Minutes of 3rd EDWIN project meeting, Milan, October 17-18, 2003.

Administrative matters:

· Cost statement of the first year (01.11.2002 – 30.10.2003) is to be prepared by each partner. The coordinator sends out the forms to be filled in, as well as partner-specific financial information about advances received and costs accepted by the Commission for the first year. 1st version of the cost statement should be sent to the coordinator by November 15.
· The coordinator will make a new try to contact Eurostat concerning EDWIN’s possibilities to get access to the ECHP 1994-2001 data.

· EDWIN’s 1st Policy-oriented Workshop will be held at ZEW in Mannheim on Thursday June 24, 2004. Wednesday (June 23) will be used for a project meeting, which we will try to schedule such that people can arrive in the morning. A brief project meeting will be held after the workshop. The practical arrangements will be taken care of by the German partner with the help of the coordinator. The workshop focuses on short presentations of main findings from WPs 2, 3 and 4 (Greek, Italian and Portuguese teams). Two keynote speakers will be invited. In the first round Peter will contact David Card and Panos contacts George Psacharopoulos. The keynote speakers’ list for a second round contains the names S. Pischke, C. Oxby, E. Hanuschek, S. Machin, R. Erikson. Invited comments will be asked from Richard Brean (Calle contacts him), Paul Johanson (Peter contacts him), Paolo Garonna (Claudio contacts him), Patrick Werquin (Peter contacts him), and some expert from Germany (to be found out by Charlotte). [Excuse my writing mistakes concerning the various names!]

· Suggestions for dates for the project meeting to be held in Madeira in the Autumn of 2004 are awaited from Pedro (either October or November).

· Ali advertised an up-coming workshop on education at ERMES, to be held on November 10, 2003, in Paris.

WP1: Literature review
Brief presentation of the current status of the literature review. A few national reviews are still missing, but in progress. One aspect that explains the delay of the report is the extension of the review also to macroeconomic education-inequality links (stated in the project’s 1st progress report to the Commission). The review is scheduled to appear in the publication series of the coordinator (ETLA) in December 2003, or January 2004 at the latest.

WP2: Wage inequality and structural change
· Panos presented finalised results from the first part of the WP, based on ECHP data for 2001. (Eventually the Greek team will repeat the calculations for at least some of the other waves of the ECHP data.) 

· Panos presented preliminary cross-country results based on the country-specific calculations provided by partners. Due to data problems, Portugal will obviously not be included in this analysis. 

· Both papers are in good progress and will soon be finalised. A next step will be to look for institutional settings related explanations for the observed patterns and trends. This will be done in collaboration with Erling (WP5 – labour market institutions and flexibility task) and Claudio (WP3).

· It was also discussed whether the inequality analysis, now based on average hourly wages, should be repeated for total earnings (as actually promised in the project’s TA). It was agreed that Panos will, at least, contribute with a discussion of what is actually measured when using the two wage concepts. 

· It was also discussed whether the calculations should make a distinction between sector of employment. It was decided that Panos sends out an inquiry to partners regarding their possibilities to provide national sector-specific calculations.

WP3: Labour market implications of ageing 

· Claudio gave an overview of the current status of the cohort analysis to be undertaken by the Italian team based on national inputs from partners.  The data that has been asked for from partners were discussed and current problems with the data so far received from partners were pointed to. It was agreed that all partners need to check their educational classification, which should follow the ISCED classification (information on ISCED was sent out by the Italian team in connection to the original data request). The Italian team will send out “national reports” pointing to problems in the delivered data. Partners are urged to respond to the problems pointed to in these reports as soon as possible by correcting obvious mistakes and making suggestions for solutions to remaining problems (in cooperation with the Italian team). A first check and reaction to the country reports should be made by mid-November. The revised/corrected data should be delivered by end of November.

· Giorgio presented a paper in progress on cohort size and education, based on ECHP data for 95-01. This is a joint paper with Charlotte.

WP4: Within-group inequality 

· The Portuguese team was represented by Santi only, who presented a paper in progress focused on determinants of the demand for post-compulsory education in Portugal, with a comparison to Spain. The chosen theme raised questions about to which WP this research actually contributes. The choice of country comparison (Portugal vs. Spain) caused confusion as well.

· The Portuguese team could provide no follow-up information or results on the within-educational-group inequality analysis (WP4) for which it carries responsibility. It was agreed that Pedro needs to provide as soon as possible a progress report concerning the state-of-the-art of WP4 in relation to what was presented and promised in Paris in May and also in relation to what is written into WP4 in the TA. It seems that one problem is the team’s weak access to the ECHP data. Their current version of the ECHP covers only the 94-97 waves. The Portuguese team was also urged to straighten out whether it has a contract in force with Eurostat that ensures it the right to use the data in the EDWIN project.

