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Purpose and scope of the deliverable  

This deliverable (D3.5) documents the design, conduct and first results of the Online Survey of Experts and 
Stakeholders (OSES), the policy-Delphi strand of Work Package 3B of the EDU-LAB project. 

This report is a follow-up of the first deliverable in WP3B (D3.4), produced by 30 June 2025, which was initially 
marked as “CO” – confidential. Now, as the main phase of the OSES-Delphi fieldwork have been 
accomplished, and D3.5 has gone public, the dissemination level of D3.4 was also set to “PU” – public. 
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0.5 22 June 2026 Reworked and finalized by Economica team (the final text has been curated with the 
help of AI tools) 

1.0 (final) 22 June 2026 Approved by PMB and the Coordinator 
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1 Introduction and summary 

1.1 Introducing OSES-Delphi as one of backbone empirical 

components of EDU-LAB project 

Preamble 
The Online Survey of Experts and Stakeholders (OSES) is the policy-Delphi strand of Work Package 3B (WP3B) 
of the EDU-LAB project, led by the Economica Institute of Economic Research in Vienna, Austria. As a 
transnational governance instrument, it gathers structured, cross-national expert judgements on the future 
of young people's transitions from education and training into the labour market and translates these 
judgements into input for EU- and country-level policy formulation (e.g. in a form of Policy Briefs, integration 
reports, toolkits, dashboard of empirical data and evidences, etc.) The instrument combines quantitative 
consensus measurement with qualitative interpretation in a sequential, multi-wave design. 

Background and objectives of EDU-LAB project and OSES-Delphi study 
EDU-LAB is a Horizon Europe collaborative research project (Grant Agreement No. 101177428) running from 
2025 to 2027. It addresses systemic challenges in the transition of young people from education into 
employment, examining how policies, practices and institutional arrangements across different education 
and training systems (particularly in general education and in professional/vocational education and training) 
shape outcomes for young people. Among its core concerns are early school-leaving, work-based learning, 
regional disparities, the policy and investment landscape in the European Education Area, and the 
identification and promotion of effective and inclusive practices at local, national and EU levels. The project 
brings together a multidisciplinary consortium of universities, research institutions and policy-oriented 
organisations from across Europe and aims not only to generate knowledge but to facilitate its uptake 
through collaborative stakeholder engagement. 

Within this frame, WP3B “Online Survey of Experts and Stakeholders” is one of the project's two core 
empirical components. Its purpose is to capture expert and stakeholder foresight on youth education-to-
work transitions amid digital and demographic change; to measure where expert consensus and controversy 
lie; and to feed those findings into the project's synthesis (WP5) and into policy briefs, recommendations and 
publications (WP6), while also informing the work of WP1 and WP2. The instrument is deliberately built for 
impact: cross-national expert input is structured so that both stable agreement and persistent dissent can be 
read off and carried into policy formulation. 

Four thematic areas structure the entire OSES effort. These frame the interview guide, the statement clusters 
and the final questionnaire alike, closing the methodological circle across stages: 

• Education and Training: The content, quality and direction of general and vocational education for 
young people. 

• Labour Market and Employment: Entry pathways, employability, skills demand and the position of 
young people in the labour market. 

• Transitions and Systemic Interfaces: The passage from education into work and the institutional 
interfaces that govern it. 

• Inclusion and Disadvantage: Educational inequality, social background, and the inclusion of 
disadvantaged and minority young people. 

The OSES also strengthens the project methodologically. Where many other foresight exercises (for example 
single-country expert panels or one-off scenario workshops) rely on a single national panel or a small 
workshop, it assembles a large multi-country panel and measures, for every trend, not only the central 
expectation but the degree of agreement around it. That makes it possible to distinguish developments on 
which European experts broadly concur from those on which they remain divided, which is a distinction that 
matters for how confidently a finding can be carried into policy recommendation, and one that recurs 
throughout the results below. 



D3.5 Implementation of the Online Survey of Experts and Stakeholders (OSES) Page 5 of 55 

1.2 Structure of the reporting package 

Reader’s guide to Deliverable D3.5 
Deliverable D3.5 documents the OSES-Delphi in four complementary components. The Executive Summary 
(this text report) is the narrative anchor; the other three provide the underlying detail. The table below shows 
how they fit together and how this report relates to each other. The other three volumes can be downloaded 
from the project’s website www.edu-lab-project.eu. 

The first volume (Executive Summary) is the narrative anchor of Deliverable D3.5. It documents the 
methodology and the “road to the Delphi” — the path from exploratory expert 
interviews, through a structured statement-reduction process, to the final set of trend 
statements — and then summarises the descriptive results of the first wave and sets 
out the rationale, design and final results of the second wave, including the Wave 1 → 
Wave 2 convergence and matched-sample analyses. It is written to be read on its own 
while pointing to the companion components (three further volumes) for full detail. 

The second volume (Quantitative Reference Tables) presents the complete statistical tables of survey 
responses received. 

The third volume (Qualitative Reference Tables) contains a full collection of responses to open-ended 
questions. 

The fourth volume (OSES-Delphi Tools and Documentation) includes a full collection of survey 
instruments (concise questionnaires in all project languages), full list of Delphi 
statements, GDPR materials, hidden online survey items, as well as the detailed ex-
ante methodology in the Terms of Reference (D3.4). 

Table 1. Matrix of the main components of D3.5 composite report 

D3.5 Components  
(volumes) 

Contents Relation to this report 

1. Executive Summary  
(this document) 

Methodology, road to the Delphi, descriptive 
Wave 1 results, Wave 2 rationale and final 
results, links to WP1/WP2 

The overview that ties the others 
together 

2.  Quantitative Reference 
Tables 

Full Wave 1 and final Wave 2 tables (overall 
and per country), the Wave 1 ↔ Wave 2 
comparison and the matched-sample (within-
respondent) analyses; sample description and 
factor/policy frequencies 

Source for every figure cited here; 
consult it for complete 
distributions 

3. Qualitative Reference 
Tables 

All open-ended responses, per country and per 
statement, with systematic coding 

Source for the qualitative 
engagement and themes in 
Section 4.5 

4. OSES-Delphi Tools and 
Documentation 

Questionnaires and GDPR materials (in all 
languages), hidden items, the statement list 

Reference for instruments and 
wording 

A note on the character of this report (First Volume).  
At the present stage the OSES is reported descriptively. The aim here is to set out transparently how the data 
were produced and what they show (distributions, levels of agreement, and notable patterns) rather than to 
advance causal explanation or policy recommendations. In-depth analytical interpretation and the 
integration of the quantitative and qualitative strands are reserved for the project's later synthesis (WP5) 
and dissemination (WP6) stages, once the concluding qualitative round is complete. 

The report is structured as follows. Section 2 sets out the project background and objectives. Section 3 
documents the methodology such as the design, the exploratory interviews, the road from interviews to the 
30 Delphi statements, the questionnaire, the sample and recruitment, the fieldwork and data quality, and 
the analysis approach. Section 4 presents the descriptive Wave 1 results: the panel, the overall patterns, a 
statement-by-statement walk-through, and a consensus and controversy synthesis. Section 5 sets out the 

http://www.edu-lab-project.eu/
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Wave 2 reassessment with its rationale, its four-block design and its final results, including the Wave 1 → 
Wave 2 convergence map, the per-country comparison, the driver and policy profiles and the matched-
sample analyses. Section 6 looks ahead to the concluding qualitative round. 

Conventions used throughout D3.5:  
• Terms “Statement(s)” and “Trend Statement(s)” are used interchangeably and stand for key thematic 

tokens suggested to Delphi respondents for assessment along various scales. 

• Statements carry the codes S01–S30, identical across all components.  
They are grouped into four thematic areas:  
➢ A: Education and Training,  
➢ B: Labour Market and Employment,  
➢ C: Transitions and Systemic Interfaces,  
➢ D: Inclusion and Disadvantage.  

• Statement assessment ratings use the following measurement units: 
➢ a 1–5-point Likert-scale plus a non-substantive “cannot judge” option;  
➢ central tendency is reported as the median (Md)  
➢ dispersion as the interquartile range (IQR), with IQR ≤ 1 read as consensus and IQR ≥ 2 as 

divergence.  

• Source (all tables and figures, unless stated otherwise): EDU-LAB Delphi Survey — Wave 1 (N = 433) and 
Wave 2 (N = 207), Horizon Europe Project EDU-LAB (2025–2027), Grant Agreement No. 101177428. 
Calculations and data processing by Economica Institute of Economic Research, Vienna. 

• Statement texts are quoted verbatim from the fielded questionnaire (including their original US-English 
spellings); the surrounding text follows British English. 

Major groups of stakeholders targeted by OSES-Delphi research program 
Eligible respondents were recruited from six principal clusters of stakeholders, with multiple attribution 
across clusters explicitly permitted (a respondent may, for example, be both a researcher and a former 
teacher): 

A.  Governance and administration: authorities funding and running general and vocational education 
and training; labour-market services; certification and accreditation bodies. 

B. Business actors: sector and production chambers; employers and their associations; employee, 
student and teacher unions; investors and sponsors. 

C.  Teaching and training staff: teachers and trainers in general and vocational education and training, 
kept distinct from administrative and technical staff. 

D.  Youth and civil society: parent and youth organisations; NGOs and grass-roots groups; media; 
other stakeholders involved in young people's lives. 

E.  Research and academia: individual researchers and networks; private head-hunting / HR firms and 
consultancies. 

F. International organisations: EU bodies (Commission, CEDEFOP, ETF) and global institutions 
(UNESCO, OECD, World Bank, EBRD). 

1.3 Summary of the main points of the methodology of OSES-

Delphi 
• Design. The OSES is a sequential mixed-methods policy Delphi: 47 exploratory expert interviews (EEIs) 

mapped the issue space; a first quantitative wave measured where experts stand; a second wave feeds 
those results back for structured reassessment; and a concluding qualitative round will deepen the 
interpretation. 

• Languages. Questionnaires for Exploratory Interviews and the Delphi survey tools have been initially 
designed in English and then localized for ten project languages. Interviews have been conducted in the 
language preferred by the respondents, while Delphi online survey was offered in English and the further 
languages of participating countries. 
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• Instrument. EEI findings and partner input produced a pool of 106 candidate statements, which a 
transparent, partner-rated reduction process condensed into 30 trend statements across four thematic 
areas: Education and Training (8 Statements), Labour Market and Employment (7 Statements), 
Transitions and Systemic Interfaces (8 Statements), and Inclusion and Disadvantage (7 Statements). Each 
statement was rated on five dimensions: desirability, importance for policymakers, conflict potential for 
society (5-point Likert scale), and likelihood of realisation within 5 and within 15 years. 

• Wave 1 sample. Fielded 4 March – 10 April 2026, the cleaned dataset comprises N = 433 experts, 
predominantly highly qualified people, spanning all six stakeholder clusters at international, national and 
local levels. Respondents have been invited to take part in OSES-Delphi survey in the course intensive 
cross-country recruitment campaigns organized by eleven project partners in all nine EDU-LAB countries. 
The final sample includes 407 completed expert responses from project countries (though, these may 
account also for experts from international organizations and third countries); respectively, 26 
respondents indicated their residence in countries other than the formal EDU-LAB geographic area. The 
most responses are available for Finland (71), Austria (58), Kosovo (55) and Italy (47). 

• Headline findings of Wave 1. Experts agree most strongly on the likelihood of the trends and are most 
divided on their importance and desirability. The clearest descriptive signal is a normative gap in the 
inclusion domain: trends such as widening educational inequality, the persistence of social-class effects 
and intensified discrimination are judged highly undesirable yet among the most likely to materialise and 
carry the highest perceived conflict potential. 

• Wave 2. 21 statements were carried forward, grouped into four blocks by their Wave 1 result pattern 
(controversial; diverging; uncertain; consensus). Fielded 4 May – 10 June 2026, Wave 2 closed with N = 
207 completed reassessments (89.6% of started sessions; 205 linked to their Wave 1 records). The second 
round confirms convergence: on the 24 dimensions measured in both waves the spread of opinion 
narrowed in 9 cases and widened in none, medians held except for one upward shift on the five-year 
likelihood (S21), policy action on the consensus trends is rated feasible (median 4 throughout), and the 
matched sample shows a clear net pull of individual revisions toward the panel view. 

 



D3.5 Implementation of the Online Survey of Experts and Stakeholders (OSES) Page 8 of 55 

2 Methodology of OSES-Delphi 
This section describes the design and execution of the OSES-Delphi study in such detail that the results are 
interpretable. It remains a summary: the full methodological specification (instruments, ethics approvals, 
consent forms and the complete recruitment strategy) is laid out in the Terms of Reference (D3.4), to which 
the reader is referred for detail. 

2.1 A sequential mixed-methods Delphi design 
The OSES follows a sequential mixed-methods logic (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018) that moves from 
qualitative exploration to quantitative consensus measurement and back to qualitative deepening. It 
comprises four stages, as outlined below.  

First, the preceding thematic literature review and exploratory expert interviews (EEIs) map the issue space 
and surface candidate trends.  

Second, a first mostly quantitative Delphi wave establishes where experts stand on a closed set of trend 
statements.  

Third, a subsequent wave returns the Wave 1 group results to respondents and invites a structured 
reassessment in the light of the collective view.  

Fourth, a concluding round of qualitative interviews deepens the interpretation of the quantitative findings, 
focusing on the reasons behind persistent dissent and unexpected consensus.  

This report covers stages one to three; the concluding qualitative round (an anticipated 30–40 online or face-
to-face interviews, audio-recorded with informed consent under the same pseudonymised pipeline as the 
EEIs) belongs to the later project timeline. 

The rationale for the sequence is that each stage informs the next: the initial exploratory interviews ground 
the statements in real stakeholder concerns; the first Delhi wave quantifies agreement and disagreement; 
the second wave tests whether informed reflection moves the panel; and the final interviews explain the 
patterns that the numbers reveal. The design thereby combines the breadth of a large, standardised survey 
with the depth of qualitative inquiry. 

The concluding qualitative round is designed to mirror the exploratory interviews, so that the study closes 
on the same methodological footing on which it opened. Thematically it concentrates on the causes of 
persistent dissent or unexpected consensus, the implicit assumptions behind divergent assessments, the 
practical implications for national and EU policy, and experts’ own assessments of perceived policy 
effectiveness. 

2.2 The Delphi method and its rationale 
The Delphi method is a structured group-communication technique that elicits judgement from a panel of 
experts through successive rounds with controlled feedback between them. Rather than convening experts 
in a single meeting, where dominant voices, status and group dynamics can distort the outcome, the Delphi 
gathers views individually and anonymously, feeds back the aggregate, and lets participants reconsider. It is, 
as a structured group-judgement technique, particularly suited to forward-looking, contested questions for 
which no single data source provides an answer (Rowe & Wright, 1999; Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004). 

