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Foreword

The Finnish ECHP study was carried out by Statistics Finland between the
years 1996 to 2001. This report evaluates the quality of the Finnish ECHP
study, describes the main concepts and classifications used and provides in-
formation about the design and implementation of the study.

The publication was compiled by Marjo Pyy-Martikainen, Johanna Sisto
and Marie Reijo. Tuula Kuula took part in the editorial work.

The authors hope that the users of both the Finnish ECHP study results
and the Finnish ECHP micro data will find this report useful.

Helsinki, May 2004

Jussi Simpura
Director
Social Statistics
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1 The ECHP study in Finland:
components of quality

This report evaluates the quality of the Finnish subset of the European Com-
munity Household Panel (ECHP) survey. The evaluation is based on all six
annual waves of the Finnish subset, covering the years 1996 to 2001. Infor-
mation important to the users of the Finnish subset is also provided. This in-
cludes information about the main concepts and classifications used, about
the design of the survey, about data collection and fieldwork, and about the
procedures used to compensate for nonresponse.

The Statistical Office of the European Communities, Eurostat, has pre-
pared a quality report that evaluates the quality of the data of all ECHP
countries (Eurostat 2000e). The Eurostat guidelines for the ECHP survey
design and implementation are described in a separate manual (Eurostat
1995) as well as in various documents by Eurostat available from the CIR-
CA service of the European Commission (see chapter 10 for more informa-
tion on CIRCA). Only the first two waves are covered in the Eurostat quali-
ty report. As Finland joined the survey at wave 3 in 1996, the Finnish subset
is not included in the Eurostat report. As for the documentation of the de-
sign and implementation of the survey, this report focuses on the features of
the Finnish subset and tries to avoid unnecessary overlap with Eurostat doc-
umentation. The Finnish ECHP was for the most part designed and imple-
mented along the guidelines by Eurostat. Some national practices of survey
design and implementation that caused departures from these guidelines,
were however retained. The departures are marked by underlining the rel-
evant fragments of the text in this report.

Eurostat defines the quality of statistics with reference to the following
six criteria (Eurostat 2000a):

e Relevance of statistical concepts

e Accuracy of estimates

* Timeliness and punctuality in disseminating results
e Accessibility and clarity of the information

e Comparability of statistics

e Coherence.

In addition to the above criteria, the quality criteria for the Official Statistics
of Finland also include documentation (Statistics Finland 2002d).
Relevance refers to the aim to produce information that corresponds
with the users’ requirements. Accurate estimates picture measured variables
correctly and reliably. This means that the estimated value and the true val-
ue are close to each other. Sampling error, coverage error, nonresponse error,
measurement error and processing error are issues that can possibly hamper
accuracy. Error components will be discussed in Chapters 5 and 8. Timeli-
ness and punctuality mean that information is as recent as possible and the
results are published on schedule. A large harmonised panel survey conduct-



ed in 15 EU Member States is not an easy task to perform. This is reflected in
the relatively large time lag between data collection and data dissemination.
However, timeliness is not so crucial if the main value of the ECHP is seen
in its analytical use and not in the routine production of summary statistics.
Accessibility and clarity (Chapter 10) require that users know what infor-
mation is available and how it can be obtained. The producer should make
availability of information as easy as possible, document the concepts and
methods used and avoid publishing statistics without analysing the results.
Statistics of good quality are comparable over time and even across coun-
tries. Logical uniformity and consistency of different statistics are indications
of coherence. Coherent statistics are based on common definitions, classifi-
cations and methodological standards. Comparability and coherence of the
Finnish ECHP will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 9. Documenta-
tion refers to description of activities in the statistical survey process. It ex-
tends to the concepts, definitions and methods used, as well as to the statis-
tical production process (Statistics Finland 2002d). The main concepts and
classifications used are described in Chapter 3. Chapters 4, 6 and 7 describe
the various phases of the statistical production process.



2 Introduction to the ECHP

The European Community Household Panel (ECHP) is a standardised sam-
ple survey conducted under the auspices of Eurostat. It forms an important
component of a co-ordinated system of household surveys to produce com-
parable information across the EU Member States. The basic aims of the sur-
vey are to provide data on living conditions, well-being and financial situa-
tion of private households and persons. The key features of the ECHP are
input harmonisation, multidimensionality and panel design.

Input harmonisation

The ECHP was centrally designed and co-ordinated by Eurostat. A high lev-
el of comparability of statistics across the Member States was pursued by in-
put harmonisation i.e. by defining and implementing all phases of the pro-
duction process in a uniform way. This involved

* A common survey structure

* Common procedures for data editing, weighting, imputation

e Common sampling requirements and

e A common "blue-print” questionnaire developed at Eurostat.

National data collection units, most of which were national statistical insti-
tutes, were responsible for the data collection. In Finland, the data were col-
lected by Statistics Finland. After the data collection, the data files required
by Eurostat were produced and some preliminary checks were conducted
by national data collection units. Imputing and weighting of the data was
for the most part performed at Eurostat. Eurostat transformed the data into
an anonymised, user-friendly longitudinal Users’ DataBase (UDB, see Sec-
tion 4.6).

Multidimensionality

The importance of a multidimensional subject matter results from the fact
that many of the social processes are clearly interlinked. The ECHP has been
designed to cover, with income and labour as the core topics, diverse aspects
of living conditions simultaneously (Eurostat 2000). For the topics covered
by the ECHP, see Table 1.



Table 1: Data content of the ECHP (Source: Eurostat 2002a)

Demographic information on households
- number of members and adults

- equivalised size

- sociological typology

- economical typology

- number of members moved infout, died, born
Household income

- main source of income

- wage and salary earnings

- self-employment earnings

- non-work private income

- capital income

- property/rental income

- private transfers received

- unemployment related benefits

- old-age/survivors’ benefits

- family related allowances

- sickness/invalidity benefits

- education-related allowances

- social assistance and housing allowance
Financial situation of household

- ability to make ends meet

- ability to afford normal living

- inability to pay scheduled payments

- ability to save money

- income situation compared to last year

- received non-cash assistance

- general feeling about economic situation
Accommodation of household

- time of move to current address

- kind of accommodation

- number of rooms

- kitchen, heating, bath/shover, terrace, garden
- too small, dark, cold, damp

- environmental problems, crime, vandalism
- tenure status

- rent, outstanding loan or mortgage
Durables

- car or van

- second home

- video, dishwasher, telephone, TV, PC
Children

- children under 12 in the household

- children looked after on a regular basis

- children between 12 and 15
Demographic information on persons
- age, sex, time of birth

- marital and cohabitational status

Employment

- main activity status

- status in employment

- number of hours working per week

- main job full-time/part-time

- current job: occupation, sector, length,
satisfaction

- previous job: reason for stopping, occupation,
main activity, sector, job status

- calendar of activities

Unemployment and search for work

- number of unemployment periods

- long-term unemployment

- steps taken to find work

- chances of finding a job or accepting an offer

Personal income

- main source of personal income

- wage and salary earnings

- self-employment earnings

- non-work private income

- capital income

- property/rental income

- private transfers receved

- unemployment related benefits

- old-age/survivors’ benefits

- family related allowances

- sickness/invalidity benefits

- education-related allowances

- social assistance and housing allowance

Health

- health in general

- chronic problem, illness or disability

- hampered by illness, injury, emotional or
mental health problem

- nights spent in hospital

- visits to a general practitioner, a specialist,
a dentist or an optician

- entitled to free medical treatment

- private medical insurance

- smoking

- height and weight

Training and education

- general and vocational education cources

- highest level of completed education

- age when full time education was stopped

Sacial relations

- club memberships

- how often meets relatives or friends

- number of hours spent looking after children
or other persons
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Panel design

The longitudinal or panel design of the ECHP makes it possible to follow
up and interview the same set of private households and persons over sev-
eral consecutive years. In contrast to a cross-sectional survey, a panel survey
allows the study of transitions over time as well as the study of the conse-
quences of certain events. In addition to providing longitudinal data, the
ECHP is also designed to provide representative cross-sectional pictures
over time by constant renewal of the sample through appropriate follow-up
rules (see Section 4.3).

In most EU countries, the survey was launched in 1994. The Finnish
ECHP started two years later, in 1996. Therefore, its achieved total run-time
of six waves over five years is two years shorter than the run-time of most
national panels.



3 Main concepts and classifications

3.1 Household and reference person

Some of the data are collected at the household level. Households also form,
along with individuals, a unit of analysis. The characteristics of a reference
person are commonly used to classify households according to various back-
ground variables like socio-economic group or level of education.

Household

A household is defined as consisting of persons who live together in private

households and have their meals together or otherwise use their income to-

gether. The following persons are also considered to belong to the house-

hold:

e Persons living in another locality if they participate in the acquisition of
income

¢ Persons conducting military service

* Persons temporarily abroad or temporarily in an institution.

The following persons do not belong to the household:

e Subtenants (occupying the same dwelling, they form a separate house-
hold)

¢ Domestic staff (occupying the same dwelling, they form a separate
household)

¢ Students living on their own if they live mostly on their own income or
on a student loan (children of household members).

Students living in dormitories each form their own household unless they
are married or officially cohabiting.

Household type

Household type describes the stage in life and maintenance liabilities of
a household. In the UDB, household type is defined and classified in two
ways. :

The definition of household type by sociological typography (variable
HDOQO6) takes into account the number and age of persons and their fami-
ly relationships. It defines all children living with a parent or parents as chil-
dren irrespective of their age. The categories of household type are:

One adult

* One person, aged 65 or more
* One person, aged 30 to 64

® One person, aged under 30

n
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¢ Single parent with one or more children, all children aged under 16
* Single parent with one or more children, at least one child aged 16 or
more

Couples

¢ Couple without children, at least one person aged 65 or more
* Couple without children, both aged under 65

e Couple with one child aged under 16

e Couple with two children aged under 16

* Couple with three or more children aged under 16

¢ Couple with children of whom at least one aged more than 16

Others.

The definition of household type by economic typography (variable HDOO6A)
uses as classification criteria the number, gender and age of persons and chil-
dren’s independent income based on labour market status. It defines as chil-
dren all children under 16 living with their parents and children aged 16 to
24 who are outside the labour force (e.g. students). All children aged 16 to
24 who are in the labour force and live with their parent or parents as well
as children aged 25 or more are defined as adults. The categories of house-
hold type are:

Households without children or with children with independent incomes
One person, male aged under 30

One person, male aged 30 to 64

One person, male aged 65 or more

One person, female aged under 30

One person, female aged 30 to 64

One person, female aged 65 or more

Two adults, at least one aged 65 or more

Two adults, both aged under 65

Other households without dependent children

Households with dependent children

* Single parent with children

Two adults with one child

Two adults with two children

Two adults with three or more children

Other households with dependent children.




Reference person

The reference person (UDB variable HG0O01) is usually the person with the
highest net income during the year preceding the interview among house-
hold members aged 18 or over. If there are several household members with
gppxoxima;gly egual net income, priority is given to persons in employ—

ment

3.2 Income

Two main concepts of monetary income are distinguished in the ECHP:
1) actual current income, and 2) total income and total net income. Total
income is the gross measure of income before deducting transfers paid. To-
tal net income is derived from total income by deducting from it taxes and
other transfers. However, it is not equal to the disposable income of the UN
guidelines (United Nations 1977), which also contains components of im-
puted rents and income in kind.

