educational Panel Study (NEPS): Starting Cohort
Adults, doi: 10.5157/NEPS:SC6:9.0.1. From 2008 to 2013, NEPS
data was collected as part of the Framework Program for the

Frontiers in Sociology | www.frontiersin.org 15 November 2019 | Volume 4 | Article 71

http://dx.doi.org/10.4232/1.12660
https://doi.org/10.4232/1.11822
https://doi.org/10.5157/NEPS:SC6:9.0.1
https://doi.org/10.5157/NEPS:SC6:9.0.1
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology#articles


Widany et al. Quality of AET Survey Data

Promotion of Empirical Educational Research funded by the
German Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF).
As of 2014, NEPS is carried out by the Leibniz Institute for
Educational Trajectories (LIfBi) at the University of Bamberg in
cooperation with a nationwide network.

ETHICS STATEMENT

Ethical review and approval was not required for the study
on human participants in accordance with the local legislation
and institutional requirements. Written informed consent for
participation was not required for this study in accordance with
the national legislation and the institutional requirements.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

BG and SW contributed with the initial conceptualization of
the study. Each author was responsible for information on and

data preparation of a specific survey: SW for AES, BG and NM
for PIAAC, MH for NEPS, and JC for MC. JC supervised the
joint analysis of the data and contributed the data presentation.
NM and BG contributed a draft to section Comparative analysis
of adult education and training participation and participation
patterns in four population-based surveys. JC contributed a draft
to section Results. The remainder of the article was contributed
by SW. All authors contributed to the revision of the final draft.

FUNDING

This research was partly funded by SAW-2015-GESIS-2.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found
online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fsoc.2019.
00071/full#supplementary-material

REFERENCES

Alwin, D. F. (2014). Investigating response errors in survey data. Sociol. Methods

Res. 43, 3–14. doi: 10.1177/0049124113507907
Bach, R. L., and Eckman, S. (2019). Participating in a panel survey changes

respondents’ labour market behaviour. J. R. Stat. Soc. A 182, 263–281.
doi: 10.1111/rssa.12367

Badescu, M., Garrouste, C., and Loi, M. (2013). The Distribution of Adult

Training Among European Unemployed. Evidence From Recent Surveys [Post-

Print]. Available online at: https://EconPapers.repec.org/RePEc:hal:journl:
halshs-01057667 (accessed July 22, 2019).

Ballas, D., Lupton, R., Kavroudakis, D., Hennig, B., Yiagopoulou, V., Dale,
R., et al. (2012). Mind the Gap. Education Inequality Across EU Regions.

[Report Authored for the European Commission by the NESSE Network

of Experts]. Available online at: http://www.nesse.fr/nesse/activities/reports/
mind-the-gap-1 (accessed July 22, 2019).

Bauer, J. J. (2016). Biases in random route surveys. J. Survey Stat. Methodol. 4,
263–287. doi: 10.1093/jssam/smw012

Bech, K., Hess, D., Kleudgen, M., and Steinwede, A. (2013). Methodenbericht

NEPS-Startkohorte 6, Haupterhebung 2012/2013, B69. Bonn: infas Institut für
angewandte Sozialwissenschaft.

Behringer, F., and Schönfeld, G. (2014). “Schwerpunktthema. lernen
erwachsener in Deutschland im europäischen Vergleich,” in Datenreport

zum Berufsbildungsbericht, ed Bundesinstitut für Berufsbildung (Bonn),
382–414. Available online at: https://www.bibb.de/dokumente/pdf/BIBB_
Datenreport_2014.pdf (accessed September 25, 2019).

Bilger, F., Gnahs, D., Hartmann, J., and Kuper, H. (ed.). (2013).
Weiterbildungsverhalten in Deutschland. Resultate des Adult Education

Survery 2012. Bielefeld: W. Bertelsmann.
Blossfeld, H.-P., Roßbach, H.-G., and von Maurice, J. (ed.). (2011). Education

as a Lifelong Process. The German National Educational Panel Study (NEPS).