The OSES applies the method specifically as a policy Delphi (Turoff, 1970). The goal of a policy Delphi is not 
to manufacture agreement but to map the structure of expert opinion honestly: to identify where there is 
stable consensus, where there is durable controversy, and where judgement is uncertain as each of these is 
informative for policy. Accordingly, the analysis reports central tendency with the median and dispersion 
with the interquartile range (IQR), the measures appropriate to ordinal rating data (Hsu & Sandford, 2007; 
von der Gracht, 2012) and treats a low IQR as a signal of consensus and a high IQR as a signal of genuine 
division rather than mere noise. 

The method originated in technological forecasting in the mid-twentieth century (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; 
Linstone & Turoff, 1975) and has since been widely adapted across policy, health, education and foresight 
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research (Landeta, 2006). Its enduring appeal rests on three features that suit the OSES well: anonymity, 
which frees participants from social pressure and allows minority views to be expressed; iteration with 
controlled feedback, which gives participants the chance to reconsider in the light of the group; and the 
systematic, quantified treatment of judgement, which makes the degree of agreement an explicit, reportable 
result rather than an impression. In a transnational setting these features also help to balance contributions 
across very different national contexts and stakeholder positions. 

2.3 Exploratory Expert Interviews (EEIs) 
The basis of the OSES-Delphi questionnaire are 47 exploratory expert interviews. These expert interviews 
were conducted as semi-structured interviews. All interviews were conducted by EDU-LAB researchers with 
pre-identified respondents representing the principal stakeholder groups, primarily in the project countries 
and, where appropriate, EU-wide and from around the world. These interviews were taken by qualified 
interviewers from all partnering teams in a language preferred by respondents (mainly the local language). 

The interviews were conducted online (video) or face-to-face, lasted roughly 30–60 minutes, and were audio-
recorded with informed consent. Transcription, translation and summarisation ran through a GDPR-
compliant, pseudonymised local pipeline, and the resulting summaries were made available on the freely 
accessible EDU-LAB dashboard.  

The interview guide was organised around the same four thematic areas that structure the whole OSES: the 
education and training of young people; their labour-market situation and employment; the transitions 
within and between education, training and the labour market; and the challenges, difficulties and 
disadvantages young people experience. Within each theme, open questions invited interviewees to identify 
the most important current and future developments, tensions and uncertainties. Within each of the four 
themes, the interview guide combined a small set of fixed start-up questions with open, probing questions. 
Under education and training, interviewees were asked about the most consequential changes in the 
content, quality and organisation of general and vocational education; under labour and employment, about 
young people’s entry into work, employability and the skills employers seek; under transitions, about the 
interfaces between education, training and the labour market and where they function poorly; and under 
challenges and disadvantages, about the obstacles facing disadvantaged and minority young people. 
Concluding questions invited interviewees to name the developments they considered most important, most 
desirable and most uncertain. The principal function of the EEIs for the Delphi strand was thus generative: 
they produced the raw material of trends, claims and points of contention from which the Delphi statements 
were later built. 

2.4 From interviews to statements: the road to the Delphi 
Turning the interview material into a workable Delphi questionnaire required a structured reduction process, 
designed to be transparent and defensible at each step. The exploratory findings and partner contributions 
were first developed into a large pool of candidate trend statements, organised into thematic buckets and 
then consolidated into 106 distinct statements. 

From transcripts to a candidate pool: extraction and qualitative content analysis 

The starting point was a consolidated interview corpus. All 47 exploratory expert interviews were fully 
transcribed, translated into English, anonymised and merged into a single master document, which served 
as the primary analytical dataset. The analytical phase ran from November 2025 to January 2026 and 
followed a structured, traceable workflow: all anonymised summaries were read in full; relevant passages 
were marked (colour-coded) in their original context at the level of individual sentences and idea units; 
marked passages were extracted per interview, merged into a single corpus, split by the four guiding 
interview themes through a scripted procedure, and transferred into a structured spreadsheet. This yielded 
418 extracted idea units (candidate raw statements, each traceable back to its interview of origin). 

The transformation of this material into Delphi statements followed structuring qualitative content analysis 
(QCA), which combines systematic reduction with conceptual abstraction while preserving the contextual 
depth of expert reasoning. Coding proceeded in an iterative inductive–deductive loop: categories were first 

https://dashboard.edu-lab-project.eu/app/interviews
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developed bottom-up from the material and then stabilised top-down against the project’s conceptual 
framework. Two criteria guided selection throughout: Relevance to the research objectives and the novelty 
or uniqueness of an insight, so that dominant themes and less frequent but analytically important 
perspectives were both retained, while ambiguous passages were flagged and revisited iteratively. 

Extracted units were grouped into thematic categories using a combined keyword-based and interpretative 
approach. For example, labour market and skills; technology and digitalisation; education system and 
institutions; family and social influence; governance and policy; equity and inclusion; mental health and 
motivation; COVID-19 impact. Categories were merged, split and balanced iteratively, targeting a 
manageable system of eight to twelve domains. Through linguistic cleaning, de-duplication and consolidation 
of overlapping ideas, the 418 units were condensed to roughly 327 thematically structured statements, then 
to just over 200, and finally, through abstraction into analytically precise, cross-nationally applicable 
formulations, to the candidate pool of 106 statements that entered the partner rating documented below 
(Table 2). The degree of abstraction is best seen in an example: the raw unit “mental health issues are on the 
rise” became the final statement “Mental health challenges among youth … will continue to affect life skills” 
(S16). 

Because Delphi statements are deliberately condensed, consistency between source material and final 
statements was checked at the conceptual rather than the literal level, combining exact and fuzzy text 
matching with heuristic semantic matching as the primary method. In a Delphi context, QCA is extended by 
one further step that distinguishes it from conventional content analysis: the translation of categories into 
forward-looking, ratable survey statements as the bridge from qualitative narratives to measurable 
constructs on which both survey waves rest. 

In a first, quantitative reduction step, all 11 EDU-LAB partner teams rated the 106 statements on a five-point 
importance scale with each team's position being summarized by its median rating. Statements with a 
median of at least 4, that is, rated “important” or “very important” by the typical team, were retained, 
yielding 54 statements, initially grouped into six thematic clusters for discussion. The median was chosen 
deliberately: with a small number of rating teams, it represents the typical expert view and is robust against 
outliers, and it gives a clear, easily communicated selection criterion. A consensus indicator based on the 
standard deviation of the ratings (high / moderate / low agreement) was reported alongside, but for 
information only — low consensus flagged a statement as worth discussing further, not as a candidate for 
removal. 

Following a joint partner meeting on 9 January 2026, the working set was further developed and then 
condensed by Economica. Overlapping and duplicate statements were merged or removed, with each 
removal documented by a short reason: Most often that a statement overlapped thematically with another, 
was too narrowly specific, or had attracted low consensus. In the same step the surviving statements were 
re-categorised from the six discussion clusters into the four EEI thematic areas, closing the methodological 
circle by using the same clusters throughout the study. This produced a near-final set of about 35–36 
statements, which partners reviewed once more for reformulation, deletion or reintroduction. 

The removals were documented individually. The examples below illustrate the kinds of reasons applied 
during the consolidation step. 

Table 2. Examples of statements removed during consolidation, with the reason recorded 

Removed statement (abridged) Reason recorded 

Migration background will become a more decisive factor Overlaps with the broader inequality theme 

Primary-school quality improvements Overlaps with the inequality theme 

AI-generated content will make cheating harder to detect Low consensus; topic too specific 

Digital addiction and isolation among young people Low consensus 

Soft-skills training (CVs, interviews) Narrow focus on a specific employability tool 
Prejudices against non-binary young people Topic too specific for a general trend statement 
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A final, practical constraint then applied. A pilot test of the programmed questionnaire showed that it was 
still too long for respondents to complete comfortably. Economica therefore trimmed the set from 36 to 30 
statements, balancing thematic coverage against respondent burden. The (final) 30 statements are 
distributed across the four themes as Education and Training (8), Labour Market and Employment (7), 
Transitions and Systemic Interfaces (8) and Inclusion and Disadvantage (7). The questionnaire was then 
finalised and sent to partners for translation into the national languages, with the English and German 
versions prepared in-house. The path from pool to final instrument is summarised below. 

Table 3. The road to the Delphi — stepwise reduction of the statement pool from 106 to 30 

Step Statements Basis / criterion 

Candidate pool 106 EEI findings and partner contributions, consolidated into distinct 
statements 

First reduction 54 Median importance rating ≥ 4 across 11 partner teams; six discussion 
clusters 

Consolidation ~35–36 Joint partner meeting (9 Jan 2026); duplicates/overlaps removed with 
documented reasons; re-mapped to the four EEI themes 

Pilot trimming 36 Pilot test showed the questionnaire too long; trimmed for respondent 
burden 

Final instrument 30 Distributed 8 / 7 / 8 / 7 across Themes A–D; translated into all national 
languages 

 

2.5 The questionnaire and the assessment dimensions 
In Wave 1, respondents first provided basic information (Sociodemographics like country of residence, age, 
gender), their highest level and field of education (ISCED-2011 and ISCED-F; UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 
2012, 2014), and their stakeholder affiliation(s), and could indicate further professional or social affiliations. 
For each thematic area they could also self-assess their level of expertise and the geographical scope of that 
expertise. 

Each of the 30 statements was then assessed on five dimensions using a 5-point Likert scale. Desirability was 
rated from “very undesirable” (1) to “very desirable” (5). Importance for policymakers, conflict potential for 
society, and the chances of realisation within the next 5 years and within the next 15 years were each rated 
from “very low” (1) to “very high” (5). Every dimension additionally offered a non-substantive “prefer not to 
say / don't know / cannot judge” option, which is reported separately and excluded from the central-
tendency measures. Each statement also carried an open-comment field. Together, the five dimensions allow 
a statement to be read on several axes at once: Whether a development is wanted, whether it matters, 
whether it would be socially divisive, and how soon it is expected, which is what makes the desirability-
versus-likelihood and importance-versus-conflict contrasts in Section 4 possible. 

Figures 1 and 2 reproduce the English-language questionnaire for a single statement (here S01), showing the 
five rating dimensions, the “cannot judge” option and the open comment field as respondents saw them. 
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Figure 1. Wave 1 questionnaire (English version): a trend statement (here S01) as presented to respondents, rated for importance, 
conflict potential and likelihood over five and fifteen years on a five-point scale, with a “prefer not to say / cannot judge” option. 

 

Figure 2. Wave 1 questionnaire (English version): the desirability rating and the open comment field shown for the same statement 
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The questionnaire opened with information about the survey, data-protection assurances and the privacy 
policy, and with the respondent’s informed consent, in line with the project’s GDPR-compliant procedures. 
As such only respondents who confirmed consent were able to proceed. It then collected the basic and 
stakeholder information described above before presenting the four thematic blocks of statements in turn, 
each introduced by a short framing and a self-assessment of expertise. Several technical and routing items 
were included for administration and are documented, with the full instruments in all languages being 
present in the Documentation volume as they carry no substantive content and do not enter the analysis. 

2.6 Stakeholder groups and recruitment 
Eligible respondents were recruited from six principal clusters of stakeholders, with multiple attribution 
across clusters explicitly permitted (a respondent may, for example, be both a researcher and a former 
teacher): 

A.  Governance and administration: authorities funding and running general and vocational education 
and training; labour-market services; certification and accreditation bodies. 

B. Business actors: sector and production chambers; employers and their associations; employee, 
student and teacher unions; investors and sponsors. 

C.  Teaching and training staff: teachers and trainers in general and vocational education and training, 
kept distinct from administrative and technical staff. 

D.  Youth and civil society: parent and youth organisations; NGOs and grass-roots groups; media; 
other stakeholders involved in young people's lives. 

E.  Research and academia: individual researchers and networks; private head-hunting / HR firms and 
consultancies. 

F. International organisations: EU bodies (Commission, CEDEFOP, ETF) and global institutions 
(UNESCO, OECD, World Bank, EBRD). 

Recruitment aimed at a geographically and professionally diverse panel, anchored in the nine EDU-LAB 
project countries and extended, where appropriate, to other EEA countries and worldwide. National teams 
ran the recruitment as a low-threshold campaign, and the questionnaire was offered in ten language versions 
to keep participation accessible. The detailed recruitment strategy, timeline and responsibilities, together 
with the formal stakeholder definitions and selection criteria, are set out in the Terms of Reference and the 
recruitment guide. 

The questionnaire was programmed once and translated into the national languages by the partner teams, 
with the English and German versions prepared in-house, so that respondents in each country could 
participate in their own language. The realised sample (Section 4.1) reflects this design, with the largest 
national contingents in the countries that ran the most intensive campaigns. 

2.7 Fieldwork, data processing and data quality 

Administrative frameworks 

Wave 1 was administered in LimeSurvey © on a survey instance hosted by the provider, LimeSurvey GmbH, 
under a data-processing agreement consistent with the project's GDPR framework, in group-by-group mode 
and ran from 4 March 2026 (first session) to the official field close on 10 April 2026, 13:00. Data were 
exported to SPSS/PSPP format and cleaned through a single processing chain with an identical structure 
across all countries (case selection, recoding, missing-value handling). Invalid responses were removed (one 
completion under five minutes and one identified fake response), and questionnaires submitted after the 
field close were set aside even where fully completed. Of the completed questionnaires recorded within the 
regular field period, 435 remained before final case selection and 2 were removed, giving the substantive 
Wave 1 analysis dataset of N = 433. The same dataset underlies the Quantitative Tables Volume and the 
Qualitative Volume. A separate metadata analysis documents the process and paradata1 of the data 

 

1 Typical survey paradata include the survey start time, completion time, response duration, language version, device type, browser 
type, page completion times, and break-off points. 
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collection in full; its main indicators are summarised here because they speak to the quality of the dataset. 
The Wave 2 feedback materials, prepared while the panel still numbered 435, therefore refer to 435 
respondents; the final Wave 1 analysis dataset used throughout this report is N = 433. 

The responses to the open-ended questions were exported to Excel together with the key sociodemographic 
characteristics of the participants. All comments are to be systematically analysed, and the findings of this 
analysis to be presented in the final deliverable. 

Response volume and timing 

Responses accumulated fairly steadily across the roughly five-week field period, with pronounced daily peaks 
consistent with reminder mailings and a clear final push before the cut-off (the strongest single day, 8 April, 
saw 32 completions). Completions concentrated on weekdays as 91% fell Monday to Friday, led by 
Wednesday, and followed an office-hours pattern over the day, with the afternoon (12:00–18:00) the busiest 
window (times in server time, an approximation across ten time zones). 

