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Introductory remarks on databases available in Germany to validate ESEC

To make understandable the rational underlying the validation plans for Germany we begin with briefly describing the various core data sources which are intensively used in official statistics and/or social research and are available for the development and validation of ESEC in Germany. These data sources vary in sample characteristics and in the way occupational information is coded and available. The characteristics of the databases and their role in social research will be more fully described in the final report. Most important for the development and validation of ESEC are the yearly microcensus and the BIBB/IAB survey on “Acquisition and utilization of occupational qualifications” (last carried out in 1998/99). 

The microcensus is the German version of the LFS (subsets of microcensus data are included in the European Labour Force survey). The microcensus is a 1% population household sample and has a response rate of 97% (due to compulsory participation).  A sub-sample of about 600.000 cases is available as scientific use file.  A close examination appears indispensable, because of its crucial role in official statistics and more and more also in social research, but also because of its sample size and data quality. All this makes the microcensus a data reference for other surveys. 

The BIBB/IAB survey is a survey of persons in the labour force (with about 34.000 respondents, response rate 58%).  This data base stands out for its detailed occupational information and because it includes a number of variables that can be used as indicators of Employment Relations (ER).

Other (social science based) surveys that will be used include the G-SOEP (the German Socio-Economic Panel). Extracts of the G-SOEP are included in the ECHP. Several waves of G-SOEP include information that can be used as indicators of ER. Finally we have access for the ESEC project to a large collection of populations surveys from various years (General Social Survey for Germany (ALLBUS) and other surveys) that we have been merged into a large cumulative survey database.

The occupational information that is contained in the database and that can be used to construct ESEC as well as EGP is described in Table 1. As can be seen, in the various databases occupational information is originally coded into different classification schemas. In most social surveys ISCO88 is used as standard occupational classification, with 4-digit codes being usually available (see lines 4, 4a and 5 of table 1). In contrast, official statistics code occupational information into a national occupational classification, which is called 'Klassifikation der Berufe' (KldB) (see lines 1-3 in table 1). For confidentiality reasons, KldB is only available in 3 digits (with 369 categories) in the microcensus scientific use file. In addition to KldB_3d, the statistical office also provides on a 3 digit level ISCO88-com.  ISCO88-com, however, is not directly coded, but generated though a crosswalk routine (used by official statistics) from the KldB-4-digit Classification (> 2000 codes). Fortunately, the BIBB/IAB survey includes occupational information in the 4 digit KldB classification and crosswalks to both ISCO 4- and 3- digits are available. Mapping matrices are provided by the statistical office. This makes it possible, to examine the implications of the crosswalks from KldB through the various digit levels of ISCO for the resulting ESEC classification.

	
	Data source
	Original occupation coding
	Crosswalk

available to generate
	Resulting SEC / class
	

	1
	BIBB/IAB
	KldB_4d
	ISCO_4d
	ESEC_4d
	

	2
	BIBB/IAB
	KldB_4d
	ISCO_3d
	ESEC_3d
	

	3
	Microcensus
	KldB_3d
	ISCO_3d
	ESEC_3d
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	G-SOEP
	ISCO_4d
	
	ESEC_4d
	

	4a
	ECHP
	ISCO_4d
	ISCO_2d
	ESEC_4d
	

	5
	ALLBUS
	ISCO_4d
	
	ESEC_4d
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Microcensus
	KldB_3d
	
	EGPKldB_3d
	

	7
	Microcensus
	KldB_3d
	ISCO_3d
	EGPISCO_3d
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	BIBB/IAB
	KldB_3d
	
	EGPKldB_3d
	

	9
	BIBB/IAB
	KldB_3d
	ISCO_3d
	EGPISCO_3d
	

	10
	BIBB/IAB
	KldB_4d
	ISCO_4d
	EGPISCO_4d
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Steps to be pursued in the validation procedure

(1) Establish proxy variables and decision rules for manager / supervisor / employee distinction