Zeitschrift für Erziehungswissenschaft. doi: 10.1007/s11618-011-0179-2
Blossfeld, H.-P., von Maurice, J., Bayer, M., and Skopek, J. (ed.).

(2016). Methodological Issues of Longitudinal Surveys.The Example

of the National Educational Panel Study. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.
doi: 10.1007/978-3-658-11994-2

Blundell, R., Dearden, L., and Meghir, C. (1996). The Determinants and Effects of

Work-Related Training in Britain. London: Institute for Fiscal Studies.
BMBF (2013). Weiterbildungsbeteiligung in Deutschland auf Rekordniveau.

Pressemitteilung: 024/2013. Available online at: https://www.bmbf.de/
de/weiterbildungsbeteiligung-in-deutschland-auf-rekordniveau-810.html
(accessed July 22, 2019).

BMBF (2014). Adult Education Survey (AES 2012 - Germany). Köln: GESIS
Datenarchiv. ZA5354 Datenfile Version 1.0.0. doi: 10.4232/1.11822

Boeren, E. (2009). Adult education participation. The Matthew principle. Filosofija
Sociol. 20, 154–161. Retrieved from https://www.lmaleidykla.lt/ojs/index.php/
filosofija-sociologija

Bowden, A., Fox-Rushby, J. A., Nyandieka, L., and Wanjau, J. (2002). Methods
for pre-testing and piloting survey questions: illustrations from the KENQOL
survey of health-related quality of life. Health Policy Plan 17, 322–330.
doi: 10.1093/heapol/17.3.322

Brunton-Smith, I., Sturgis, P., and Leckie, G. (2017). Detecting and understanding
interviewer effects on survey data by using a cross-classified mixed effects
location-scale model. J. R. Stat. Soc. A 180, 551–568. doi: 10.1111/rssa.12205

Campanelli, P., and Channell, J. (1994). Training. An Exploration of the Word and

the Concept With an Analysis of the Implications for Survey Design (Research

Series, no. 30). Sheffield: Research Strategy Branch, Employment Department.
Cedefop (2015). Job-Related Adult Learning and Continuing Vocational Training in

Europe. A Statistical Picture [Research Paper, Bd. 48]. Luxembourg: Publications
Office of the European Union.

Davern, M. (2013). Nonresponse rates are a problematic indicator of
nonresponse bias in survey research. Health Services Res. 48, 905–912.
doi: 10.1111/1475-6773.12070

Desjardins, R. (2011). “Participation in adult learning,” in International

Encyclopedia of Adult Learning and Education, ed K. Rubenson (Oxford:
Elsevier), 205–215. doi: 10.1016/B978-0-08-044894-7.00037-3

Desjardins, R. (2015). Participation in Adult Education Opportunities: Evidence

From PIAAC and Policy Trends in Selected Countries. Background Paper for
EFA Global Monitoring Report 2015. Paris: UNESCO

Destatis (2013). Mikrozensus 2012. Available online at: https://www.
forschungsdatenzentrum.de/sites/default/files/mz_2012_qb.pdf (accessed
July 22, 2019).

Dex, S. (1995). The reliability of recall data: a literature review.
Bull. Sociol. Methodol. 49, 58–89. doi: 10.1177/07591063950490
0105

Dohmen, D., Yelubayeva, G., and Wrobel, L. (2019). Patterns in Adult Education

Participation in Europe. FiBS-Forum No. 65, Berlin. Available online at:
https://www.fibs.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/Literatur/Lectures/FiBS-Forum_
065_Adult_education_in_Europe_final_EN_neu.pdf (accessed September 25,
2019).

Dürnberger, A., Drasch, K., and Matthes, B. (2010). Kontextgestützte Abfrage

in Retrospektiverhebungen. Ein Kognitiver Pretest zu Erinnerungsprozessen

bei Weiterbildungsereignissen. IAB-Discussion Paper, No. 20/2010. Available
online at: http://doku.iab.de/discussionpapers/2010/dp2010.pdf (accessed July
22, 2019).