Effort and completion 

Completing the questionnaire took a median of 28.6 minutes (lower/upper quartiles 18.7 / 47.6 minutes); 
46% of respondents spent 30 minutes or more, and only 1.4% under ten minutes, which is a profile consistent 
with serious engagement rather than rushed clicking (on questionnaire length and response quality, see 
Galesic & Bošnjak, 2009). Within the regular field period, 433 completed questionnaires contrasted with 449 
abandoned or incomplete sessions, a completion rate of 49.1%. Drop-off was heaviest very early (at the 
information and data-protection and consent form survey sections and before the thematic sections) and at 
the entry to the rating section; once respondents began rating, completion was high. The first rating 
statement took the longest per-page time (median 67 seconds), reflecting an initial learning curve with the 
rating scheme rather than item difficulty. 

Language versions.  

The questionnaire was completed in all ten language versions. The table below shows started and completed 
sessions and completion rates by version; the English version was the most used overall, while completion 
rates were highest for the Italian, Serbian and Bosnian versions and lowest for Polish. 

Table 4. Wave 1 starts and completions by language version 

Language version Started Completed Completion rate 

English 232 114 49.1% 

Finnish 137 72 52.6% 

German 136 64 47.1% 

Albanian 88 51 58.0% 

Polish 81 24 29.6% 

Portuguese 72 34 47.2% 

Greek 70 30 42.9% 

Italian 56 38 67.9% 

Bosnian 7 4 57.1% 
Serbian 3 2 66.7% 

 

2.8 Analysis approach 

Overall remarks 

All results of OSES-Delphi are reported manly descriptively at the stage of issuing this report. For every 
statement and every dimension, the analysis reports the number of valid substantive ratings, the full 
frequency distribution across the five scale points, the number of “cannot judge” responses, and the median, 
interquartile range, mean and standard deviation (overall and for each of the nine project countries). “Cannot 
judge” answers and item non-response are excluded from the central-tendency and dispersion measures, 
and percentages are computed on the valid base.  
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As a consistent reading aid, an IQR of 1.0 or below is described as expert consensus and an IQR of 2.0 or 
above as marked divergence, consistent with common reporting criteria for Delphi studies (von der Gracht, 
2012; Diamond et al., 2014). The complete set of tables is provided in the Quantitative Tables Volume; this 
report presents the headline figures and patterns. 

Scope, limitations and reading guidance 

A few points should be borne in mind when reading the results.  

First, the OSES panel is a purposively recruited, highly qualified expert panel, not a representative sample of 
any population; the findings describe expert judgement and expectation, not measured outcomes, and are 
not weighted.  

Second, at this stage the analysis is purely descriptive: it reports distributions, central tendencies and levels 
of agreement, without inferential testing, modelling or causal interpretation, which are reserved for later 
project stages.  

Third, the per-country figures rest on varying and, for some countries, small numbers of respondents, so 
country comparisons are indicative rather than precise; the nine project countries are reported individually 
because they are the study’s focus, while smaller national contingents are retained only in the overall figures.  

Fourth, the Wave 2 results reported here are final (N = 207; field phase closed 10 June 2026, 18:00).  

Finally, "cannot judge" responses are excluded from the medians, IQRs and means and reported separately, 
and the consensus reading (IQR ≤ 1 as agreement, IQR ≥ 2 as divergence) is a convention adopted consistently 
for ease of reading rather than a formal statistical test. 

Throughout, figures are reported as medians and interquartile ranges on the 1–5 scale unless otherwise 
stated, and the reader is referred to the Quantitative Tables Volume for the complete distributions, means, 
standard deviations and per-country detail behind every figure cited in this report. 

Robustness checks 

Three checks support treating the Wave 1 results as robust. First, on the cut-off: the 19 questionnaires 
completed shortly after the field close (and therefore excluded from the analysis) were compared with the 
433 retained cases. They are broadly similar in substance as statement medians differ only within the range 
expected from their very small number and with only minor demographic differences (a somewhat lower 
share of master’s-level respondents and a similar age and gender profile). Excluding them, as the field-period 
rule requires, does not change the descriptive picture. 

Second, on the treatment of “cannot judge”: the headline figures exclude these non-substantive answers. 
Re-computing the importance ratings with “cannot judge” instead recoded to the scale midpoint changes 
the median for only 2 of the 30 statements and the IQR for only 3, so the consensus picture does not hinge 
on how this option is handled. 

Third, on the statistics themselves: medians and interquartile ranges are computed by linear interpolation 
on the 1–5 scale. Because the scale is discrete and the samples large, the medians are stable and the 
consensus reading (IQR ≤ 1 / ≥ 2) does not depend on the choice of quartile convention. Full distributions are 
provided in the Quantitative Tables Volume so that any alternative summary can be checked directly. 
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3 Results of Wave 1  
The chapter opens with the complete set of trend statements. The table below lists all 30 statements with 
their codes (S01–S30), theme and headline rating on each of the five dimensions; it is the key to the 
statement codes used in every figure and table that follows. The panel is described next, followed by the 
cross-dimensional patterns and the detailed, statement-by-statement results. 

Table 5. All 30 trend statements at a glance — codes, themes and headline ratings on every dimension 

Code Theme Statement 
Desira-
bility 

Importance for 
policy makers 

(Md/IQR) 

Conflict 
potential 

for society 

Likelihood 
in 5 years 

Likelihood 
in 15 years 

S01 A 
Double competencies (disciplinary plus IT) will 
become a universal employment requirement 

4 4/2.0 3 4 4 

S02 A 
Illiteracy after eight or nine years of schooling 
will be the norm 

1 4/2.0 4 3 3 

S03 A 
The COVID-19 crisis will have long-term 
impacts on learning behaviour and abilities for 
young people 

2 4/1.0 4 4 3 

S04 A 
Schools will implement effective programs to 
address behavioral problems (e.g.: violence, 
bullying, disengagement) 

5 4/1.0 4 3 4 

S05 A 
Public investment in early childhood education 
will become the most critical part of education 

4 4/2.0 3 3 3 

S06 A 
Education will diversify through vocational 
pathways that promote specific skills over 
standardized education 

4 4/1.0 3 3 4 

S07 A 
Focus on university education will neglect 
TVET (Technical and Vocational Education and 
Training) 

2 3/1.0 3 3 3 

S08 A 
Society's status preference for universities over 
vocational training will persist 

3 4/1.0 3 4 3 

S09 B 
New career entry pathways will emerge as AI 
transforms traditional employment routes 

4 4/1.0 4 4 5 

S10 B 
Work experience requirements for entry-level 
positions will become more prevalent 

3 4/1.0 4 4 4 

S11 B 
Overqualification will increase due to the 
growing number of academic qualifications 

2 4/1.0 4 4 4 

S12 B 
Lack of affordable childcare will prevent young 
parents' labor participation 

1 4/2.0 4 4 4 

S13 B 
Young people will be first to be fired and last to 
be hired during downturns 

2 4/1.0 4 4 3 

S14 B 
The gap between employer expectations for 
skilled workers and employer participation in 
training provision will widen 

2 4/1.0 4 3 4 

S15 B 
Ageing workforce will create massive talent 
demand in certain sectors 

3 4/1.0 4 4 4 

S16 C 
Mental health challenges among youth 
stemming from the COVID-19 crisis will 
continue to affect life skills 

1 4/1.5 4 4 3 

S17 C 
Media and Influencers will significantly 
influence student program choices 

2 4/1.0 4 4 4 

S18 C 
The transition from education to employment 
will become more unstable and fragmented for 
many young people 

2 4/2.0 4 4 4 

S19 C 
Extended juvenile phase will hinder workplace 
engagement 

2 3/1.0 3 3 4 

S20 C 
Schools will increasingly adapt curricula to 
emerging occupations and career paths 

4 4/2.0 3 3 4 
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Code Theme Statement 
Desira-
bility 

Importance for 
policy makers 

(Md/IQR) 

Conflict 
potential 

for society 

Likelihood 
in 5 years 

Likelihood 
in 15 years 

S21 C 
Social partnerships between education, the 
private sector and academia will be widely 
formed 

5 4/2.0 3 3 4 

S22 C 
Education and labour market policies will 
struggle to effectively govern young people's 
transition 

2 4/1.0 4 3 4 

S23 C 
Integrated guidance centers for youth 
employment will be widely established 

4 4/1.0 3 3 3 

S24 D 
Educational inequalities will exacerbate social 
polarization and segregation 

1 4/1.0 5 4 4 

S25 D 
Resource inequities between public and private 
schools will widen 

1 4/2.0 4 4 4 

S26 D 
Social class (socio-economic background) will 
continue to determine educational opportunities 

1 4/2.0 4 4 4 

S27 D 
Initiatives breaking gender stereotypes will 
open previously male-dominated career 
pathways to women 

5 4/2.0 3 3 4 

S28 D 
School system reliance on parental help will 
disadvantage non-native and low-education 
families 

1 4/2.0 4 4 4 

S29 D 
Digital infrastructure and remote learning will 
reduce regional disparities between urban and 
rural education 

4 4/1.0 3 3 4 

S30 D 
Minority ethnic and racial groups of young 
people will face intensified discrimination 

1 4/2.0 4 4 4 

3.1 The expert panel 
The cleaned Wave 1 dataset comprises N = 433 experts. The panel is highly qualified: 376 respondents hold 
a master's, doctoral or equivalent degree (ISCED 7–8), 48 a bachelor's degree, and 9 an upper-secondary or 
post-secondary non-tertiary qualification. By gender, 242 respondents are women, 179 men, and 12 
preferred not to say. Respondents' ages span 19–71 years (mean 49.4, median 50; 42 did not give an age), 
so the panel skews toward experienced professionals rather than early-career respondents. 

By primary stakeholder affiliation, the largest groups are research and academia (115) and teaching and 
training staff (111), followed by public governance and administration (84) and business actors (62); civil 
society (26) and international organisations (10) are also represented, with multiple affiliations permitted. 
This gives the panel a strong research and practice base across the education and labour-market fields. 
Respondents also self-assessed their expertise and its geographical scope for each theme; the detailed 
distributions, with field of study and additional affiliations, are in the Quantitative Tables Volume. 

Geographically, the nine EDU-LAB project countries account for 407 of the 433 cases and are reported 
individually throughout: Finland (71), Austria (58), Kosovo (55), Italy (47), Greece (38), Portugal (38), the UK 
(36), Poland (34) and Germany (30). A further 26 respondents come from other countries and are retained 
in all overall figures but not reported as separate country columns. Finally, 287 of the 433 respondents 
indicated willingness to take part in the second wave (against 146 who declined), defining the potential Wave 
2 panel. 

3.2 Overall patterns across the five dimensions 

Overview of observed response patters  

When considered across the full set of 30 statements, the five dimensions display markedly different 
distributions and response dynamics.  

Expert agreement is greatest on the likelihood of the trends: 24 of the 30 statements reach consensus (IQR 
≤ 1) on realisation within five years and 23 within fifteen years. Agreement is weakest on importance and 
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desirability, where only 17 and 19 statements respectively reach consensus, and where the largest numbers 
of statements diverge markedly (importance: 12 with IQR ≥ 2; desirability: 11). The panel thus agrees more 
readily on what is likely than on how much it matters or how welcome it would be. The two tables below 
give the average level of each dimension by theme and the distribution of agreement across dimensions. 

Table 6. Dimension profile by theme — mean of statement medians across the five dimensions 

Theme Desirability Importance 
Conflict 

potential 
Likely 5y Likely 15y 

A · Education and Training 3.1 3.9 3.4 3.4 3.4 

B · Labour Market and Employment 2.4 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.0 

C · Transitions and Systemic Interfaces 2.8 3.9 3.5 3.4 3.8 

D · Inclusion and Disadvantage 2.0 4.0 3.9 3.7 4.0 

 

Table 7. Spread of expert opinion by dimension — statements at consensus, moderate spread and divergence 

Dimension Consensus (IQR ≤ 1) Moderate spread Divergent (IQR ≥ 2) 

Desirability 19 0 11 

Importance 17 1 12 

Conflict potential 19 1 10 

Likelihood 5 yrs 24 1 5 
Likelihood 15 yrs 23 0 7 

 

Desirability of discussed trends 

Desirability is the dimension on which the four themes differ most. Statements describing positive 
developments are welcomed with the most desirable trends being S04: Schools will implement effective 
programs to address behavioural problems (e.g.: violence, bullying, disengagement) and S27: Initiatives 
breaking gender stereotypes will open previously male-dominated career pathways to women, while the 
inclusion and labour-market themes contain the survey's least desirable items. The least desirable trends of 
all, each rated 'very undesirable' on average, are S30: Minority ethnic and racial groups of young people will 
face intensified discrimination and S24: Educational inequalities will exacerbate social polarization and 
segregation: developments experts clearly do not wish to see. Desirability is also comparatively contested 
(11 of 30 statements with IQR ≥ 2), reflecting that experts genuinely differ on whether some developments 
are to be welcomed. 

Importance for policymakers2 

Importance is rated moderate-to-high throughout and is the dimension with the widest spread of opinion 
(12 statements with IQR ≥ 2). The trends seen as most important for policymakers include S04: Schools will 
implement effective programs to address behavioural problems (e.g.: violence, bullying, disengagement) and 
S09: New career entry pathways will emerge as AI transforms traditional employment routes; the lowest 
importance is attached to S19: Extended juvenile phase will hinder workplace engagement. Notably, even 
where the median importance is high, opinion is often split, so that several high-priority trends are 
simultaneously among the most divisive to rate. 

Conflict potential for society3 

Conflict potential is concentrated in the inclusion theme. The statements expected to be most socially divisive 
are S24: Educational inequalities will exacerbate social polarization and segregation, S30: Minority ethnic and 
racial groups of young people will face intensified discrimination and S26: Social class (socio-economic 
background) will continue to determine educational opportunities. These are all concerning inequality, social 

 

2 A ranked overview of all 30 statements on this dimension is provided in the annex (Figure A1). 

3 A ranked overview of all 30 statements on this dimension is provided in the annex (Figure A2). 
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background or discrimination while more technical or labour-market trends attract lower conflict ratings. 
This pattern marks inequality and disadvantage as the politically most sensitive part of the agenda. 

Likelihood of realisation (5 and 15 years) 

The two likelihood horizons are the dimensions of greatest agreement (24 and 23 of 30 statements at 
consensus). For most statements the fifteen-year likelihood is equal to or slightly higher than the five-year 
figure, indicating that experts expect these trends to strengthen over time rather than fade. The combination 
of high likelihood with low desirability in the inclusion theme is the single most consequential pattern in the 
data and is taken up statement by statement below. 