· The partners expressed considerable worries about the current situation with respect to WP4. Unless the Portuguese team can convincingly show that it will be able to finalise the tasks of WP4, a redistribution of responsibilities (and money) is the only – albeit unpleasant – solution left.

· Charlotte reported that she can contribute with a paper comparing within-education-group wage inequality for France and Germany. Rita will find out whether the same analysis could be repeated for Finland.

· The Greek team is producing a multitude of results concerning within-educational-group wage inequality, at least part of which could be used as an input into WP4.

WP5: 

· LMI task: Erling presented his ideas on how to approach the role of cross-country differences in labour market institutions for levels and trends of within-education-group wage inequality, with special reference to the higher educated. This research will be done in collaboration with the Greek and Italian teams. The final analysis of wage variation across countries and over time will depend decisively on what is produced in WPs 2, 3 and 4 about trends in between- and within-group inequality. Two extensions of the analysis will be undertaken based on Norwegian data.

· Over-education: Calle gave a brief introduction to the concept of over-education in relation to skill shortages and measurement problems, and highlighted these aspects with results for Sweden. A previous inquiry to partners about available national data on subjective and objective measures of over-education, including the possibilities offered by the ECHP data, displayed an urgent need to find alternative solutions to tackle the measurement problem in order to be able to produce cross-country comparative evidence. The UK team suggested the use of an external database to work out the empirical educational distribution in each occupation, by gender and age groups. The approach overcomes the problems of using endogenous references, that is, distributions calculated from the same data. It was decided that Calle elaborates on this approach, and also finds out which partners have access to national data that allow this approach to be adopted in order to produce cross-country comparative results for as many EDWIN countries as possible. Because of good availability of data, the Swedish team will obviously be able to contribute most to the over-education task. Furthermore, if the method suggested by the UK team can be applied also to Swedish data, this gives the Swedish team the possibility to compare the results of a broad set of over-education measures adopted in the over-education literature.  

· Quality: Already in Paris, it was noted that only a few countries can cover the quality aspect and that the possibilities to produce cross-country comparative results are limited. Results highlighting the role of institutional related quality differences (quality differences between universities) can obviously be produced for Finland, France, Norway and the UK. The Finnish data will also allow for analysis of quality differences in relation to degree class and subject. Peter will contribute with UK results on outcome differences due to quality differences at the secondary school level. Calle will find out whether similar results could be produced for Sweden. An additional contribution, soon to be finalised, is provided by Germany based on PISA data. Peter pointed to the fact that in the proposal text we also mention the IT revolution and its potentially different impact across cohorts. The UK team seems to be able to contribute with at least some results showing the return to IT and its main sources. 

· Gender: In Paris, Ali and Peter presented the main ideas of a joint paper of theirs focusing on the role of gender for between- and within-educational-group wage inequality (Measuring Gender Wage Differentials Over Time and Across Countries). Ali now gave a detailed report on the data requirements for undertaking this analysis. It was decided that Ali circulates among partners an inquiry concerning the availability of appropriate data in each country, whereby the point-of-departure will be the search for a minimum common data need (country-specific digressions are allowed and welcome, of course). It was noted that such a contribution from the EDWIN project would contain a considerable amount of added value since previous work in this area is from the early 90s.

· Training: Edvard presented an industry-level based approach to exploring productivity and wage effects of employer-financed training. It was agreed that it is of interest to realise this approach for Finland and, based on that experience, decide whether or not it is worthwhile to try to repeat it for other EDWIN countries. Giorgio reminded the partners of his ongoing research on training based on the ECHP data, which will well fulfil the tasks promised within the training block. Calle will contribute with a paper concerning the situation in Sweden. Peter has an overview paper on the assessment of education programmes.

· An up-dated version of the WP5 responsibility table can be found on the next page. Please check it and inform me about corrections/amendments!
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	Individual partners will explore their possibilities to contribute based on a data request to be sent out by Ali.
	

	Finland
	Responsible
	
	
	Contributes with paper on Finland
	
	

	Greece
	
	principal collaborator
	
	
	Greek paper + cross-country paper based on the ECHP (by Yiannis)
	

	Italy
	
	principal collaborator
	
	
	Italian paper (by Simona)
	Two papers by Giorgio based on ECHP data.

	Portugal
	
	
	
	
	
	Portuguese paper (by Pedro)

	France
	
	
	
	Contributes with paper on France
	co-ordinator
	

	Norway
	Responsible
	co-ordinator

(+ 2 papers on Norway)
	
	Contributes with paper on Norway
	
	

	Sweden
	
	
	co-ordinator

(+ Swedish paper)
	Contributes with paper on sec. school level quality differences
	Swedish paper (by Calle)
	Swedish paper (by Calle)

	UK
	
	
	principal collaborator

(+ one UK paper)
	Contribute with at least two papers on the UK
	co-ordinator
	Cross-country training paper by Peter.

	Germany
	
	
	
	Contributes with PISA study paper
	
	