Eisermann, M., Janik, F., and Kruppe, T. (2014). Weiterbildungsbeteiligung –
Ursachen unterschiedlicher Teilnahmequoten in verschiedenen Datenquellen.
Zeitsch. Erziehungswissensch. 17, 473–495. doi: 10.1007/s11618-014-0561-y

Frontiers in Sociology | www.frontiersin.org 16 November 2019 | Volume 4 | Article 71

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fsoc.2019.00071/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124113507907
https://doi.org/10.1111/rssa.12367
https://EconPapers.repec.org/RePEc:hal:journl:halshs-01057667
https://EconPapers.repec.org/RePEc:hal:journl:halshs-01057667
http://www.nesse.fr/nesse/activities/reports/mind-the-gap-1
http://www.nesse.fr/nesse/activities/reports/mind-the-gap-1
https://doi.org/10.1093/jssam/smw012
https://www.bibb.de/dokumente/pdf/BIBB_Datenreport_2014.pdf
https://www.bibb.de/dokumente/pdf/BIBB_Datenreport_2014.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-011-0179-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-11994-2
https://www.bmbf.de/de/weiterbildungsbeteiligung-in-deutschland-auf-rekordniveau-810.html
https://www.bmbf.de/de/weiterbildungsbeteiligung-in-deutschland-auf-rekordniveau-810.html
https://doi.org/10.4232/1.11822
https://www.lmaleidykla.lt/ojs/index.php/filosofija-sociologija
https://www.lmaleidykla.lt/ojs/index.php/filosofija-sociologija
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/17.3.322
https://doi.org/10.1111/rssa.12205
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12070
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-044894-7.00037-3
https://www.forschungsdatenzentrum.de/sites/default/files/mz_2012_qb.pdf
https://www.forschungsdatenzentrum.de/sites/default/files/mz_2012_qb.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/075910639504900105
https://www.fibs.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/Literatur/Lectures/FiBS-Forum_065_Adult_education_in_Europe_final_EN_neu.pdf
https://www.fibs.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/Literatur/Lectures/FiBS-Forum_065_Adult_education_in_Europe_final_EN_neu.pdf
http://doku.iab.de/discussionpapers/2010/dp2010.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-014-0561-y
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology#articles


Widany et al. Quality of AET Survey Data

EU (2009). Council Conclusions of 12 May 2009 on a Strategic Framework for

European Cooperation in Education and Training (‘ET 2020’). Official Journal
of the European Union. Available online at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52009XG0528(01)&from=EN (accessed
July 22, 2019).

Eurostat (2016). Classification of Learning Activities (CLA). Manual 2016 Edition

[Manuals and Guidelines, Bd. 2016, 2016 Edition]. Luxembourg: Publications
Office of the European Union. Available online at: https://ec.europa.eu/
eurostat/documents/3859598/7659750/KS-GQ-15-011-EN-N.pdf/978de2eb-
5fc9-4447-84d6-d0b5f7bee723 (accessed July 30, 2019).

FDZ-LIfBi (2019). Data Manual NEPS Starting Cohort 6 – Adults.Adult Education

and Lifelong Learning, Scientific Use File Version 9.0.1 [NEPS Research Data

Documentation Series]. Bamberg: Leibniz Institute for Educational Trajectories;
National Educational Panel Study. Available online at: https://www.neps-data.
de/Portals/0/NEPS/Datenzentrum/.../SC6_9-0-1_Datamanual.pdf (accessed
July 30, 2019).

Felstead, A., Fuller, A., Unwin, L., Ashton, D., Butler, P., and Lee, T. (2005).
Surveying the scene. Learning metaphors, survey design and the workplace
context. J. Educ. Work 18, 359–383. doi: 10.1080/13639080500327857

Felstead, A., Green, F., and Mayhew, K. (1997). Getting the Measure of Training. A

Report on Training Statistics in Britain. Leeds: Centre for Industrial Policy and
Performance; University of Leeds.