Actual current income

Actual current income is based on the current total net monthly household
income (UDB variable HI200). On the interview questionnaire, the specific
item concerning this income comes after all the sources of the household’s
actual current income, including the largest one, have been determined.

Total income and total net income

Total income is the income over the whole of the preceding calendar year.
Total income covers major income components, most of which are obtained
by determining all of them in detail for persons over 16 at the individual
level, and some of them for households. To obtain the total income at the
household level the income components of individual persons are aggregat-
ed and added to the sum of the specific income components that have been
collected at the household level (for the adjustment of household income
for within houschold nonresponse, see Chapter 6). Correspondingly, to ob-
tain complete total income at the individual level, the components collect-
ed at the household level are divided by the number of eligible persons and
the result is assigned to each interviewed eligible person (For further infor-
mation, see Eurostat 2002d).

The major components of total income are:
Income from work

e Wages and salaries
¢ Self-employment earnings

13
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Non-work private income

® Rental income

e Property income (excl. rental income)
e Private transfers

Social transfers received
Unemployment related benefits
Old age benefits

Survivors’ benefits
Family-related allowances
Sickness and invalidity benefits
Education related allowances
Any other (personal) benefits
Housing allowance.

Social assistance.

Total net income both at the household and at the individual level covers to-
tal income after the deduction of transfers paid as follows:

Transfers paid

¢ State income tax

® Municipal tax

e Other transfers paid.

Most of the detailed income components of the preceding year are col-
lected from administrative sources in Finland, and they are in gross amounts

only. Therefore, the major components of total income are obtained in gross
amounts in Finland, although the ECHP in_principle covers information
about income in net amounts. Moreover, when using administrative sources,
the duration of an income component during a calendar year is not conside-
red. The income is obtained for the whole calendar year.

Income from work covers wages, salaries and self-employment income.
Wages and salaries are the sum of all earnings for work as an employee or
an apprentice during the previous year. In addition to normal earnings, extra
earnings for example for overtime work and additional work are also cov-
ered. Self-employment income includes all entrepreneurial income from ag-
riculture, forestry and other industries. Various subsidies and refunds are
added to the income from agriculture. Entrepreneurial income from forestry
includes income from forest sales after deduction of paid costs.

Non-work private income covers rental income, other property income
and private transfers. Property income includes interest income and divi-
dends. Private transfers include any financial support or maintenance from
persons outside the household.

Social transfers include social security benefits and social assistance al-
lowances. Income components have been specified in detail by their func-
tion according to the ESSPROS classification (The European System of in-
tegrated Social PROtection Statistics).



Transfers paid consist of direct taxes and other transfers paid, which are so-
cial security contributions, statutory pension and unemployment insurance
contributions and voluntary pension insurance contributions.

In the ECHP UDB total net income (variable HI100) is implemented
as the main income concept. Total income can be calculated with the help
of the net-gross ratio (variable HI020) as follows: Total income = HI100/
HI020.

Equivalised income

Various income concepts are derived from household actual current income
and household total income and total net income. Equivalised income takes
into account different sizes and compositions of households by modified
OECD equivalisation. It weighs the first person aged 14 or over by 1.0, and
subsequent ones by 0.5, and each child aged under 14 by 0.3.

Comparability in time and with other sources

The income concepts and their definitions have been implemented across
the survey years. The contents of a few of them have changed in terms of
detailed components, because data on all items in them have not been col-
lected by interviews in 1998 to 2000. The missing items are imputed by
using interview data concerning the other items or other survey years (for
more information on imputations performed, see Chapter 6).

Comparing with other national income statistics in Finland, the ECHP
concept of household total net income is equal to the household disposa-
ble monetary income of the Income Distribution Statistics' (IDS) and the
Household Budget Survey (HBS), but the classification of its major com-
ponents and coverage varies to some degree. The household disposable in-
come of the IDS and the HBS also includes imputed rents and income in
kind from self-employment?, which are not included in any of the ECHP’s
income concepts. Benefits in kind of wage earners are included in the Finn-
ish ECHP. The household total income of the ECHP and the household
gross income of the IDS and the HBS also differ in the inclusion of imputed
rents and income in kind from self-employment. Among the very few items
which are absent from the ECHP income concept, profits from sales is the
most significant one.

One further source of data on income, i.e. Statistics on Income and Prop-
erty, only covers income recipients’ (private individuals’) income subject to
state taxation and thus, compared with the personal income components of
the ECHP, its contents are more restricted.

1 The Income Distribution Survey is considered the best national source of income data.

2 Income in kind from self-employment was included to the IDS household disposable income up to 1999.

15
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Regarding the coverage of national income statistics, the ECHP and the
IDS cover most of the income items that are not available from adminis-
trative sources. The most important ones of these are interest income taxed
at source, interest income exempt from tax and income transfers between
households. These are not included in the HBS.

3.3 Economic activity

Of the main classifications of economic activity available in the ECHP, the
ILO main activity status and self-defined main activity status refer to a per-
son’s status at the time of interview. In addition to these, the month-by-
month main activity status calendar is obtained retrospectively for the year
preceding the interview.

ILO main activity status

The definition of the ILO main activity status is in line with the Labour
Force Survey (LFS) framework, in which the working age population is di-
vided into three mutually exclusive and exhaustive groups: persons in em-
ployment, unemployed persons and inactive persons. The ECHP uses the
LFS definitions of employment and unemployment, which follow closely
those adopted by the 13th International Conference of Labour Statisticians
(ILO definitions). In the ECHP, persons in employment are further classi-
fied according to whether or not they normally work for at least 15 hours
per week (Eurostat 1996).

Persons normally working for 15 hours or more are asked for more de-
tailed information on job characteristics. On the other hand, of persons
working fewer than 15 hours per week, more information is collected on
seeking for work.

The ILO main activity status (UDB variable PEQ03) classifies persons in
the following way:

Normally working (working 15+ hours a week)
Currently working (working less than 15 hours a week)
Unemployed

Discouraged worker

Economically inactive.

Apart from paid employment or self-employment, the concept of work in-
cludes paid apprenticeship and training under special schemes related to
employment. Unpaid work in a family enterprise of a family member is also
included. If more than one job is held simultaneously, then the 15-hour lim-
it refers to the total of all such jobs. The term normally refers to disregard-
ing temporary changes in working hours, and to an averaging over time in
case of fluctuations.



Employees temporarily absent from work are considered to have a job if
there is an arrangement with the employer for more or less regular work. If
the person is absent for a long time (six months or more), he/she is said to
have a job only if some pay is received during the absence (Eurostat 1995).
However, persons on various family leaves (e.g. on child care leave) are con-
sidered as normally working if there is an assurance of a return to work.

Persons working in highly seasonal activities such as in tourism are nor-
mally not considered as having a job during the off-season period. A self-
employed person is said to have a business if an office, store, farm or other
place of business is maintained, or machinery and equipment belonging to
the person continue to be used.

Persons who are not normally working for 15 hours or more but who
have done some work during the reference week (seven days preceding the
interview) or are temporarily away from a job or business normally involving
less than 15 hours of work per week are considered as currently working.

Persons fulfilling the following four criteria are classified as unemployed :
the person 1) is without work, 2) is seeking work, 3) would be able to start
work within two weeks, and 4) has taken active steps in the past four weeks
to find work or has received a job offer during the past four weeks. Persons
without work and who have already found work or who are awaiting the
outcome of an application or an interview are classified as unemployed if
they would be able to start work within two weeks.

Discouraged workers are persons without work who would be able to
start in a job within the next two weeks but who are not seeking work be-
cause they believe no suitable work is available.

All persons who are not classified in the classes defined above are defined
as economically inactive.

Self-defined main activity status

In this classification, persons are classified as working if they normally work
for at least 15 hours per week. This is defined in exactly the same way as the
normally working in the ILO main activity status. Persons working are fur-
ther classified according to their status in employment. For the remaining,
the Eurostat recommendation is that the main activity status, including the
status of being unemployed, be determined according to self-declaration, on
the basis of the most time spent. Accordingly, no definitions of unemploy-
ment, for example, are given in the Eurostat recommendations. However, in
the Finnish implementation of the ECHP, most other main activity statuses
than working are also given definitions. The definitions are similar to those
used in the IDS. According to the self-defined main activity status, persons
are classified in the following way:

® Working with an employer in paid employment (15+ hours per week)

® Working with an employer in paid apprenticeship (15+ hours per week)

17
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¢ Working with an employer in training under special schemes related to
employment (15+ hours per week)

Self-employment (15+ hours per week)

Unpaid work in a family enterprise (15+ hours a week)
In education or training

Unemployed

Retired

Doing housework, looking after children or other persons
In community or military service

Working less than 15 hours per week

Other economically inactive.

Persons working in paid employment are persons who are recompensed for
their work with pay or compensation. Persons in paid apprenticeship are
persons who have a contract of apprenticeship, which provides for work and
training in the enterprise. Training under special schemes related to emplo-
yment includes on-the-job training and subsidised work. Entrepreneurs are
persons who engage in economic activities for the acquisition of income on
their own account and risk. Those working in an unlimited, limited or part-
nership company are defined as entrepreneurs when they alone or with their
family members own at least half of the company. A person is classified as
doing unpaid work in a family enterprise if he or she works at least one third
of the normal working time in the branch and receives benefits in kind and
only small wages from the work. The person does not have ownership di-
rectly or through marriage to the enterprise. Such person is for example a
child working at his or her parents’ enterprise.

Persons not in employment are classified by preferring activity over non-
activity. If an unemployed person is studying, the class in education or train-
ing should be chosen. In the list active pursuits are given first and less active
ones after them.

An unemployed person is without a job, available for work and looking
for work through the employment agency or newspaper advertisements or
some other way. Persons dismissed temporarily are also regarded as unem-
ployed. All persons whose main source of livelihood is pension income, not
only survivors’ pension, are considered as being retired. Economically inac-
tive homemakers and others who mainly do household work in their own
household are classified as doing housework. Persons receiving home care al-
lowance for a sick child, a disabled or an elderly person are also considered as
doing housework. Persons on various family leaves who do not have a job to
which they can return (and are therefore not considered as being in employ-
ment) are also classified in this category. Persons who cannot be placed any-
where else are classified as other economically inactive. For example, persons
living on property income or savings are classified into this group.



Month-by-month main activity status calendar

The month-by-month main activity status calendar contains retrospective
information for the year preceding the interview. The respondent is asked to
choose the main activity status for each month, given the following instruc-
tions: if a person’s weekly working hours are 15 or more, one of the first four
options is to be chosen (see the list below). If a person has had various ac-
tivity statuses during a month, employment should be preferred over oth-
er statuses. If the status in employment varies during a month, the order of
preference is descending order as in the list below. Persons not in employ-
ment choose a status on the basis of most time spent. Here again, the Finnish

implementation of the ECHP departs from the Eurostat recommendations:
other main activity statuses than those related to working are also given def-

initions. The definitions are in most cases the same as in self-defined main
activity status. Persons on maternity leave who receive remuneration from
their employer (usually during three months) are classified as being in paid
employment. After this period, persons on various family leaves are classi-
fied as doing housework. Persons receiving only the daily allowance from the
Social Insurance Institution are classified as other economically active during
maternity and parental leave and as doing housework thereafter®. The class-
es available in the month-by-month main activity status calendar (UDB var-
iables PC001-PC012) are:

¢ Paid employment

* Paid apprenticeship or training under special schemes related to employ-
ment

Self-employment

Unpaid work in family enterprise

In education or training

Unemployed

Retired

Doing housework, looking after children or other persons

In community or military service

Other economically inactive.

