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Foreword

This standard report describes the activities carried out at the technological centre at Infostat since November 1999 till mid April 2000. First of all it concentrates on issues of B4 survey as checking the result files, creating the central data base and  assisting the imputation process to the countries. Then we are  mentioning some other provided tasks and issues as working meeting training session, table generation, communication and so on. We will mention also some issues related to closing the project Dosme1.

In the main part of the report we are concentrating on short reviews and descriptions only and some more detailed issues are included into the Annexes.

1. Result file and central data base in Survey B4 

Tasks and procedure of central processing can be grouped now into three major sets:

1) checking and correcting the result files

2) creating the central data bases (CDB)

3) assisting to the process of imputation provided by countries.

First of all, as a reminder we will simple list these tasks and procedures just to illustrate the complexity of provided works.

A. Checking the result file 

a) Formal and range checks

1. Manual/visual checking of the result file 

2. Range check of variables 

3. Checking the completeness and correctness of variables on activity codes 

4. Completing and correcting the result file 

b) Checking of errors, anomalies and non responses

1. Running the adjusted program for record checking 

2. Running the program for file checking 

3. Correcting correctable errors, otherwise send the file back to the country

4. Generating the output table on characteristics of the final result file 

B Creating the CDB and the process of imputation

a) Creating the CDB

1. Sorting and converting working files 

2. Computing final control variables and non responses  

3. Merging the result file with transfer file containing data from sampling base and  from the register 

4. Creating a record description of the central data base and converting the file into a standard database file (dBase3).

b) Autocorrections and imputations

1. Running the program for autocorrections 

2. Recalculating the non responses 

3. Generating an output table for deciding the strategy of imputation 

4. Generating auxiliary output table  showing the variables that need  imputation 

5. Exercise the imputation of active units with partial or full response

6. Provide global imputation, i.e. the imputation of active units indirectly controlled  

Since the logic of processing, the list of tasks and procedures, the specification of used programs and utilities have been described several times during the last years, now we will concentrate only on changes, amendments and some other new features of the process. The most detailed description of standard procedures of central processing can be found in working paper number 66 presented at Jachranka meeting. 

In the following paragraphs we shall concentrate on some new checks on the result file and on the new features of creating the central data base. The issues of imputation will be mentioned in an independent chapter.

During the discussions at previous working group meetings the following new checks were suggested for central processing of survey B4 result file:


if the unit is active, variables of inactivity should not be answered


if own work answered as zero, the other job outside of enterprise should be checked


the total employment over 250 workers have to be checked and verified


the number of local units over 20 must be verified.

No one of these checks is unambiguous and therefore could not be included into the entry program. For example, the seasonally active units are treated as active and we keep the code value for seasonal activity in variable NotActiv. In the case when the entrepreneur is working in his enterprise with less than 50 percent of his working time, the answer zero in OwnWork is correct, but on the other hand, question on other job outside the enterprise can be left not answered.

These checks can be included only into additional, signal checks provided on the result file using Manipula set-up (specification) files. The models of these checking files are always distributed in the entry package including a set-up for checking the limits of some numerical variables. 

The procedures of these checks are very simple, here is an illustration for the number of local units in variable LocNumb:


IF (Active=1) AND (LocNumb>20)  THEN SELECT; ENDIF;

In central processing we are running now 18 consistency and limit checks. We have made some progress since in B1 this number was only 8. The description of all checks run this year is present in Annex 1 to this report.

For analytical purposes we paid significant attention on variable SumWork. Some answers within the verification process gave us not only a confirmation of figures above 250 but presented an explanation of some features of the economic situation in the country. Just one example from Poland.

„In January 1999 the new health protection and social security systems came into force in Poland. According to that a part of former budgetary units belonging to NACE group 851 are included now to the enterprise sector. That explains why so many units from this group are in the sample as newly created units. This type of units forms majority of the group with Sumwork above 250 (the figures are OK). Figures on other units with Sumwork above 250 are correct too“.

Concerning the other issues of checking and verifying the result files it is not necessary to go into details that are present in so called protocol files. The final report table is present in Annex 2 to the report.

In creating the central data base there was only one major change: converting the size of date variables from 4 to 6 characters. 