Fowler, F. J. (2004). “The case for more split-sample experiments in
developing survey instruments,” in Methods for Testing and Evaluating Survey

Questionnaires, ed S. Presser, J. M. Rothgeb, M. P. Couper, J. T. Lessler,
E. Martin, J. Martin, and F. Singer (New York, NY: John Wiley and
Sons), 173–188.

Gauly, B., and Lechner, C. M. (2019). Self-perfection or self-selection? Unraveling
the relationship between job-related training and adults’ literacy skills. PLoS
ONE 14:e0215971. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0215971

Gesis n.d.. PIAAC Deutschland 2012. Hintergrundfragebogen. Available online at:
https://www.gesis.org/fileadmin/piaac/Downloadbereich/PIAAC_BQ_Final_
deutsch.pdf (accessed July 22, 2019).

Groves, R. M. (2006). Nonresponse rates and nonresponse bias in household
surveys. Public Opin. Q. 70, 646–675. doi: 10.1093/poq/nfl033

Groves, R. M., Couper, M. P., Presser, S., Singer, E., Tourangeau, R., Acosta, G. P.,
et al. (2006). Experiments in producingnonresponse error. Public Opin. Q. 70,
720–736. doi: 10.1093/poq/nfl036

Groves, R. M., Fowler, F. J. Jr., Couper, M. P., Lepowski, J. M., and Singer, E. (2009).
Survey Methodology, 2nd Edn. Hoboken: Wiley.

Groves, R. M., and Lyberg, L. (2010). Total survey error: past present and future.
Public Opin. Q. 74, 849–879. doi: 10.1093/poq/nfq065

Groves, R. M., and Peytcheva, E. (2008). The impact of nonresponse rates
on nonresponse bias. A meta-analysis. Public Opin. Q. 72, 167–189.
doi: 10.1093/poq/nfn011

Groves, R. M., Presser, S., and Dipko, S. (2004). The role of topic interest in
survey participation decisions. Public Opin Q. 68, 2–31. doi: 10.1093/poq/
nfh002

Häder, S. (2016). Sampling in Practice. GESIS Survey Guidelines. Mannheim:
GESIS – Leibniz Institute for the Social Sciences.

Halbesleben, J. R. B., and Whitman, M. V. (2013). Evaluating survey quality in
health services research. A decision framework for assessing nonresponse bias.
Health Services Res. 48, 913–930. doi: 10.1111/1475-6773.12002

Hammon, A., Zinn, S., Aßmann, C., and Würbach, A. (2016). Samples, Weights,

and Nonresponse: The Adult Cohort of the National Educational Panel Study

(Wave 2 to 6) (NEPS Survey Paper No. 7). Available online at: https://www.
neps-data.de/Portals/0/NEPS/Datenzentrum/Forschungsdaten/SC6/9-0-0/
SC6_6-0-0_W.pdf (accessed July 22, 2019).

Hefler, G., Róbert, P., Ringler, P., Sági, M., Rammel, S., Balogh, A., et al.
(2010). Formal Adult Education in Context – The View of European

Statistics. LLL2010. SP2 Comparative Report. Working Paper No 62. Tallinn.
Available online at: http://lll2010.tlu.ee/publications/project-reports/lll2010-
working-papers_sp2_synthesis-comp-rep.pdf/view (accessed July 22, 2019).

Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik, J. H. P. (2016). Standardisation and Harmonisation of Socio-

Demographic Variables. GESIS Survey Guidelines. Mannheim: GESIS – Leibniz
Institute for the Social Sciences.

Infratest (2013). Handbuch zur Datennutzung des Deutschen Adult Education

Survey (AES 2012). München. Available online at: https://dbk.gesis.org/
dbksearch/download.asp?db=D&id=37489 (accessed July 22, 2019).