3 In practice, persons on various family feaves were often dlassified as doing housework irrespective of the type of

family leave and the type of maternity allowance
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4 Design and implementation of
the Finnish ECHP

4.1 Target population

The target population consists of members of private households perma-
nently resident in Finland. Persons living permanently abroad, as well as per-
sons without a permanent place of residence and persons living in institu-
tions such as old-age homes or hospitals do not belong to the target popu-
lation.

4.2 Sample design

The sample and data collection were joined with the Income Distribution
Statistics (IDS). The IDS has a two-year rotating panel design. The ECHP
sample consisted of the households belonging to the "new” part of the sam-
ple, i.e. households participating in the survey for the first time in 1996. The
IDS sample is a two-phase stratified network sample, The population infor-
mation system of the Population Register Centre was used as a frame. The
frame population consisted of persons permanently living in Finland aged
15 and above. The sample was drawn in the following way (Statistics Fin-
land 1998): A master sample was selected from the frame ordered accord-
ing to domicile code. The size of the frame population was 4 086 219, of
which a master sample of 31 440 individuals was chosen by systematic se-
lection. Individuals selected in the master sample are called target persons.
Then, dwelling units were constructed by adding to the master sample all
the persons sharing the same domicile code as the target persons4. The mas-
ter sample was merged with the most recent taxation records (1994) whose
information was used to form a preliminary socio-economic group for each
household (a household’s socio-economic group was approximated by the
socio-economic group of the target person). Before the drawing of the fi-
nal sample, persons living permanently in institutions and other overcover-

age were excluded. The final sample was drawn using stratification accord-
ing to socio-economic groups and aggregate taxable income: farmers, entre-

reneurs and high-income wage earners having the largest sampling frac-
tions. Relatively large sampling fractions in these strata were used in order to
achieve an acceptable precision of estimation in the relevant subgroups.

4 Households are defined later on in the mnterview stage In approximately 80 per cent of the cases the structure
of the household equais that of a dwelling unit.



Table 2: Sample size and allocation (Source: Statistics Finland 1998)

Wage and salary earners

1 <100 001 6734 1000 994
2 100 001-135 000 3854 727 724
3 135001-206 000 2947 562 561
4 >206 000 996 375 371
Entrepreneurs

5 <114 001 788 297 296
6 >114 000 363 177 177
Farmers

7 < 95001 905 329 328
8 > 95000 287 214 213
Pensioners

9 < 70 001 5515 622 586
10 > 70000 2220 437 425
Other

1" < 75001 5848 620 607
12 > 75000 590 229 228
No tax record

13 393 143 141
All 31440 5732 5651

4.3 The longitudinal sample

The sample of the first wave of the panel, i.e. the initial sample, consisted
of all persons enumerated in the households selected in the sample, exclud-
ing overcoverage. The enumeration was done during the interview. In case a
household was not contacted or refused to participate in the survey, persons
enumerated in the corresponding dwelling unit were defined as belonging to
the initial sample. All persons belonging to the initial sample are called sam-
ple persons. Children born to sample mothers during the run-time of the
panel became sample persons as well. These sample persons were followed
from wave to wave and all members of sample persons’ households aged 16
or more were interviewed. In the course of the panel, new households (split-
off households) were added to the panel as a result of movement of sample
members from their original households. Households no more containing a
sample person were dropped from the sample. Thus the sample for the sub-
sequent waves, i.e. the longitudinal sample, consists of all persons in house-
holds with at least one sample person.

Sample members were not followed in case:
* A sample member moved permanently abroad (whether inside or

outside the EU)
* A sample member moved permanently to an institution.
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In addition to the above rules, the follow-up of sample persons and their
households depends on the household interview result. In addition to suc-
cessfully interviewed households, some of the nonresponding households
were forwarded to the next wave. In the first wave of the panel, i.e. in 1996,
households that could not be contacted but whose address or telephone
number was known, as well as households temporarily absent and house-
holds temporarily in an institution were forwarded to the next wave. Also,
households that gave an interview in the IDS but did not respond to the
ECHP were forwarded irrespective of the reason for nonresponse in the
ECHP. This is because the data collection of the ECHP and IDS was joined
for the first two years of the ECHP and households responding in the IDS
were in any case forwarded for the second IDS interview in 1997.

From 1997 onwards, some households that were interpreted as "initial
refusals” were also forwarded. Households that could not be interviewed
during two consecutive waves were dropped from the sample. Table 3 sum-
marises the household forwarding rules applied in the Finnish subset.

Table 3: Household forwarding rules

. efsal .

110 hh refused, no precice reason known no no
120 hh refused because of lack of time no yes
130 hh refused in principle no no
140 hh refused because of illness or disability no no
150 hh refused because of subject of survey no no
160 did not refuse, but no time agreed no yes
170 not permitted by some other person to take part no no
180 hh refused because of data collection method no yes
Not contacted
210 no contact, address and/or tel. number known yes yes
220 address unknown, not found no no
230 hh temporarily absent or on holiday yes yes
250 hh temporarily at old age home yes yes
260 hh temporarily in hospital yes yes
270 hh temporarily in correctional or penal institution yes yes
Other non-interview
320 interview impossible because of language reasons no no
350 interview lost because of technical problems yes yes
Overcoverage
510 hh dead no no
520 hh living permanently* abroad within the EU no no
521 hh living permanently* abroad outside the EU no no
530 hh permanently* at old age home no no
540 hh permanently* in hospital no no
550 hh permanently* institutionalised no no
Nonresponse in
two consecutive waves - no

* permanently refers to a period of at least two years




4.4 Data collection and fieldwork

Questionnaire

The requirement of comparability across EU countries implied the need to
use a standardised blue-print questionnaire centrally designed by Eurostat.
However, different questions are sometimes required to obtain the same sort
of information in different countries, and therefore the questionnaires could
not be identical in each Member State (Eurostat 1996).

In the ECHP, three types of questionnaires were used: the household
register, the household questionnaire and the personal questionnaire. The
household register serves mainly as a means for controlling and tracing ev-
olution of the sample over time. The household questionnaire collects in-
formation on changes in the household location; housing conditions, amen-
ities, problems and possession of durables; housing tenure, mortgage and
rent amounts paid; financial situation of the household; sources of house-
hold income and the approximate total net monthly amount; housing al-
lowance, social assistance and rental, property and other income received by
the household as a whole. The personal questionnaire is the most detailed
part of the interview. It collects information on each member's (aged 16 or
over) economic activity and income, and on a large number of other varia-
bles (Eurostat 1996).

The questionnaires used in the Finnish ECHP were quite similar to the
standardised questionnaire, although some changes were made, The house-

old register differed the most from the blue-print version. As regards the
household and personal questionnaires, in all other years except 1996 and
2000 income information was collected mostly from administrative reg-
isters. Thus, most of the income questions were removed from the 1997,
1998, 1999 and 2001 questionnaires. For the purposes of research related to
the quality of interview income data, income questions were added to the
questionnaire in 1996 and 2000. Although in 1996 and 2000 all the income
information was collected by interviews, it was later replaced by register in-
formation in order to maintain the comparability of income data over sur-

vey waves. As regards departures from the blue-print version of the ques-
tionnaire, some fields were also pre-filled with answers from previous inter-
views. Also, in response to feedback from the interviewers, some improve-

ments were made to the questionnaire routing.
The flow diagrams of the wave 3 (1996) blue-print household question-

naire and of the blue-print personal questionnaire are presented in Appen-
dix 1. The Finnish questionnaires can be found at the following Internet ad-
dress: http./tilastokeskus.fi/tk/el/echp.html. The blue-print questionnaires can
be found at the CIRCA (CIRCA = Communication & Information Resource
Centre Administrator) service of the European Commission, see http://
forum.europa.eu.int/ (choose Eurostat, ECHP).
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Eligibility for the interview

All sample persons and their cohabitants aged 16 or over at the beginning of
the survey year living in private households are eligible for the interview. Per-
sons under 16 become eligible for the interview after reaching the age of 16.

Respondent to the household questionnaire

When choosing the respondent to the household questionnaire, priority was
given to the head of the household, who holds the main responsibility for

the livi e household. The spouse of the head of the household or th
ldest member in the househ as chosen in cond place, Thir

the person who w e most knowledgeable about the household’s econo-

my was chosen.

Fieldwork

The fieldwork was conducted by interviewers of Statistics Finland’s Inter-
view and Survey Services. Prior to the fieldwork of the initial wave, the in-
terviewers were trained and the survey questionnaire was tested in a pi-
lot survey. The pilot survey was carried out in October to November 1995.
Each interviewer attended a briefing session lasting one day. The size of each
briefing group was about 20 to 30 interviewers. Before participating in the
session each interviewer received the Blaise® questionnaire, instructions and
other material for the survey to prepare them for the training.

Interviewers also attended training sessions in the following years. Be-
cause all the interviewers had been working on the survey earlier, no train-
ing session was organised in 2001.

Before the interview of each wave, an advance letter was sent to sample
households. In the latest waves sample households received some survey re-
sults alongside with the advance letter, and in 2000 a pocket calculator was
sent to sample households as well. After sending the letters, interviewers
tried to contact households by phone. If contact was made, a time for ap-
pointment and interview was agreed.

The fieldwork of the ECHP was carried out between February and May

in 1996 and 1997, but was then changed to take place at the end of the year
(Table 4).

Table 4: Fieldwork periods

5 Blaise is a software system for computer-assisted interviewing, developed by Statistics Netherlands



Table 5 presents the number of interviewers, average interviewer worklo-
ad and average interview times. In general, the number of interviews per
interviewer has decreased during the six waves. In the table, the number
of households per interviewer has been calculated using the total number
of households in the sample, also inchiding households found to belong to
overcoverage.

Interviewers’ experiences of fieldwork

After the initial wave, assessments implied that interviewers considered the
questionnaire somewhat laborious. For example, the structure of the ques-
tionnaire was quite complicated and the routing was difficult to perceive.
Questions concerning income components, benefits, education, relation-
ships and dates were considered problematic. Due to the growing command
over the questionnaire itself, interviewers’ attitudes changed in later waves.
In the second wave, interviewers did not consider the questionnaire as diffi-
cult as in the first wave. From 1997, most of the variables related to income
were collected from registers, and therefore the body of income questions
became shorter and less diverse.

As the continuation of the Finnish ECHP with the original sample was
under serious consideration during autumn 1999, a question was added to
the 1999 questionnaire about households’ willingness to participate in the
survey for a few additional years. The interviewers found the 2000 fieldwork
period fairly demanding, because they also had to try to contact households
that had not been willing to continue in the survey and ask them to give an
interview. The fieldwork of the final wave in 2001 came off better than field-
work in any other wave.