Converting a 4 digits mmyy variable into a 6 digits mmyyyy one seems to be very simple for the first sight: it is only necessary to insert a constant of 19 into the first two yy positions. However, this was simple just for the first sight because our date variables are defined as integers and therefore they can not be just divided into two parts for month and year for moving them separately into the new 6 digits structure to the first two and last two position. Realising that both the original and the extended variables are integers gave us the idea of calculating the conversion. More details on this conversion are presented in paper doc61.doc.

Closing this chapter we can show the precision of weighted estimates in the following a simple table.
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That is, a - b = d and the estimated precision shown in percents is quite good. 

2. Training and meetings

Immediately after the Vilnius meeting a training session was organised for Macedonia. The session was devoted to three main issues:


1) running the sample package (for testing B5 and C2)


2) creating the initial entry file and using the data entry package


3) using the program for imputation.

Within the first session the following issues have been described and explained:


a) presenting and checking the statistical tables generated by the sampling program and their transformation to SAS tables;


b) explaining the steps to obtaining complex information on the quality of data in the business register from the point of view of active and not active units ;


c) explaining the methodology and the steps of creating parameter files in using the sample program and demonstrating the run of the program for surveys B5 and C2.

Considering that the data entry program would be used within one or two weeks, the greater amount of time was devoted to this issue. However, also the methodological background had been highlighted by presenting and explaining the help files of the project in dosmehlp.hlp. It was stressed that some methodological features of the data entry are described also in the Entry manual which is present both in dosmehlp and in the entry package. The training session included not only the description and explanation of the package but also a test using of the entry program by entering data to some typical records.

Concerning imputation issues first we have presented our new imputation program. First of all is was explained that the program, written in Delphi, working under Windows environment, provides basically 3 methods of imputation: 1) imputing stratified mean (average), 2) imputing modified sequential hot deck and 3) imputing hierarchical hot deck.

Methods are chosen in setting up the types of imputation. Hierarchical hot deck has no distinguishing type, Average stands for mean and for quasi-sequential hot deck the parameter Quality can be set up. However, by linking and concatenating data files, combining stratification methods and keys also cold deck imputation can be performed

Here also first the methodological background has been explained (what is imputation, basic methods of imputing, the advantage of hot deck method etc.). Then we have described the program by running it with some test set ups. Finally, a complete test imputation has been exercised on a small test data file.

Since both the entry process and the imputation process was exercised successfully, we can consider the training session also as successful.

After the Vilnius working group meeting Infostat was present at the meeting devoted to External validation of estimates of business populations within Dosme project held in Warsaw in last December. Since this meeting is covered in other papers and presentations, it is not necessary to deal with it redundantly here.

The second working meeting was organised in Newport for the project co-ordinator and Infostat. The basic aim of this meeting was to discuss the methodological issues and organisational aspects of the running  B4 survey and  to agree the list of actions for some future events and actions (completing survey B4 and the issues of the second part of the project).

The following issues was discussed in more details:


review of actions after Vilnius meeting


progress in survey B4 processing


imputing the CDB of B4 survey


population estimates issues


preparing the 5th working group meeting in Riga


planning for B5 and C2 surveys


project documentation and communication.

As one of the results of the meeting we have prepared a detailed plan of actions and tasks on finishing the project Dosme for co-ordination, central processing and publication issues. You can have a look at this plan in Annex 3. 

3. The imputation process

Let us start with a short review of the required imputation level expressed by the percent of acceptors on the total of units involved into the imputation process.

We could group the countries into the following clusters: 
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In CZ the high level appears in variables of personal data. In ES the level is above 5% only in foreign capital variables, otherwise is lower.

Comparing with the previous year the level is slightly higher but it is still very good, far from the allowed maximum of 30%.

A short conclusion says that 6 countries used the DOS version of the program and 6 used the new Windows version. 6 times rerun applied for various reasons while in the other 6 countries their imputed file accepted without re-imputation. More details can be seen in Annex 4.

Some minor inconsistencies occurred:


In imputing some variables the next run or set-up was a dummy or redundant one. i.e. without effect. In such a case we are adjusting  the same parameter file.