Kaminska, O., and Lynn, P. (2017). Survey-based cross-country comparisons.
Where countries vary in sample design. Issues and solutions. J. Off. Stat. 33,
123–136. doi: 10.1515/jos-2017-0007

Kuper, H., Behringer, F., and Schrader, J. (ed.). (2016). Entwicklung von

Indikatoren und einer Datengewinnungsstrategie für die Weiterbildungsstatistik

in Deutschland. Eine Expertise. Bonn: Bundesinstitut für Berufsbildung.
Available online at: https://www.bibb.de/veroeffentlichungen/de/publication/
show/8101 (accessed July 22, 2019).

Lenzner, T., Neuert, C., and Otto, W. (2016). Cognitive Pretesting. GESIS Survey

Guidelines.Mannheim: GESIS – Leibniz Institute for the Social Sciences.
LIfBi (2016). Startkohorte 6: Erwachsene (SC6). Wellen 4 und 5.

Erhebungsinstrumente (SUF-Version 6.0.0). Bamberg: Leibniz-Institut
für Bildungsverläufe e.V. (LIfBi). Available online at: https://www.neps-
data.de/en-us/datacenter/dataanddocumentation/startingcohortadults/
documentation (accessed October 30, 2019).

Lois, D. (2005). Weiterbildungsbeteiligung älterer Erwerbstätiger. Die Messung
im Mikrozensus und der Einfluss soziodemografischer Variabler [Beitrag
zur 4. Nutzerkonferenz “Forschung mit dem Mikrozensus: Analysen zur
Sozialstruktur und zum Arbeitsmarkt”, ZUMA, Mannheim, 12.-13. Oktober
2005]. Available online at:https://www.gesis.org/fileadmin/upload/institut/
wiss_arbeitsbereiche/gml/Veranstaltungen/4.NK_2005/Papers/18_Lois.pdf
(accessed July 30, 2019).

Martin, A., and Schrader, J. (2016). Deutscher Weiterbildungsatlas – Kreise und

kreisfreie Städte. Ergebnisbericht. Available online at: https://www.die-bonn.de/
doks/2016-weiterbildungsangebot-01.pdf (accessed July 22, 2019).

OECD (2018). Education at Glance 2018. OECD Indicators. Paris: OECD
Publishing. doi: 10.1787/eag-2018-en

Peytcheva, E., and Groves, R. M. (2009). Using variation in response rates of
demographic subgroups as evidence of nonresponse bias in survey estimates.
J. Off. Stat. 25, 193–201. Retrieved from: http://www.jos.nu

Rammstedt, B. (ed.). (2013). Grundlegende Kompetenzen Erwachsener im

internationalen Vergleich: Ergebnisse von PIAAC 2012. Münster: Waxmann.
Rammstedt, B., Martin, S. A., Zabal, A., Konradt, I., Maehler, D., Perry,

A., et al. (2016). Programme for the International Assessment of Adult

Competencies (PIAAC), Germany - Reduced Version. GESIS Data

Archive. ZA5845 Data file Version 2.2.0 Cologne. doi: 10.4232/1.
12660

RDC (2012). RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the

Länder. Mikrozensus.
Schemmann,M., and Feldmann,H. (2008). “Analyse von weiterbildungsstrukturen

in lokalen räumen - das beispiel Bochum,” in Zukunft Lebenslangen

Lernens, eds A. Grotlüschen and P. Beier (Bielefeld: W. Bertelsmann),
227–240.

Scherpenzeel, A., Maineri, A. M., Bristle, J., Pflüger, S.-M., Mindarova, I.,
Butt, S., et al. (2017). Report on the Use of Sampling Frames in European

Studies. Deliverable 2.1 of the SERISS project funded under the European
Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme GA No: 654221.
Available online at: https://seriss.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/SERISS-
Deliverable-2.1-Report-on-the-use-of-sampling-frames-in-European-
studies.pdf (accessed July 22, 2019).