Two cross-cutting contrasts therefore organise the detailed results: desirability versus likelihood 
(developments that are wanted but not expected, and others that are unwelcome but expected), and 
importance versus conflict potential (the most divisive issues being those of inequality and disadvantage). 

Uncertainty 

A further cross-cutting observation concerns uncertainty. The "cannot judge" option was used sparingly 
overall, which indicates that respondents generally felt able to assess the trends, but its use was uneven: it 
was somewhat more frequent on the desirability and the longer-horizon likelihood judgements of a handful 
of statements, where experts were evidently less comfortable committing to a rating. Where this is the case 
for an individual statement it is noted in the walk-through below, since a high share of "cannot judge" points 
to genuine uncertainty rather than to disagreement among those who did rate. 

 

Figure 3. Each statement positioned by mean desirability (x) and mean expected likelihood in 15 years (y). The upper-
left region (low desirability, high likelihood) collects the inclusion statements (Theme D). (Statement codes S01–S30 
and their full wording are 

 

 

desirable but less likely 

undesirable but likely 
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3.3 Results by trend statements 
This section walks through all 30 statements, grouped by theme. For each statement it reports, descriptively, 
how the panel rated it on the five dimensions, how much agreement there was, and any notable variation 
across the project countries with a compact profile table accompanying each. The 'results at a glance' table 
below first lists all 30 statements with their headline medians. All figures are overall medians and 
interquartile ranges (IQR) on the 1–5 scale; full distributions, means, standard deviations and per-country 
tables are in the Quantitative Tables Volume. 

Figure 4. Median rating (1–5) for every statement and dimension. Greener = higher; note the low-desirability / high-
importance pattern of the inclusion statements (S24–S30). (Statements are listed in Table 4; read each row across the 
five dimensions for one statement's full profile 
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Theme A — Education and Training 
The thematic section A “Education and Training” contains several of the panel's clearest points of agreement 
alongside some of its most divided judgements: statements on the COVID-19 learning legacy, behavioural 
problems, vocational diversification and the status preference for universities reach consensus on 
importance, while double competencies and basic-skills deficits are far more contested. Desirability is 
moderate, since the theme mixes welcome developments with risks. 

S01 Double competencies (disciplinary plus IT) will become a universal employment 

requirement 

Diverging: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), though views on its importance vary widely 
(IQR 2.0), with moderate conflict potential (median 3), and is high in likelihood over both horizons (median 
4). Experts consider it desirable (median 4). 

Table 8. S01 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 4 1.0 4.14 0.86 Very desirable 

Importance 4 2.0 3.97 0.86 High 

Conflict potential 3 1.0 3.44 0.96 Moderate 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.60 0.96 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 4.17 0.93 Very high 

 

Table 9. S01 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 

 

S02 Illiteracy after eight or nine years of schooling will be the norm 

Controversial: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), though views on its importance vary 
widely (IQR 2.0), with high conflict potential (median 4), and is moderate in likelihood over both horizons 
(median 3), though its timing is contested. Experts consider it undesirable (median 1) — an unwelcome yet 
expected development. Importance varies across the project countries (highest in Finland, lowest in Kosovo). 

Table 10. S02 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 1 1.0 1.53 1.08 Very undesirable 

Importance 4 2.0 3.72 1.24 Very high 

Conflict potential 4 2.0 3.87 1.16 Very high 

Likelihood 5 yrs 3 1.5 2.72 1.13 Moderate 

Likelihood 15 yrs 3 2.0 2.96 1.22 Moderate 

 

Table 11. S02 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 3 (3.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.8) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 3 (2.0) 4 (3.0) 

 

S03 The COVID-19 crisis will have long-term impacts on learning behaviour and 

abilities for young people 

Consensus: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with high conflict potential (median 4), and 
is more likely in the near term (median 4 at five years), though its timing is contested. Experts consider it 
undesirable (median 2) — an unwelcome yet expected development. Importance varies across the project 
countries (highest in Finland, lowest in Austria). 
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Table 12. S03 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 2 2.0 1.92 1.15 Very undesirable 

Importance 4 1.0 3.51 1.08 High 

Conflict potential 4 1.0 3.52 1.05 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.42 1.10 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 3 2.0 3.01 1.20 Moderate 

 

Table 13. S03 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 3 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 3 (2.2) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 

 

S04 Schools will implement effective programs to address behavioral problems (e.g.: 

violence, bullying, disengagement) 

Consensus: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with high conflict potential (median 4), and 
is more likely over the longer 15-year horizon (median 4, vs 3 at five years). Experts consider it desirable 
(median 5) — welcomed but less firmly expected. Importance varies across the project countries (highest in 
Greece, lowest in Finland). 

Table 14. S04 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 5 0.0 4.63 0.76 Very desirable 

Importance 4 1.0 4.16 0.88 Very high 

Conflict potential 4 2.0 3.97 1.02 Very high 

Likelihood 5 yrs 3 1.0 3.40 0.99 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.73 0.96 High 

 

Table 15. S04 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 5 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.2) 4 (1.0) 

 

S05 Public investment in early childhood education will become the most critical part 

of education 

Diverging: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), though views on its importance vary widely 
(IQR 2.0), with moderate conflict potential (median 3), and is moderate in likelihood over both horizons 
(median 3), though its timing is contested. Experts consider it desirable (median 4) — welcomed but less 
firmly expected. Importance varies across the project countries (highest in Austria, lowest in Finland). 

Table 16. S05 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 4 2.0 3.98 1.18 Very desirable 

Importance 4 2.0 3.80 1.07 Very high 

Conflict potential 3 1.0 3.36 1.11 Moderate 

Likelihood 5 yrs 3 2.0 3.10 1.07 Moderate 

Likelihood 15 yrs 3 1.0 3.41 1.08 Moderate 

 

Table 17. S05 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 3 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 3 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 
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S06 Education will diversify through vocational pathways that promote specific skills 

over standardized education 

The statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with moderate conflict potential (median 3), and is 
more likely over the longer 15-year horizon (median 4, vs 3 at five years). Experts consider it desirable 
(median 4). 

Table 18. S06 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 4 2.0 3.87 1.00 Rather desirable 

Importance 4 1.0 3.80 0.90 High 

Conflict potential 3 1.0 3.24 0.98 Moderate 

Likelihood 5 yrs 3 1.0 3.33 0.94 Moderate 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.74 0.91 High 

 

Table 19. S06 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (0.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.5) 

 

S07 Focus on university education will neglect TVET (Technical and Vocational 

Education and Training) 

Controversial: the statement is of moderate importance (median 3), with moderate conflict potential 
(median 3), and is moderate in likelihood over both horizons (median 3), though its timing is contested. 
Experts consider it undesirable (median 2). Importance varies across the project countries (highest in Finland, 
lowest in Austria). 

Table 20. S07 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 2 1.0 2.35 1.08 Rather undesirable 

Importance 3 1.0 3.38 0.99 Moderate 

Conflict potential 3 1.0 3.28 0.93 Moderate 

Likelihood 5 yrs 3 2.0 3.06 0.95 Moderate 

Likelihood 15 yrs 3 2.0 3.11 0.99 Moderate 

 

Table 21. S07 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 3 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 3 (2.0) 3 (2.0) 

 

S08 Society's status preference for universities over vocational training will persist 

The statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with moderate conflict potential (median 3), and is 
more likely in the near term (median 4 at five years). Desirability is moderate (median 3). Importance varies 
across the project countries (highest in Finland, lowest in Poland). 

Table 22. S08 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 3 1.0 2.65 1.09 Moderate 

Importance 4 1.0 3.65 0.90 High 

Conflict potential 3 1.0 3.41 0.90 Moderate 
Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.55 0.94 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 3 1.0 3.46 0.94 Moderate 
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Table 23. S08 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 

Theme A in summary. Within this theme, the statement rated most important for policymakers is S04 
(Schools will implement effective programs to address behavioural problems (e.g.: violence, bullying, 
disengagement)), while opinion on importance is most divided for S01. The least desirable development in 
the theme is S02, and the highest conflict potential attaches to S04. These within-theme contrasts feed 
directly into the selection of statements for the second wave (Section 5). 

Theme B — Labour Market and Employment 
Labour Market and Employment statements are rated consistently important and comparatively likely, 
combining firmly agreed trends (AI-driven entry pathways, an ageing workforce creating talent demand) with 
one of the survey's most cross-nationally variable items, on affordable childcare and young parents' labour 
participation. Average desirability is low, reflecting that many trends describe pressures rather than 
opportunities. 

S09 New career entry pathways will emerge as AI transforms traditional employment 

routes 

Consensus: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with high conflict potential (median 4), and 
is more likely over the longer 15-year horizon (median 5, vs 4 at five years), though its timing is contested. 
Experts consider it desirable (median 4). Importance varies across the project countries (highest in Greece, 
lowest in Finland). 

Table 24. S09 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 4 1.0 3.68 0.94 Rather desirable 
Importance 4 1.0 4.16 0.82 High 

Conflict potential 4 2.0 3.97 0.86 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 2.0 3.98 0.86 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 5 1.0 4.35 0.77 Very high 

 

Table 25. S09 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 5 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 5 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 

 

S10 Work experience requirements for entry-level positions will become more 

prevalent 

The statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with high conflict potential (median 4), and is high in 
likelihood over both horizons (median 4). Desirability is moderate (median 3). Importance varies across the 
project countries (highest in Finland, lowest in Italy). 

Table 26. S10 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 3 2.0 2.72 1.15 Rather undesirable 

Importance 4 1.0 3.57 0.89 High 
Conflict potential 4 1.0 3.60 0.95 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.62 0.90 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.67 1.00 High 
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Table 27. S10 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 3 (1.5) 

 

S11 · Overqualification will increase due to the growing number of academic 

qualifications 

The statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with high conflict potential (median 4), and is high in 
likelihood over both horizons (median 4). Experts consider it undesirable (median 2) — an unwelcome yet 
expected development. Importance varies across the project countries (highest in Kosovo, lowest in Finland). 

Table 28. S11 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 2 1.0 2.44 1.05 Rather undesirable 

Importance 4 1.0 3.58 1.04 High 

Conflict potential 4 1.0 3.51 1.00 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.54 0.98 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.68 1.04 High 

 

Table 29. S11 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 3 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.5) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.2) 

 

S12 · Lack of affordable childcare will prevent young parents' labor participation 

Consensus: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), though views on its importance vary widely 
(IQR 2.0), with high conflict potential (median 4), and is high in likelihood over both horizons (median 4). 
Experts consider it undesirable (median 1) — an unwelcome yet expected development. Importance varies 
across the project countries (highest in Austria, lowest in Finland). 

Table 30. S12 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 
Desirability 1 1.0 1.77 1.19 Very undesirable 

Importance 4 2.0 3.95 1.04 Very high 

Conflict potential 4 2.0 3.85 1.04 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.52 1.05 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.58 1.08 High 

 

Table 31. S12 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 3 (1.0) 5 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.5) 5 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 
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S13 · Young people will be first to be fired and last to be hired during downturns 

Diverging: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with high conflict potential (median 4), and 
is more likely in the near term (median 4 at five years). Experts consider it undesirable (median 2) — an 
unwelcome yet expected development. Importance varies across the project countries (highest in Austria, 
lowest in Finland). 

Table 32. S13 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 2 1.0 1.79 0.97 Very undesirable 
Importance 4 1.0 3.63 1.02 High 

Conflict potential 4 2.0 3.86 0.93 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.45 1.00 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 3 1.0 3.43 1.07 High 

 

Table 33. S13 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.2) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 3 (2.0) 

 

S14 · The gap between employer expectations for skilled workers and employer 

participation in training provision will widen 

Consensus: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with high conflict potential (median 4), and 
is more likely over the longer 15-year horizon (median 4, vs 3 at five years). Experts consider it undesirable 
(median 2) — an unwelcome yet expected development. Importance varies across the project countries 
(highest in Austria, lowest in Finland). 

Table 34. S14 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 2 2.0 2.15 1.18 Very undesirable 
Importance 4 1.0 3.61 0.98 High 

Conflict potential 4 1.0 3.46 0.95 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 3 1.0 3.44 0.87 Moderate 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.52 0.96 Moderate 

 

Table 35. S14 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 

 

S15 · Ageing workforce will create massive talent demand in certain sectors 

The statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with high conflict potential (median 4), and is high in 
likelihood over both horizons (median 4). Desirability is moderate (median 3). Importance varies across the 
project countries (highest in Greece, lowest in Finland). 

Table 36. S15 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 3 2.0 3.09 1.24 Moderate 

Importance 4 1.0 4.03 0.88 High 

Conflict potential 4 1.0 3.72 0.97 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.77 0.85 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 4.11 0.90 Very high 
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Table 37. S15 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.5) 5 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (0.0) 5 (1.0) 

Theme B in summary. Within this theme, the statement rated most important for policymakers is S09 (New 
career entry pathways will emerge as AI transforms traditional employment routes), while opinion on 
importance is most divided for S12. The least desirable development in the theme is S12, and the highest 
conflict potential attaches to S09. These within-theme contrasts feed directly into the selection of statements 
for the second wave (Section 5). 

Theme C — Transitions and Systemic Interfaces 
Transitions and Systemic Interfaces is where the desirability-likelihood gap is most visible: developments 
experts would welcome (integrated guidance centres, stronger social partnerships) are expected only 
moderately, while more negative dynamics (unstable, fragmented transitions; lingering youth mental-health 
effects) attract broad agreement on their importance. 

S16 · Mental health challenges among youth stemming from the COVID-19 crisis will 

continue to affect life skills 

Diverging: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with high conflict potential (median 4), and 
is more likely in the near term (median 4 at five years). Experts consider it undesirable (median 1) — an 
unwelcome yet expected development. Importance varies across the project countries (highest in Finland, 
lowest in Kosovo). 

Table 38. S16 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 1 1.0 1.63 0.99 Very undesirable 

Importance 4 1.5 3.65 1.10 High 
Conflict potential 4 1.0 3.68 1.01 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.62 1.03 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 3 1.0 3.29 1.07 Moderate 

 

Table 39. S16 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.8) 4 (2.0) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (0.5) 

 

S17 · Media and Influencers will significantly influence student program choices 

Diverging: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with high conflict potential (median 4), and 
is high in likelihood over both horizons (median 4), though its timing is contested. Experts consider it 
undesirable (median 2) — an unwelcome yet expected development. Importance varies across the project 
countries (highest in Austria, lowest in Finland). 