Ramadan (2001) analysed the results from a survey on interviewers’ atti-
tudes towards fieldwork, conducted at the time of the 1999 fieldwork peri-
od. Table 6 shows how interviewers agreed on the following statements:

A ltis an advantage that the survey is repeated similarly in every year

B I am becoming acquainted with interviewees, which makes co-
operation run smoothly

C Interviewees are becoming familiar with the course of the survey

D Interviewees are clearly tired of the survey

E Interviewees consider the survey important

F I feel it very awkward to approach always the same households

Interviewing method

Interviews were carried out using computer-assisted personal interviewing
(CAPI). However, telephone interviews were allowed in case a CAPI inter-
view with some household members would have been impossible, in case of
households consisting only of the sample person and in case of households
that would have otherwise remained nonrespondent.
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If a sample person lived temporarily away (e.g. because of military service or
studying) but was still considered to be part of the household, his/her house-
hold was interviewed and an interview with the sample person was made by
phone or proxy. However, telephone interviews were not attempted in case
temporary absence was due to being abroad or in an institution. Instead, a
proxy interview was conducted if the sample person’s household included
members staying in the original household. In case no members were left in
the original household, the household was given a nonresponse code.

In case a proxy interview was conducted, a reduced form of the ques-
tionnaire was used, where questions involving opinions or subjective evalu-
ation were left out.

Table 7 shows the share of each interviewing method used in the Finn-
ish ECHP.

Table 5: Number of interviewers, average interviewer workload and average interview time

Number of intervieers
Average interviewer workload

households per interviewer 41 35 35 33 35 29
household interviews per interviewer 30 31 30 28 25 27
individual interviews per interviewer 58 60 57 52 45 48
Average interview time (minutes)

household questionnaire 14 15 14 14 15 1
individual questionnaire 21 30 28 17 20 14

Table 6: Interviewers' experiences of fieldwork (Source: Ramadan 2001)

Agreement abott s £0 F'percenta

38.2 18.1 16.1 6.0 1.0

agree completely

agree somewhat 513 50.8 482 437 337 29.6
do not know 13.1 4.0 14.6 14.1 342 -10.1
disagree somewhat 18.1 6.0 16.1 231 23.6 347
disagree completely 35 1.0 3.0 3.0 25 18.6

Table 7: Interviewing methods (%)

Husehold inteew

face to face personal interview (CAPI) 935 85.5 69.7 63.4 578 516
telephone interview 6.5 145 30.3 36.6 421 484
Individual interview

face to face personal interview (CAPI) 82.1 744 61.5 56.8 532 473
telephone interview with the person concerned 9.4 14.7 282 33.1 37.0 427
proxy interview 85 10.8 103 10.2 9.8 100




4.5 Data editing

The first step of data editing was carried out during interviews. The Blaise
questionnaire included data checks that prevented interviewers from enter-
ing too small or too large values or answers that were inconsistent with pre-
vious answers. These checks were improved each year along with the grow-
ing experience from running the panel. In the ECHP, data from each wave
are first checked and edited by the national data collection units (NDUs)
and then sent to Eurostat for further checks. Eurostat informs the NDUs
about the results of its own checks, and when needed, requests the NDUs
to review the data. Statistics Finland conducted checking and data cleaning
using SAS and checking programs provided by Eurostat. Compulsory data
editing was made case by case investigating and correcting the input data in
the Blaise questionnaire. Special attention was paid to unusually high and
low values in monetary variables.

4.6 From PDB to UDB

Because of an increasing demand for ECHP based statistics, Eurostat has
created a user-friendly longitudinal Users’ DataBase, referred to as the UDB.
The UDB is constructed based on the so-called Production DataBase (PDB),
which includes results from the interviews (Eurostat 1996, Eurostat 2003).
Another reason for creating the UDB is that the PDB contains information
considered confidential on the basis of the EU statistical regulations and its
access is therefore confined to Eurostat and the NDUs.

The PDB consists of micro-data files that are sent to Eurostat in a form
that is very close to the Community version of the questionnaire. For each
wave, there are four cross-sectional files:
¢ Household register (D-file)
® Personal register (R-file)
¢ Household questionnaire (H-file)

» Personal questionnaire (P-file).

The UDB consists of six data files for each wave:
Country file

Longitudinal link file

Register file

Relationship file

Household file

Personal file.
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The country file contains population figures, such as the number of private
households and persons in the country, as well as exchange rates and pur-
chasing power parities for converting national currencies. The longitudinal
link file includes data from all the waves and assigns a record to every person
ever appearing in the ECHP. The register file covers, in each wave, all per-
sons currently living in households with a completed household interview.
The relationship file has been derived from the relationship matrix in the
PDB personal register file. Its records have the format “person A has a rela-
tionship R with person B”. The household file and the personal file contain
one record for each household/person with a completed interview.

In addition to the standard variables covered in the original PDB files, the
UDB includes a small number of additional variables, such as total house-
hold net income, variables that require additional information not included
in the original files, and a small selection of derived variables. Variables have
been fully reorganised, grouped together and standardised. The names of the
variables are the same in each wave. The UDB also includes weights to be
applied in the analysis of the data.




5 Nonsampling errors

Coverage errors, measurement errors, processing errors and nonresponse er-
rors are the components of nonsampling errors. Coverage error exists be-
cause some units of the target population are not part of the sampling frame
and therefore can never be measured (undercoverage) or because the sam-
pling frame includes units that are not part of the target population (over-
coverage) (Groves 1989). Measurement error results from the deviations of
respondents’ answers from their true values. Processing error occurs during
the processes that convert reported data to published estimates and consist-
ent machine-readable information. This error type includes data entry, cod-
ing, editing and imputation errors. For instance, recording errors and poor-
ly specified editing or imputation models cause processing error (Statistical
Policy Office 2001). Nonresponse error is caused by unsuccessful attempts
to obtain the desired information from eligible units.

5.1 Coverage errors

Target population

The target population of the Finnish subset consists of members of private
households permanently residing in Finland. Persons living permanently
abroad, as well as persons without a permanent place of residence and per-
sons living permanently in institutions such as old-age homes or hospitals do
not belong to the target population.

Frame population

The population information system of the Population Register Centre was
used as the sampling frame. The population information system covers all
people who are permanently resident in the country. Data in the population
information system are updated continuously on the basis of statutory dec-
larations by private citizens and authorities.

Undercoverage

The time gap between the reference period of the sampling frame and the
fieldwork period creates undercoverage. The sample of the Finnish subset
was drawn from the population information system in November 1995
whereas the fieldwork was conducted during February to May 1996. Un-
dercoverage consists of immigrants, returnees and persons who moved from
institutions back to private households after the drawing of the sample and
therefore, were not covered by the sampling frame.
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Overcoverage

With regard to overcoverage, the population information system covers all
persons permanently resident in Finland while the target population of the
Finnish subset only consists of members of private households permanent-
ly living in Finland. Persons living abroad or permanently in institutions give
rise to overcoverage in the sampling frame that was excluded at the sample
drawing stage. Some overcoverage was also detected during the fieldwork of
the first wave, arising from the time lag between the reference period of the
sampling frame and the fieldwork period. These were households that had
ceased to exist because their only member had died or households that had
moved permanently abroad or permanently into institutions after the sam-
ple drawing stage. There were 81 overcoverage households detected during
the fieldwork.

As in any panel survey, the sample was subject to losses due to demo-
graphic events such as death or emigration or due to moving into institu-
tions after the first wave. From 1997 to 2001 there were 27, 52, 35, 48 and
63 losses in terms of households, respectively. In addition to the different
types of losses described above, these also include households that were
dropped from the survey because all their members or sample persons had
moved out.

5.2 Measurement errors

Measurement error comes from four primary sources in survey data collec-
tion (Statistical Policy Office 2001):

Questionnaire

* Wording of questions is fallacious or ambiguous

¢ Instructions are inadequate

e Data specification is inadequate or inconsistent with what the survey re-
quires

e Length of the questionnaire and length of the questions are inappropriate

¢ Order of questions, response categories, open and closed formats, and
questionnaire format affect respondents’ answers

Data collection method

¢ Interaction between the interviewer and the respondent
¢ Instrument

e Programming errors of electronic questionnaires

Interviewer

¢ Failure to read the question correctly

¢ Delivery of the question with an intonation that influences the respond-
ent’s choice of answer

¢ Failure to record the respondents’ answers correctly.



Respondent

¢ Misunderstanding the meaning of the question
Failing to recall the information accurately
Failing to construct the response correctly
Respondent rules.

Nordberg et al. (2001) conducted a study of measurement errors in income
data of the first wave of the Finnish subset. According to the results, inter-
views tend to yield lower estimates of various income components com-
pared with data retrieved from administrative registers. In addition, the rel-
ative difference between survey and register income data increases with in-
come level. As a response to the results of this study, it was decided to use
register data as a source of income information. The first year income infor-
mation was later replaced by register information in order to maintain the
comparability of income information over time. To enable dynamic analy-
ses of measurement error, income information was collected by interviews
again in 2000. In the PDB and UDB data sets, however, register income in-
formation was used.

Not all income information can be retrieved from registers. For example,
the lowest amount of monthly income to make ends meet, a question asked
in the household part of the ECHP questionnaire, cannot obviously be re-
trieved from registers. This question was tested among some other questions
by cognitive tests and a group interview of interviewers conducted by Sta-
tistics Finland’s survey laboratory (SurveyLaboratorio 2000). According to
Eurostat’s instructions for asking this question, interviewers should not offer
a definition of "making ends meet”, but the respondent is required to answer
in terms of his or her interpretation (Eurostat 1995). The results of survey
laboratory tests showed that there was large variation between respondents’
interpretations of the question. Some respondents only gave the amount of
their monthly expenditure on food, others also took housing costs into ac-
count. Some persons included medical expenses, others not. For one fam-
ily the amount exceeded their total monthly net income, for another the
amount was below the monthly rent for accommodation. The inadequate
instructions and ambiguous wording of the question seem to have led to
large errors due to the survey instrument and, therefore, limited usefulness
of this variable.

5.3 Nonresponse errors

Nonresponse reduces sample size, results in increased variance of estimates
and has a possibility to bias estimates if the respondents differ from nonre-
spondents by characteristics related to the variables of interest. Because the
ECHP aims at interviewing both households and all their eligible members,
nonresponse can occur on two levels. Inability to contact the household,
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the household’s refusal to co-operate, language problems and technical loss-

es result in household level nonresponse. Person level nonresponse involves

failures to interview one or more eligible persons of an interviewed house-

hold. It is useful to distinguish between the following types of nonresponse

present in the ECHP (Peracchi 2002):

e The failure to obtain any information at all from a designated unit re-
sults in unit nonresponse

e The failure to measure only some variables of interest from an otherwise
co-operating unit causes item nonresponse

e The failure to interview eligible households or persons that were present
in the previous wave creates attrition

¢ The failure to obtain data from a sample unit at any wave before its ad-
dition to the initial sample gives rise to new entry.

The two general approaches to compensate for nonresponse are weighting
and imputation. Imputation procedures and weighting algorithms used in
the Finnish subset are described in Chapters 6 and 7.

Unit nonresponse

It has turned out that in the Finnish ECHP nonresponse biases estimates
most in the initial wave (Rendtel 2003, Pyy-Martikainen and Rendtel 2003,
Sisto 2003). Therefore initial wave nonresponse at the household level is an-
alysed here in somewhat more detail. Tables 8 to 16 include both weighted
and unweighted response rates. Weighted rates (weighted by reciprocals of
inclusion probabilities) describe nonresponse in the population whereas un-
weighted response rates indicate the success of fieldwork.

Table 8 shows response rates by stratum. Unweighted response rates by
stratum varied between 67.9 and 84.5 per cent, entrepreneurs with low-
er income having the lowest response rate and farmers with higher income
having the highest rate. Pensioners with lower income and farmers with
higher income had the lowest and highest weighted response rates, 69.1 and
85.1 per cent, respectively.