The German databases usually do not include explicit measures through which a clear and direct distinction between managers, supervisors and employees can be made. This is particularly true for the microcensus. The exception is the BIBB/IAB data and selected waves of G-SOEP in which an explicit measure for supervisory functions is included. Instead in most databases a self-assessment measure – called ‘Stellung im Betrieb’ (Position with Employer / PwE) is usually available from which information on managerial and supervisory functions can be derived (see appendix table 1). While from these measures it will be quite straightforward to derive supervisory function in the area of manual work (codes D4, D5 and E1 in appendix table 1), this is less clear for supervisors in office and service work. A option is to use code E5 and possibly F3 as proxy for “non-manual” supervisors. Managerial function could be derived from code E6. By examining correlations of these PwE-measures with explicit measures of supervisory function (available in BIBB/IAB and G-SOEP) and with other relevant ER-measures, we will explore, whether this is a viable solution and how best use can be made of the PwE-measures. The main purpose of this step thus is to validate the use of the PwE measure as a proxy fo the manager / supervisor / employee distinction in databases in which no direct measure for this distinction is available.  

(2) Select and test  ER indicators 

G-SOEP and BIBB/IAB include a number of measures that can be used as ER-indicators. In this step the respective single measures are selected and possibly summary index measures constructed that in later steps are used to validate both OUG-ESEC assignments in the ESEC matrix and the final ESEC classes.

(3) Establish rules for OUG-ESEC assignment, in particular for critical and nationally deviant OUG’s to generate the German version of the ESEC-matix

We will systematically use the detailed PwE measures and the ER indicators to verify that occupational categories are correctly allocated to ESEC classes. We will examine inconsistencies between OUG- and PwE-information and derive priority rules for ESEC allocation when OUG and PwE-information is highly inconsistent. 

In this, we will especially consider the distinctions between

· higher (1) and lower (2) managers;

· higher (2) and lower (7) technicians;

· intermediate (3) and lower service/sales/clerical (6);

· lower service/sales/clerical(6) routine occupations (9);

· lower technical occupations (8) and routine occupations (9);

and we will in particular provide empirical evidence for OUG’s that seem to require a deviant (from the international pattern) ESEC allocation in Germany. We think that such deviations should be exceptional. We will try to develop rules that legitimate deviant allocations and provide a summary evaluation of the deviant allocations suggested for Germany.

(4) Examine effects of classification aggregation and simple classifications

As indicated above, occupational information is coded only in limited detail (less than four digits) in many German databases. Some databases do not include sufficient information to precisely determine the status in employment variables as well. Also, occupational variables often have considerable proportions of missing data. 

We will especially examine how the transition from ISCO_4digit to ISCO_3digit is best done and how it will affect the ESEC classification and its distribution. For this purpose, we will mainly use the BIBB-IAB-Survey, because for this survey we can transform the KLdB-4digit to ISCO-4digit as well as to ISCO-3digit, using the respective mapping matrices provided by official statistics (see table 1 above). Applying the ‘modal class  rule’  (allocate to 3-digit OUG’s the ESEC code that has the highest frequency among the relevant 4-digit OUG’s) we will examine where the resulting 3-digit ESEC mapping matrix  for Germany differs from the proposed international standard matrix.   

Thus, in this section we analyse the implications for ESEC coding of the various forms of less than ideal information. We will also test to which extent PwE-information can be used as proxy for missing occupational information.

(5) ESEC criterion validation with ER-measures

In this step we will use the ER indicators developed in (2) above to examine the criterion validity of the final ESEC classes. Because the microcensus includes only 3-digit occupational information, ESEC based on both 4- and 3-digit versions of occupational classifications will be tested. We will use regression techniques to analyse the relationship of ESEC with various ER-indicators, using both G-SOEP and BIBB/IAB data.