Table 40. S17 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 2 2.0 2.24 1.06 Rather undesirable 

Importance 4 1.0 3.65 1.01 High 

Conflict potential 4 1.0 3.62 1.01 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.84 0.91 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 2.0 3.91 0.98 High 

 

Table 41. S17 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 
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median (IQR) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.5) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 

 

S18 · The transition from education to employment will become more unstable and 

fragmented for many young people 

Uncertain: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), though views on its importance vary widely 
(IQR 2.0), with high conflict potential (median 4), and is high in likelihood over both horizons (median 4), 
though its timing is contested. Experts consider it undesirable (median 2) — an unwelcome yet expected 
development. Importance varies across the project countries (highest in Greece, lowest in Finland). 

Table 42. S18 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 2 1.0 1.83 1.03 Very undesirable 

Importance 4 2.0 3.87 0.99 High 

Conflict potential 4 2.0 3.92 0.85 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.82 0.89 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 2.0 3.91 0.93 High 

 

Table 43. S18 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.8) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 5 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (3.0) 4 (2.0) 

 

S19 · Extended juvenile phase will hinder workplace engagement 

The statement is of moderate importance (median 3), with moderate conflict potential (median 3), and is 
more likely over the longer 15-year horizon (median 4, vs 3 at five years). Experts consider it undesirable 
(median 2) — an unwelcome yet expected development. Importance varies across the project countries 
(highest in Greece, lowest in Finland). 

Table 44. S19 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 2 2.0 2.24 1.01 Rather undesirable 
Importance 3 1.0 3.35 1.03 Moderate 

Conflict potential 3 1.0 3.40 1.04 Moderate 

Likelihood 5 yrs 3 1.0 3.43 0.94 Moderate 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.54 1.00 High 

 

Table 45. S19 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 3 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 

 

S20 · Schools will increasingly adapt curricula to emerging occupations and career 

paths 

Consensus: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), though views on its importance vary widely 
(IQR 2.0), with moderate conflict potential (median 3), and is more likely over the longer 15-year horizon 
(median 4, vs 3 at five years). Experts consider it desirable (median 4). 

Table 46. S20 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 4 2.0 4.02 1.07 Very desirable 

Importance 4 2.0 3.89 0.93 High 
Conflict potential 3 1.0 3.29 1.02 Moderate 
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Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Likelihood 5 yrs 3 1.0 3.33 0.98 Moderate 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.69 0.95 High 

 

Table 47. S20 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (0.2) 4 (1.2) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.8) 4 (1.0) 

 

S21 · Social partnerships between education, the private sector and academia will be 

widely formed 

Diverging: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), though views on its importance vary widely 
(IQR 2.0), with moderate conflict potential (median 3), and is more likely over the longer 15-year horizon 
(median 4, vs 3 at five years). Experts consider it desirable (median 5) — welcomed but less firmly expected. 

Table 48. S21 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 5 1.0 4.27 0.89 Very desirable 

Importance 4 2.0 3.91 0.92 High 

Conflict potential 3 2.0 2.96 1.14 Moderate 

Likelihood 5 yrs 3 1.0 3.38 0.93 Moderate 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.75 0.90 High 

 

Table 49. S21 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.2) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 

 

S22 · Education and labour market policies will struggle to effectively govern young 

people's transition 

The statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with high conflict potential (median 4), and is more 
likely over the longer 15-year horizon (median 4, vs 3 at five years). Experts consider it undesirable (median 
2) — an unwelcome yet expected development. 

Table 50. S22 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 2 2.0 2.24 1.18 Rather undesirable 

Importance 4 1.0 3.86 0.90 High 

Conflict potential 4 1.0 3.59 0.88 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 3 1.0 3.46 0.86 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.58 0.90 High 

 

Table 51. S22 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 

 

S23 · Integrated guidance centers for youth employment will be widely established 

Diverging: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with moderate conflict potential (median 3), 
and is moderate in likelihood over both horizons (median 3), though its timing is contested. Experts consider 
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it desirable (median 4) — welcomed but less firmly expected. Importance varies across the project countries 
(highest in Finland, lowest in Portugal). 

Table 52. S23 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 4 1.0 4.29 0.83 Very desirable 

Importance 4 1.0 3.68 1.02 High 

Conflict potential 3 2.0 2.87 1.12 Moderate 
Likelihood 5 yrs 3 2.0 3.02 0.96 Moderate 

Likelihood 15 yrs 3 1.0 3.39 0.97 Moderate 

 

Table 53. S23 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.8) 4 (1.2) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.2) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 

Theme C in summary. Within this theme, the statement rated most important for policymakers is S21 (Social 
partnerships between education, the private sector and academia will be widely formed), while opinion on 
importance is most divided for S18. The least desirable development in the theme is S16, and the highest 
conflict potential attaches to S18. These within-theme contrasts feed directly into the selection of statements 
for the second wave (Section 5). 

Theme D — Inclusion and Disadvantage 
Inclusion and Disadvantage produces the report's most striking pattern: the lowest desirability ratings in the 
survey combined with among the highest importance, conflict-potential and likelihood ratings — 
developments experts find unwelcome, divisive and yet likely. The statement on widening educational 
inequality records the highest conflict potential of all 30 statements. 

S24 · Educational inequalities will exacerbate social polarization and segregation 

Consensus: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with very high conflict potential (median 
5), and is high in likelihood over both horizons (median 4), though its timing is contested. Experts consider it 
undesirable (median 1) — an unwelcome yet expected development. Importance varies across the project 
countries (highest in Greece, lowest in Finland). 

Table 54. S24 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 1 1.0 1.53 1.04 Very undesirable 

Importance 4 1.0 4.12 0.95 Very high 

Conflict potential 5 1.0 4.31 0.83 Very high 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 2.0 3.95 0.90 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 4.11 0.88 Very high 

 

Table 55. S24 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 5 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 5 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 

 

S25 · Resource inequities between public and private schools will widen 

Uncertain: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), though views on its importance vary widely 
(IQR 2.0), with high conflict potential (median 4), and is high in likelihood over both horizons (median 4), 
though its timing is contested. Experts consider it undesirable (median 1) — an unwelcome yet expected 
development. Importance varies across the project countries (highest in Greece, lowest in Finland). 
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Table 56. S25 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 1 1.0 1.63 1.04 Very undesirable 

Importance 4 2.0 3.68 1.15 Very high 

Conflict potential 4 2.0 3.90 1.03 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.60 1.05 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 2.0 3.82 1.10 Very high 

 

Table 57. S25 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 3 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 5 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 3 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 

 

S26 · Social class (socio-economic background) will continue to determine educational 

opportunities 

The statement is broadly rated important (median 4), though views on its importance vary widely (IQR 2.0), 
with high conflict potential (median 4), and is high in likelihood over both horizons (median 4). Experts 
consider it undesirable (median 1) — an unwelcome yet expected development. Importance varies across 
the project countries (highest in Greece, lowest in Finland). 

Table 58. S26 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 1 1.0 1.60 1.05 Very undesirable 

Importance 4 2.0 3.93 1.05 Very high 

Conflict potential 4 1.0 4.19 0.86 Very high 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 4.01 0.89 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 4.08 0.85 High 

 

Table 59. S26 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI 
AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.5) 4 (1.5) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 5 (1.0) 4 (1.5) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 

 

S27 · Initiatives breaking gender stereotypes will open previously male-dominated 

career pathways to women 

Consensus: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), though views on its importance vary widely 
(IQR 2.0), with moderate conflict potential (median 3), and is more likely over the longer 15-year horizon 
(median 4, vs 3 at five years). Experts consider it desirable (median 5) — welcomed but less firmly expected. 
Importance varies across the project countries (highest in Greece, lowest in Portugal). 

Table 60. S27 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 5 1.0 4.52 0.85 Very desirable 

Importance 4 2.0 3.76 1.05 High 

Conflict potential 3 1.0 3.31 1.06 Moderate 

Likelihood 5 yrs 3 1.0 3.21 0.96 Moderate 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.55 0.97 Moderate 

 

Table 61. S27 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.5) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 5 (2.0) 3 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.2) 
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S28 · School system reliance on parental help will disadvantage non-native and low-

education families 

Uncertain: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), though views on its importance vary widely 
(IQR 2.0), with high conflict potential (median 4), and is high in likelihood over both horizons (median 4), 
though its timing is contested. Experts consider it undesirable (median 1) — an unwelcome yet expected 
development. Importance varies across the project countries (highest in Greece, lowest in Finland). 

Table 62. S28 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 1 1.0 1.69 1.05 Very undesirable 

Importance 4 2.0 3.84 1.08 High 

Conflict potential 4 1.2 4.05 0.88 High 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.85 0.91 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 2.0 3.93 0.92 High 

 

Table 63. S28 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.5) 4 (1.8) 4 (1.0) 5 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.8) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 

 

S29 · Digital infrastructure and remote learning will reduce regional disparities 

between urban and rural education 

Diverging: the statement is broadly rated important (median 4), with moderate conflict potential (median 3), 
and is more likely over the longer 15-year horizon (median 4, vs 3 at five years). Experts consider it desirable 
(median 4). Importance varies across the project countries (highest in Kosovo, lowest in Finland). 

Table 64. S29 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 4 2.0 3.94 0.98 Rather desirable 

Importance 4 1.0 3.54 1.01 Moderate 

Conflict potential 3 2.0 3.08 1.06 Moderate 

Likelihood 5 yrs 3 1.0 3.15 0.95 Moderate 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.50 1.00 High 

 

Table 65. S29 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 3 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0) 3 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 3 (1.0) 

 

S30 · Minority ethnic and racial groups of young people will face intensified 

discrimination 

The statement is broadly rated important (median 4), though views on its importance vary widely (IQR 2.0), 
with high conflict potential (median 4), and is high in likelihood over both horizons (median 4). Experts 
consider it undesirable (median 1) — an unwelcome yet expected development. 

Table 66. S30 — rating profile across the five dimensions (median, IQR, mean, SD, most frequent rating) 

Dimension Median IQR Mean SD Most frequent rating 

Desirability 1 0.0 1.46 0.97 Very undesirable 

Importance 4 2.0 3.81 1.07 High 

Conflict potential 4 1.0 4.21 0.92 Very high 

Likelihood 5 yrs 4 1.0 3.69 0.92 High 

Likelihood 15 yrs 4 1.0 3.69 0.97 High 
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Table 67. S30 — importance rating by project country (median and IQR) 

Importance by country 
(Md, IQR) 

FI AT XK IT GR PT UK PL DE 

median (IQR) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (2.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 4 (1.0) 

Theme D in summary. Within this theme, the statement rated most important for policymakers is S24 
(Educational inequalities will exacerbate social polarization and segregation), while opinion on importance is 
most divided for S25. The least desirable development in the theme is S30, and the highest conflict potential 
attaches to S24. These within-theme contrasts feed directly into the selection of statements for the second 
wave (Section 5). 

3.4 Consensus and controversy 
Read together, the Wave 1 results are best described not by a simple agreement/disagreement split but by 
four patterns, assigned to each statement from its full response structure: the median, the interquartile 
range, the shape of the distribution and a comparative reading across statements. A consensus pattern shows 
a clear directional tendency held with high consistency; diverging views show a clear direction but with 
substantial variation in intensity; uncertainty shows dispersion with only a weak or unconsolidated shared 
tendency, often with a higher share of 'cannot judge' responses; and polarised shows no shared direction at 
all, with substantial shares at both ends of the scale, meaning fundamentally opposing positions rather than 
mere spread. The category of polarised responses is therefore deliberately narrow: a wide interquartile range 
alone does not make a statement controversial, and only S02 (illiteracy becoming the norm) clearly shows 
this opposing-positions pattern, with S07 (a university focus neglecting TVET) treated as a borderline case on 
the same logic. This four-pattern classification of the Wave 1 results is what defines the four blocks of the 
Wave 2 reassessment, whose full statement assignment is given in Section 5.2. Cutting across the 
classification, three descriptive patterns also stand out in their own right: the statements with the highest 
perceived conflict potential, those judged undesirable yet likely, and those judged desirable yet less likely: 

Table 68. Three cross-cutting descriptive patterns (these are not the four-pattern classification; they highlight, 
respectively, the statements with the highest conflict potential, those judged undesirable yet likely, and those judged 
desirable yet less likely). 

Pattern Statement Key figures 

Highest 
conflict 

potential 

S24: Educational inequalities will exacerbate social polarization and 
segregation 

Md 5, mean 4.31 

S30: Minority ethnic and racial groups of young people will face 
intensified discrimination 

Md 4, mean 4.21 

S26: Social class (socio-economic background) will continue to 
determine educational opportunities 

Md 4, mean 4.19 

S28: School system reliance on parental help will disadvantage non-
native and low-education families 

Md 4, mean 4.05 

Undesirable 
yet likely 

S24: Educational inequalities will exacerbate social polarization and 
segregation 

des. 1.53 vs L15y 4.11 

S26: Social class (socio-economic background) will continue to 
determine educational opportunities 

des. 1.60 vs L15y 4.08 

S28: School system reliance on parental help will disadvantage non-
native and low-education families 

des. 1.69 vs L15y 3.93 

Desirable yet 
less likely 

S27: Initiatives breaking gender stereotypes will open previously 
male-dominated career pathways to women 

des. 4.52 vs L15y 3.55 

S23: Integrated guidance centers for youth employment will be 
widely established 

des. 4.29 vs L15y 3.39 

S04: Schools will implement effective programs to address 
behavioural problems (e.g.: violence, bullying, disengagement) 

des. 4.63 vs L15y 3.73 

Together, this three-pattern classification and these descriptive contrasts set the agenda for the second 
wave, which re-rates the controversial statements on all dimensions, revisits the diverging and uncertain 
statements where opinion is unsettled, and deepens the consensus statements with a forward-looking 
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policy-feasibility question (Section 5). In the Wave 2 feedback shown to respondents, the four patterns were 
presented as Shared view, Diverging in intensity, Uncertain and Polarised, respectively. 

The same desirability and likelihood information can be condensed into a single display such as a Policy 
Priority Matrix (Figure 5). Neither risk nor impact was measured in the survey: respondents rated the 
desirability and the likelihood of the trends, and the matrix combines exactly these two ratings descriptively. 
Each statement is placed by the panel’s median likelihood that it is realised within fifteen years (vertical) and 
by how undesirable it would be if it occurred, derived from the median desirability rating (horizontal); a 
priority score (undesirability × likelihood, 1–25) shades each cell from green (low) to dark red (critical). Read 
this way, the statements separate into two policy-relevant regions: a red, high-priority cluster of undesirable-
and-likely developments, dominated by the inclusion theme, and a green-to-yellow region of desirable or 
less likely developments. The display is an illustrative visualisation of the panel’s collective judgement, not a 
formal risk assessment, which would require dedicated probability and severity measures. Re-drawing the 
matrix with the five-year likelihood changes the picture only at the margins: the eleven-statement core of 
the high-priority region (S02, S11, S12, S16, S17, S18, S24, S25, S26, S28, S30) is identical under both horizons; 
near-term pressures (S03, the COVID-19 learning effects, and S13, young people’s labour-market exposure) 
enter it only in the five-year view, while slower-moving institutional trends (S14, S19, S22) reach it only over 
fifteen years. 