Table 8: Response rate by stratum

nse rate (%)’

Wage and salary eamers

1 <100 001 75.0 75.0
2 100 001-135 000 721 7.4
3 135001-206 000 743 74.5
4 >206 000 731 734
Entrepreneurs

5 <114 001 67.9 70.7
6 >114 000 70.1 70.3
Farmers

7 <95 001 80.2 807
8 >95 000 845 85.1
Pensioners )

9 <70 001 70.0 69.1
10 >70 000 7.8 Nn.2
Other

1" <75 001 70.4 69.3
12 >75 000 74.6 739
No tax record

13 73.8 719

Table 9: Response rate by region

FI11 Uusimaa 67.9 66.6

FI12 Southern Finland 74.0 720
FI121 Varsinais-Suomi 7.1 68.6
FI122 Satakunta 73.1 746
FI123 Hame 81.6 80.5
FI124 Pirkanmaa 76.3 75.2
F1125 Péijat-Hame 65.4 59.1
Fi126 Kymenlaakso 75.9 74.1
FI1127 South Karelia 788 75.5

FI13 Eastern Finland 80.2 787
FI131 Etela-Savo 82.2 789
FI132 Pohjois-Savo 816 813
FI133 North Karelia 77.8 75.6
FI134 Kainuu 77.8 71.6

F114 Mid-Finland 74.1 739
Fi141 Central Finland 75.7 74.2
Fi142 South Ostrobothnia 176 76.7
FI143 Coastal Vaasa 65.2 67.2
Fl144 Central Ostrobothnia 79.0 816

FI15 Northem Finland 73.9 74.2
FI151 North Ostrobothmia 724 7.2

FI152 Lapland 76.4 79.1
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Response rates by region are presented in Table 9. In general, initial wave re-
sponse rates by region were lowest in Uusimaa and highest in Eastern Fin-
land. This result is similar to other surveys conducted by Statistics Finland.
Unweighted response rates varied between 67.9 and 82.2 per cent in Uusi-
maa and Eteli-Savo. Uusimaa had the lowest weighted response rate as well,
66.6 per cent, but weighted response rates achieved their highest value, 81.6
per cent, in Central Ostrobothnia.

Response rate was clearly lowest in one-person households, but consid-
ering response rates in larger households there were no big differences (Ta-
ble 10).

Table 11 presents response rates by family type. Households formed by
a father and children had the highest response rate and households formed
by a cohabiting couple with only non-common children had the lowest re-
sponse rate. However, these groups were also the two smallest, comprised of
only 89 and 66 households, respectively.

Table 10: Response rate by household size

1 70.1 67.5
2 74.8 74.2
3 728 755
4 74.2 75.4
S+ 739 76.5

married couple without children 73.4 73.7

married couple with children 75.4 76.2
mother and children n3 78
father and children 80.9 85.0
cohabiting couple with common children 73.8 75.7
cohabiting couple with only non-common children 68.2 67.6
cohabiting couple without children 721 71.6
other 69.2 67.8




Response rate was highest among households whose reference person’s dis-
posable income was between FIM 50,000 and 99,999 per year (Table 12).
Households whose reference person had high disposable income were least
willing to participate.

Households whose reference person was a student during 1996 had the
highest response rate, although only 120 households were included in this
group (Table 13). This result is perhaps somewhat surprising, It is of course
possible that student households really participated in the survey more often
than other households, but there are also other possible explanations. If we
consider the composition of nonrespondent households, we have to rely on
our knowledge about register information - and according to registers, many
students are still living permanently with their parents. Households whose
reference person was unemployed had nearly 10 percentage units lower re-
sponse rate than households whose reference person was employed.

Response rate was lowest when the reference person’s educational level
was very low or very high (Table 14). Households where the reference per-
son’s educational level was lower university or upper secondary were most
keen to participate in the survey.

Table 15 shows response rates by the reference person’s age. In general,
response rate is highest in households whose reference person is under 35
and lowest in households whose reference person is middle-aged.

Response rates by the reference person’s marital status are presented in Ta-
ble 16. Households whose reference person was married or widowed par-
ticipated in the survey more often than other households did.

Table 12: Response rate by the reference person’s disposable income (FIM)

< 50000 769 729

50 000— 74999 81.0 76.6
75000~ 99 999 80.6 18.7
100 000-124 999 69.5 66.4
125 000-149 999 67.3 63.7
150 000—-199 999 56.2 438
> 199 999 427 396
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Table 13: Response rate by the reference person’s main activity in 1996

iz Reference pe “ - ..Response rate {%)
unweighted * weighted
employed 74.2 743
unemployed 66.9 64.5
student 86.7 843
retired 714 69.0
other 63.7 62.3

Table 14: Response rate by the reference person’s educational level

onse rate (%

Higher education

postgraduate or equivalent education 708 68.4
graduate level of higher education 749 76.7
undergraduate level of higher education 71.0 11.2
lowest level of higher education 76.0 15.7
Upper secondary education

upper level of upper secondary education 71.2 771
lower fevel of upper secondary education 73.4 72.0
Basic education 70.2 68.3

Table 15: Response rate by the reference person’s age

Reference .0 Responseirate (%)

person’s ag : vei SOuET L weighted

<25 79.3 80.8
25-34 788 774
35-44 72.7 70.8
45-54 703 69.3
55-64 723 68.8
6574 726 69.9

>74 709 69.9

Table 16: Response rate by the reference person’s marital status

married
divorced/separated 67.9 659
widowed 746 73.7
unmarried 720 708




Eurostat (1996a) and Verma (1995) presented several formulas for response
rate calculation and considered indicators of response for both households
and persons. The indicator chosen here to describe the performance of each
wave and evolution of the panel at the household level is the wave response
rate. Household wave response rate measures the proportion of successful-
ly interviewed households among those that were passed on to the current
wave W from the previous wave W-1 or newly created or added during W.
Households found ineligible or non-existent are excluded.

Table 17 presents the amount of old and new households in waves 1996

to 2001, as well as the magnitude of overcoverage and net sample. The
number of interviewed households and the number of households in some
basic nonresponse categories are also given. Technical loss refers to a situa-
tion where an interview has been made but the data are lost.
Due to overcoverage, refusals and other drop-out cases, the size of net sam-
ple and the number of households passed on from the previous wave de-
crease during the years. The number of interviewed households and the
number of non-contacts decline as well. Overcoverage and the number of
new split-off households also vary, but no obvious trend can be seen. Refus-
als decrease first from 1996 to 1999, but their number is in 2000 over three
times as high as in 1999. This steep rise can be partly explained by the fact
that in 1999 households were asked if they were willing to take part in the
survey in future. Many refused, and used that as an excuse for turning down
the survey request in 2000. The number of cases lost because of technical
loss is much higher in waves 1998, 1999 and 2000 than in other waves.

Table 18 presents the unweighted household wave response rates, wave
refusal rates and wave non-contact rates, which have been calculated based
on Table 17. Wave response rate is lowest in waves 1996 and 2000, and high-
est in 2001. Wave refusal rate decreases first during 1996 to 1999, but is in
2000 over three times as high as in 1999. Wave non-contact rate is highest
in the initial wave and lowest in 2000 and 2001.

Compared with response rates on household level, response rates on the in-
dividual level are much higher (Table 19). Response rates for eligible per-
sons in respondent households are at least 97 per cent in all waves.

Table 17: Outcome of households

0Old households - 4441 4254 4213 4159 3238

New households 5732 244 320 295 169 144
Overcoverage 81 26 40 32 48 63
Net sample 5651 4659 4534 4476 4280 3319
Interviewed 4139 4104 3920 3822 3104 3115
Nonresponse 1512 555 614 654 1176 204
non-contact 199 135 103 95 81 64
refusal 1288 402 353 315 969 134
language 13 3 2 1 1 0
technical loss 12 15 156 243 125 6
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Table 18: Wave response rates, refusal rates and non-contact rates

Wave response rate (%) 732 88.1 86.5 85.4 725 93.9
Wave refusal rate (%) 2238 86 78 7.0 22,6 4.0
Wave non-contact rate (%) 35 29 23 2.1 19 1.9

Table 19: Outcome of persons in respondent households

Eligible persons
in respondent

households 8425 100.0 8305 1000 7596 100.0 7331 1000 5788 100.0 5750 100.0
Interviewed 8173 97.0 8067 971 7381 972 7109 970 5614 97.0 5637 98.0

Nonresponse 252 30 238 29 215 28 222 30 174 30 113 2.0
non-contact 46 05 48 06 30 04 17 02 3] 0.4 7 0a

inability to
respond 16 0.2 19 02 10 0.1 7 01 3 5 01
refusal 190 2.3 171 21 175 23 198 2.7 150 2.6 101 18

Item nonresponse

In overall, many variables had none or only a few missing answers. Questions
concerning health, financial situation, rent, amount of income from different
sources, payments and problems with accommodation, however, contained
more missing answers. The topics of these questions are often considered to
be quite sensitive, and recalling answers to some of these topics was proba-
bly difficult for some of the respondents, as well.

Attrition

Nonresponse in the ECHP is caused not only by initial wave nonresponse
but also by attrition.

Attrition can be defined in numerous ways. The unit of measurement
can be households or persons. Attrition can be measured with respect to the
original sample members from the first wave. Or, attrition can be measured
from wave to wave (Winkels & Withers, 2000). As households are not stable
units over time we prefer to use persons as measurement units. In the fol-
lowing, attrition is defined as nonresponse at some wave after the first, given
response at the first wave.



Table 20 depicts the evolution of the initial sample during the six waves
of the panel. After excluding overcoverage, there remained 15 236 initial
sample persons in the first wave of the panel. Both unweighted and design-
weighted percentages are presented in Table 20. Looking at the unweighted
figures, 23.6 per cent of the initial sample persons were under 16 at the start
of the panel. In all, 53.6 per cent of the initial sample persons were success-
fully interviewed. The rest of the initial sample persons, 22.8 per cent, were
nonresponding due to either household level nonresponse (21.1%) or per-
son-level nonresponse (1.7%). As the panel ages, the share of initial sample
persons under 16 diminishes. Some of the initial sample persons exit from
the survey population because of death or moving abroad or moving into
an institution. By 2001, 2.1 per cent had exited from the survey population.
The share of nonrespondents cumulated to 48.4 per cent of the initial sam-
ple persons by 2001. Nonresponse includes both permanent and temporary
nonresponse. Temporary nonresponse occurs when a sample person returns
to the panel after missing one wave.

Table 21 shows the patterns of response and nonresponse among the
initial sample persons aged 16 at least at the first wave of the panel. This
would usually be the set of persons used for longitudinal person-level anal-
yses. The response patterns are classified into eight groups: total respond-
ents, who are interviewed at each wave of the panel; attrition nonrespond-
ents (five groups), who drop out of the panel permanently at some wave af-
ter the first; total nonrespondents for whom no interview is obtained at any
wave, and finally, other nonattrition nonrespondents who return to the panel
after missing one wave. As recommended by Kalton and Brick (2000), per-
sons who exit from the survey population are treated here as respondents.
Persons lost are regarded as nonrespondents. Total respondents are the larg-
est group consisting 35.8 per cent (unweighted) of the initial sample per-
sons aged over 16. Due to relatively large nonresponse at wave 1, total non-
respondents are the second most frequent group with 27.0 per cent. The
most frequent attrition pattern was attrition at wave 5, given participation in
earlier waves. The fieldwork of wave 5 was particularly difficult due to previ-
ous uncertainty about the continuation of the panel, which shows clearly in
all nonresponse calculations. Other nonattrition nonrespondents is the most
demanding group for a longitudinal data analyst. Nine per cent of the initial
sample persons aged 16 at least belonged to this group.

