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Methodological Discussion of the Income
Measure in the European Social Survey Round 1
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Abstract

During the last decade, the number of cross-natiand cross-cultural
empirical research has increased; at the samettimeeed for comparative
survey data grew considerably. Also more and marlktipians and policy
decision makers are looking across the nationalandiral borders of their
countries.

Looking at the question ototal net household incomewe discus
advantages and weaknesses of an input harmonizeidl ssurvey. We
demonstrate the impact of the national social, eain and legal
particularities on the answering behavior of theveyed respondent by
comparing across countries the interview outcomesnfthe European
Social Survey (ESS) and the European Community Ebakl Panel
(ECHP). ESS used a crude measurement of the tetahousehold income
interviewing only one randomly selected householdkenmber. ECHP
surveyed all persons living in a sampled househlwid asked all income
sources and components of the respondents andotieehold. In this paper
we use ECHP as a reference showing the most aecarathod to measure
income, and compare this with the interview resoft&SS.

For comparative social surveyse propose a set of questions on income
that takes into account the national circumstan®és.get comparable data
across countries reflecting the national tax systethe particular practices
in the earning structures and the national halmitsuimming up the different
income components. We expect that such a new fietdwinstrument
integrated into the data production of cross-nailosurveys may increase
the analytical power of the comparative socio-derapyic variable total
net household income

! Jurgen H.P. Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik is senior researched Senior Project Consultant at ZUMA,
Mannheim; Uwe Warner is senior researcher at CEWPSTEAD, Differdange.

This paper is supported by the national sciencendation of Luxembourg (FNR) by the
contract No. FNR/04/MA6/10, the infrastructures ahé “Luxembourg Comparative Data Bases
and Archive” of CEPS/INSTEAD at Differdange, Luxealrg



290 Jurgen H.P. Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Uwe Warner

1 Introduction

Different surveys use different strategies to areantfpe questionnaires and
different accuracy to construct the income questionisis degree of precision
depends on the research interest and the aimseddttidy.

Market research is interested in categorizing the purchasing powéra
household and classifies the households into coesugnoups. They focus on
classes of income size and therefore they do nogé givprecise definition of
income and they make no distinction between sewaraleyed population groups.
In Germany, they ask for the monthly net income andytlyive a general
instruction in the question wording. The answerns imcome brackets. In case the
interviewed person refuses to answer, the intergreoften takes the freedom to
estimate the household’s income.

Holst (2003: 380) illustrates in comparative perxdpe the use of the
ESOMAR scale on economic status based on ten lastplg consumer goods as a
proxy scale for income. “The underlying idea appdserg that the possession of
these goods is an indicator of the household’s esva purchasing power and the
accumulation of these goods can be interpretedrimg of relative distance.”

Economic and socio-economic researcis studying income distribution and
the dynamics of changes in the economic situatiothefrespondent. The research
guestion on how the total income is composed bymponents and changes of
the income types are of interest. Therefore a peeci€asurement of income is
needed. The several types of income are definedetaildand separated by their
sources and types. Specific population groups andicome recipients are
interviewed according their characteristics. Fowall-defined time period (e.qg.
monthly) gross and net income are asked through apesstions and all other
monetary resources of all persons living in the letwadd, as well as payments to
the household per se are asked for. In generaatisaver is given in gross and/or
net amount (European Commission 1996).

For studies of income inequality comparisons acrassintries Cowell,
Litchfield and Mercader-Prats (1999) identify fowpes of problems having an
impact on the analyses of economic inequality. They &' the data collection
period weekly vs. annual income amount¥ the accuracy of individual responses
according to the time gap between the income ref@geriod and the time of the
interview, 3% the detail of the income questionnaires, afldtde misreporting of
incomes by self-employed respondents and the ungemrtieag of capital income.
To overcome these problems the authors proposentaim strategies. The first
technique is the imputation of extra income valteshese households with no or
very low income information, the second is to sefarthe self-employed
population from the non-self-employed. Also CowelidaVictoria-Feser (1996:
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78) propose to quantify the “qualitative” aspectsrainetary income estimators by
applying the Influence Function, “a measure of rdhass which indicates the
extent to which an estimator is influenced by anninésimal amount of ‘errors™.

Social research uses income as a socio-economic indicator on kocia
stratification and inequality. From this point oew the knowledge of size classes
of the household income is sufficient. But sociakegarch defines the various
income types and formulates separate questions iftereint population groups,
for example the wording of the income question eliéf for the self-employed and
for employees. In Germany, the monthly net income usveyed by an open
guestion and for non response reduction a secoedtopn with income brackets is
given to the interviewee in case of refusing theeropuestion (Statistisches
Bundesamt 2004).

From 1994 to 2001 thEuropean Community Household Panel (ECHPwas
carried out in 14 countries of the European ComnydniThe ECHP surveys all
types of incomes coming from all national possibleurses. The fieldwork
instrument mentions all items; so that the respahdean remember his/her
amount of incomes during the previous calendar year.

The person, answering the ECHP questionnaire, kedgjuestions about
his/her individual income; all household members (ang they belong to the
panel sample) are interviewed. Being requestedhfefther own monetary items,
the respondent can react as an expert on his/her ow

The household questionnaire of ECHP is filled in the most reliable
household member. This is in general the persocharge of the accommodation
or the main bread winner of the household. Alscehidne respondent can answer
the household questions as an expert, becauser¢ifesence person has the
knowledge and the information about the househdidancial situation.

The European Social Survey (ESSyollects data in 21 European countfies
The ESS asks on income two questions: the mainceoaf the income of the
household and the categorized household’s totalimame. To measure socio-
economic status and stratification, this operati@asion of the income item is
sufficient for social research.

The respondent has no detailed explication aboatinkome components and
the questionnaire of ESS offers no help to redadl different elements, which the
respondent has to sum up.

The person eligible for the ESS interview is seddcrandomly among the
household members. Therefore the knowledge of theséhold reference person
about the financial situation of the entire houddhoan vary. The less informed
respondent underestimates the total net househotzme.

2 Denmark, The Netherlands, Belgium, France, Ir¢)dtaly, Greece, Spain, Portugal, Austria,
Finland, Germany, Luxembourg, United-Kingdom.

% Austria, Belgium, Switzerland, Czech Republic, @any, Denmark, Spain, Finland, United
Kingdom, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Italyuxembourg, The Netherlands, Norway, Poland,
Portugal, Sweden, Slovenia.
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The fieldwork instrument of ESS does not recall ttetailed sources and/or
types of income. It is obvious that the interviewpdrson forgets income
components in his/her adding up the numerous plessburces and the other
household members. Small, regular amounts and w@ahusarger amounts, and
amount not known to the respondent create an usteration and a measurement
error.

Near cash and non cash incomes are in generahohided in the sum of total
net household income.

In this paper we use ECHP as a reference showagnibst accurate method to
measure income. We consider the “total net househalome” variable of ECHP
also as a benchmark for the value of the househmdme question of ESS. Our
interest is to elaborate the divergences of bothasuees and to illustrate the
reasons for the differences in the outcomes. Wenatanterested to show how to
use the ESS income variable in cross national coatp& research. Therefore the
main focus is the discussion of the survey instrumgsed to assess total net
household income in social surveys.

A close look we have on Germany, United Kingdomlyltand Luxembourg;
for demonstrating some results we also use redutimi Poland, Finland, and
Portugal.

The second chapter introduces the used surveys.

The third chapter describes the fieldwork instrutsamsed to measure income.

The forth chapter presents the first, descriptinalgsis for Germany, United
Kingdom, Italy, and Luxembourg.

The fifth chapter discusses the quality of the ineomeasurement and turns
the light on characteristics having an impact om thsponses: 5.1. is the impact of
household definition and size, 5.2. the impacthed tespondent’s family relation
to the main income earner, 5.3. the impact of tr@nmncome sources, 5.4 the
income composition and 5.5. is the influence of tlespondent’s cognitive
capability to remember the income.

The sixth chapter develops a proposal for measuhogsehold income for
Cross country comparison in social survey research.

The seventh chapter gives recommendations for éveldpment of fieldwork
instruments measuring household income for cros®mnal comparative data.

2 Description of the used surveys

The European Social Survey (ESSj)s a pan-European cross sectional time series
running every two years. During the 2002 surveys, @@ntries participated and
collected information on people’s social attitudésliefs in values, social and
political behavior.

In each participation country, the survey design &SEis a random sample
with a known inclusion probability of the selectedntact person eligible for the
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interview. The number of sampled contacts depemdthe size of the country. The
item non responds varies over countries: in Italy 88ntact persons answered the
income question and the maximum was reached in &@eynwith 2336 units
responding the income item. Only on household mendgeyd 16 and over is
asked; this person also answers the question d@heutousehold situation and also
the questions concerning the total net househaidrre.

We use the data base version published in Feb.2084. For 21 countries
40,856 responses are included into the data-base.

The European Community Household Panel (ECHP)s a longitudinal study
coordinated by Eurostat. The major aims of ECHP tar@rovide micro-data on
household and person level about the income, thaetaoy well-being and the
dynamics of the economic situation in the Europeammunity and its member
states.

This panel study traces the same individuals anddéloolds year by year; and
all household members aged 15 years and over amviawed by a person
questionnaire. The person questionnaire of tflewve asks for 50 different
income objects. One member of the contacted houdel® surveyed by a
household questionnaire. The household questioaerdithe § wave covered five
income items received by the household.

To compare the ESS survey outcomes we use the EGHEiPdata base version
April 2004 available to the academic community. T2 wave’s interviews are
carried out in 2001 and refer to the income refeeeyear 2000.

In 15 EU countries 59,852 households with 121,122nvers are surveyed
during 2001.

In three countries the data of ECHP are construbrad the existing national
panel studies. The ex post harmonization is disadisis various working papers
and publications of CHINTEX
(http://lwww.destatis.de/chintex/res_res/workshop®)h

For Germany, the'8wave of ECHP was created using the data ofGeeman
Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP)carried out by the Deutsche Institut for
Wirtschaftsforschung, Berlin. Based on answerseméd for the SOEP, the data
were transformed into the variables and items rsagsfor ECHP using the
common variable definitions and coding schemes.

The ECHP wave 8 is built from 5,563 German houseééiolvhere 10,624
persons are living.

For the United Kingdom, the™wave ECHP data are based on gtish
Household Panel Survey (BHPS)is carried out by the ESRC UK Longitudinal
Studies Centre with the Institute for Social andof@mic Research at the
University of Essex.

The 8" wave of the ECHP database contains 4,819 housgholth 8,521
members from the BHPS.
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The Panel Socio-Economique Liewen zu Létzebuerg (PSELLp a social
and economic panel study interviewing individualsd ahouseholds living in
Luxembourg. PSELL became part of the European ComitywHousehold Panel
(ECHP) and 4,916 individuals living in 2,428 houskls are integrated into the
8" wave of the ECHP.