Figure 5. Policy Priority Matrix of the 30 trend statements. 

 

 
 

Legend:  

• Each statement is placed by the panel’s median likelihood that the trend is realised within fifteen years (vertical, 1 = very unlikely 
to 5 = very likely) and by how undesirable the trend would be if it occurred, derived from the median desirability rating (horizontal, 
1 = very desirable to 5 = very undesirable).  

• The score shown in each cell is undesirability × likelihood (1–25), shaded from green (low priority) through yellow and orange 
to red and dark red (critical priority).  

• The matrix is an illustrative policy-priority visualisation of the panel’s desirability and likelihood ratings; it is not a formal risk 
assessment. Undesirable-and-likely developments fall in the red upper-right region, dominated by the inclusion statements. 
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3.5 Quantitative profile and qualitative engagement, side by side 
The OSES is a mixed-methods instrument: every rated statement also invited open comments. This section 
places the two strands side by side. The table gives each statement’s quantitative headline together with the 
number of open comments it attracted (1,533 in total); the paragraphs that follow distil illustrative themes 
from the open responses for the most-commented statements (drawn from the English-language responses; 
the full, coded qualitative material is in the Qualitative Volume). 

Table 69. Quantitative profile and qualitative engagement side by side — headline ratings and volume of open 
comments per statement 

Code 
Imp 

Md/IQR 
Des 
Md 

Conf 
Md 

L15 
Md 

Open 
comments 

Statement 

S01 4/2.0 4 3 4 84 Double competencies (disciplinary plus IT) will become a universal 
employment requirement 

S02 4/2.0 1 4 3 82 Illiteracy after eight or nine years of schooling will be the norm 

S03 4/1.0 2 4 3 63 The COVID-19 crisis will have long-term impacts on learning behaviour and 
abilities for young people 

S04 4/1.0 5 4 4 64 Schools will implement effective programs to address behavioural problems 
(e.g.: violence, bullying, disengagement) 

S05 4/2.0 4 3 3 67 Public investment in early childhood education will become the most critical 
part of education 

S06 4/1.0 4 3 4 59 Education will diversify through vocational pathways that promote specific 
skills over standardized education 

S07 3/1.0 2 3 3 54 Focus on university education will neglect TVET (Technical and Vocational 
Education and Training) 

S08 4/1.0 3 3 3 45 Society's status preference for universities over vocational training will persist 

S09 4/1.0 4 4 5 49 New career entry pathways will emerge as AI transforms traditional 
employment routes 

S10 4/1.0 3 4 4 45 Work experience requirements for entry-level positions will become more 
prevalent 

S11 4/1.0 2 4 4 63 Overqualification will increase due to the growing number of academic 
qualifications 

S12 4/2.0 1 4 4 59 Lack of affordable childcare will prevent young parents' labour participation 

S13 4/1.0 2 4 3 49 Young people will be first to be fired and last to be hired during downturns 

S14 4/1.0 2 4 4 49 The gap between employer expectations for skilled workers and employer 
participation in training provision will widen 

S15 4/1.0 3 4 4 47 Ageing workforce will create massive talent demand in certain sectors 

S16 4/1.5 1 4 3 39 Mental health challenges among youth stemming from the COVID-19 crisis 
will continue to affect life skills 

S17 4/1.0 2 4 4 50 Media and Influencers will significantly influence student program choices 

S18 4/2.0 2 4 4 39 The transition from education to employment will become more unstable and 
fragmented for many young people 

S19 3/1.0 2 3 4 38 Extended juvenile phase will hinder workplace engagement 

S20 4/2.0 4 3 4 54 Schools will increasingly adapt curricula to emerging occupations and career 
paths 

S21 4/2.0 5 3 4 45 Social partnerships between education, the private sector and academia will 
be widely formed 

S22 4/1.0 2 4 4 44 Education and labour market policies will struggle to effectively govern young 
people's transition 

S23 4/1.0 4 3 3 44 Integrated guidance centers for youth employment will be widely established 

S24 4/1.0 1 5 4 41 Educational inequalities will exacerbate social polarization and segregation 

S25 4/2.0 1 4 4 44 Resource inequities between public and private schools will widen 

S26 4/2.0 1 4 4 44 Social class (socio-economic background) will continue to determine 
educational opportunities 

S27 4/2.0 5 3 4 47 Initiatives breaking gender stereotypes will open previously male-dominated 
career pathways to women 

S28 4/2.0 1 4 4 44 School system reliance on parental help will disadvantage non-native and 
low-education families 
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Code 
Imp 

Md/IQR 
Des 
Md 

Conf 
Md 

L15 
Md 

Open 
comments 

Statement 

S29 4/1.0 4 3 4 47 Digital infrastructure and remote learning will reduce regional disparities 
between urban and rural education 

S30 4/2.0 1 4 4 34 Minority ethnic and racial groups of young people will face intensified 
discrimination 

 

Illustrative qualitative themes (most-commented statements). 
S01 — Double competencies (84 comments). Respondents stress that the requirement is occupation- and branch-
specific rather than truly universal, that AI is rapidly redefining what ‘IT competence’ means, and that treating double 
competence as universal could exclude or disadvantage some groups. 

S02 — Illiteracy as the norm (82 comments). Much of the commentary turns on the definition of ‘illiteracy’ (functional 
versus literal) and on unease with the framing; respondents treat rising functional-literacy problems as real and serious 
but resist the idea that illiteracy will become a ‘norm’. 

S04 — Schools addressing behavioural problems (64 comments). Respondents doubt that schools alone can or 
should solve these problems; effectiveness is seen as contingent on resources and trained staff, with root causes 
located in society and the media beyond the school gate. 

S05 — Early-childhood investment (67 comments). There is broad agreement on its importance but frequent 
objection to the phrase ‘the most critical’ (one of several priorities), emphasis that quality and resources are decisive, 
and the point that early-childhood education is not solely a state responsibility. 

S24 — Educational inequality (41 comments). Many note that inequality is already severe (so hard to read as a future 
‘trend’), link it to the unequal valuation of vocational versus academic pathways, and point to marked country differences 
in mobility. 

S30 — Minority discrimination (34 comments). A strong, country-specific signal — most visibly from Finland — of 
rising racism and discrimination amplified by politics and media, combined with scepticism about the political will to act. 

The remaining statements show comparable engagement (38–63 comments each); their coded themes are documented 
in the Qualitative Volume, and the Wave 2 open ‘biggest risk’ responses will extend this qualitative layer. 
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4 Wave 2 — reassessment rationale, design and final 
results 

Wave 2 closed on 10 June 2026, 18:00, after five and a half weeks in the field (first invitations 4 May 2026). Of the 287 
Wave 1 panellists invited (those who had provided an email address), 231 started and 207 completed the reassessment 
— a completion rate of 89.6% of started sessions, with a median completion time of 36.1 minutes. The figures in this 
section are based on the final Wave 2 analysis dataset (N = 207; no post-cut-off submissions, no cases removed in 
cleaning) and replace the preliminary figures of earlier drafts. 

4.1 Why a second wave 
Iteration with controlled feedback is the defining feature of a Delphi, and it is what distinguishes the OSES 
from a one-off survey. The first wave establishes a baseline: for each statement it shows where the panel's 
centre of gravity lies and how widely opinion is spread. The second wave then returns that information to 
the respondents. For every carried-forward statement, participants are shown a structured summary of the 
Wave 1 group result — the distribution of answers, the median, and the IQR, with the level of consensus 
indicated on a simple low/moderate/high (red/amber/green) scale — and are asked to reassess in the light 
of the collective view. 

This serves two purposes. The first is convergence: Delphi theory expects that, confronted with the aggregate 
view, some respondents revise toward it, so that dispersion narrows where genuine common ground exists, 
while durable disagreement persists where it is real. Measuring whether and where this happens is itself a 
finding. The second purpose is explanation: Wave 2 goes beyond re-rating to ask why experts hold the views 
they do, which underlying factors they see as driving each trend and which policy responses they consider 
most needed, thereby beginning to convert the quantitative pattern into actionable substance. 

In practice the feedback is presented per statement in a compact, comparable format: a short distribution 
table showing the percentage of respondents who chose each scale point, the median, and the IQR, with the 
level of consensus colour-coded from low (red) through moderate (amber) to high (green). Respondents thus 
see at a glance both where the panel landed and how tightly it agreed before deciding whether to revise 
their own assessment. This controlled-feedback step is precisely what distinguishes the second wave from a 
simple repeat of the first. 

Figure 6 reproduces this per-statement feedback display as it was shown to respondents at the start of the 
second wave. 

4.2 Panel design: re-contact retention and longitudinal matching 
Wave 2 differs from a conventional second Delphi round in one structural respect: under the project’s GDPR 
framework, only Wave 1 respondents who explicitly consented to re-contact (by leaving an email address at 
the end of the Wave 1 questionnaire) could be invited again. The study therefore combines two designs: a 
cross-sectional Delphi sample in each wave (N = 433; N = 207), analysed at the aggregate level, and an 
embedded longitudinal re-contact panel of respondents who consented, received a personal access token 
and took part again, analysed at the level of individual experts (see the matched-sample analysis at the end 
of this section and the Quantitative Tables Volume, Section 6). 

Three analytically distinct populations follow from this design. First, the Wave 1 sample (N = 433). Second, 
the re-contact consent panel: 281 of the 433 Wave 1 respondents (64.9%) provided an email address. 
Combining this with eight post-cut-off Wave 1 completers and one manually added participant, and after de-
duplication, this yielded 288 personal access tokens, of which 287 panellists were ultimately invited (one 
duplicate identity was excluded before dispatch). Third, the matched longitudinal panel: the 205 Wave 2 
respondents whose answers could be linked to their own Wave 1 record. Describing the step from 433 to 
207 as conventional panel attrition would be misleading, because the full Wave 1 sample was never eligible 
for re-contact. Two indicators describe longitudinal participation more accurately: the re-contact retention 
rate (completed Wave 2 questionnaires per invited consenting panellist, 207/287 = 72.1%) and the 
longitudinal match rate (Wave 2 responses linkable across waves, 205/207 = 99.0%). 
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Figure 6. Wave 2 feedback display (English version): the Wave 1 group result returned to respondents before re-
assessment — here for statement S02 — showing the percentage distribution across the response options, the median, 
and an inter-quartile-range consensus bar. 

 

Explicit respondent-level matching of this kind remains uncommon in Delphi research, where participation 
and consensus are usually discussed at the aggregate level (Hasson, Keeney & McKenna, 2000; Keeney, 
Hasson & McKenna, 2011; von der Gracht, 2012; Diamond et al., 2014). Under increasingly stringent data-
protection and research-ethics requirements, the distinction between the survey sample, the consented re-
contact panel and the matched longitudinal panel offers a transferable framework for Delphi designs that 
need to balance respondent privacy with longitudinal analytical capacity; the within-respondent analyses 
reported at the end of this section are its direct payoff. 

4.3 The 21 carried-forward statements and the four blocks 
Wave 2 does not repeat all 30 statements. Carrying every statement forward would burden respondents and 
waste effort on items already settled in Wave 1. Instead, 21 statements are carried forward and grouped into 
four blocks according to their Wave 1 result pattern, so that the reassessment can be tailored to what each 
statement most needs. The statement codes are identical to Wave 1, preserving comparability. 

Table 70. The four Wave 2 blocks — carried-forward statements and their reassessment focus 

Block n Statements Reassessment focus / design 

Block 1 2 S02, S07 Controversial — re-rated on all four Wave 1 dimensions 

Block 2 8 S01, S05, S13, S16, 
S17, S21, S23, S29 

Diverging expert views — re-rated on importance and likelihood (5 yrs) 

Block 3 3 S18, S25, S28 Expert uncertainty — two new items (agreement with the Wave 1 
group result; certainty in one's own Wave 1 rating) 

Block 4 8 S03, S04, S09, S12, 
S14, S20, S24, S27 

Consensus, optional deepening — one new item (feasibility of effective 
policy implementation) 

The logic is that controversial statements are put fully back to the panel on all four dimensions while 
statements with diverging views are revisited on the two dimensions where they split most (importance and 
the five-year likelihood), uncertain statements are probed not for a fresh rating but for the source of their 
uncertainty (how far respondents agree with the group result and how certain they were of their own Wave 
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1 judgement) and consensus statements, where re-rating would add little, are deepened instead with a single 
forward-looking question on the feasibility of effective policy implementation. The block design thus follows 
directly from the consensus/controversy structure identified in Section 4.4. 

In plain terms, the four blocks simply sort the Wave 1 statements by how the panel answered. Where experts 
broadly agreed (a shared view), the statement sits in the consensus block and is carried forward only to probe 
how feasible it would be to act on it. Where they leaned the same way but with widely differing intensity, it 
is a diverging statement. Where answers were spread with no settled direction, it is uncertain. And where 
answers split into two opposing camps, it is controversial (polarised). Each block is then re-asked in the way 
that best fits its pattern (Section 5.3), and the exact Wave 1 figures behind each statement's classification 
are given in Section 4 and the Quantitative Tables Volume. The way these results were fed back to 
respondents at the start of the second wave (the per-statement feedback display) is reproduced in the 
Documentation component of this deliverable. 

4.4 Block-specific design and additional items 
All Wave 2 rating dimensions use the same five-point scale as Wave 1 (very low to very high) plus a “cannot 
judge” option, keeping the measures comparable. Beyond the block-specific rating, every statement in Wave 
2 carries two structured multiple-choice items and one open question, applied uniformly across all 21 
statements. The first multiple-choice item asks which types of factors might contribute to the trend, from a 
fixed taxonomy of seven categories: structural features of population and society; policy frameworks and 
regulations; market dynamics and economic conditions; technological change and digitalisation; social and 
cultural shifts; institutional practices and organisational capacities; and the individual behaviour and choices 
of young people and their families. The second asks which types of policy measures are most needed, again 
from a fixed taxonomy: regulation and legislation; funding and financial incentives; investment in education, 
training and skills development; support and counselling services; cross-sector partnerships and stakeholder 
engagement; research, monitoring and evidence-building; and awareness raising and information 
campaigns. A final free-text field asks for the single biggest risk if the issue is not addressed. The multiple-
choice frequencies are tabulated in the Quantitative Tables Volume; the open “biggest risk” responses are 
documented in the Qualitative Volume. 