Table 22 concentrates on the 8 173 persons interviewed in the first wave.
These are the persons that remain available for person-level longitudinal
analyses after removing nonrespondents at wave 1. Table 22 shows how the
first wave respondents divide into respondents, nonrespondents and those
exiting from the survey population during subsequent waves. Persons lost
are here counted as nonrespondents. As earlier, nonresponse is not necessar-
ily an absorbing state as some of the nonrespondents may re-enter the panel
after missing one wave. The largest reduction in the number of interviewed
persons, 17.8 percentage points, occurred between 1999 and 2000. About
54 per cent of the first year respondents were interviewed in the last year of
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the panel. The attrition rate during 1996 to 2001 was 41.8 per cent (40.2%
if design-weighted). By the end of the panel, 3.7 per cent had exited from
the survey population.

Table 20: The evolution of the initial sample

1997 - .1998. 1999 =25, 2000 © 20017

unw. o ow. W unw. -

wa % % ) % i
Interviewed 536 56.1 519 532 463 473 440 443 340 348 337 341
Under 16 236 207 212 195 193 179 181 169 164 155 150 144
Exit from survey
population 00 00 05 07 1.1 1.7 15 22 1.8 28 21 33
Person-level
nonresponse 1.7 13 14 11 12 10 1.1 09 08 07 04 03
Household-level
nonresponse 211 219 241 250 308 313 342 350 457 455 480 474
Lost 00 00 09 05 14 08 1.1 07 1.2 08 07 06

Table 21: The patterns of response and nonresponse among the initial sample persons aged 16 or over
in 1996

Total respondents

Attrition at wave 6 1.7 1.6
Attntion at wave 5 11.8 10.9
Attrition at wave 4 4.0 4.1
Attrition at wave 3 5.8 5.7
Attrition at wave 2 49 5.2
Total nonrespondents 21.0 265
Other nonattrition

nonresponse patterns 9.0 83

Table 22: The evolution of persons interviewed in the first wave

; Vor.
79.0 788 739 728

Interviewed 100.0 100.0 903 89.7 56.1 56.3 544 543

Exit from survey
population 00 00 08 12 19 29 26 37 32 47 37 55
Nonresponse 0.0 00 89 91t 191 183 235 235 407 39.0 41.8 40.2




New entry

New entry of households and persons due to household formation, marriage
and previously ineligible persons becoming eligible is yet another source of
sample dynamics in the ECHP (Peracchi 2002). New households enter the
panel because of the split off of existing households. Also households whose
refusal in previous wave was not final and households whose interview was
lost due to technical problems are included in new entry of households in
Table 23.

Table 24 presents new entry of individuals in the six waves of the Finnish
ECHP. Besides previously ineligible persons becoming eligible, new entry of
individuals includes persons who have moved into sample persons’ house-
holds and persons with nonmonotone attrition pattern.

Table 23: New entry of households

And.2 2 a ‘and’5¥:57and 6 2T and 6*
Households interviewed in both waves 3792 3572 3484 2856 2916 2 355
New entry of households 314 348 338 248 199 760

Table 24: New entry of individuals

: . ; and'? and3 . 3and 4 4Aand:S: . 5:and 6. Tand6 .
Persons mterviewed in both waves 7379 6 850 6 491 5136 5218 4462
New entry of individuals 689 531 618 478 419 1175

Approaches to minimise nonresponse

Statistics Finland employed several approaches to minimise nonresponse. In-
terviewers were trained, advance letters were sent and telephone or proxy
interviews were allowed in special cases to avoid nonresponse. In the initial
wave, personal letters were sent to persuade the difficult households to an-
swer, and interviewers received supervisors’ help for difficult cases. In 2000,
households received a pocket calculator as a gift alongside with the advance
letter, and some survey results were also sent during the latest waves. If an
appointment was made but the household was not at home, interviewers
left a business card and made another visit to the household without prior
notice. Additional visits were allowed if necessary and with only minor ad-
ditional costs.

From 1998 to 2000, problems with the Blaise questionnaire led to a sig-
nificant loss of interviews, i.e. technical loss (see Table 17). In response to the
problem, changes were made to the Blaise questionnaire. The changes re-
duced the amount of technical loss considerably and in 2001 only six house-
hold interviews were lost due to this reason.
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6 Imputation of missing values

Imputation consists of filling-in values of study variables that are missing.
Usually imputation is used to compensate for item nonresponse. Imputa-
tion in the ECHP mainly concerns the components of total net household
income. As most income data in the Finnish subset were drawn from regis-
ters, there was little need to impute income data.

Some preliminary imputations concerning income components collect-
ed by interviews were conducted at Statistics Finland. Forestry expenditure,
interest income taxed at source, interest income exempt from tax, and pen-
sion income from abroad were not collected by interviews in 1998 to 2000.
In case a component was not interviewed, the missing value was substitut-
ed by the previous year’s value. Although especially interest income tends to
have a relatively high percentage of refusals and ‘don’t know’ answers, im-
putation was not performed in case the corresponding question was includ-
ed in the questionnaire.

Imputation procedures by Eurostat are described in a separate document
(Eurostat 2000c). Eurostat’s imputation procedure is briefly sketched be-
low. Some missing components were imputed using other information col-
lected during the interview. An example is the missing annual or monthly
income when the other is available. In some cases the previous year’s val-
ue was used as a substitute for the missing value. If neither other informa-
tion from the interview nor the previous year’s value could be used, the val-
ue was imputed using the Imputation and Variance Estimation Software
(IVEware) developed by the Survey Methodology Program of the Survey
Research Center of University of Michigan. The IVEware performs impu-
tations using a sequential regression imputation described in Raghunathan,
Lepkowski, Van Hoewyk and Solenberger (2001).

In the Finnish subset, imputations were conducted only on income com-
ponents based entirely on interview data. Concerning total net household
income, the only income component where imputations were conducted
was private transfers received.

The values of current total monthly net household income and current
wage and salary earnings (both gross and net) were also imputed if missing.
Current total monthly household income is asked by three questions. First
the respondent is asked whether he or she knows what is his or her house-
hold’s total net income -per month (variable HOW0840 in PDB). If the an-
swer is yes, then the amount is asked (HOWO0850). If the answer is no or
missing, then the respondent is asked to provide a range into which the in-
come falls (HOWO0860). Table 25 shows the share of missing values in these
three questions during 1996 to 2001.



Table 25: The share (%) of missing values in questions related to current total monthly household
income

* if HOWOB40
“=no, missing, -
" HOWO8E0 - -

Year HOW0840

1996 0.63

8.
1997 0.58 1.24
1998 0.38 5.45
1999 0.21 373
2000 0.16 3.35
2001 0.22 2.36

For analysis of income and poverty, it is important to know the total income
of a household. As most income components are collected from the individ-
uals living in the household, a missing questionnaire from one or more indi-
viduals yields incomplete household income. (Eurostat 2002d). In the Finn-
ish subset the share of interviewed households with within-household non-
response varied between 3.2 and 4.9 per cent during 1996 to 2001. Because
in the Finnish subset most income information was collected from adminis-
trative registers, it was possible to retrieve income information for the non-
respondents of an otherwise co-operating household as well. The total net
personal income of nonrespondents (variable HI140 in UDB) was then add-
ed to the total household income of interviewed persons in order to obtain
total net household income (HI100).
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7 Weighting

The ECHP UDB includes weights for both households and persons. For most
ECHP countries, the national data collection units provided the weights for
the first wave. For the subsequent waves, the common weighting procedure
prepared by Eurostat was usually applied. This weighting procedure was
also applied in the Finnish subset.

7.1 Weighting for the initial wave

Design weights

The design weight of a household is calculated as the inverse of inclusion
probability of that household. In the Finnish subset, inclusion probability m;
of household £ is calculated as

Tck =__—’nk.nl izl'. y
M n,
where m,; is the number of members aged 15 or more in dwelling
unit &,
n, is the number of dwelling units in the master sample,
M is the number of people aged 15 or more in the target
population,
Nk is the number of dwelling units in stratum & in the sample,
o is the number of dwelling units in stratum h in the master
sample.
Calibrated weights

Calibrated weights are calculated for interviewed households. The idea of
calibration is to modify weights so that the desired marginal distributions of
the respondent sample become equal to the corresponding marginal distri-
butions of the population. Provisional weight a; of household & used as the
input in calibration is

|
ak = ’
Rg- Gr,h/ N )
where s;4 is the number of respondent households in stratum A in
the sample.

Weights for the first wave of the Finnish subset were calibrated using the
CALMAR software (Sautory 1993). Although the unit for which the cali-
bration is executed is the household, variables concerning both household
and individual level are taken into account during the calibration. The sample



of interviewed households was to have the same structure as the population
of households for the following variables:

Population distribution by sex and five-year age category

Distribution of dwelling units according to size

Distribution of dwelling units according to provinces

Income liable to state taxation.

After calibration the expansion weights were scaled such that their sum
over the respondent sample of households equalled the actual number of re-
spondent households. This means that the average household weight is 1.
In the first wave, the household and personal weights are equal i.e. each
household member gets the weight of the household where he/she belongs to.

7.2 Weighting for the subsequent waves

The common algorithm to construct the weights in the ECHP includes ba-
sic nonresponse correction, calibration and scaling (Eurostat 2000b, Eurostat
2002b, Eurostat 2002c).

The weighting algorithm

In general, starting weights for each individual have to be available. For the

initial wave, the starting weight is the design weight and for the subsequent

waves the final base weight from the previous wave. For sample persons the

final base weight is > 0, and for non-sample persons it equals 0. The first step

is to calculate probabilities of re-enumeration and response:

® P1 = probability for an individual being resident in the current wave if
the person was resident in the previous wave

* P2 = probability for an individual for having been resident in the last
wave if the person is resident in the current wave

® P3 = probability for an individual being interviewed if the person is eli-
gible in the current wave.

In order to calculate these probabilities, logistic regression is first employed
to select variables explaining the response mechanism. Explanatory varia-
bles are selected from the following list:

® Region

Household status (whether a new split-off household)

Number of arrivals to or departures from the household

Main source of income

Number of economically active persons in the household

Household size

Tenure status

Sex

Age

Equivalised income.
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When the explanatory variables have been selected, the probabilities P1, P2
and P3 are calculated with the SAS procedure CATMOD that models cate-
gorical data and fits linear models to functions of response frequencies.

Before calibration, the provisional weights used as the input have to be
calculated for persons and households. Provisional weight a; for sample per-
son i is

a: :’taﬂ - —Pll ’

l=w

! P2,

w,start
where ¢ is the starting weight of sample person i,
Pl is the P1 probability of sample person i,

P2; is the P2 probability of sample person i.
For the non-sample persons provisional weight a; equals 0.

For each household, provisional weight ax is the average of the provisional
weights of all sample persons in that household:

nsp,
a;
ak = A=l ’
nspy

where nsp,  is the number of sample persons in household &.