3 The income questions

The ESS question wording is: “... if you add up theame from all sources,
which letter describes your household's total nebme? If you don't know the
exact figure, please give an estimate. Use thegfahe card that you know best:
weekly, monthly or annual income.” (ESS 01/08/20020FThe interviewer hands
over to the respondent a show card with answemgoates:

CARD 56
YOUR HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Approximate

Approximate

Approximate

WEEKLY MONTHLY ANNUAL
J Less than €40 Less than €150 Less than €1800 J
R €40 to under €70 €150 to under €300 €1800 to under €3600 R
C €70 to under €120 €300 to under €500 €3600 to under €6000 C
M €120 to under €230 €500 to under €1000 €6000 to under €12000 M
F €230 to under €350 €1000 to under €1500 €12000 to under €18000 F
S €350 to under €460 €1500 to under €2000 €18000 to under €24000 S
K €460 to under €580 €2000 to under €2500 €24000 to under €30000 K
P €580 to under €690 €2500 to under €3000 €30000 to under €36000 P
D €690 to under €1150 €3000 to under €5000 €36000 to under €60000 D
H €1150 to under €1730 €5000 to under €7500 €60000 to under €90000 H
U €1730 to under €2310 €7500 to under €10000 €90000 to under €120000 U
N €2310 or more €10000 or more €120000 or more N

(Source: ESS 01/08/2002: Card56)

Figure 1: Show card from ESS.

Additional explanations are given to the intervieve¢ the end of the “project
instructions”: At the income question “you shouldtaib thetotal net incomeof
the household from all sources, that efter tax Income includes not only
earnings but state benefits, occupational and gikesions, unearned income such
as interest from savings, rent, etc.
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We want figures after deductions of income tax, national insurance,
contributory pension payments and so on. The questiefer tocurrent levelof
income or earnings or, if that is convenient, te tiearestax or other period for
which the respondent is able to answer. The respoing given a show card that
enables them to choose between their weekly, montrlyannual income,
whichever they find easiest. They will then give ybe tetter that corresponds to
the appropriate amount. This system is designecassure the respondent about
the confidentiality of the information they are gigifi (ESS 15/07/2002: 21)

A very general sentence of the project instructidesls with the item non
response. “... there are some questions where peoplasked to give information
that may be regarded as sensitive. Some respondeaydeel uneasy about giving
information on their voting behavior or income, fexample. If so, this should be
coded as ‘refusal”. (ESS 15/07/2002: 17)

Just before measuring the income amount, ESS aséstahe main income
source of the household: “Please consider the ircomfmall household members
and any income which may be received by the househa®ld whole. What is the
main source of income in your household? Please usectrd.” (ESS 01/08/2002:
F29)

CARD 55

Wages or salaries

Income from self-employment or farming
Pensions

Unemployment/redundancy benefit

Any other social benefits or grants

Income from investment, savings, insurance or
property
Income from other sources

(Source: ESS 01/08/2002: Card55)

Figure 2: Show card from ESS.

In ESS, a randomly selected member of the housednmdavers these questions
on household items.

The ECHP measures income by using a sixteen pagg $ection in the
person’s questionnaire. Every member (fifteen yeard aver) of an eligible
household answers the person questionnaire. Tisé¢ dipproach to income is a
monthly calendar about the labor force status ofrdspondent. For the year prior
to the year of the interview, month by month the emgpient situation is
collected. (e.g. the eighth wave interviews carrimat in 2001 ask about the
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situation in 2000). The second step forward toitfe®mes is a sequence on having
or not various income sources listed in the questaire. After this the respondent
is asked to give net and/or gross amounts of histheome details during the
income reference year, which is the year prior tosinevey year.
This list summarizes the income details mentiomethe ECHP interviews:
as an employee:
income including both casual or temporary work amy aegular work:
wage, salary etc./ (normal) earning per month.
extra payments for overtime work or commissionsijos
13th salary, 14th salary, holiday pay or allowance
profit sharing, bonus, lump-sum payment, companyesha
self-employment:
pre-tax-profit
over all profit
income from agriculture or a secondary or casulal jo
income and benefits from sources other than work:
benefit related to unemployment, job creation arrting
insurance benefit
placement, resettlement, rehabilitation benefits
pensions:
old-age pension
widows pension
Orphan’s pension/allowance
child allowance
allowance for care of invalid dependants
maternity allowance
birth allowance
unmarried mother’s allowance
deserted wife’s allowance
other family-related benefits
any benefit relating to sickness or invalidity
compensation for occupational accidents and deseas
scholarships, study grants
private transfer:
financial support from relatives, friends or othgersons outside your
household
capital:
income from capital or investment
reimbursement:
reimbursements for income tax paid in previous gear

One household member, considered as a referenceorpeior the whole
household, is also surveyed by a household questi@nkive pages of this
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qguestionnaire deal with incomes of the househoRledse consider the income of
all household members and any income which may beived by the household
as whole: Which of the following sources does yoausehold have at present.”
(Question 27 of the '8 wave, Eurostat DOC PAN 159/00) The given income
sources are:

- Wages or salaries,

- Income from self-employment or farming,

- Pensions,

- Unemployment/redundancy benefits,

- Any other social benefits or grants,

- Income from investment, savings, insurance or prigpe

- Income from other sources.

For this list a yes/no answer is required.

Now follows the question about the “largest souodeincome” The answer
categories is built from the above mentioned list.

Question 28 of the'8wave questionnaire asks “If you add up the incorenf
all sources, do you know what is your household to&tl income per month?”.
The possible answers are “Yes, | know the totalinebme per month” and “No, |
don’'t know the total net income per month”. If ygke questionnaire continues
“What is your household’s total net income per ménth you don’'t know the
exact figure, please give an estimate” People wh#hno-response on question 28
arrive at question 28a: “Perhaps you can provide approximate range. Is the
household’s net monthly income ...” (Eurostat DOC PABB/00) The ranges for
the answers are: less than 500Euro, 500 to un@®01Euro, 1,000 to under 1,500
Euro, 1,500 to under 2,000 Euro, 2,000 to unde®@,Euro, 2,500 to under 3,000
Euro, 3,000 to under 5,000 Euro, 5,000 or morerpenth.

The question 32 of the household questionnairedothe interest on “... some
more specific information about the components airytwtal household income.
... The following questions relate to kind of incomvlich normally is household-
related, i.e. not assigned to individual householkeimbers.” (Eurostat DOC PAN
159/00)

These income components during the income refergeaeare:

- Social assistance payment (cash assistance)

- Non-cash assistance from the welfare office

- Income from renting property

- Inherit of property or capital, a gift or lottery wimgs.

Because of this sophisticated strategy to ask fonemous incomes, to remind
the respondent on probable income sources and coemp® and last not least to
ask all members of the household aged 15 years apd we assume that the
ECHP income information covers the social-econoreality.



298 Jurgen H.P. Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Uwe Warner

4  First analysis

From ESS we use the categorical variable “housésotdtal net income, all
sources” (HINCTNT). We kept the income bracketsnirahe ESS fieldwork
instrument on an annual basis: 1= less than 1,8P8€],,800€ to under 3,600€, 3=
3,600€ to under 6,000€, 4= 6,000€ to under 12,066€12,000€ to under 18,000¢€,
6= 18,000€ to under 24,000€, 7= 24,000€ to unde®@TE, 8= 30,000€ to under
36,000€, 9= 36,000€ to under 60,000€, 10= 60,000€under 90,000€, 11=
90,000¢€ to under 120,000€, 12= 120,000€ or more.

Preparing the ECHP data for our paper, we explwt ECHP User Data Base.
The continuous variable “total net household incduhetailed, NC, total year prior
to the survey)” (hil00) is transferred into Eurosamnmon currency. Then we
recode the amount into the twelve response categafi ESS.

Table 1: Number and percent of valid cases for the ECHPr beda Base variable “total
net household income (detailed, NC, total year ipriothe survey)” of wave 8 and for
the ESS variable “household’s total net income sallirces”.

ESS ECHP
valid cases valid cases
Country N Percent N Percent
Austria 1,472 65,2% | 2,200 | 86,5%
Belgium 1,509 79,5% | 1,857 | 78,6%
Switzerland 1,600 78,4%
Czech Republic 988 72,6%
Germany 2,336 80,0% | 4,675 | 84,0%
Denmark 1,291 85,7% | 1,976 | 86,6%
Spain 1,035 59,9% | 4,379 | 88,2%
Finland 1,791 89,6% | 3,015 | 96,8%
United Kingdom 1,784 86,9% | 4,147 | 86,1%
Greece 1,842 71,8% | 3,484 | 89,0%
Hungary 1,474 87,5%
Ireland 1,742 85,1% | 1,574 | 89,4%

Israel 1,945 77,8%

Italy 637 52,8% | 4,583 | 81,8%
Luxembourg 972 62,6% | 2,408 | 99,2%
Netherlands 2,051 86,8% | 4,332 | 89,3%

Norway 1,972 96,9%
Poland 1,783 84,5%
Portugal 1,053 69,7% | 4,042 | 87,6%
Sweden 1,866 93,3%
Slovenia 1,251 82,4%
France 4,646 86,9%

Source: ECHP UDB version April 2004, own calculatso
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The two data sets, the ECHP and the ESS data waneighted, because we
are interested on the respondents behavior in nibeniiew situation and on the
outcomes of the interview communication. Therefthre presented figures can not
explain income inequality, poverty or well-being imet observed countries,
because we applied no correction for sampling sfreystematic non response bias
and we made no use of extrapolation factors takitg account the different
country sizes.

The item non response of the ECHP household incitemes varies between
10% and 20%; only Luxembourg and Finland have a Emamount missing
information. In case of non response by the inteveies, Eurostat replaced the
missing values by imputations (cf. Spiess and Go@béB). This seems to be the
most reasonable method to complete the income biaritor cases with missing
values.

At the ESS, the item non response for this varialdees over the countries
between 3% in Norway and 47% in Italy. In LuxemboG@i#§6 of the respondents
refuse to give the total net income of the housetwlthey are not able to answer
this question because they do not know the hous&halttome amount. In
Germany the survey reached an item non-response %, 20d in the United
Kingdom 13% of the surveyed persons did not answer question. Cases with
missing information are not replaced by imputation.

Between 10% and 50% of the cases have no informaiiothe income item.
They can not be replaced in cross sectional survegsause additional necessary
information about the non respondents is not ab&ldéor imputation.

Also, it seems to the respondents, that ECHP i%#icial” survey carried out
by the national statistical agencies. The ESS appasa less important academic
social survey.

Tables 2 to 6 illustrate the differences comparthg categorized income
variables in ECHP8 and ESS. The lower and the higheome groups over-
estimate the income in ESS, except in Luxemboury upper categories under-
estimate their household income.

Table 2: Mode and median of categorized annual income byesum selected countries.

Survey Germany United Kingdom Italy Luxembourg
Mode Median | Mode Median Mode Median| Mode Median
ESS 6 7 9 7 4 6 9 8
ECHP8 9 7 9 7 5 5 9 9

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varaioril 2004 own calculations.
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In the following we describe briefly the househaltome situation reported in
both surveys for Germany, United Kingdom, Italy ancké&mnbourg:

Germany

In Germany, 3.7% of the ESS respondents tick thee&iwthree income
categories (up to 6000€ per year), the ECHP answofettse wave 8 add up to 1.8%
of the households having the lowest income categori

47% of the households surveyed in the ESS have aulancome up to
24,000€, this are 5% points more then householdswanng the ECHP8
guestionnaire.