The two taxonomies are deliberately generic and identical across all 21 statements. Using the same factor 
and policy categories everywhere means the profiles can be compared across statements and themes, 
showing, for example, whether a given trend is seen as driven mainly by structural and economic forces or 
by individual behaviour, and whether the preferred response leans toward regulation, investment, or 
partnership. The fixed categories also keep the item short enough to sit at the end of each statement without 
further lengthening the questionnaire, while the open "biggest risk" field preserves room for considerations 
the categories do not capture. 

Figures 7, 8 and 9 show the reassessment question and the two additional multiple-choice items, asked for 
every statement: respondents could select up to three contributing factors and up to three policy measures. 
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Figure 7. Wave 2 questionnaire (English version): The reassessment question, asked for all four dimensions here (S02). 

 

Figure 8. Wave 2 questionnaire (English version): the contributing-factor item (categories F1–F7), asked for every 
statement (here S02); respondents could select up to three. 
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Figure 9. Wave 2 questionnaire (English version): the policy-measure item (categories P1–P7), asked for every 
statement (here S02); respondents could select up to three. 
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4.5 Final results 
The second wave behaves as a Delphi should. Among the 24 statement-by-dimension comparisons that can 
be made on the dimensions measured in both waves (the four dimensions of the controversial block and the 
two of the diverging block), the interquartile range narrowed in 9 cases, was unchanged in 15, and widened 
in none — that is, wherever opinion moved at all, it moved toward consensus rather than away from it. 
Median ratings are stable in 23 of the 24 comparisons; the single exception — the five-year likelihood of S21 
(3.0 → 4.0) — moved upward, re-anchoring rather than unsettling the substantive picture established in 
Wave 1. The per-statement comparison, including median and IQR side by side with the change between 
waves, is in the Quantitative Tables Volume (Section 5). 

The structured factor and policy items give a first, descriptive sense of the “why” and the “what to do”, 
applied consistently across the 21 statements. The factors most frequently identified as driving the trends 
are market dynamics and economic conditions (selected on average by 43% of respondents per statement), 
social and cultural shifts (42%) and technological change and digitalisation (40%). On the policy side, the 
measures most often seen as needed are investment in education, training and skills development (65%), 
funding and financial incentives (37%) and regulation and legislation (36%). These are averages across 
statements; the per-statement profiles, which vary substantially by topic, are in the Quantitative Tables 
Volume (Section 4.5). 

Blocks 3 and 4 use new Wave 2 judgement dimensions (agreement with the group result and certainty in 
one's own Wave 1 rating for the uncertain block, and the feasibility of effective policy implementation for 
the consensus block) which have no Wave 1 counterpart and are therefore reported in Wave 2 terms only; 
their final distributions are in the Quantitative Tables Volume (Section 4). 

Figure 10. Spread of opinion (IQR) in Wave 1 versus final Wave 2 (N = 207), for the dimensions measured in both 
waves. 

 
 

Legend: Points below the diagonal indicate convergence; none lie above it. How to read: each point is one statement on one 
dimension; points on the dotted line are unchanged between waves, while points below it have a narrower Wave 2 inter -quartile 
range — i.e. convergence. The message is that, where opinion shifted, it moved toward consensus and none diverged. 
(Statement codes: Table 4.) 
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Results by block. 
Block 1 — controversial statements (S02, S07). Re-rated on all four Wave 1 dimensions. The table contrasts the Wave 1 
and final Wave 2 medians and IQRs; the IQR is the key figure, since convergence shows as a narrowing range. 

Table 71. Wave 2 — Block 1 (controversial statements): change in median and IQR from Wave 1 to Wave 2 on all four 
assessment dimensions 

Code Dimension W1 Md/IQR W2 Md/IQR Δ IQR 

S02 Importance 4 / 2.0 4 / 2.0 +0.0 
S02 Conflict pot. 4 / 2.0 4 / 1.0 -1.0 

S02 Likelihood 5y 3 / 1.5 3 / 1.0 -0.5 

S02 Likelihood 15y 3 / 2.0 3 / 2.0 +0.0 

S07 Importance 3 / 1.0 3 / 1.0 +0.0 

S07 Conflict pot. 3 / 1.0 3 / 1.0 +0.0 

S07 Likelihood 5y 3 / 2.0 3 / 1.0 -1.0 

S07 Likelihood 15y 3 / 2.0 3 / 1.0 -1.0 

 

Block 2 — diverging statements (8 items). Re-rated on importance and the five-year likelihood, the two dimensions on 
which Wave 1 opinion was most split. Across these items the medians are stable — except for an upward shift in the five-
year likelihood of S21 (3.0 → 4.0) — while several IQRs narrow. 

Table 72. Wave 2 — Block 2 (diverging statements): change in median and IQR from Wave 1 to Wave 2 

Code Dimension W1 Md/IQR W2 Md/IQR Δ IQR 

S01 Importance 4 / 2.0 4 / 1.0 -1.0 

S01 Likelihood 5y 4 / 1.0 4 / 1.0 +0.0 

S05 Importance 4 / 2.0 4 / 2.0 +0.0 

S05 Likelihood 5y 3 / 2.0 3 / 1.0 -1.0 
S13 Importance 4 / 1.0 4 / 1.0 +0.0 

S13 Likelihood 5y 4 / 1.0 4 / 1.0 +0.0 

S16 Importance 4 / 1.5 4 / 1.0 -0.5 

S16 Likelihood 5y 4 / 1.0 4 / 1.0 +0.0 

S17 Importance 4 / 1.0 4 / 1.0 +0.0 

S17 Likelihood 5y 4 / 1.0 4 / 0.0 -1.0 

S21 Importance 4 / 2.0 4 / 2.0 +0.0 

S21 Likelihood 5y 3 / 1.0 4 / 1.0 +0.0 

S23 Importance 4 / 1.0 4 / 1.0 +0.0 

S23 Likelihood 5y 3 / 2.0 3 / 1.0 -1.0 

S29 Importance 4 / 1.0 4 / 1.0 +0.0 

S29 Likelihood 5y 3 / 1.0 3 / 1.0 +0.0 

 

Block 3 — uncertain statements (S18, S25, S28). Rather than re-rating, Wave 2 asks two reflective questions: how far 
respondents agree with the Wave 1 group result, and how certain they were of their own Wave 1 judgement (both on the 
1–5 scale). The distributions are summarised below. 

Table 73. Wave 2 — Block 3 (uncertain statements): agreement with the Wave 1 group result and respondents' 
certainty 

Code Statement Agreement Md/IQR Certainty Md/IQR 

S18 The transition from education to employment will 
become more unstable and fragmented for many young 

people 

4 / 2.0 4 / 1.0 

S25 Resource inequities between public and private schools 
will widen 

4 / 1.0 4 / 1.0 

S28 School system reliance on parental help will 
disadvantage non-native and low-education families 

4 / 1.0 4 / 1.0 
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Block 4 — consensus statements (8 items). Not re-rated; deepened instead with a single question on the feasibility of 
effective policy implementation (1–5). The medians indicate how realistic experts consider effective policy action on each 
consensus trend. 

Table 74. Wave 2 — Block 4 (consensus statements): perceived feasibility of policy action 

Code Statement 
Feasibility for policy 

actions (Md/IQR) 

S03 The COVID-19 crisis will have long-term impacts on learning behaviour and 
abilities for young people 

4 / 1.0 

S04 Schools will implement effective programs to address behavioural problems 
(e.g.: violence, bullying, disengagement) 

4 / 1.0 

S09 New career entry pathways will emerge as AI transforms traditional 
employment routes 

4 / 1.0 

S12 Lack of affordable childcare will prevent young parents' labour participation 4 / 2.0 

S14 The gap between employer expectations for skilled workers and employer 
participation in training provision will widen 

4 / 1.0 

S20 Schools will increasingly adapt curricula to emerging occupations and career 
paths 

4 / 1.0 

S24 Educational inequalities will exacerbate social polarization and segregation 4 / 2.0 

S27 Initiatives breaking gender stereotypes will open previously male-dominated 
career pathways to women 

4 / 1.0 

 

A note on linkage 

Wave 2 was a token-based reassessment that invited the Wave 1 respondents who had provided an email 
address, so country is taken from the matched Wave 1 record; 205 of the 207 completed questionnaires 
were linked to a Wave 1 record in the analysis dataset. The cross-wave special cases are documented in the 
Quantitative Tables Volume (Section 4.0): one respondent who could not be matched to a specific Wave 1 
record (no identifying information was given in Wave 1), one post-cut-off Wave 1 completer who took part 
in Wave 2, and one email address attached to two duplicate Wave 1 records (relevant only for the within-
person analyses of the matched sample). A further pair of Wave 1 records was identified post hoc as one 
respondent registered under two email addresses (only one identity was invited to Wave 2); a sensitivity 
check confirms that excluding the duplicate would leave all reported Wave 1 medians and consensus readings 
unchanged, so the Wave 1 dataset remains as published (N = 433). 
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Figure 11. Wave 2 (final, N = 207): share of respondents selecting each contributing-factor category (F1–F7), by 
statement. 

 

 

How to read: the darker the cell, the larger the share of respondents who selected that contributing factor (F1–F7) for the 
statement in that row; reading across a row gives the statement's perceived 'driver' profile. The factor categories F1–F7 are 
defined in the legend above and the statements are listed in Table 4. 
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Figure 12. Wave 2 (final, N = 207): share of respondents selecting each policy-measure category (P1–P7), by statement. 

 

 

 

How to read: the darker the cell, the larger the share of respondents who selected that policy measure (P1–P7) for the 
statement in that row; reading across a row gives the statement's preferred policy-response profile. The policy categories P1–
P7 are defined in the legend above and the statements are listed in Table 4. 
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4.6 What the second round changed — a convergence typology 
With the final dataset in place, the 24 comparable statement × dimension pairs can be condensed into a 
compact account of what the second round changed (Table 74; the full per-dimension figures are in the 
Quantitative Tables Volume, Sections 5.1–5.2). The headline is convergence without reversal: seven of the 
ten re-rated statements narrowed their interquartile range on at least one dimension, the remaining three 
were already at, and stayed at, their Wave 1 spread, and no statement widened on any dimension. The 
median moved in only one of the 24 pairs, the five-year likelihood of S21 (3.0 → 4.0), upward, so the 
substantive picture of Wave 1 holds while opinion consolidates around it. 

Table 75. Wave 2 — what the second round changed: convergence typology of the ten re-rated statements (Blocks 1 
and 2). “IQR narrowed” counts the re-rated dimensions with a smaller Wave 2 inter-quartile range; no dimension 
widened. 

Code Block IQR 
narrowed 

Median change Pattern after Wave 2 

S02 1 — controversial 2 of 4 — Converged (conflict potential, 5-yr 
likelihood); importance and 15-yr likelihood 

remain at IQR 2.0 

S07 1 — controversial 2 of 4 — Converged; all four dimensions now at IQR ≤ 
1 

S01 2 — diverging 1 of 2 — Converged; both dimensions at IQR ≤ 1 

S05 2 — diverging 1 of 2 — Converged on likelihood; importance 
remains at IQR 2.0 

S13 2 — diverging 0 of 2 — Stable; both dimensions at IQR ≤ 1 

S16 2 — diverging 1 of 2 — Converged; both dimensions at IQR ≤ 1 

S17 2 — diverging 1 of 2 — Converged; 5-yr likelihood now at IQR 0 

S21 2 — diverging 0 of 2 Likelihood 5 yrs:  
3.0 → 4.0 

Spread stable but re-anchored upward; 
importance remains at IQR 2.0 

S23 2 — diverging 1 of 2 — Converged; both dimensions at IQR ≤ 1 

S29 2 — diverging 0 of 2 — Stable; both dimensions at IQR ≤ 1 

After the second round, the residual dispersion is concentrated and informative. Seven of the ten re-rated 
statements now show consensus-level spread (IQR ≤ 1, the convention used throughout this report) on every 
re-rated dimension. Where dispersion persists, it sits almost entirely on a single dimension — importance for 
policymakers — for S02, S05 and S21 (IQR 2.0 in both waves), joined only by the fifteen-year likelihood of 
S02: experts increasingly agree on what they expect to happen, but continue to differ on how high these 
items should rank on the policy agenda (and, for S02, on how the picture plays out over the longer horizon). 
This is the kind of residual disagreement a policy Delphi is meant to surface rather than smooth over: it marks 
genuine prioritisation choices, not unsettled expectations. 

4.7 Per-country convergence 
Read per project country, the second round moves in the same direction everywhere (Table 75): the mean 
change in the country-level IQR across the 24 comparable pairs is negative in all nine project countries: 
strongest in Germany (−0.56), Greece (−0.55) and Portugal (−0.45), weakest in Poland (−0.10), the only 
country in which narrowing and widening pairs balance (8 vs 8). National panels are small in Wave 2 (n 
between 8 and 35), so these are tendencies rather than precise estimates, the per-country medians and IQRs 
behind them are in the Quantitative Tables Volume (Sections 4 and 5.3). 

Table 76. Wave 2 — per-country convergence across the 24 comparable statement × dimension pairs (change in the 
country-level IQR from Wave 1 to Wave 2; pairs neither narrowed nor widened are unchanged; a negative mean Δ IQR 
indicates net convergence) 

Country Wave 2 n IQR narrowed (of 24) IQR widened (of 24) Mean Δ IQR 

Finland 33 6 2 -0.23 

Austria 35 10 2 -0.27 

Kosovo 26 6 3 -0.21 

Italy 33 7 4 -0.21 

Greece 8 16 3 -0.55 
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Country Wave 2 n IQR narrowed (of 24) IQR widened (of 24) Mean Δ IQR 

Portugal 17 12 2 -0.45 

the UK 8 12 5 -0.39 

Poland 12 8 8 -0.10 

Germany 17 14 2 -0.56 

4.8 Driver and policy profiles by theme 
Read by theme, the driver profiles are instructively different (Figure 11). The labour-market statements 
(Theme B) are attributed above all to market dynamics and economic conditions (F3; selected on average by 
68% of respondents per statement). The education statements (Theme A) draw a more even profile led by 
social and cultural shifts (46%), institutional practices (42%) and technological change (42%); the transition 
statements (Theme C) combine market dynamics (51%) with technological change (45%); and the inclusion 
statements (Theme D) are read as socially and structurally driven (social and cultural shifts 51%, structural 
features of population and society 40%). The drivers’ experts see thus track the substance of each theme 
rather than a generalised technology or policy narrative. 

The policy-need profiles (Figure 12) are uniform on one point and differentiated on another. Investment in 
education, training and skills development (P3) is the most-selected category in every theme, from 58% 
(Theme B) to 75% (Theme A), confirming investment as the panel’s default instrument. Around this core, the 
instrument mix shifts with the problem: regulation (P1, 47%) and funding (P2, 45%) weigh most in the labour-
market theme, cross-sector partnerships (P5, 42%) and support and counselling services (P4, 41%) in the 
transition theme, and funding and regulation again in the inclusion theme (42% / 41%). The full per-
statement profiles are tabulated in the Quantitative Tables Volume (Section 4.5). 