Provisional household weights a; were calibrated using the CALMAR soft-

ware in order to reflect the distribution of the population. Variables taken

into account during the calibration are:

¢ Household size (two classes: one person households and households
with at least two persons)

* Region

® Cross-classification of age and sex.

The final household weights (UDB variable HG004) were calculated by
scaling the calibrated household weights such that their sum over the in-
terviewed sample equals the actual number of completed household inter-
views.

The base weights of sample persons (UDB variable RG003) were calcu-
lated by assigning the calibrated household weight to each sample person in
the household and scaling the weights such that their sum over sample per-
sons in interviewed households equals the actual number of sample persons
in interviewed households. The base weight of non-sample persons is O.

All residents (both sample and non-sample persons) of an interviewed
household receive the same cross-sectional weight (UDB variable RG002),
computed as the average of base weights of the household members. These
weights permit the inclusion of non-sample persons in cross-sectional analysis.



In order to calculate calibrated weights of interviewed sample persons
the calibrated household weight was assigned to each interviewed sample
person and was divided by the probability of being interviewed, when eli-
gible (P3). The base weights of interviewed sample persons (UDB variable
PG003) were calculated by scaling the calibrated weights of interviewed
sample persons such that their sum over the interviewed sample persons
equals the actual number of interviewed sample persons. The base weight of
interviewed non-sample persons is 0.

All interviewed persons (both sample and non-sample persons) receive
the same cross-sectional weight (UDB variable PG002), calculated as the
average of base weights of all interviewed household members.

Weights to be used in cross-sectional estimation are final household
weights (HG004) and final cross-sectional weights of persons (RG002 and
PG002). Base weights (RG003 and PG003) are supposed to be used in lon-
gitudinal analysis, and the UDB includes no specially constructed longitudi-
nal weights. As mentioned above, the household and person weights given
in the data files have been scaled to average 1.0 per unit within each mem-
ber state. If results are aggregated over countries in proportion to country
size, the scaled weights can be multiplied by an inflation factor in propor-
tion to the ratio of the total population size to the corresponding number of
cases enumerated in the relevant sample. The same inflation factor can be
applied to the supplied weights when population aggregates are calculated.
For more information on how to use the ECHP UDB weights for analysis,
see Eurostat (2003).
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8 Sampling errors

The estimates for a population parameter vary from sample to sample. The
sampling or standard error of a survey estimate is a measure of the varia-
tion among the estimates from all possible samples (Statistical Policy Office
2001). This standard error is in practice unknown and has to be estimated
from the available sample.

Standard errors for means or proportions were calculated for the fol-
lowing household level variables: total net household income (UDB vari-
able HI100), current total monthly net household income (HI200), abili-
ty to make ends meet (HF002), the lowest monthly income to make ends
meet {HF014), shortage of space in accommodation (HA014), and experi-
ence of housing costs as a financial burden (HA036). Household level es-
timates were calculated in domains defined by household type. Person lev-
el estimates included the proportion of persons with a permanent employ-
ment contract (PE024), the proportion of persons satisfied with work or
main activity (PK0O01), and the proportion of persons with poor self-per-
ceived health (PHOO1). Person level estimates were calculated in domains
defined by age and sex.

Standard errors were calculated by Taylor series linearisation method by
Sudaan statistical software. Sudaan can take into account many of the com-
plexities of the sampling design, such as stratification, clustering and unequal
weighting. When analysis is conducted at person level, the clustering of indi-
viduals into households has to be taken into consideration. Sudaan estimates
variance from the variation between household-clusters independently in
each strata. The overall variance estimate is then produced by summing stra-
tum-specific variance estimates. The formulas for variance estimators are de-
scribed in the Sudaan technical manual (Shah et al. 1996). However, Sudaan
is not able to take into account the fact that the final sample is drawn in two
phases. Also, the effect of calibration of the survey weights cannot be taken
into consideration. Neglecting this leads to conservative standard error esti-
mates, i.e. estimates that are larger than what they would have been had the
variance estimator of the calibration estimator been used.

Tables 26 to 31 contain the household level estimates and tables 32 to 34
the person-level estimates of means or proportions and their standard errors
as well as sample sizes and design effects. The relative standard error or co-
efficient of variation is defined as the ratio of standard error to the estimate.
The design effect (deff) is defined as the ratio of the properly estimated vari-
ance of the estimate to the variance estimate based on a simple random sam-
ple of the same size:

v, )
v, 6

deff =



Table 26: Total net household income (H1100), ECHP 2000

- ‘Standard Standard

Gl - . T slEe Mean (FIM) . error error (%) - _
Single person 867 7178t 1411 2.0 1.5
Single parent 185 131 850 5572 4.2 0.9
Couple without children 954 158 308 3108 2.0 1.1
Couple with children 1027 216 625 3026 14 0.8
Other households 51 169 522 17703 104 3.0

Table 27: Current total monthly net income (H1200), ECHP 2000

i Standard
error (%)

Single person 870
Single parent 185 9634 404 42

Couple without children 954 11825 231 2.0
Couple with children 1027 16 015 304 1.9
Other households 51 11820 1093 93

Table 28: Proportion of households with difficulties in making ends meet (HF002=(1, 2)), ECHP 2000

Single person 868 171 1.6 2.2

Single parent 185 255 42 14
Couple without children 954 A 11 13
Couple with children 1023 126 13 1.4
Other households 51 16.2 104 6.0

Single person 836 4344 12 1.7 1.7

Single parent 178 7298 278 38 14
Couple without children 912 7292 126 1.7 11
Couple with children 995 10 490 157 15 1.4
Other households 47 7209 612 85 23

Table 30: Proportion of households experiencing shortage of space in the accommodation (HA014=1),
ECHP 2000

Single person 870 13.0 14

Single parent 185 18.1 34
Couple without children 954 9.6 12
Couple with children 1027 213 1.6
Other households 51 142 10.6
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Table 31: Proportion of households experiencing housing costs as a heavy financial burden (HA036=1),
ECHP 2000

Sample + .’
size <

Single person 845 1.4 1.3 2.1

Single parent 184 235 41 14
Couple without children 936 5.8 09 11
Coupfe with children 1020 109 12 14
Other households 51 72 39 1.7

Table 32: Proportion of persons with a permanent employment contract (PE024=1), ECHP 2000

Females under 25 .
25-44 687 81.2 18 1.5

45-64 566 91.2 1.4 13
Males under 25 195 54.8 5.7 18
25-44 696 87.9 1.7 21
4564 495 91.6 1.7 1.8

Table 33: Proportion of persons satisfied with work or main activity (PK001=(5, 6)), ECHP 2000

Females under 25 465 62.9 33 1.4

25~44 929 58.4 2.1 1.7
4564 957 58.3 2.1 1.8
65+ 344 76.9 3.0 25
Males under 25 360 58.9 37 1.4
25-44 856 55.6 2.1 1.6
45-64 831 54.0 24 1.9
65+ 310 65.9 34 18

Table 34: Proportion of persons with poor self-perceived health (PH001=(4, 5)), ECHP 2000

Standard

under 25

Females

2544 .
4564 957 8.5 1.2
65+ 348 185 26

Males under 25 360 0.0 0.0 .
2544 857 2.0 0.7 19
45—64 835 9.1 16 24

65+ 312 209 3.0 19




The design effect can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of the current
sample design relative to simple random sampling. A sampling design is
equally efficient as simple random sampling if deff is equal to one, more effi-
cient if deff is less than one and less efficient if deff is greater than one (Leh-
tonen & Pahkinen 1996). The deff 1 option of Sudaan was used to calculate
design effects.

Looking at the relative standard errors we see that the estimates in mon-
ey are the most precise ones. Excluding the very small domain of other
households, the relative standard errors of these estimates are four per cent
at most. This is not surprising as the sample of the Finnish subset was de-
signed to get precise estimates of income. The least precise estimates are the
estimates of the proportion of females and males with poor self-perceived
health.

The design effects of the estimates are affected by stratification, cluster-
ing and unequal weighting of the sample. Stratification according to socio-
economic group tends to increase the precision of estimates correlated with
the stratification criterion. The clustering of individuals into households in
turn tends to reduce the efficiency of estimates of characteristics that are
positively correlated among household members. The variation in weights
also reduces the efficiency of estimates. The design effects of estimates are
mostly greater than one, ‘indicating that the design is less efficient than sim-
ple random sampling. Again, the sample design seems to perform rather well
for the estimates measured in money.
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9 Comparability and coherence

9.1 Comparability over time

Comparability over time is achieved by keeping the interval between suc-
cessive waves close to twelve months and by keeping to a minimum the
changes to the ECHP questionnaire from one wave to another (Eurostat
2000¢).

There were little changes in the questionnaire in the course of the panel.
The routing of the questionnaire was amended in response to feedback from
interviewers. Pre-filling of some fields was introduced along the run of the
panel, in order to make the progress of the interview more fluent.

As mentioned before, the data collection of the ECHP was joined with
the IDS in 1996 and 1997. In the third wave, the fieldwork period was
changed to take place at the end of the year (for the timing of the fieldwork
periods, see Table 4). As a result of this, respondents were forced to face
longer recall periods and to remember information over a longer period of
time, and one might expect more “don’t know” responses and less accurate
answers. Because the reference period of some survey items was the year pri-
or to the interview, respondents whose interview was carried out at the end
of the year had difficulties in recalling, for instance, what their main activity
was almost two years ago.

In the interview, persons were first asked whether their main activity
status had changed during the year prior to the interview. If changes had
happened, persons were asked to indicate their main activity status in each
month separately. The number of persons with missing answers to the ques-
tions concerning the main activity calendar was negligible between 1996
and 2001. Table 35 presents the weighted distribution of the number of
changes in the main activity status. In 1998, when the interviews were car-
ried out at the end of the year for the first time, the percentage of persons
whose main activity status had not changed increased a little, and the per-
centage of persons whose main activity status had changed once decreased
somewhat as well.

Table 35: The distribution of the number of changes in main activity status

y stat ted %

us (weigh

1.77 0.37 0.04 0.08 0.00

1996

1997 79.61 10.39 7.95 1.33 0.52 0.16 0.04 0.00
1998 81.99 8.23 7.95 1.19 0.55 0.03 0.06 0.00
1999 82.15 8.15 1.44 1.51 0.46 0.21 0.07 0.01
2000 82.89 8.10 7.30 1.09 0.49 0.08 0.05 0.00
2001 83.17 1.50 1.53 137 0.39 0.04 0.00 0.01




One might expect that the respondents who had for instance short one-
month unemployment or employment periods would forget to report these
periods when the recalling period becomes longer. However, there seems to
be no clear evidence that the number of short one-month periods had de-
creased between the years 1997 and 1998 (Table 36). It is possible that the
result would be different if we had compared interview data and register
data at the individual level instead of calculating percentages based on in-
terview data.

Table 36: The distribution of one-month periods of main activity status

* Number-of one month

1996 97.47 2.14 0.27 0.12 0.00
1997 97.26 2.25 0.40 0.09 0.02
1998 97.61 1.96 0.29 0.08 0.06
1999 97.10 2.12 0.59 0.17 0.02
2000 98.05 1.48 0.37 0.07 0.04
2001 97.93 1.66 0.30 0.10 0.01

9.2 Coherence of statistics in the same domain

Consistency of different statistics in the same domain is an indication of co-
herence. Coherent statistics are based on common definitions, classifications
and methodological standards. This chapter assesses the coherency of Finn-
ish ECHP income and labour market statistics.