Table 3: Cumulative frequencies of total net household inedor Germany.

income categories ESS ECHPS8
1 -1,800 0.6 0.2
2: 1,800-3,600 1.6 0.7
3: 3,600-6,000 3.7 1.8
4: 6,000-12,000 12.8 11.1
5: 12,000-18,000 29.2 26.0
6: 18,000-24,000 47.6 42.2
7 24,000-30,000 64.5 60.6
8: 30,000-36,000 76.4 74.7
9: 36,000-60,000 92.3 96.0
10: 60,000-90,000 97.8 99.3
11: 90,000-120,000 99.1 99.7
12: 120,000+ 100.0 100.0

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varAijgril 2004 own calculations.

For the ESS we find the mode at the income rang&8¢®00 to 24,000€ and
the median at the income group of 24,000 to 30,080€the ECHP8 the mode is
the category of 36,000 to 60,000€ and the median the seventh category where
the household has an annual income of 24,000 t00B&.

16% of the ESS households have an income of 36t0@D,000€, 21% of the
ECHP8 households have the same monetary resource.

Looking at the upper end of the income categorilks,ESS has nearly 8% of
the observed households, th® 8ave of ECHP reports 4% of the households
having 60,000€ and more annual income. In Germaisygloup of households at
the upper end of the income distribution is smhaillf comparing both surveys this
population is twice as big in ESS then in ECHPS.
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ESS Germany ECHP8 Germany (ex post harmonized survey)

10

T
Household's total net income, all sources

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varAijmril 2004 own calculations.

Figure 3: Box plot of income categories in Germany.

In Germany, the respondents of ESS overestimate tioéal household income
at the lower (2%) and upper extremes (4%) of themime distribution in reference
to the ECHP8. In the middle part of the income gr®iboth surveys show nearly
the same results.

United Kingdom

In ESS the income categories up to 6,000€ annuakythree times often
answered as in ECHP8 (ESS = 6% and ECHP8 = 2.2%).

The cumulative frequencies for the categories B6tup to 24,000€) differ
about 6% between both surveys (ESS = 46% and ECHRB%).

ESS and ECHP8 have the median at category 7 (24300@B0€) and the mode
at category 9 (36,000€-60,000€).

20 % of the ESS respondents in the United Kingd@wmeha total annual net
household income from 36,000 to 60,000€. The ECkdprts nearly 27% of the
household in the same category.

At the upper end of the income categories (60,0806 more) both surveys
differ at 5% points of the observed cases. In EBS8$ of the surveyed households
answer in these categories. In ECHP8, 11% of thesébolds are in this income
group.

In general, the upper income classes are more émtgun United Kingdom as
in Germany.

Respondents, living in households with househotbme at the bottom or the
top end of the income scale, overestimate the ttmalsehold income; the
interviewed persons in the middle categories unsterate their household
revenue.
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Table 4: Cumulative frequencies of total net household inedor United Kingdom.

income categories ESS ECHPS8
1 -1,800 0.8 0.5
2: 1,800-3,600 2.6 1.0
3: 3,600-6,000 6.0 2.3
4: 6,000-12,000 22.3 13.6
5: 12,000-18,000 34.9 26.5
6: 18,000-24,000 46.1 39.3
7 24,000-30,000 55.3 51.2
8: 30,000-36,000 64.7 62.3
9: 36,000-60,000 84.5 89.2
10: 60,000-90,000 93.7 97.6
11: 90,000-120,000 97.1 99.1
12: 120,000+ 100.0 100.0

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varAijmril 2004 own calculations.

ESS United Kingdom ECHP8 United-Kingdom (ex post harmonized survey)

8 .

T
Household's total net income, all sources income categories in €, annual

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varaioril 2004 own calculations.

Figure 4: Box plot of income categories in the United Kingdom

Italy

Up to the income category 3 (3,600-6,000€) the hbakEs income do nearly
not differ between ESS and ECHPS.

The cumulative responses up to category 6 (18,0000D£€) differ about
2.5%. In ESS 64% of the households have an incoméou24,000€, in ECHPS8
66% of the households are in the income categdries6.

In ESS, the median of the income measure is atscéasnd in ECHPS8 the
income median is the category 5 (12,000-18,000€).
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Table 5: Cumulative frequencies of total net household inedor Italy.

income categories ESS ECHPS8
1: -1,800 0.8 1.0
2: 1,800-3,600 2.8 2.2
3: 3,600-6,000 8.8 7.0
4: 6,000-12,000 28.1 27.6
5: 12,000-18,000 47.4 50.5
6: 18,000-24,000 63.9 67.3
7: 24,000-30,000 77.6 80.9
8: 30,000-36,000 84.6 88.7
9: 36,000-60,000 95.4 98.5
10: 60,000-90,000 98.7 99.6
11: 90,000-120,000 99.4 99.9
12: 120,000+ 100.0 100.0

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varAijmril 2004 own calculations.

In ECHPS8 only 1.5% of the Italian households stateégh income of 60,000€
and more, in ESS 4.5% of the respondents live uskbolds with this amount.

Taking the ECHP8 as a reference, interviewees o8 B8th low or high
household income overestimate the amount askedhenstirvey. Respondents in
the middle categories of this monetary item undémeste the total net household
income. In general, we find small differences i ttategorized measurement of
household income between the two studies.

ESS ltaly ECHPS Italy

12 027 620 12— 020.816

T T
Household's total net income, all sources income categories in €, annual

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varAjmril 2004 own calculations.

Figure 5: Box plot of income categories in Italy.

Luxembourg

In Luxembourg, lower categories of the income Vialeaare not present in the
wave 8 of ECHP. Only 0.2% of the households repaoramount up to 6,000€ per
year. The ESS tells us that 2.3% of the househalel$nathe same income group.

In ESS about 3% more households have income up4t60R€; cumulative
percent of all households from category 1 to 6 ir8ES21% and in ECHP8 this is
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19%. In the ESS of Luxembourg the median is atitttome range of 30,000-
36,000€, the median of ECHPS8 is at the category@B&0,000€.

19% of the ESS respondents live in households witre than 60,000€. The
same amount is given by 23% of the ECHP8 households.

Respondents with lower household income overesgmatand interviewees
with high household income underestimate the amairihe total net household
income during the ESS interview and compared toEG&IP8 outcomes.

In Luxembourg, the observed population with low ane is rather small,
whereas the upper end of the income distributiocoimmon.

The upper half of the two cumulative frequenciesovet remarkable
differences in Luxembourg. Category 7 varies 9% {minn category 8 the
difference is 12% points and in the ninth respooaegory both surveys diverge
with 4% points.

Table 6: Cumulative frequencies of total net household medor Luxembourg.

income categories ESS ECHPS8
1 -1,800 0.2 0.0
2: 1,800-3,600 1.3 0.1
3: 3,600-6,000 2.3 0.2
4: 6,000-12,000 3.5 1.3
5: 12,000-18,000 9.2 7.7
6: 18,000-24,000 21.2 19.4
7 24,000-30,000 40.4 31.8
8: 30,000-36,000 54.6 42.6
9: 36,000-60,000 80.8 76.5
10: 60,000-90,000 94.1 93.9
11: 90,000-120,000 98.8 98.4
12: 120,000+ 100.0 100.0

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varAijmril 2004 own calculations.

ESS Luxembourg ECHP8 Luxembourg (ex post harmonized survey)

12 - 12 —_
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029 140 054511

Household's total net income, all sources income categories in €, annual

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varaioril 2004 own calculations.

Figure 6: Box plot of income categories in Luxembourg.
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5 The quality of income measurement

The quality of answers to the income questions dépeom several factors. The
degree of precision of the tasks for the responddra operationalization of the
measurement and the selection of the person edidgitnl the interview cause the
factors having an influence on the reliability oétincome answers.

From former research (Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik and Warn@88) we assume that

1. the household definition used and the household, siz

2. the selected respondent’s knowledge about the imérsituation of the
other household members and the household asla tota
the main source of incomes
the composition of household income
the cognitive ability of the interviewee to rememlbiee¢ monetary amounts
will influence the response on total net houselintmme.

ook w

5.1 The impact of household definition and size

The definition of household has an influence on tlmusehold size, and the
number of individuals considered as household memlbdes an impact on
summing up the total household income. It is obsiothat in the participating
countries the concept of “household” is definedeatiéntly.

In Germany, the household definition focuses ondtwmon kitchen.

In United Kingdom, the daily shared meals and thenmomn dwelling
constitute a household.

In Italy, the household is defined by the common ya&bde household may
occupy more than one dwelling. In addition, thei#talpart of ESS uses “family”
during the interviews.

And finally in Luxembourg, the common living roomeidtifies the household
unit.

Different definitions of household have an implicat on the household
arrangements. Defined as an economic unit one dwgetlonsists of one or more
households. Defined as dwelling unit there is omeigehold at one dwelling.
Defined as living arrangement, one household oasipne or more dwellings.

The ECHP joins together all the national definiBort'... a household is
defined ... in terms of two criteria: the sharinf tbe same dwelling, and the
common living arrangements. ... The shared arramegesn may include meals
taken together or a shared room ... and/or a joirdget ... and/or the use of
common equipments ...” (European Commission 1996: Th)s leaves it to the
member states of EU to apply their own national lebw$d settings; no
harmonization took place at that stage of ECHP.
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The ESS starts at the English definition of housa¢io“One person living
alone or a group of people living at the same asklf@nd have that address as
their only or main residence), who either shareeatst one main meal a day or
share the living accommodation (or both).” (ESS032002: 11) This statement is
made in the Project Instructions meant for themwers; no definition is given
to the respondent during the interview. Therefdhe, response person answers the
guestion about the household income with is owneulythg idea of “household”.
We guess that this uncertain understanding willeham impact on the number of
income earners and recipients counted as housemelthbers and also on the
amounts the respondent is summing up.

In the ESS questionnaire of Italy we found that tleg household income is
surveyed, but the Italian question asks for the ‘ifgihmncome: “totali nette della
sua famiglia”. (ESS 2002, VERSIONE ITALIANA: 19-122: F30) It is obvious
that “family” constitutes a different membership nhieousehold definition does.

Both studies allow the respondents to uses thedetstanding of household
implicitly.

Across nations, we get not comparable units covesethe national household
concepts because of the national particularitiesdwduring the interview.

Comparing the nation across the two surveys, theesammcept of household
units is used during the interviews. In principak expect that household size is
comparable across both surveys inside one country.

Table 7: Household size in ESS and ECHP wave 8 for Germamyted Kingdom, Italy
and Luxembourg (column %).