4.9 Feasibility, agreement and certainty: what Blocks 3 and 4 add 
Blocks 3 and 4 carry judgement dimensions that have no Wave 1 counterpart and are reported in Wave 2 
terms only (Tables 72 and 73). For the eight consensus statements, the panel considers effective policy 
implementation feasible: the median feasibility rating is 4 (“high”) for every statement, with consensus-level 
spread (IQR 1.0) for six of the eight and a wider spread (IQR 2.0) only for S12 (affordable childcare) and S24 
(educational inequalities). These are the two consensus trends where the room for effective policy action is 
most contested. 

For the three uncertain statements, respondents broadly endorse the Wave 1 group result (median 
agreement 4 throughout; IQR 1.0 for S25 and S28, 2.0 for S18) while reporting high certainty in their own 
Wave 1 judgement (median 4, IQR 1.0 in all three cases). The Wave 1 uncertainty pattern therefore reflected 
genuinely scattered expectations across experts rather than low individual confidence, which is useful to 
know for the concluding round, where these statements are natural candidates for qualitative probing. 

4.10 How individual experts moved: the matched sample 
Because Wave 2 was token-based, responses can be followed at the level of individual experts: 205 of the 
207 Wave 2 completions are linked to their own Wave 1 record (one further case, matching two duplicate 
Wave 1 submissions, is excluded from the within-person figures, which rest on 204 linked respondents and 
4,419 comparable rating pairs; details in the Quantitative Tables Volume, Section 6). This is the analysis the 
aggregate comparison cannot deliver: it shows who moves, not just whether the distribution tightens. 

Three findings stand out (Table 76). First, individual revision is the norm, not the exception: every linked 
respondent changed at least one rating, and the median respondent changed 59% of their comparable 
ratings, with the aggregate stability of the medians being the net result of widespread, largely offsetting 
individual movement. Second, the movement is directed: 40.6% of rating pairs are unchanged, 30.6% moved 
toward the Wave 1 group median and 22.4% away from it (6.4% switched to an equally distant value on the 
opposite side), a clear net pull toward the panel view. Third, where movement away from the group median 
dominates, most visibly the five-year likelihood of S05 (67 vs 51 moves, mean change +0.39), it is consistently 
upward, mirroring the shift that did move the group median for S21 (3.0 → 4.0): the panel leans toward 
higher likelihoods rather than dispersing. 
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Table 77. Wave 2 — matched-sample movement by statement: linked respondents’ rating pairs classified by distance 
to the Wave 1 group median. Unchanged, toward and away do not sum to 100%; the remainder switched to an equally 
distant value on the opposite side of the median. 

Code Rating pairs (n) Unchanged (%) Toward group median (%) 
Away from median 

(%) 

S02 727 40.0 33.1 20.2 

S07 748 40.6 29.4 23.4 

S01 382 41.9 32.5 17.0 
S05 387 35.1 29.5 26.9 

S13 369 41.7 32.2 22.2 

S16 353 46.5 27.8 20.7 

S17 355 47.6 27.9 20.3 

S21 362 40.1 29.0 24.9 

S23 355 38.6 28.2 27.0 

S29 381 35.2 34.4 23.1 

The matched sample thus completes the convergence story: the second round produced genuine individual 
reassessment that consolidated, rather than merely repeated, the first-round picture. The remaining Wave 
2 material, the open “biggest risk” field and its integration with the quantitative shifts, is documented in the 
Qualitative Volume, and the distilled consensus-and-controversy dashboard for the WP6 policy briefs builds 
directly on the typology of Table 74. 
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5 Connections to other research streams in EDU-LAB 
The OSES is one strand of a larger evidence-gathering effort. Two companion deliverables completed in 
December 2025 approach the same youth-transition agenda from complementary angles: D1.1 (WP1, 
“Modelling pathways and transitions in GE and PVET and to the labour market”) maps educational pathways, 
transitions and their intersectional determinants and the gaps in the data that cover them; and D2.1 (WP2, 
“Assessing the efficacy of policies and investment in GE and PVET”) reviews the effectiveness and efficiency 
of policies, programmes and investments, including their unintended effects. This section sketches, 
descriptively, how the OSES findings connect to them; the systematic integration belongs to the project's 
synthesis stage (WP5). 

Connection to WP1 (D1.1, pathways and determinants): WP1 catalogues the pathways young people take 
through education and training and into work, together with a structured set of some 80 intersectional 
determinants and 32 transitions and assesses how well existing datasets cover them, documenting where 
the data are thin. The OSES addresses the same objects from the opposite direction: where WP1 records 
what the data do and do not capture, the OSES records what a large expert panel expects and how strongly 
it agrees. The correspondence is closest in two themes. Theme C (Transitions and Systemic Interfaces) 
concerns the same transitions WP1 catalogues: the school-to-work passage, its stability and the institutional 
interfaces that govern it. Theme D (Inclusion and Disadvantage) concerns the same intersectional 
determinants: social class (S26), migration and parental background (S28), gender (S27) and ethnicity and 
discrimination (S30). Strikingly, the OSES finding that these inequality determinants are judged highly likely 
yet highly undesirable aligns with WP1's concern that precisely these determinants are often under-covered 
in available data: the developments experts worry about most are also among the hardest to monitor. The 
OSES can therefore serve as an expert-judgement complement wherever WP1 identifies a data gap. 

Connection to WP2 (D2.1, policy effectiveness and investment): WP2 reviews what is known about the 
effectiveness and efficiency of policies and investments supporting youth transitions, the structural gaps in 
that evidence, and unintended effects. The OSES connects to this most directly through its second wave, 
which asks, for every statement, which types of policy measures experts consider most needed using 
categories (regulation and legislation; funding and financial incentives; investment in education, training and 
skills; support and counselling services; cross-sector partnerships; research and monitoring; awareness 
raising) that mirror WP2's policy landscape and, for the consensus statements, how feasible effective policy 
implementation is judged to be. The importance and conflict-potential ratings flag where experts see the 
greatest policy priority and the greatest social sensitivity, and the desirability-likelihood gap flags where 
policy attention is most warranted. Concrete points of contact include WP2's evidence on the effectiveness 
of strong vocational pathways, which the OSES complements with expert judgements on vocational 
diversification (S06) and the persistent, and, to experts, undesirable, status preference for universities over 
vocational training (S07, S08) as well as WP2's interest in unintended effects, which the open 'biggest risk' 
question in Wave 2 directly elicits. 

The table below summarises the most evident points of contact. 

Table 78. Thematic connections between the OSES and WP1 (D1.1) and WP2 (D2.1) 

OSES element 
Connection to WP1 (D1.1, pathways & 

determinants) 
Connection to WP2 (D2.1, policy & 

investment) 

Theme C — Transitions Same transitions WP1 catalogues (school-to-
work passage, interfaces) 

Effectiveness of transition-support policies and 
guidance 

Theme D — Inclusion Same intersectional determinants (class, 
migration, gender, ethnicity) 

Equity-oriented policies; unintended effects on 
disadvantaged groups 

Wave 2 policy-measure item — Maps directly onto WP2 policy categories and 
effectiveness focus 

Wave 2 feasibility item — Expert read on whether effective policy action 
is realistic 

Importance & conflict ratings Which determinants/transitions matter most to 
experts 

Policy priorities and politically sensitive areas 
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OSES element 
Connection to WP1 (D1.1, pathways & 

determinants) 
Connection to WP2 (D2.1, policy & 

investment) 

Wave 2 'biggest risk' (open) Risks linked to under-covered determinants Evidence on unintended effects / non-
achievement 

The statement-level crosswalk below makes the connections concrete: for each statement it names the most 
directly related WP1 determinant or transition and the most directly related WP2 policy area. The mapping 
is indicative and intended as a starting point for the WP5 synthesis. 

Table 79. Statement-level crosswalk — each statement linked to the relevant WP1 (D1.1) and WP2 (D2.1) evidence 

Code Statement WP1 (D1.1) link WP2 (D2.1) link 

S01 Double competencies (disciplinary plus IT) will 
become a universal employment requirement 

Skills/qualification determinant; 
education→labour 

Curriculum and digital-skills 
policy 

S02 Illiteracy after eight or nine years of schooling will 
be the norm 

Basic-skills / prior-attainment 
determinant 

Basic-skills and remedial-
education policy 

S03 The COVID-19 crisis will have long-term impacts 
on learning behaviour and abilities for young 
people 

Participation determinant 
(learning disruption) 

Learning-recovery and support 
policy 

S04 Schools will implement effective programs to 
address behavioural problems (e.g.: violence, 
bullying, disengagement) 

Participation / well-being 
determinant 

School support services and 
resourcing 

S05 Public investment in early childhood education will 
become the most critical part of education 

Access determinant (early 
stage) 

Investment in early-childhood 
education and care 

S06 Education will diversify through vocational 
pathways that promote specific skills over 
standardized education 

Pathway structure / selection VET/TVET diversification 
policy 

S07 Focus on university education will neglect TVET 
(Technical and Vocational Education and Training) 

Selection (academic vs. 
vocational) 

VET parity and attractiveness 
policy 

S08 Society's status preference for universities over 
vocational training will persist 

Selection determinant (social 
valuation) 

VET attractiveness policy 

S09 New career entry pathways will emerge as AI 
transforms traditional employment routes 

Education→labour transition Labour-market and skills policy 
(AI/automation) 

S10 Work experience requirements for entry-level 
positions will become more prevalent 

Education→labour transition 
(entry) 

Work-based-learning policy 

S11 Overqualification will increase due to the growing 
number of academic qualifications 

Education→labour transition 
(matching) 

Skills-matching / qualification 
policy 

S12 Lack of affordable childcare will prevent young 
parents' labor participation 

Family / socio-economic 
determinant; participation 

Childcare and family policy 

S13 Young people will be first to be fired and last to be 
hired during downturns 

Education→labour transition 
(cyclical) 

Youth labour-market activation 

S14 The gap between employer expectations for skilled 
workers and employer participation in training 
provision will widen 

Education→labour (employer 
side) 

Employer engagement / WBL 
policy 

S15 Ageing workforce will create massive talent 
demand in certain sectors 

Labour-market / demographic 
context 

Skills, migration and labour 
policy 

S16 Mental health challenges among youth stemming 
from the COVID-19 crisis will continue to affect life 
skills 

Well-being / participation 
determinant 

Youth mental-health support 
policy 

S17 Media and Influencers will significantly influence 
student program choices 

Selection determinant 
(information/aspiration) 

Guidance and information 
policy 

S18 The transition from education to employment will 
become more unstable and fragmented for many 
young people 

Education→labour transition 
(core) 

Transition-support policy 

S19 Extended juvenile phase will hinder workplace 
engagement 

Transition timing / engagement Activation and engagement 
policy 

S20 Schools will increasingly adapt curricula to 
emerging occupations and career paths 

Within-education transition; 
selection 

Curriculum–labour alignment 
policy 

S21 Social partnerships between education, the private 
sector and academia will be widely formed 

Systemic interface Partnership and governance 
policy 
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Code Statement WP1 (D1.1) link WP2 (D2.1) link 

S22 Education and labour market policies will struggle 
to effectively govern young people's transition 

Systemic interface / 
governance 

Governance and coordination 
(core WP2) 

S23 Integrated guidance centers for youth employment 
will be widely established 

Transition-support structure Guidance and counselling 
policy 

S24 Educational inequalities will exacerbate social 
polarization and segregation 

Socio-economic determinant 
(core) 

Equity policy 

S25 Resource inequities between public and private 
schools will widen 

Access / resource determinant Funding-equity policy 

S26 Social class (socio-economic background) will 
continue to determine educational opportunities 

Socio-economic determinant 
(core) 

Equity and redistribution policy 

S27 Initiatives breaking gender stereotypes will open 
previously male-dominated career pathways to 
women 

Gender determinant Gender-equality policy 

S28 School system reliance on parental help will 
disadvantage non-native and low-education 
families 

Family / migration determinant Inclusion and family-support 
policy 

S29 Digital infrastructure and remote learning will 
reduce regional disparities between urban and rural 
education 

Regional / urban-rural 
determinant; access 

Digital-infrastructure policy 

S30 Minority ethnic and racial groups of young people 
will face intensified discrimination 

Ethnicity / migration 
determinant 

Anti-discrimination and 
inclusion policy 

 

Taken together, the three work packages triangulate the same agenda: WP1 on what the data can and cannot 
show, WP2 on what the evidence says about policy effectiveness, and WP3B (OSES) on what experts expect, 
prioritise and consider feasible. Joining these strands systematically is a task for WP5 as this report simply 
flags the clearest points of contact so that they are not lost. 

6 Outlook 
Three steps follow from the results reported here. First, with the final Wave 2 dataset now integrated, the 
remaining analytical step on the second round is interpretive: integrating the quantitative shifts with the 
open “biggest risk” material documented in the Qualitative Volume, and distilling the headline consensus-
and-controversy dashboard for the policy briefs of WP6. Second, a concluding round of 30–40 qualitative 
interviews will deepen the interpretation of the quantitative findings: it will probe the causes of persistent 
dissent and unexpected consensus, the implicit assumptions behind divergent assessments, the practical 
implications for national and EU policy contexts, and experts’ own assessments of perceived policy 
effectiveness. Third, the consolidated OSES findings feed the project’s synthesis (WP5) and its dissemination 
through policy briefs, recommendations and publications (WP6), and inform the work of WP1 and WP2. 

Even at this descriptive stage, the OSES yields a clear and policy-relevant message: experts across the 
consortium agree that the developments they find least desirable (those concentrated in the inclusion and 
disadvantage domain) are among the most likely to materialise and the most socially divisive. Translating 
that descriptive signal into explanation and recommendation is the task of the project's later stages, for 
which this report and its companion volumes provide the empirical foundation. 
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ANNEX 

Annex figures: distribution overviews by assessment dimension 

The following charts rank the 30 statements by their mean rating on a single dimension. They complement 
the medians used in the main text (Section 4) and are provided here for reference. 

Figure A1. Statements ranked by mean importance for policymakers, coloured by theme. (Statement codes S01–S30 
and wording are given in Table 4; bar colours denote the four themes A–D.) 
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Figure A2. Statements ranked by mean conflict potential for society. The inclusion statements (red, Theme D) dominate 
the top. (Statement codes S01–S30 and wording are given in Table 4; bar colours denote the four themes A–D.) 

 

Figure A2. Statements ranked by mean conflict potential for society. The inclusion statements (red, Theme D) dominate the top. 
(Statement codes S01–S30 and wording are given in Table 4; bar colours denote the four themes A–D.) 

 

 