Smith, T. W. (2011). Refining the total survey error perspective. Int. J. Public Opin.
Res. 23, 464–484. doi: 10.1093/ijpor/edq052

Statistische Ämter des Bundes und der Länder (2012). Mikrozensus 2012.

Stichprobenerhebung über die Bevölkerung und den Arbeitsmarkt und

Arbeitskräftestichprobe der Europäischen Union 2012. Available online at:
https://www.gesis.org/missy/files/documents/MZ/MZ2012_Erhebungsbogen.
pdf (accessed July 30, 2019).

Stoop, I. A. (2005). The Hunt for the Last Respondent. Nonresponse in Sample

Surveys (SCP Report, 2005/ 8). The Hague: Social and Cultural Planning Office
of the Netherlands.

The Federal Committee on Statistical Methodology (2016). Statistical Policy.

Evaluating Survey Questions. An Inventory of Methods [Working Paper 47].

Available online at: https://nces.ed.gov/FCSM/pdf/spwp47.pdf (accessed July
22, 2019).

Tight, M. (2002).Key Concepts in Adult Education and Training, 2nd Edn. London:
Routledge Falmer.

Warren, J. R., and Halpern-Manners, A. (2012). Panel conditioning in
longitudinal social science surveys. Sociol. Methods Res. 41, 491–534.
doi: 10.1177/0049124112460374

Frontiers in Sociology | www.frontiersin.org 17 November 2019 | Volume 4 | Article 71

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52009XG0528(01)&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52009XG0528(01)&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/3859598/7659750/KS-GQ-15-011-EN-N.pdf/978de2eb-5fc9-4447-84d6-d0b5f7bee723
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/3859598/7659750/KS-GQ-15-011-EN-N.pdf/978de2eb-5fc9-4447-84d6-d0b5f7bee723
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/3859598/7659750/KS-GQ-15-011-EN-N.pdf/978de2eb-5fc9-4447-84d6-d0b5f7bee723
https://www.neps-data.de/Portals/0/NEPS/Datenzentrum/.../SC6_9-0-1_Datamanual.pdf
https://www.neps-data.de/Portals/0/NEPS/Datenzentrum/.../SC6_9-0-1_Datamanual.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13639080500327857
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0215971
https://www.gesis.org/fileadmin/piaac/Downloadbereich/PIAAC_BQ_Final_deutsch.pdf
https://www.gesis.org/fileadmin/piaac/Downloadbereich/PIAAC_BQ_Final_deutsch.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfl033
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfl036
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfq065
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfn011
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfh002
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12002
https://www.neps-data.de/Portals/0/NEPS/Datenzentrum/Forschungsdaten/SC6/9-0-0/SC6_6-0-0_W.pdf
https://www.neps-data.de/Portals/0/NEPS/Datenzentrum/Forschungsdaten/SC6/9-0-0/SC6_6-0-0_W.pdf
https://www.neps-data.de/Portals/0/NEPS/Datenzentrum/Forschungsdaten/SC6/9-0-0/SC6_6-0-0_W.pdf
http://lll2010.tlu.ee/publications/project-reports/lll2010-working-papers_sp2_synthesis-comp-rep.pdf/view
http://lll2010.tlu.ee/publications/project-reports/lll2010-working-papers_sp2_synthesis-comp-rep.pdf/view
https://dbk.gesis.org/dbksearch/download.asp?db=D&id=37489
https://dbk.gesis.org/dbksearch/download.asp?db=D&id=37489
https://doi.org/10.1515/jos-2017-0007
https://www.bibb.de/veroeffentlichungen/de/publication/show/8101
https://www.bibb.de/veroeffentlichungen/de/publication/show/8101
https://www.neps-data.de/en-us/datacenter/dataanddocumentation/startingcohortadults/documentation
https://www.neps-data.de/en-us/datacenter/dataanddocumentation/startingcohortadults/documentation
https://www.neps-data.de/en-us/datacenter/dataanddocumentation/startingcohortadults/documentation
https://www.gesis.org/fileadmin/upload/institut/wiss_arbeitsbereiche/gml/Veranstaltungen/4.NK_2005/Papers/18_Lois.pdf
https://www.gesis.org/fileadmin/upload/institut/wiss_arbeitsbereiche/gml/Veranstaltungen/4.NK_2005/Papers/18_Lois.pdf
https://www.die-bonn.de/doks/2016-weiterbildungsangebot-01.pdf
https://www.die-bonn.de/doks/2016-weiterbildungsangebot-01.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1787/eag-2018-en
http://www.jos.nu
https://doi.org/10.4232/1.12660
https://seriss.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/SERISS-Deliverable-2.1-Report-on-the-use-of-sampling-frames-in-European-studies.pdf
https://seriss.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/SERISS-Deliverable-2.1-Report-on-the-use-of-sampling-frames-in-European-studies.pdf
https://seriss.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/SERISS-Deliverable-2.1-Report-on-the-use-of-sampling-frames-in-European-studies.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edq052
https://www.gesis.org/missy/files/documents/MZ/MZ2012_Erhebungsbogen.pdf
https://www.gesis.org/missy/files/documents/MZ/MZ2012_Erhebungsbogen.pdf
https://nces.ed.gov/FCSM/pdf/spwp47.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124112460374
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology#articles