Household United
Survey size Germany Kingdom | Italy | Luxembourg
ESS
1 person 18.9 30.3 9.9 12.6
2 37.1 34.5 23.4 21.9
3 19.2 15.5 25.6 22.3
4 17.3 13.6 28.2 26.9
5 5.1 4.7 10.4 10.8
6 and more 2.4 1.4 2.6 5.5
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
ECHPS8
1 person 23.1 24.6 17.5 23.4
2 34.8 34.5 23.7 31.5
3 19.0 17.6 25.2 19.9
4 16.5 15.7 23.8 16.4
5 4.9 5.9 7.3 6.1
6 and more 1.7 1.7 2.5 2.8
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varaioril 2004 own calculations.
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The divergences between the two studies insideconatry can be explained
by the different response rates of the ESS basedaorandom sample of
households. In Germany with about 20% item non rasppin Italy with 47% and
in Luxembourg with 37% item non response of the B&®me variable, the one
person households are underrepresented. In crotiorsa surveys, like ESS, it is
difficult to establish contacts with one person seloldé.

In surveys with an official appearance by statisticdfices, one person
households are less complicate to contact and rees@nvince for interviews. In
the United Kingdom, it seems that the ESS took ipaldr care to include
interviews with person living alone in a household.

In the lower income categories we find more housghovith one or two
members. At the upper end of the income scale tatgmiseholds are more
frequent. This is true in all observed countriesd as much more noticeable in
ECHP8 as in ESS. In greater households the probalcreases to have more
then one income earner. Having in mind, that aerinewed person does not like
to answer in extreme responses, we assume thatedpondent living in large
households underreports the amount of the househotine.

Table 8: Household income categories by household size inm@sy, Italy and
Luxembourg (row %).

Income Germany | Italy | Luxembourg
Category Household size
1 2 3,4 5+ 1 2 3,4 5+ 1 2 3,4 5+
ESS
1-3 60.9 24.1 8.0 7.00 23.2 375 304 8|9 27.3 2236.4 13.6
4 55.7 26.4 151 2.8 179 325 36.6 13.0 66.7 1683 8.3
5 39.8 36.1 21.2 2.9 9.8 276 53.7 8|9 36.4 16.4.73214.6
6 13.0 61.9 31.1 3.9 9.5 248 600 5|7 350 29.9.2286.9
7 86 37.6 43.2 10.4 5.7 19.5 64.3 10.3 18.2 24.6.94 12.3
8 6.9 36.1 516 54 6.7 156 51.1 26.6 13.0 28.3.44612.3
9 7.2 38.6 46.4 7.8 1.4 10.1 71.0 17.4 8.3 18.5 45913.7
10-12 7.8 358 43.0 13.4 6.9 34 69.0 20.7 2.1 2195.1 20.9
ECHP8
1-3 71.7 242 4.0 0.00 54.3 17.1 248 3|9 75.0 0.05.02 0.0
4 72.7 19.8 7.1 0.4 37.4 28.7 28.4 5|5 89.3 3.6 7.0.0
5 55,5 31.3 116 15 175 30.0 44.1 83 70.3 20.00 90.6
6 22.9 48.0 25.1 4.0 5.2 29.2 56.1 9|4 53.7 30.7.7131.8
7 88 39.1 44.0 8.0 2.4 17.0 69.1 115 359 36.9.6233.7
8 44 36.4 515 7.8 1.6 16.9 683 13.2 254 37.5.5297.6
9 27 31.8 541 114 2.0 9.9 65.7 22.3 9.8 34.3 44510.5
10-12 6.3 244 520 172 6.2 17.3 63.0 13.6 3.9 02753.0 16.1

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varaioril 2004 own calculations.

4 The response rates achieved in ESS are 57% in &, 4% in Italy and Luxembourg, 56%
in the United Kingdom (ESS July 2004: 46).
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The ESS illustrates the following situation:

- In Germany, high incomes are received by larger hiooisks, lower income
categories are more frequent in smaller househodltiss is true in both
surveys but more pronounced in ECHP8. The two pefrsmuseholds are
distributes over the middle income categories aathidates the category
with 18,000-24,000€. The income distributions by $®hwold size differ
slightly across ESS and ECHP.

- In ltaly, large households dominate the income gsodm the forth
category (6,000-12,000€) upward using ESS and uds@HP8 from
category 5 (12,000-18,000€) upward. The importanicéa@e households
decreases slightly at the top income groups of ECHE®8h surveys report
the same trends and show small differences in point

- In Luxembourg, we see the largest divergence baiwe€HP8 and ESS.
Looking at the ECHP8 large households are seldorthéenlower income
categories until the category 5 with 12,000-18,0008e ESS has large
households at the lower income groups. Also in lakeurg, the total net
household income increases with the household d#ze.this becomes
obvious in ECHP8 from category 11 (90,000-120,00@wards and
already from category 7 (24,000-30,000€) upwardsSSE

The overall picture from ECHP8 shows a relationwssin household size and
household income. At the lower income categories fimel nearly no large
households in Luxembourg and Germany. Analyzing the income categories,
the ESS shows an image not as comprehensible dsGhé8.

Both data show remarkable divergence of about 7 ¥owp to 14 row %. So
far we conclude that the household income measurefeESS is not reliable for
research.

5.2 The impact of the respondent’s family relationto the main
income earner

The ESS sample design selects randomly one houseaheldber as interview
partner. A responding person can have a close Yaneillationship to the main
income earner. These are the partners of the maadbwinner and him or herself.
The other cases like the children and/or the paremtd/or other relatives we
interpret as interviewees, having a distant relatmthe main income earner.

During the interview, we expect that answers forelase respondent are more
reliable than information obtained from a persostaint to the main income earner
of the household.

Young (15-24 years old) respondents are distant d¢loald members in
Germany and Luxembourg. In Italy the high proportioihnot close household
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members also includes the age group 25 to 34 yddrsespondents. In United
Kingdom the largest proportion of distant resporidaare in the eldest age class.

Table 9: Age of the interviewee by respondent’s relatiortie main income earner in
Germany, United Kingdom, Italy and Luxembourg (aalu%) in the ESS.

Germany | United Kingdom | Iltaly | Luxembourg

age relationship to main income earner
groups | close* distant* close distant close distant close istaht
15-24 2.6 34.3 2.1 18.5 1.5 29.3 4.2 48.5
25-34 12.2 12.8 17.5 14.7 11.0 30.5 16.2 14.7
35-49 36.8 17.7 32.8 17.4 35.8 15.0 35.8 10.6
50-64 30.2 12.7 28.8 15.8 32.5 9.1 26.7 11.3
65-69 8.5 5.1 6.6 6.8 6.5 3.4 8.3 4.1

70 + 9.7 17.7 12.1 26.9 12.6 12.6 8.8 10.8
total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.(¢ 100.0 .a00
Valid n 1,962 936 1,236 811 799 406 920 584

* close = the main income earner and the partnistadt = all other relations

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, own calculation

Table 10: Household income categories by respondent’s relatothe main income

earner in Germany, United Kingdom, Italy and Luxemiy
(cumulative %) in the ESS.

Germany | United Kingdom | ltaly | Luxembourg
income relation to main income earner

category| close* distant* close distant close distant close istaht
1-3 1.6 8.8 3.2 10.4 7.4 12.0 1.7 3.4
4 6.3 28.0 13.5 36.1 24.9 35.4 2.2 6.2
5 19.0 53.2 24.9 50.6 44.3 54.7 57 16.1
6 39.8 65.8 36.9 60.7 62.7 66.7 14.8 34.2
7 59.4 76.6 47.1 68.2 77.8 77.1 34.2 53.1
8 73.2 83.9 57.1 76.6 84.7 84.4 48.6 66.8
9 91.2 95.1 81.0 89.9 95.5 95.3 77.4 87.4
10-12 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.p 100.0 .aog
valid n 1,640 696 1,092 692 445 192 650 322

* close = the main income earner and the partnistadt = all other relations

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, own calculation

The Table 10 shows that distant respondents anveeincome questions by

ticking one or two income categories lower than itiein income earner or his/her
partner. Interview partners not living in the cantd the household economic
activity underestimate the amount of the total netdehold income during the
survey.

By increasing distance to the main income earne¥,ahswers underestimate
the total net household income, because the sthtenformation about the
financial situation of the household decreases.
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5.3 The impact of the main source of income

Other sources of inaccuracies measuring the firrgituation of households are
the main sources of income. A respondent livingaihousehold with the income
mainly from work is in general informed about theipdical and regular amount
of the wage and salary received by the household rmesnffhe same is true for
pensions as a main source. Unemployment benefitsialsbenefits or grants,
income from investments, savings or property anemme from other sources are
additional elements, which the respondent has tbuguto the total net household
income.

An increasing number of income sources will inceeadbe complexity of
adding the household income. Particular difficidtieo answer the income
guestions we expect from respondents living in letwsds with self employment
income as the main source.

Table 11: Main source of household income by country.

Germany| United Italy Luxem-
main source Kingdom bourg
ESS

Wages and Salarigs 58.1 57.5 57.2 63.7

Income from self-employment qr 6.6 4.3 16.8 6.8
farming

Pensions 26.4 26.3 23.5 26.0

Unemployment and redundancy 4.5 1.7 0.9 0.9
benefit
Any other social

Any other social benefits or grants 2.0 8.1 0.6 1.3

Income from investments, savings, 0.6 1.0 0.2 0.1
etc.

Income from other sources 1.8 1.1 0.8 1.1

valid n 2,893 2,029 1,123 1,510

ECHP8

Wages and Salarigs 61.6 58.6 49.5 65.0

Income from self-employment qr 5.4 5.7 15.2 3.0
farming

Pensions 23.9 23.2 30.2 24.8

Unemployment and redundancy 3.0 0.3 1.0 0.2
benefit

Any other social benefits or grants 4.2 9.8 2.0 5.9

Private income 1.9 2.4 2.0 1.2

valid n 5,559 4,779 5,525 2,428

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varAjgril 2004 own calculations.

Comparing the information of ESS and ECHP8 on tlenmncome sources of
households, both studies report the same patterns.

In Germany, United Kingdom, Italy and Luxembourg, thest frequent
monetary resource is income from dependent workiowdd by pensions and
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retirement benefits. Both categories cover 80%G% Df all main income sources
of the household.

In Italy, the ESS surveyed 23.5% households with ajé pensions and the
ECHPS8 reports that 30.2% of the Italian househdidse pensions as the main
income source.

In Germany we also see a remarkable proportion afsébold living from
unemployment benefits.

In United Kingdom social transfers are often giva® main income source
(9.8% of the ECHP8 households and 8.1% of the E3Séholds).