(6) Compare ESEC to EGP

We are in the fortunate position that for Germany well examined coding routines exist to directly generate EGP from KdlB-3-digit data as well as from ISCO-4-digit data. This makes it possible to compare the coding into EGP-classes and the coding into ESEC-classes. This also makes it possible to examine the quality of the crosswalk from KldB to ISCO by using EGP as an intermediary tool to check crosswalk-problems. Using the KldB- and the ISCO-coding routines we will generate EGP-codes for the various databases in which occupational information is available both in KldB- and ISCO-coding. In a first instance, this will give us hints, which occupations might pose cross-walk problems. Of special interest are all such KldB-occupations which are coded into a different EGP class in the two routines (comparing lines 6 and 7 in table 1, or lines 8 and 9). This step is especially useful  in view of the issues discussed under (3) above. In a second step we will compare ESEC to EGP_ISCO and EGP_KldB (e.g. compare results of lines 6 and 7 to line 3 of table 1; or line 8 and 9 to line 2 or line 10 to line 1). Beside helping to identify and hopefully solve crosswalk problems we will be able to indicate the conceptual and other reasons for differences in the allocation to EPG- and ESEC-classes. Identifying these differences and specifying the occupational areas from which they result is important to inform the research community on the theoretical and empirical implications of using either EGP or ESEC as scheme to measure social class. 

(7) Examine differences between different data sources in the distribution of ESEC classes.

Different data sources tend to indicate varying distributions of social class. The task of this section is to explore the reasons (e.g. sampling procedures, measurement of relevant variables,  use of proxy respondents etc) and to identify the extent of such variation.  At least, we will include G-SOEP, ECHP and the microcensus (for the survey years agreed in the Paris meeting) for such studies.  

(8) Construct validation  - A comparative study of class effects on unemployment risks  in Italy, Germany, Sweden and UK.  

In this part we will cooperate with the Italian and the Swedish team to provide evidence on the construct validity of ESEC by conducting a comparative study of class effects on unemployment risks in Italy, Germany, Sweden and the UK (see the separate description of this part of the validation efforts).

	
	 Label of position
	 
	

	A  Current occupational Status: Self-employed Farmer

	1
	Self-employed farmer, without employees 
	
	

	2
	Self-employed farmer, 1 to 9 employees 
	
	

	3
	Self-employed farmer, 10 employees or more 
	
	

	B  Current occupational Status: Self-employed, independent Scholar    

	1
	Self-employed, without employees 
	
	

	2
	Self-employed, 1 to 9 employees 
	
	

	3
	Self-employed, 10 and more employees 
	
	

	C  Current occupational Status: Other Self-employed    

	1
	Other Self-employed, without employees 
	
	

	2
	Other Self-employed, 1 to 9 employees
	
	

	3
	Other Self-employed, 10 and more employees 
	
	

	D  Current occupational Status: Blue-collar worker    

	1
	Untrained Worker 
	
	

	2
	Semi-trained Worker ("angelernt") 
	
	

	3
	Trained and employed as Skilled Worker
	
	

	4
	Foreman ("Vorarbeiter") 
	
	

	5
	Master Craftsman ("Meister") 
	
	

	E  Current occupational Status: White Collar Worker    

	1
	Industry and works foreman in a salaried position 
	
	

	2
	Routine employee 
	
	

	3
	employee with simple tasks (for instance: secretary) 
	
	

	4
	employee with complex tasks, autonomously performed according general rules (e.g. bookkeeper, technical draftsman, nurse) 
	
	

	5
	employee with demanding tasks, autonomously performed or with limited managerial functions (e.g. scientist, attorney, head of department) 
	
	

	6
	Employee with extensive managerial duties (e.g. managerial director, manager, head of a large firm or concern)
	
	

	F  Current occupational Status: Civil Servant    

	1
	lower level 
	
	

	2
	middle level
	
	

	3
	upper level 
	
	

	4
	executive level 
	
	

	
	
	
	

	 Missing values are coded as follows:    

	-3
	 M not valid  
	
	

	-2
	 M not applicable  
	

	-1
	 M non Response  
	


PAGE  
5