Widany et al. Quality of AET Survey Data

Widany, S. (2009). Lernen Erwachsener im Bildungsmonitoring. Die

Operationalisierung der Weiterbildungsbeteiligung in Empirischen

Studien. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften.
doi: 10.1007/978-3-531-91740-5

Wohn, K. (2007). Effizienz von Weiterbildungsmessung, Research Notes of the

German Council for Social and Economic Data 15, German Council for Social

and Economic Data (RatSWD). Available online at: https://www.ratswd.de/
download/RatSWD_RN_2007/RatSWD_RN_15.pdf (accessed July 22, 2019).

Zabal, A., Martin, S., Massing, N., Ackermann, D., Helmschrott, S., Barkow,
and Rammstedt, B. (2014). PIAAC Germany 2012. Technical report.
Münster: Waxmann.

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2019 Widany, Christ, Gauly, Massing and Hoffmann. This is an open-

access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution

License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted,

provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the

original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic

practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply

with these terms.

Frontiers in Sociology | www.frontiersin.org 18 November 2019 | Volume 4 | Article 71

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-531-91740-5
https://www.ratswd.de/download/RatSWD_RN_2007/RatSWD_RN_15.pdf
https://www.ratswd.de/download/RatSWD_RN_2007/RatSWD_RN_15.pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sociology#articles

	The Quality of Data on Participation in Adult Education and Training. An Analysis of Varying Participation Rates and Patterns Under Consideration of Survey Design and Measurement Effects
	Introduction
	Causes for varying adult education and training statistics—conceptual background and empirical findings
	The Total Survey Error
	Errors of Representation for Varying Adult Education and Training Statistics
	Errors of Measurement for Varying Adult Education and Training Statistics

	The Quality of Information From Adult Education and Training Surveys—Current State of Research and Elaboration of the Research Question

	Comparative analysis of adult education and training participation and participation patterns in four population-based surveys
	Comparison From the Perspective of Representation Errors
	Comparison From the Perspective of Measurement
	Empirical Comparison of Adult Education and Training Participation and Patterns
	Data Preparation—Enhance Comparability in Key Variables and Samples
	Methodical Approach


	Results
	Sample Characteristics
	AET Participation Rates
	Adult Education and Training Participation Patterns

	Discussion: TOWARD a true value of participation in adult education and training?
	Key Findings and Consequences for Educational Research
	Limitations
	Further Research and Further Developing Adult Education and Training Statistics

	Data Availability Statement
	Ethics Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Supplementary Material
	References