The coherency of income statistics is assessed by comparing estimates
of poverty and income distribution with those of the Income Distribution
Statistics (IDS). The IDS is considered the best national source of income
data. As the Finnish ECHP is linked to the IDS in many ways (see Chapters
3 and 4), estimates from these surveys should be relatively close to each oth-
er. However, there are some differences in the income concepts, which may
diminish the coherency of statistics. The ECHP uses the household net in-
come, whereas the IDS uses the household disposable income. The most sig-
nificant difference between the income concepts is related to the exclusion
of imputed rents and profits from sales. For more information on the differ-
ences between the income concepts, see Section 3.2.

Table 37 shows low income rates calculated from the Finnish ECHP and
IDS with breakdowns by age and gender. Low income rate is defined as the
share of persons with equivalised (by OECD modified equivalence scale)
income below 60 per cent of the national median equivalised income. The
years refer to the reference period of income data. In the ECHP, income data
for 1995 were collected at the 1996 survey wave.

The low income rate from the Finnish ECHP is slightly higher than that
from the IDS. This is because disposable income in the IDS includes imput-
ed rent for owner-occupied accommodation, a component not included in
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the ECHP. Imputed rent is an important income component among the eld-
erly. Accordingly, the differences between low income rates are largest for
persons aged 65 and over. The differences are especially pronounced among
women. Both surveys give a similar picture about the trend over time in low
income rate.

The Gini coefficient is a measure of the inequality of income distribu-
tion. Table 38 shows Gini coefficients in percentages calculated from the
Finnish ECHP and the IDS. Both surveys produce a trend of rising inequal-
ity over time. However, the IDS gives a more rapid rise. This is due to capi-
tal gains that are included in the IDS income concept but not in the ECHP.
With capital gains included in the ECHP, the Gini coefficient would be al-
most identical with that of the IDS.

Table 37: Low income rate with breakdowns by age and gender. 60% equivalised median income,
OECD modified.

65 + 6.0 43 73 36 71 42 86 74 88 68 124 66
Women 85 70 86 81 106 80 122 98 127 101 136 108
0-15 48 49 59 6.1 62 56 76 80 67 82 65 98
16-24 217 203 179 232 210 244 278 242 243 242 277 2438
25-49 48 48 55 62 66 6.1 77 13 83 78 66 84
5064 47 35 60 41 61 5.1 73 65 17 69 99 63
65+ 16.1 89 150 89 215 76 214 112 261 109 305 13.0

Table 38: Gini coefficients.

224 239
DS 21.7 221 235 246 259 265




The coherency of labour market statistics is assessed by comparing the
estimates of unemployment rate with those of the Labour Force Survey
(LFS). The same definitions of employment and unemployment, based on
the recommendations by the ILO, are used in the ECHP and LFS. LFS quar-
terly estimates of unemployment rates were used for the comparison. The
quarter closest to the ECHP fieldwork period was chosen each year. The
quarters used were: 1996 second; 1997 first; 1998 to 2001 fourth quarter.

The Finnish ECHP depicts rather nicely the downward sloping trend of
unemployment rate over time (Table 39). However, for males the Finnish
ECHP gives too steep a trend. This may be due to the fact that attrition in
the Finnish ECHP appeared to be somewhat selective with respect to em-
ployment status around the time of the interview. Unemployed males were
more likely to drop out from the survey than others.

Table 39: Unemployment rates of females and males aged 16-64.

' L2001 L0
M OF M CETM. B ME
ECHP 151 149 127 139 95 90 102 62 94 66 72 57
LFs 161 153 137 139 110 95 98 90 94 80 88 82
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10 Accessibility

Dissemination is a vital step in the information chain. It is not sufficient to
have good statistics stored somewhere inside the statistical office (Eurostat
2000d). The results published from the data as well as the micro data itself
should be easily accessible. In addition, information on concepts and meth-
ods should be available.

The ECHP UDB micro data can be purchased at the DataShops of Eu-
rostat. The DataShop can also be addressed for publications by Eurostat or
for customised tables based on the ECHP UDB data. In Finland, the Da-
taShop is located at the premises of Statistics Finland. For more information
about the DataShop at Statistics Finland, see http://tilastokeskus.fi/tk/kk/
datashop/echp.html.

The ECHP survey methodology and implementation is described in
a separate manual (Eurostat 1996). Growing experience with the run-
ning of the panel has brought a need to modify some of the existing meth-
ods. The modifications are described in documents by Eurostat, availa-
ble from the CIRCA (CIRCA = Communication & Information Resource
Centre Administrator) service of the European Commission, see http://
forum.europa.eu.int/ (choose Eurostat, ECHP).

Besides this manual, information about the concepts and methods of
the Finnish subset can be found at the following Internet address: http://
tilastokeskus.fi/tk/el/echp html.

Below is a list of Finnish publications and articles based on the ECHP
UDB data.

Finnish publications based on ECHP data

Hovi, M., Nordberg, L., Penttils, I. (2000). Interview and register data in
income distribution analysis. Experiences from the Finnish European
Community Household Panel Survey in 1996. Statistics Finland, Reviews
2000:9.

Hirkdonen, J. (2003). European Community Household Panel - ECHP.
Lyhyt esittely. (European Community Household Panel - ECHP. Short
introduction; in Finnish only). University of Turku, Department of
Social Policy, Series C:9 / 2003.

Kautto, M., Moisio, P. (2002). Suomalainen kéyhyys vertailevasta niko-
kulmasta. (Finnish poverty from a comparative perspective; in
Finnish only). In Suomalaisten hyvinvointi 2002. (Welfare of Finns
2002). STAKES.


http://tilastokeskus.fi/tk/kk/

Lindqvist, M. (2003). Monenlaisia kéyhyysasteita. (Various types of
poverty levels; in Finnish only). Hyvinvointikatsaus (Welfare Review)
2003:1.

Lindqvist, M. (2003). Onko suomalaisilla varaa sy6di lihaa? (Can Finns
afford to eat meat?; in Finnish only). Hyvinvointikatsaus (Welfare
Review) 2003:1.

Lindqvist, M., Pyy-Martikainen, M. (2003). Miki on Eurooppalainen
elinolotutkimus eli ECHP? (What is the European Community House-
hold Panel or ECHP?; in Finnish only). Hyvinvointikatsaus (Welfare
Review) 2003:1.

Niskanen, E. (2002). Terveys EU-maissa: Irlanti ja Portugali ddripéit.
(Health in EU countries: Ireland and Portugal as the two extremes; in
Finnish only). Tietoaika 2002:9.

Nordberg, L., Penttild, I., Sandstrém, S. (2001). A study on the effects
of using interviewing versus register data in income distribution
analysis with application to the Finnish ECHP survey in 1996.
CHINTEX working paper No. 1,

http://www.destatis.de/chintex/download/paper] .pdf

Nordberg, L. (2003). Surveyaineiston luotettavuus tulonjakotutkimuksessa.

(Reliability of survey data in the Income Distribution Survey; in Finnish
only). Hyvinvointikatsaus (Welfare Review) 2003:1.

Penttili, I. (2003). Pitkittynyt koyhyys seuralaisena. (Prolonged poverty
as companion; in Finnish only). Hyvinvointikatsaus (Welfare Review)
2003:1.

Penttil, I., Kangas, O., Nordberg, L., Ritakallio, V.-M. (2003). Suomalainen
kéyhyys 1990-luvun lopulla — viliaikaista vai pysyvaa? (Finnish poverty
in the late 1990s: temporary or permanent?; in Finnish only). Helsinki
2003. Publications of the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health 2003:7.

Pyy-Martikainen, M. (editor) (2002). Arki EU-maissa. Ty9, tulot ja asu-
minen 1996. (Everyday life in EU countries. Work, income and housing
in 1996; in Finnish only). Statistics Finland. Living Conditions 2002:1.

Pyy-Martikainen, M. (2002). Terveyserot EU-maissa. (Health differences
in EU countries; in Finnish only). Hyvinvointikatsaus (Welfare Review)
2002:2.
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Pyy-Martikainen, M. (2003). Tyossakdymittomyys kotitalouksissa. (Non-
working households; in Finnish only). Hyvinvointikatsaus (Welfare
Review) 2003:1.

Pyy-Martikainen, M., Rendtel, U. (2003). The effects of panel attrition on
the analysis of unemployment spells. CHINTEX working paper No. 10,
http://www.destatis.de/chintex/download/paper10.pdf.

Ramadan, N. (2001). Haastattelijavaikutus ja haastattelijapalaute survey-
tutkimuksessa. (Interviewer effect and interviewer feedback in a survey;
in Finnish only). Pro gradu thesis, autumn 2001, Department of Mathe-
matics and Statistics, University of Jyviskyli.

Ramadan, N. (2003). Haastattelijoiden suhtautuminen ECHP-tutkimuk-
seen. (Interviewers’ attitude towards the ECHP survey; in Finnish only).
Hyvinvointikatsaus (Welfare Review) 2003:1.

Reijo, M. (2002). Suomalaisilla kiytossian kakkosasuntoja useimmin EU-
alueella. (Finns have the most often secondary dwellings in the EU area;
in Finnish only). Hyvinvointikatsaus (Welfare Review) 2002:2.

Reijo, M. {2003). Asumisen huono-osaisuus (Underprivileged in housing; in
Finnish only). Hyvinvointikatsaus (Welfare Review) 2003:1.

Sandstrém, S. (2002). The consequences of within household unit non-
response in income distribution analysis. CHINTEX working paper
No. 4, http://www.destatis.de/chintex/download/paper4.pdf

Sisto, J. (2002). Response rate methodology in the European Community
Household Panel and application for the Finnish ECHP. Master’s Thesis
of Statistics, August 5, 2002, University of Jyviskyla.

Sisto, J. (2003). Vastauskato Eurooppalaisessa elinolotutkimuksessa. Miten
kiy taloudellista hyvinvointia kuvaavien estimaattien? (Nonresponse in
the European Community Household Panel. What will happen to
estimates describing economic welfare; in Finnish only). Hyvinvoin-
tikatsaus (Welfare Review) 2003:1.

Sisto, J. (2003). Attrition effects on the design-based estimates of house-

hold income.
CHINTEX working paper No. 9, http://www.destatis.de/chintex/
download/paper9.pdf.


http://www.destatis.de/chintex/download/paperlO.pdf
http://www.destatis.de/chintex/download/paper4.pdf
http://www.destatis.de/chintex/
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Appendix 1: Flow diagram of the interview in wave 3 (wave 1 in Fin-
land) Source: Eurostat (1995)
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The European Community Household Panel (ECHP) is a standardised sample
survey conducted in 15 EU Member States between 1994 and 2001. The ECHP is
centrally designed and co-ordinated by the Statistical Office of the European Com-
munities, Eurostat, and it covers a wide range of topics concerning living conditions.

The Finnish ECHP started in 1996 and it is carried out by Statistics Finland.

The ECHP Study in Finland. Quality Report evaluates the quality of the Finnish
subset of the ECHP. The evaluation is based on all six annual waves of the Finnish
subset. Information important to the users of the Finnish data is also provided. This
includes information about the main concepts and classifications used, about the
design and implementation of the survey and about the procedures used to com-
pensate for nonresponse.
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