In imputing Nace3 in the second run we change R01 to RD2. That is, imputing the activity code first we keep the condensed activity code RD2. 


In imputing personal data in the second run only ISex and Ibirth kept as stratification keys. This is not good, we have to try to keep RD3 and PD6 anyway.


For certain variables only an adjusted second parameter file was used. In some cases it could be just a manipulation error but if occurred for more than one variable then it could not be a mis-manipulation

Also two interesting solutions occurred that can be briefly mentioned.


In BU in some parameter files an interesting solution was adapted by introducing a Donor-filter for FullTime<250. Even the number of such units is not to high, this additional filter keeps them for being donors and duplicating the number of units with outliers.


In PO pointed to a not widely applied set-up that not only dropping a key changes the stratification but also changing some keys, using them in a new combination. It is clear that dropping a key creates broader strata and changing the combination creates other strata.

In Annex 4 all comments are listed that were sent to countries. If we will exercise two or three more imputations in the future, these notes can be useful for all participants.

4. Other issues and tasks

Following the time sequence first of all producing a lot of summary and analytical output tables have to be mentioned. They can be grouped into three categories:


estimating the total figures for survey C2


tables of external validation for population estimates


register quality analysis in surveys B1-B3.

The most challenging work was the analysis of register quality. The result tables and some explanations or assumptions are presented in working paper doc62.doc. The paper deals with two groups of topics:


calculating the rate of ghosts


calculating the changes in classification codes (especially activity codes).

The produced tables can be discussed and the outcomes can be compared with the results of analysis in particular countries if such an analysis have been done during the last few years.

The second major other task was the creation of new longitudinal data base. Now we are presenting a new file design of second or final longitudinal data base (ldb2_cc.dbf). In the creation of the file we have taken into consideration the suggested changes to the new file design, revised the presence of some variables, provided some necessary changes and corrections to the constitutional survey data bases and tested the basic selections from the result file. Until now the process was tested on Slovak and Polish data only. More details in working paper doc61.doc and in the respective presentation.

When we have distributed the amended questionnaire on hardware and software conditions in participating countries in January this year, it was not clear that there will be a year delay for the second part of the Dosme project. Nevertheless we have received 11 questionnaires and prepared a short summary from the collected data. 

Concerning communication and web site issues first of all we have to stress that we tried to keep the site as live as possible. We promptly updated the old topics and created new ones if it was required.

We can mention here a new feature of the site hiding under the button FAQ. Actually this is a document which in more then twenty items (or questions) describes the main features of both PECO and DOSME panel projects starting with explaining the main objectives of the project and finishing with describing the contents of the project’s web site.

The published documents is the first version. Now the representatives of participating countries, experts of the working group and other readers can submit their comments, corrections or amendments and can also add new questions or even they can elaborate a new question and answer into the document. Submission are welcome in two weeks deadline since we have to finalise the document.

5. Closing the project

Even we have detailed plans for the second part of the project (refer to document doc60.doc) and some promises for financing the work, a year delay is introducing some uncertainty to the future processes. 

That is why we have thought about finishing all pending tasks as we are going to close the project for good. The next emerged idea was to prepare closing CDs for all participants in the project. 

The list of finalising works and tasks is actually simple:

creating the new longitudinal data base for all countries

finalising the Help Documentation

completing the web site

completing at least the draft of B4 publication (and including into the web site).

What we have to discuss during the working meeting is the design of the distribution CDs for different participants (countries, Eurostat, experts and Infostat). 

Here are the first ideas:

Countries


all own central data bases from A to B4 and LDB2 


Help Documentation


the web site (local version)

Eurostat


all central data bases of all countries


Help


web

Infostat


all data for all countries (result files, register files, statistical tables etc.)


Help


web


packages and utility programs used in central processing.

It is subject to discussion and decision what would be included into CDs for experts. The most logical solution seems to be to give them the same as for Eurostat but there can be some problems with data files.

Since countries have also files which are exclusively their own (register extracts, the sampling base, register files and transfer files, the original data entry files etc.) they ought to prepare also their own centralised archive of the project preferably onto a CD as well.

It can be also discussed if countries should receive also some packages and programs and if the answer is positive the list of programs can be still discussed and agreed.
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