Table 12:Income categories and main source of income by tgun

Germany Italy Luxembourg
wage, self- pen- | wage, self- pen- | wage, self- pen-
Income | salary employ sion | salary employ  sion salary employ sion
category ment ment ment
ESS
1-3 1.5 3.6 2.8 6.9 4.0 13.0 1.3 2.2 3.3
4 3.9 3.6 13.6| 16.4 12.0 29.9 0.2 0.0 0.7
5| 11.7 8.6 245 18.6 14.0 24.7 4.2 6.5 7.8
6| 17.8 12.2 25.2 18.6 17.0 12.3| 10.2 8.7 18.3
7| 20.8 10.1 14.8 15.0 15.0 11.0, 16.4 15.2 25.0
8| 155 12.2 6.7 8.2 7.0 5.2] 12.0 21.7 18.3
9| 19.6 29.5 9.4 12.3 20.0 1.9 30.6 26.1 19.0
10-12 9.3 20.1 3.00 4.1 11.0 1.9 25.0 19.6 8.2
ECHP8
1-3 0.7 0.0 1.7 2.1 5.8 11.3 0.2 0.0 0.0
4 3.6 3.0 17.5( 11.2 16.9 36.3 0.8 0.0 1.7
5 9.9 5.3 27.00 24.8 17.8 24.2 4.1 4.2 9.8
6| 14.4 8.6 23.1 19.1 19.3 13.4 7.4 5.6 21.8
7| 21.7 16.5 14.3 17.9 15.0 6.9 9.2 4.2 20.6
8| 18.1 15.8 7.4 10.6 8.3 3.8| 10.5 5.6 13.0
9| 27.7 33.0 7.6 12.7 13.4 3.8 38.1 23.6 27.0
10-12 3.8 16.8 1.5 1.6 3.5 0.2 29.7 56.9 6.2

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varAijaril 2004 own calculations.

In Luxembourg, the respondent from a household ws#if-employment
income as main source underreports the income ataomnESS compared to
ECHPS.

In Germany and lItaly, the highest income category eff-employed is
overestimated during the interviews of ESS.

Respondents living in households with wages andresd and pensions as
main income source show in both surveys the sinatewering behavior.
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Comparing social transfers in ESS and ECHPS8, onlyy iew cases are
observed in Luxembourg and Italy who answered tbatat benefits are the main
source of the household’s income.

In the United Kingdom we can compare the two surydfie income from
social benefits is notable underreported of theome amounts in ESS. In ESS,
about 2/3 of the respondents with social transfecked the lowest income
categories; in ECHP8 27.6% of the households wiitiad benefits have less than
12,000€ annual total net income from this source.

In Germany, the amounts of unemployment benefitsuaerreported in ESS
compared with the categorized totals from ECHPS8.

Table 13:Income categories and main source of income by tgun

United
Germany Italy | Kingdom | Luxembourg
Income | social Unemployment social social social
categories| benefit benefit benefit benefit benefit

ESS

1-3 24.0 18.7 100.0 18.3 23.1

4 48.0 29.2 0.0 48.4 38.5

5 16.0 31.0 0.0 21.6 0.0

6 2.0 10.6 0.0 9.2 0.0

7 0.0 2.7 0.0 2.0 0.0

8 2.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 23.1

9 6.0 0.9 0.0 0.7 7.7

10-12 2.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 7.7

valid n 50 113 2 153 13
ECHPS8

1-3 11.7 5.4 29,7 7.7 1.4

4 28.3 37.1 36.0 19.9 2.8

5 23.6 28.1 16.2 27.8 19.4

6 15.0 15.0 6.3 22.4 18.8

7 9.4 7.8 5.4 11.1 18.1

8 6.4 6.4 3.6 5.8 9.0

9 5.6 5.6 2.7 4.1 26.4

10-12 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 4.2

valid n 233 167 111 468 144

Source: ESS 2002 version Feb. 2004, ECHP UDB varAjmril 2004 own calculations.
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5.4 The impact of income composition

The ECHP interviews ask for 21 possible income sesr Every member of a
household aged 15 and older is requested to remethbBese monetary items and
give the amount received.

Most of the persons have to give an account foe fiv six different income
sources.

In Italy 24% of the ECHP individuals have no incofmnem any source. The
highest proportion of people having income receive money from six various
sources. 63% of the Italians have three up to ghernt income sources.

Table 14: Number of income sources by proportion of indivitbuan ECHP wave 8.

Germany| United Italy Luxem-
Kingdom bourg
no income source 6.6 1.4 24.6 17.3
1 and 2 income sourge 0.8 0.6 1.1 0.0
3 5.5 5.3 11.5 7.0
4 7.6 5.9 17.7 10.5
5 5.3 8.8 6.3 26.1
6 19.8 25.6 27.1 8.6
7 18.2 12.4 3.3 19.7
8 9.5 18.2 6.1 4.1
9 9.4 11.1 1.7 4.6
10 7.0 5.8 0.4 1.9
11 8.6 3.6 0.2 0.3
12 1.5 1.0 0.0 0.0
13 and more income sources 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0
valid n 10,624 8,521 13,392 4,916

Source: ECHP UDB version April 2004, own calculatso

In Germany between six and eleven income sourcesrseered. More then
72% of the individuals have to report on such caawpghcome composition.

In the United Kingdom most of the interviewee hasr¢member five to nine
sources of revenues. 9% of the ECHP individualsehmore then nine income
sources.

In Luxembourg, the most people have to sum up fdiferent income
components, and 17% have no income sources to aren@®nly 11% of the
Luxembourg ECHP individuals have more than sevéieidint incomes.

The Table 15 about income categories by number adrre sources shows: As
less income sources are reported, as lower isahbiedhold income. This is true for
the data of ECHP8. During the interview, the regpemt is asked income
component by component. Therefore it is less prabdbat the interviewee can
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forget the single income item. All items are rememea during the interaction of
the interview.

Table 15:Income categories by number of income sources (ooléo) of ECHPS.

Germany | United Kingdom | Italy | Luxembourg
in- number of income sources

come | 4-6 7-8 | 9-13| 4-6 7-8| 9-13 4-6 7-8 9-134-6 7-8 | 9-13
cate-

gory
4| 77| 59| 37| 109 5.8 29| 16.4 7.8 6.6 1.0 0.3] 00
5| 12.2| 12.00 8.7 13.3] 9.0 5.8 19.9] 15.8/ 132 55/ 22| 1.2
6| 18.9] 12.9] 12.1] 13.9] 10.4] 8.9 18.0] 17.1] 16.9] 10.1] 5.7] 3.9
7| 193] 17.3] 21.3] 11.8 12.1] 11.2] 16.6] 18.6) 16.3] 10.9] 9.2| 6.0
8| 14.0] 16.5] 18.9] 11.4] 12.2[ 12.4] 99| 157 10.7] 9.8 108 5.7
9| 21.5] 20.4] 20.8] 26.0] 35.1] 38.7] 13.6] 20.4| 28.5| 35.4] 38.8/39.3

10 3.8/ 4.5 4.3 8.4 12.0] 15.8 1.3 2.5| 4.7 20.5| 23.6| 32.4
11 0.5/ 0.5/ 04 1.5 1.9] 2.6 0.2 04| 1.6 5.3| 6.3| 8.7
12 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.8 0.8/ 1.4 0.0/ 0.0f 0.6 1.4 3.1 2.7

valid 3,477 2,937/ 2,836| 3,436| 2,610| 1,852 6,831 1,262| 319| 2,220| 1,167| 333

Source: ECHP UDB version April 2004, own calculatso

In Germany, the middle and higher income have lidiféerences reporting the
number of income sources.

In the United Kingdom, lower income categories @andome groups at the
upper end of the income distribution show a relatbeetween the income amount
and the number of income sources reported. Haviogenincome sources in the
United Kingdom, compared to the other three coestrive assume that also more
household members receive income from differentrcaal

In Italy, bigger households receive higher incomesmf a larger number of
income sources. More household members with incénoe work contribute to
the total net household income in Italy.

Also in Luxembourg, the high income depends on thenber of income
sources and the number of individuals getting inedimom different sources, in
particular income from work.

5.5 The impact of remembering income

The detailed fieldwork instrument of ECHP8 showse thomplexity of the
measurement “total net household income”. In aversig and sometimes 13 and
more income components are reality for the responden

The straightforward questions of ESS recall only thain income source of
the respondent’s household. These are income fromk,va periodical source and
a constant amount of money, the interviewed persam answer the ESS query.
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The same is true for payments replacing the incomenfwork, like pensions,
unemployment benefits and alimonies; these are yeasmembered by the
interviewees.

For all other types of income the questionnaire toagsk separate questions to
remind the interview partner about this monetarynite

At the same time, the household member selectedratom for the interview
must have the knowledge about the variety of theskbald income components.
The ESS surveyed a randomly sampled member of theehald as a reference
person for the household. This can be the mainnme@arner or his/her partner,
including housekeeping partners, with a good knalgk=on the income situation
or other household members having weak informatbout all monetary items
received by all household members.

The following figures illustrate the proportion @fell informed respondents
having a good knowledge minus the proportion oklegormed interviewees by
household income category. A negative bar shows mhate interview partners
less informed than well informed have chosen thabme brackets.

The less informed reference persons dominate indWwer income categories.
In Germany, the impact on the fourth and fifth inemroup is observable. In
United Kingdom, the less informed persons of contave an influence only on
category 5 (12,000€ to 18,000€); up to the inconmugr8 (30,000€ to 36,000€),
there is a balance between good informed answedsreference persons with a
weak knowledge on the total net household income.

For Italy, we assume that in the categories 3 (36t@06,000€) and 4 (6,000€
to 12,000€) the less informed people underestinia¢eamount of the household
income, and there is a slight effect on the top imabme groups.

In Luxembourg, the influence of respondents witbksl&nowledge on the total
household income is visible in the lower part of ihcome distribution.

DE: ratio=proportion well informed - proportion less informed
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Figure 7: Well informed vs. less informed interviewees bydne categories in
Germany.
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GB: ratio=proportion well informed - proportion less informed
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Figure 8: Well informed vs. less informed interviewees bydnte categories in United
Kingdom.

IT: ratio=proportion well informed - proportion less informed
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Figure 9: Well informed vs. less informed interviewees bydne categories in Italy.
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LU: ratio=proportion well informed - proportion less informed
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Figure 10: Well informed vs. less informed interviewees byadnme categories in
Luxembourg.
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Figure 11: Well informed vs. less informed interviewees byante categories in
Poland.

For the other countries participating in ESS, weearle that up to the income
category 8 (30,000€ to 36,000€) in countries withhagher average of total net
household income the proportion of less informespomndents are larger than the
proportion of well informed; and we again assumattthe sum of the total net
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household income is underestimated (e.g. Switzdrl@weden and Finland). The
impact of less informed reference persons in coestwith a lower average of
income is seen in the categories 1 (less than £)880d 2 (1,800€ to 3,600€); in
Portugal, Hungary and Poland these income rangesdamginated by the less
informed answering person.

A particular situation is empirically visible in Rwold. From category 5
(12,000€ to 18,000€) to category 11 (90,000€ to QQQ€) we have as much
informed as not informed responses and the twedftbup is mainly built by
respondents with less knowledge of the income.

6 The quality of the survey instrument

We have discussed so far the household structhee,cognitive abilities of the
respondent and the income composition.

We focus now on two questions:

1. How to improve the fieldwork instrument?

2. Which additional information is necessary to enaaé the quality

of the responses?

Improving the fieldwork instrument depends on omadh the evaluation of the
guestion wording and on the other hand the evadnadif the universal validity of
the answer categories. In consequence we formulete questions to ask for the
total net household income in social surveys.

6.1 Categorizing income for comparative social resech

We are looking for “optimal” answer categories ftre interviews asking the
income question in various national contexts.

By cutting the income variable of ECHP8 into 5% gvswof the population and
sorting the ESS categories into the ECHP8 distrdmytwe illustrate the need to
adjust the income brackets to national financiatwnstances and the national
income distributions.

The ESS category 36,000€ to 60,000€ covers theo%the 15" 5% percentiles
of the income distribution in Luxembourg. In Germngathe same income group
covers the 18 to 19" 5% percentiles. In Portugal, the richest 5% of pbeulation
have a total net household income of 36,000€ tO®DE. Also, the poorest 5% of
the Luxembourg people have a higher household imcdiman 55% of the
Portuguese population and 50% of the Italians.

Respondents from all countries need about six E&®gories to answer the
income question. But the nationally used answer gmaies differ across the
countries.
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Table 16:5% percentiles of the total household net incomE@HP8 for selected

countries.
income

percentiles United Luxem- | Portuga
no./% Germany Kingdom | Italy bourg I Finland
1 5% 8,658 7,781 5,163| 16,039 2,394 6,203
2 10% 11,327 10,632 7,218| 19,503 3,328 8,309
3 15% 13,752 12,535 8,728 22,310 4,141 10,258
4 20% 15,769 14,961 10,071} 24,374 4,920 12,504
5 25% 17,507 17,271} 11,310f 27,088 5,658 14,504
6 30% 19,537 19,612) 12,395| 29,509 6,453| 16,176
7 35% 21,249 21,829| 13,634 32,308 7,388 17,844
8 40% 23,129 24,316 14,901 34,620 8,394| 19,654
9 45% 24,745 26,774 16,205 37,067 9,389 21,432
10 50% 26,541 29,400 17,849| 39,530, 10,385 23,572
11 55% 28,032 31,865 19,419| 42,142 11,333 25,765
12 60% 29,780 34,816 21,156, 45,378 12,381 28,056
13 65% 31,767 37,552 22,987 49,571 13,553 30,226
14 70% 33,816 40,861| 25,100 53,859| 14,816 32,438
15 75% 36,108 44,335| 27,165| 59,059| 16,398| 34,883
16 80% 39,097 48,239| 29,541 63,653| 18,516| 37,697
17 85% 42,763 53,432 32,592| 70,746 20,950| 40,990
18 90% 47,796 61,142 37,092 79,787 24,744 46,582
19 95% 56,613 72,806 45,489| 95,240] 32,166 56,414
Valid N 5,559 4,779 5,525 2,428 4,588 3,106

Source: ECHP UDB version April 2004, own calculatso

Table 17: The distribution of the 19 5% percentiles from EGH# the 12 income
categories of ESS in selected countries.

Ger- United Luxem-
King- Italy Portugal| Finland
many bourg
dom
ESS categories No. of the ECHP8 5% percentile
up to 1,800
1,800-3,600 1-2
3,600-6,000 1 3-5
6,000-12,000 1-2 1-2 2-5 6-11 1-3
12,000-18,00( 3-5 3-5 6-10 1 12-15 4-7
18,000-24,00( 6-8 6-7 11-13 2-3 16-17 8-10
24,000-30,00d0 9-12 8-10 14-16 4-6 18 11-12
30,000-36,00(0 13-14 11-12 17 7-8 19 13-15
36,000-60,000 15-19 13-17 18-19 9-15 16-19
60,000-90,00d0 18-19 16-18
90,000-120,00¢ 19
120,000 and more¢

Source: ECHP UDB version April 2004, own calculatso
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Table 18: Proposed system of income categories for selected@an countries.

income United
categories Ger- King- Luxem-
no in EURO} many dom Italy | bourg | Portugal Finland
1.0 - 2,500 1.5 5.8
2.1 2,500-5,000 3.8 16.3
2.2 - 5,000 0.9 1.9 3.5
3.0 5,000-10,000 6.2 7.8 10.9
3.1 5,000-7,500 7.3 15.7
3.2 7,500-10,000 9.3 13.1
3.3 - 10,000 0.6
4.0 10,000-15,000 11.1 12.3 3.2 12.3
4.1 10,000-12,500 11.8 12.0
4.2 12,500-15,000 10.3 10.1
5 15,000-20,000 13.6 11.7 16.6 7.1 11.6 15.0
6 20,000-25,00d0 15.1 10.3 12.9 9.9 7.0 11.9
7 25,000-30,00d 15.1 10.1 10.4 10.9 3.4 11.4
8 30,000-35,00¢ 12.2 8.7 6.5 8.9 1.9 10.6
9 35,000-40,000 8.6 8.3 3.9 10.0 1.0 8.5
10 40,000-45,00¢ 5.6 6.3 1.7 8.9 0.7 4.8
11 45,000-50,00¢ 4.2 6.0 1.6 6.3 0.3 3.5
12 50,000-55,00¢ 2.5 4.1 0.8 5.5 0.3 2.2
13 55,000-60,000 1.3 3.0 0.7 5.2 0.3 1.4
14 60,000 + 0.9 0.5
15 60,000-70,000 1.7 4.3 8.1 1.8
16 70,000 + 2.0 5.3 2.2
17 70,000-80,000 5.5
18 80,000-90,00¢ 3.9
19 90,000-100,000 2.5
20| 100,000-110,00( 1.2
21 110,000 + 2.3

Source: ECHP UDB version April 2004, own calculatso

We propose for Germany, United Kingdom and Finlandyatem of income
categories starting with an annual total net hookklncome up to 5,000€. The
scale continues in 5,000€ steps to the amount ®@(E. The top category is
70,000€ and more

In Luxembourg the income responses begin with tio®me up to 10,000€. At
the top of the income scale Luxembourg needs 1@&00@ckets until 110,000€ is
reached.

Italy and Portugal need an extension at the bottant @f the income
distribution. The first group is the annual houdehaencome up to 2,500€,
continued in 2,500€ classes until 15,000€ is redckeom here, 5,000€ groups up
to the top of 60,000€ completes the income respoasegories.

The proposed income categories take into accouat diiferences in the
national income distributions. These diversitieg abserved and measured by
income brackets of 5,000€. For countries with géarpopulation at the bottom
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end of the income curve, the income classes ai2500€. At the top end of the

income inequality, our proposed income scales tate account the population

size with high incomes. In a wealthy country, thelsceontinues in 10,000€

brackets. Comparing Luxembourg and Portugal illatsts the advantages. 0.5% of
the population in Portugal has a total net housghotome of 60,000€ and more,;
but every fourth respondent living in a Luxembourguiehold reports 60,000€
and more.

6.2 Consequences for the question wording

In ESS the question about income starts with adfsincome sources, where the
respondent has to indicate the main source of tuséhold income. Seven income
types are mentioned and differently detailed acrbescobuntries.

Guided by the final recommendations of the Canbegraup (2001), we
propose a list of eight income titles for comparatsocial survey research. Each
title is explained by the most common income sourcg&e, the respondent
remembers all sources except goods and servicesideoh as part of the
employment packages and payment in kind. Non casbmecis not covered by
our proposed list of income sources, because theesemonetary incomes have no
relevance in social research.

We recommend asking fall income sourcesof every household member
first. The interview partner gives all applicableusces. The respondent is not
oriented to only one income source.

Still having in mind all sources and all persongrg in the household, the
interviewee is asked about the amount of the to&lhousehold income. Net we
specify as the sum after deduction of national tamesl after deduction of
compulsory contributions to the national social sggwsystem. So the respondent
knows the income elements to sum up and the elesmensubtract. The answers
are coded in a national system of categories reflgaihe income distribution of
the country.

The third information we want to obtain is the nwenlof persons contributing
to the household’s total income.

The forth question asks for the main source ofittt®me by using again the
list of sources from the first question. Only oneswaer is possible.

And finally, we prefer to know the relationship dfet respondent to the main
income earner. As illustrated, we can now evaldlgequality of the answer to the
income question.

The advantage of this proposed sequence of quesigthat at the beginning
the interviewed person recalls all income types atidhousehold members and
later the interviewee’s attention is drawn to onheanain income source.

The questions formulate assignments to rememberddtermine and to
calculate the total net household income. The fiestk of the respondent is to
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trace all possible monetary resources of every haldelnember; summing up all
amounts is the second duty; the deduction of taxes @ntributions is the final
step.

The formulation of the income sources used in goast allows to compare
the obtained answer to the income question, bectheselements are common in
all countries. The income types used during thewaton of the totals are knows
to the interviewee and to the researcher analyzimg income variables in
comparative perspective.

Question 3 is not only a query on the persons coutinly to the income, but
the researcher has the opportunity to control tlagbility of the income amount.
At the same time the respondent has the chancerityvthe answer to question 2:
Are all sources and all persons included in thewaltion?

Question 4 allows the researcher to create a halddypology.

Question 5 allows to identify the over or under mstiion of the total net
household income.

Question 1

Please consider the income of every member of thusdtmold and any income
which may be received by the household as a wholeatWhe the sources of
income in your household? Please tatkapplicable.

ALL INCOME SOURCES OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD
Employee income,

including bonuses (e.g. vacation or Christmas),tgxtra payments (from e.g|
overtime and shift work), profit sharing

Income from self-employment or farming, also freada work

Pensions,

including old age and widow’s pensions, retirement

Unemployment / redundancy benefits,

including benefits related to training and sicknaewances

Rentals and Property income

Current public transfers received, social beneditd grants

including child and family allowances, universal &srdmeans-tested social
assistance and orphan’s pensions, educationalgyrant

Regular private transfers from persons outside youn household
including alimony

Income from other sources

including reimbursements from taxes and insurankggry winnings




Methodological Discussion of the Income Measure...

323

Question 2

If you add up the income from all sources and alidehold members (from
the target population), which letter describes ybaousehold's total net income?
Net is after deduction of national taxes and afteduction of compulsory
contributions to the national social security. If ydan't know the exact figure,
please give an estimate. Use the part of the chadl you know best: weekly,

monthly or annual income.

Table 19: Proposed categories for type 1, countries likeyleaid Portugal.

YOUR NET HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Approximate
WEEKLY

Approximate
MONTHLY

Approximate
ANNUAL

Less than 2,500€

2,500 to under 5,000€

5,000 to under 7,500€

7,500 to under 10,000€

10,000 to under 12,500€

12,500 to under 15,000€

zlolo|mwm|Z

15,000 to under 20,000€

20,000 to under 25,000€

25,000 to under 30,000€

30,000 to under 35,000€

35,000 to under 40,000€

40,000 to under 45,000€

45,000 to under 50,000€

50,000 to under 55,000€

55,000 to under 60,000€

—lc|l<|lo|z|s|x|ol+

N|—|c|«|lo|lz|s|=x|o|-H|zlo|o|T|w|=z

60,000€ and more

N

Table 20: Proposed categories for type 2, countries like Garyn United Kingdom,

Finland.

YOUR NET HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Approximate
WEEKLY

Approximate
MONTHLY

Approximate
ANNUAL

Less than 5,000€

5,000 to under 10,000€

10,000 to under 15,000€

15,000 to under 20,000€

20,000 to under 25,000€

25,000 to under 30,000€

30,000 to under 35,000€

35,000 to under 40,000€

40,000 to under 45,000€

45,000 to under 50,000€

50,000 to under 55,000€

55,000 to under 60,000€

60,000 to under 70,000€

mln|—|c|«|lo|z|s|=|o|H|r|<|o

70,000€ and more

mln|—|c|«|lo|z|s|=|o|H|r|<|o
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The columns “approximate weekly” and “approximatentidy” must be filled
in by the corresponding rounded values so that tigeme classes do not change,
e.g. for the category O weekly is “less than 100€d amonthly becomes “less than
400¢€".

Table 21: Proposed categories for type 3, countries like lmieurg.

YOUR NET HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Approximate Approximate Approximate

WEEKLY MONTHLY ANNUAL

Less than 10,000€
10,000 to under 15,000€
15,000 to under 20,000€
20,000 to under 25,000€
25,000 to under 30,000€
30,000 to under 35,000€
35,000 to under 40,000€
40,000 to under 45,000€
45,000 to under 50,000€
50,000 to under 55,000€
55,000 to under 60,000€
60,000 to under 70,000€
70,000 to under 80,000€
80,000 to under 90,000€
90,000 to under 100,000€
100,000 to under 110,000€
110,000 € and more

o

u|l—|c|le|olz|s|x|o|H|~

T|O> X< ~|C|<|o|xT|s|X|O|H|r|O

T|g|>|X|<

Question 3
How many household members contribute to the houd&htotal net income?

Question 4

Please consider the income of every member of thusditoold (from the target
population) and any income which may be received leyhtbusehold as a whole.
What is themain source of income in your household? Only one angpaessible.

MAIN INCOME SOURCES OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD
Employee income,

including bonuses (e.g. vacation or Christmas)s,tgxtra payments (from e.g. overtime ang
shift work), profit sharing

Income from self-employment or farming, also fresde work

Pensions,

including old age and widow’s pensions, retirement

Unemployment / redundancy benefits,

including benefits related to training and sicknaiewances

Rentals and Property income

Current public transfers received, social beneditd grants

including child and family allowances, universaldédor means-tested social assistance and
orphan’s pensions, educational grants

Regular private transfers from persons outside yawm household, including alimony
Income from other sources

including reimbursements from taxes and insurankdtgry winnings
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Question 5
Who is the main income earner of your household?

MAIN INCOME EARNER
Myself
My partner/spouse
Myself and my partner
My father and/or my mother
My child
Other member of the household

7 Conclusion

We developed not a measure for the household’snéish situation used for
(socio-) economic research like ECHP. But for sbcsarveys, we provide
necessary information, so the researcher can askeseeliability of the income
measurement by internal checks on the quality of amswers given by the
respondents. External checks, comparing income dath data from other
sources, are demonstrated by Atkinson and Mickleltr{§983).

Our proposed instrument for comparative social syrvesearch (e.g. ESS)
consists of five questions. The system of answeegmies is adapted to the
national circumstances and the income distribubbeach country. The outcomes
of this query allow classifying surveyed householdsbgio economic status.

With less interview burden we obtain informationleneant to sociological
research. Our instrument offers the requirementsmiasure income detailed
enough, because the major characteristics havinigngact on the answer quality
are controlled during the interview situation.

Table 22: Generalized index of diversity by surveys and rexsgocategories for selected

countries.
Data sets and categories

ESS with ECHP with ESS ECHP with

ESS categories proposed

categories categories
Germany 0.937 0.919 0.960
United Kingdom 0.956 0.927 0.985
Italy 0.936 0.907 0.958
Luxembourg 0.912 0.881 0.982
Portugal 0.930 0.885 0.943
Finland 0.953 0.935 0.968
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Table 23: Coefficients of variation inside each income catggor Luxembourg (see
annex for the other county’s tables).

Std. Coefficient
Devia- | % of of

ESS categories Mean | Median Min Max tion | TotalN N variation

-1,800 1279| 1279 1279 1279|. 0.0 1
1,800-3,600 2643| 2643 2310 2975 470 0.1 2 17.8

3,600-6,000 5652| 5652 5652 5652 . 0.0 1
6,000-12,000 9849| 10412 6544 | 11899| 1728 1.2 28 17.5
12,000-18,000| 15567 | 15519| 12137| 17997| 1602 6.3 152 10.3
18,000-24,000| 21347| 21418| 18022| 23996| 1753 11.6 279 8.2
24,000-30,000| 27337| 27386| 24023| 29995| 1790 12.5 300 6.5
30,000-36,000| 33235| 33297| 30037| 35994| 1682 10.9 262 5.1
36,000-60,000| 46251| 45079| 36043| 59996| 7001 33.9 816 15.1
60,000-90,000| 72061| 70945| 60004| 89955| 8406 17.5| 421 11.7
90,000-120,000| 100753| 98923| 90223|117457| 7536 4.5 108 7.5
120,000+| 153549|144181|120470| 289306 | 34912 1.6 38 22.7

Total 45811 | 39588 1279|289306| 26376| 100.0| 2408
Std. Coefficient

Proposed Devia- | % of of

categories Mean | Median Min Max tion | TotalN N variation
-10,000€ 6725| 7139 1279 9980| 2684 0.6 15 39.9
10,000-15,000| 13251| 13386| 10203| 14995| 1441 3.2 76 10.9
15,000-20,000| 17729| 17848| 15071| 19980 1447 7.1 170 8.2
20,000- 25,000 22566| 22608| 20001| 24988| 1350 9.9 239 6.0
25,000-30,000| 27741| 27874| 25008| 29995| 1521 10.9 263 5.5
30,000-35,000| 32707| 32747| 30037| 34977| 1386 8.9 214 4.2
35,000-40,000| 37438| 37422| 35058| 39989| 1364 10.0 241 3.6
40,000-45,000| 42338| 42161| 40010| 44980| 1475 8.9 214 3.5
45,000-50,000| 47607 | 47595| 45067 | 49984| 1527 6.3 151 3.2
50,000-55,000| 52394 | 52256| 50050| 54961| 1491 5.5 132 2.8
55,000-60,000| 57627 | 57475| 55029| 59996| 1555 5.2 126 2.7
60,000-70,000| 64438| 64188| 60004| 69911| 2768 8.1 195 4.3
70,000-80,000| 74649| 74566| 70058| 79815| 2945 5.5 133 3.9
80,000-90,000| 84346| 83793| 80112| 89955| 2926 3.9 93 3.5
90,000-100,000| 95179| 95868| 90223| 99681| 2975 25 61 3.1
100,000-110,000| 104660|104405|100025|109924| 3078 1.2 29 2.9
110,000+| 140628129331 | 110064 | 289306 | 34357 2.3 56 24.4

Total 45811| 39588 1279|289306| 26376| 100.0] 2408

Our offered system of answer categories consistthafe different types of
categorical systems and reflects the national incdmmibution and is at the same
coordinated over countries. The result from compeea research becomes
meaningful and significant.

Table 22 illustrates the outcomes of our proposetdo questions. The left
column reports the dissimilarities of the ESS answetegories in the ESS data;
the middle column applies the ESS answer categddethe ECHP data and the
right column is calculated on the ECHP data usheypgroposed answer categories.
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Using ECHP as reliable data on income distributiombserved countries, we
obtain higher generalized indexes of diversity by pneposed answer categories
adapted to the national context than applying thgimal ESS income groups to
our reference data. In all countries the populatddrrespondents is more equal
distributed over our income categories than ovex #SS income ranges. In
particular, this is true for Luxembourg represegtincher countries and for
Portugal which stands for poorer nations.

Table 23 compares the net total household incomésEGHP from
Luxembourg inside each answer category. The upp#drqgiathe table shows the
ESS income brackets. The lower part reports théficoents of variation inside of
our proposed answer categories. Except for the $ow&ed highest income brackets
our system of income groups reduces remarkably theatan inside the
categories, the distribution within the groups el@ser to the mean income of that
category.
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Appendix
Coefficients of variation inside each income catggor the United Kingdom.
Std. Coefficient
ESS Devia- | % of of
categories Mean | Median Min Max tion |TotaIN| N variation
-1,800 798 598 65 1684 606 0.5 22 76.0
1,800-3,600| 2460 2260 1818 3542 588 0.6 23 23.9
3,600-6,000| 4856 4845 3626 5935 688 1.4 60 14.2
6,000-12,000f 9380 9613 6013| 11995 1733| 12.4| 515 18.5
12,000-18,000| 14990| 14981| 12002| 17992| 1740| 13.9| 577 11.6
18,000-24,000| 20903| 20837| 18019| 23989| 1754| 13.3| 553 8.4
24,000-30,000| 26955| 26942| 24000| 29998| 1709| 11.8| 491 6.3
30,000-36,000| 32979| 32984| 30000| 35982| 1776| 10.7| 442 54
36,000-60,000| 45762| 45161| 36008| 59995| 6597| 25.7| 1065 14.4
60,000-90,000| 70034| 68581| 60003| 89623| 7428 7.7\ 318 10.6
90,000-120,000| 101321 | 100735| 90426| 116916| 7001 1.2 49 6.9
120,000+ 182741 | 143497| 122860| 613426|102998 0.8 32 56.4
Total 32562 | 27871 65| 613426| 25153| 100.0| 4147
Std. Coefficient
Proposed Devia- | % of of
categories Mean | Median Min Max tion |TotaIN| N variation
-5,000€| 2749 2794 65 4948| 1548 1.9 77 56.3
5,000-10,000| 7894 7916 5008 9994| 1321 7.8| 323 16.7
10,000-15,000| 12444| 12316| 10006| 14981| 1427| 12.3| 509 11.5
15,000-20,000| 17499| 17526| 15000| 19994| 1440| 11.7| 485 8.2
20,000-25,000| 22390| 22449| 20032| 24990| 1420| 10.3| 428 6.3
25,000-30,000| 27384| 27258| 25006| 29998| 1465| 10.1| 419 5.4
30,000-35,000| 32403| 32242| 30000| 34974| 1425 8.7| 361 4.4
35,000-40,000| 37351| 37288| 35000| 39974| 1437 8.3| 344 3.8
40,000-45,000| 42339| 42239| 40006| 44969| 1351 6.3| 261 3.2
45,000-50,000| 47377| 47303| 45006| 49974| 1478 6.0| 249 3.1
50,000-55,000| 52308| 52158| 50013| 54974| 1490 4.1 169 2.8
55,000-60,000| 57556| 57492| 55006| 59995| 1518 3.0 123 2.6
60,000-70,000| 64689| 64590 60003| 69890| 3030 4.3| 180 4.7
70,000+| 97895| 81948| 70115]| 613426| 53603 5.3] 219 54.8
Total 32562| 27871 65| 613426| 25153| 100.0| 4147
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Coefficients of variation inside each income catggor Germany.
Std. Coefficient
Devia- | % of of
ESS categories | Mean | Median Min Max tion |TotalN| N variation
-1,800 854 967 109 1485 695 0.1 3 81.4
1,800-3,600 3023| 3080 2153 3577 413 0.4 19 13.7
3,600-6,000 5000 5093 3602 5969 699 1.0 47 14.0
6,000-12,000 9373| 9596 6073 11994| 1620 9.4| 438 17.3
12,000-18,000| 15089| 15263 12010 17996 1723 16.0 749 11.4
18,000-24,000| 21027| 21067 18002 23970 1679 16.6 778 8.0
24,000-30,000| 26895| 26939 24002 29997 1693 18.5 866 6.3
30,000-36,000| 32957| 32959| 30000 35984| 1697| 14.3| 668 5.2
36,000-60,000| 44104| 42842 36000 59982 6061 20.0 934 13.7
60,000-90,000| 70122| 68313| 60112 89147 7768 3.0 142 111
90,000-120,000| 99249| 98011 90571| 114920 7110 0.4 18 7.2
120,000+ | 174774 (137054 | 121811| 428668| 86250 0.3 13 49.3
Total 28359 | 26076 109| 428668 17176| 100.0| 4675
Std. Coefficient
Proposed Devia- | % of of
categories Mean | Median Min Max tion |TotalN| N variation
-5,000€ 3481| 3534 109 4994| 1056 0.9 42 30.3
5,000-10,000 8043 8265 5009 9980 1358 6.2 289 16.9
10,000-15,000| 12618| 12677 10005 14973 1418 111 520 11.2
15,000-20,000| 17377| 17275 15018 19972 1408 13.6 638 8.1
20,000-25,000| 22499 22425| 20000 24999 1473 151 705 6.5
25,000-30,000| 27439 27446| 25025 29997 1374 15.1 706 5.0
30,000-35,000| 32519| 32556| 30000 34976| 1433| 12.2| 570 4.4
35,000-40,000| 37288| 37186| 35005 39988 1445 8.6| 400 3.9
40,000-45,000| 42285| 42254| 40006| 44976| 1334 5.6| 260 3.2
45,000-50,000| 47264 | 47157| 45023 49995 1500 4.2 195 3.2
50,000-55,000| 52281| 52062| 50008 54890| 1376 25| 117 2.6
55,000-60,000| 57174| 57077 55047 59982 1383 1.3 60 2.4
60,000-65,000| 64060| 63927| 60112 69557 2706 1.7 78 4.2
70,000+| 94939| 80960| 70068| 428668| 45470 2.0 95 47.9
Total 28359| 26076 109| 428668| 17176| 100.0| 4675
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Coefficients of variation inside each income catggor Finland.

Std. Coefficient
Devia- % of of
ESS categories | Mean | Median Min Max tion TotalN| N variation
-1,800 1187 1296 168 1767 503 1.0 29 42.4
1,800-3,600 2734 2690 1870 3585 516 1.3 40 18.9
3,600-6,000 4917 5064 3622 5968 695 2.5 75 14.1
6,000-12,000 9043 9011 6105| 11974 1616 14.5| 437 17.9
12,000-18,000| 15197| 15288| 12007| 17991 1680 16.7| 503 11.1
18,000-24,000| 20827| 20674| 18009| 23966 1697 15.3| 461 8.1
24,000-30,000| 27001| 27104| 24002| 29991 1679 13.7| 413 6.2
30,000-36,000| 32923| 32860| 30008| 35989 1722 12.1| 365 5.2
36,000-60,000| 43888| 42498| 36002| 59787 6198 18.9| 569 14.1
60,000-90,000| 69464| 67030| 60004| 86834 7734 3.0 91 11.1
90,000-120,000| 97419| 95186| 91358| 114560 6805 0.5 15 7.0
120,000+| 210764 | 150219 | 121424 | 654755| 142371 0.5 15 67.6
Total 26815| 23386 168 | 654755 22654| 100.0| 3013
Std. Coefficient
Proposed Devia- % of of
categories Mean | Median Min Max tion TotalN| N variation
-5,000€ 2857 2962 168 4930 1313 3.5| 106 46.0
5,000-10,000 7794 7859 5064 9978 1294| 10.9| 327 16.6
10,000-15,000| 12521| 12621| 10003| 14992 1524| 12.3| 372 12.2
15,000-20,000| 17462| 17465| 15010| 19999 1477 15.0| 451 8.5
20,000-25,000| 22393| 22295| 20000| 24992 1478 11.9| 358 6.6
25,000-30,000| 27500| 27558| 25004| 29991 1368 11.4| 344 5.0
30,000-35,000| 32560| 32467| 30008| 34995 1516 10.6| 320 4.7
35,000-40,000| 37513| 37516| 35019| 39986 1398 8.5| 256 3.7
40,000-45,000| 42410| 42491| 40001| 44969 1434 4.8| 145 3.4
45,000-50,000| 47454| 47422| 45011| 49968 1445 3.5| 105 3.0
50,000-55,000| 52135| 52053| 50025| 54971 1420 2.2 67 2.7
55,000-60,000| 57101| 56730| 55401| 59787 1304 1.4 41 2.3
60,000-65,000| 63857| 63805 60004| 69007 2562 1.8 54 4.0
70,000+| 111876| 84840| 70277| 654755 85143 2.2 67 76.1
Total 26815| 23386 168 | 654755 22654| 100.0| 3013
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Coefficients of variation inside each income catggor Italy.
Std. Coefficient
Devia- | % of of
ESS categories | Mean | Median Min Max tion | TotalN N variation
-1,800 905 775 207 1653 446 1.0 45 49.2
1,800-3,600 2680 2582 1808 3572 532 1.3 60 19.9
3,600-6,000 4981 4958 3615 5991 590 5.4 249 11.8
6,000-12,000 9272 9296 6012| 11989| 1705 22.8| 1045 18.4
12,000-18,000| 14729| 14706| 12000 17999 1712 24.2| 1108 11.6
18,000-24,000| 20873| 20786| 18009| 23993| 1714 16.3| 747 8.2
24,000-30,000| 26842| 26752| 24015 29995 1738 12.9| 589 6.5
30,000-36,000| 32560| 32359| 30006| 35945| 1622 7.1 325 5.0
36,000-60,000| 43727| 41640| 36080| 59817| 6495 8.2| 375 14.9
60,000-90,000| 69035 68129| 60871| 83809| 6763 0.6 28 9.8
90,000-120,000| 100256| 95297| 91534| 119818| 9897 0.2 9 9.9
120,000+| 158924 | 163200| 120218 193353| 36754 0.1 3 23.1
Total 19451| 16527 207| 193353| 12757| 100.0| 4583
Std. Coefficient
Proposed Devia- | % of of
categories Mean | Median Min Max tion | TotalN N variation
-2,500€ 1308 1291 207 2493 700 1.5 67 53.5
2,500-5,000 4208 4524 2516 4998 752 3.8 174 17.9
5,000-7,500 6368 6249 5035 7497 751 7.3] 333 11.8
7,500-10,000 8895 8986 7511 9984 704 9.3| 427 7.9
10,000-12,500| 11364| 11362| 10003 12498 750 11.8| 540 6.6
12,500-15,000| 13750 13645 12529 14977 704 10.3 473 5.1
15,000-20,000| 17304| 17212| 15002 19999 1481 16.6| 762 8.6
20,000-25,000| 22417| 22311| 20013 24997 1463 12.9| 590 6.5
25,000-30,000| 27386| 27269| 25005| 29995| 1468 10.4| 477 5.4
30,000-35,000| 32280| 32137| 30006| 34964| 1400 6.5 297 4.3
35,000-40,000| 37430| 37225| 35038| 39896| 1376 3.9 181 3.7
40,000-45,000| 42227 41768| 40025 44945 1461 1.7 78 3.5
45,000-50,000| 47419| 47514| 45056 49948 1393 1.6 73 2.9
50,000-55,000| 52003| 51995| 50027 54744 1425 0.8 37 2.7
55,000-60,000| 57008| 56543| 55056 59817 1420 0.7 34 2.5
60,000+| 82802| 71607| 60871 193353| 27805 0.9 40 33.6
Total 19451| 16527 207| 193353| 12757| 100.0| 4583
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Coefficients of variation inside each income catggor Portugal.

Std.

Devia- | % of Coefficient
ESS categories | Mean | Median Min Max tion |TotalN| N |of variation
-1,800 1067 1008 5 1796 556 2.4 95 52.1
1,800-3,600 2744 2734 1809 3591 489 10.3| 417 17.8
3,600-6,000 4834 4888 3601 5999 694 17.0| 687 14.4
6,000-12,000 8924 8851 6006| 11997 1736 30.9| 1248 19.5
12,000-18,000| 14547| 14387| 12002| 17962 1666 20.0| 810 115
18,000-24,000| 20613| 20383| 18001| 23986 1702 9.8| 397 8.3
24,000-30,000| 26601| 26525| 24005| 29964 1692 45| 183 6.4
30,000-36,000| 32669| 32594| 30028| 35970 1655 2.1 83 5.1
36,000-60,000| 44434| 42654| 36055| 59597 6844 2.5 100 15.4
60,000-90,000| 70844| 67513| 60772| 89750 8665 0.5 20 12.2

90,000-120,000| 90073| 90073| 90073| 90073]|. 0.0 1

120,000+| 190826| 190826 | 190826 | 190826 |. 0.0 1

Total 12220 9799 5| 190826| 10317| 100.0| 4042

Std.

Proposed Devia- | % of Coefficient
categories Mean | Median Min Max tion |TotalN| N |of variation
-2,500€ 1748 1891 5 2494 684 5.8| 235 39.1
2,500-5,000 3760 3801 2506 4993 739 16.3| 658 19.7
5,000-7,500 6143 6042 5003 7493 728 15.7| 636 11.8
7,500-10,000 8742 8745 7502 9992 728 13.1| 528 8.3
10,000-12,500| 11264| 11226| 10003| 12499 713 12.0| 485 6.3
12,500-15,000| 13706| 13733| 12500| 14994 741 10.1| 407 54
15,000-20,000| 17248| 17109| 15003| 19987 1462 11.6| 469 8.5
20,000-25,000| 22192| 22025| 20008| 24983 1507 7.0/ 281 6.8
25,000-30,000| 27279| 27042| 25022| 29964 1375 3.4 138 5.0
30,000-35,000| 32378| 32472| 30028| 34929 1462 1.9 75 4.5
35,000-40,000| 37257| 37275| 35016| 39904 1394 1.0 42 3.7
40,000-45,000| 42299| 42065| 40104| 44914 1423 0.7 28 3.4
45,000-50,000| 47513| 47702| 45220| 49441 1289 0.3 13 2.7
50,000-55,000| 51908| 51575| 50373| 54968 1474 0.3 14 2.8
55,000-60,000| 57549| 57309| 55334| 59597 1427 0.3 11 2.5
60,000+| 77172| 69326| 60772| 190826| 27002 0.5 22 35.0

Total 12220 9799 5| 190826| 10317| 100.0| 4042




