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To discuss s ix  papers, a l l  we ighty ,  a l l  
c a r e f u l l y  constructed,  a l l  on d i f f e r e n t  
app l i ca t ions  of d i f f e r e n t  ad-n in is t ra t ive  
record systems, and a l l  deserving of s i m i l a r l y  
c a r e f u l l y  constructed c o r ~ n t  is not a t r i v i a l  
assignment. For tuna te ly ,  t h e c o n s t r a i n t s  of 
time permit ted in th is  session (and not having 
received two of the papers) l im i t s  the 
vastness of the abyss of ignorance from which 
I must ascend to address these papers w i th  the 
seriousness they each deserve. 

There is no un i f y i ng  theme running through 
the papers except by hearkening back to the 
Report on the S t a t i s t i c a l  Uses of 
Ac~ninistrat ive Records, (SU/kR), S t a t i s t i c a l  
Po l icy  Working Paper No. 6. In that repor t ,  
general recorrmendations were made w i th  respect 
to po ten t ia l  uses and to overcoming 
s i g n i f i c a n t  problems i n h i b i t i n g  major new uses 
of a d n i n i s t r a t i v e  records. 

The Car twr igh t /Lev ine /Buck le r  paper is most 
c lose ly  i d e n t i f i e d  w i th  the SU~ report  and i t  
is f i t t i n g  to begin w i th  the i r  paper. They 
deal w i th  the fundamental issue of developing 
corrmon i d e n t i f i e r s  for establ ishments among 
the various ac ln in is t ra t i ve  record systems. I t  
surpasses the imagnination to suppose that 
inconsistencies of resu l ts  among the data sets 
o r i g i n a t i n g  in the d i f f e r e n t  a c h i n i s t r a t i v e  
records systems can be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  resolved 
wi thout  reso lu t ion  of the question of comT~n 
i d e n t i f i e r s  for establ ishments.  The proposal 
to t i e  the Social Secur i ty  A d n i n i s t r a t i o n  
(SSA) establ ishment repor t ing  plan to the 
Standard S t a t i s t i c a l  Establishment L i s t  (SSEL) 
appears to be a p rac t i cab le  way to circtrnvent 
some of the well-known and w ide ly  regret ted 
problems of access to the SSEL. How can one 
expla in the continued resistance to rescue the 
SSA establ ishment repor t ing  plan and thereby 
save a de te r i o ra t i ng ,  a l be i t  demonstrably 
u s e f u l ,  Con t inuous  Work H i s t o r y  Sample? I t  
does not  appear  t h a t  the  S S A e s t a b l i s h T ~ n t  
r e p o r t i n g  sys t em can be saved w i t h o u t  c l o s e r  
l i n k s  to  the  SSEL or the  Unemployment 
I n s u r a n c e  s y s t e m s .  The r e s i s t a n c e  of the  
s t a t i s t i c a l  a g e n c i e s  to  the  i n t e r a g e n c y  
c o o p e r a t i o n  r e q u i r e d  to e f f e c t  t h i s  r e s c u e  
speaks  louder  than words about  the  needs  for  a 
s t r o n g  c o o r d i n a t i n g  f u n c t i o n  in the  
f r a g m e n t e d ,  and,  o f t e n  i r r a t i o n a l ,  F e d e r a l  
s t a t i s t i c a l  sys t em.  Only d e c i s i v e  a c t i o n  from 
the O f f i c e  of Management and Budget can 
adequa te ly  coordinate  these  e f fo r t s .  The 
communi ty  of users of government  s ta t i s t i cs  
must be heard in order  to focus OMB's 
a t t en t ion  on this vital  issue. 

Michael Col ledge concludes that  "many of 
the problems in the provision of f r ame  data  
for economic  surveys are  ubiquitous." There  
are  dis t inct  paral lels  be tween  the Canadian 
and U.S. s i tuat ions ,  but by vir tue of its 
cen t ra l i zed  s t ruc tu re ,  Sta t is t ics  Canada  has 
avoided many of the problems c r ea t ed  in the 
U.S. by lack of access  to the SSEL outside the 
Census Bureau. Canada  may very well have 

inadequate coordination among surveys in terms 
of maintaining and improving a central l ist. 
But all Canadian survey programs have access 
to the main l ist  so there is no problem of 
complete independence and inconsistency as 
exists in the U.S. between the Bureaus of 
Labor Statistics and Census, not to mention 
the problem described above with respect to 
the establishment reporting plan of SSA. 
Moreover, "detailed data exchange protocols" 
have recently been developed in Canada to 
standardize and coordinate use of the l ist. 
How long wil l  the U.S. statistical system 
remain behind? But i f  Canada is ahead of the 
U.S. in access and coordination, i t  seems to 
be somewhat behind in terms of defining and 
delineating establishments. For example, the 
definition of establishments on page 7 appears 
to ignore the geographic dimension. The 
practical reporting unit is only vaguely 
defined in terms of units from which 
"principal production account statistics can 
actually be obtained." Nor, from my 
perspective, is the multi-establishment 
company problem suff iciently developed in the 
context of geographic data. 

Susan Hostetter's "verif ication method" for 
updating SIC codes for previously coded 
businesses involves sending each coded 
employer a ~d ig i t  industry coded description 
with which the employer can agree or disagree. 
This procedure is designed to reduce the 
reporting burden. The major potential 
problems identif ied in the paper are I) 
employers may answer "yes" when that answer is 
not appropriate (in order to avoid the burden 
of redescribing their industry), and 2) the 
precoded industry description may be 
inadequate and lead to incorrect or needlessly 
detailed responses. BLS has devised a test to 
check the "yes" responses. And unless i t  is 
found that biased responses are unacceptably 
high, i t  appears that the v e r i f i c a t i o n  method 
makes sense. Some questions are not t reated 
in the paper: I ) W h i l e  the telephone fo l lowup 
study is probably ca l led  fo r ,  has BLS 
considered that a f i r s t  approximation on the 
po ten t ia l  magnitude of the "yes" bias problem 
might be gotten by con~aring the (9096) "yes" 
response rate w i th  the propor t ion of codes 
which have remained unchanged under the o ld ,  
" f u l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n "  approach to 
r e c l a s s i f y i n g ,  and 2) on the assumption that 
there is some chance of m i s c l a s s i f y i n g  anytime 
a descr ip t ion  of a c t i v i t i e s  is requested, why 
did BLS decide not to have a telephone 
fo l lowup on any of the "no" respondents? 
Possible inconsis tenc ies in the group of "no" 
respondents might demonstrate that even i f  the 
v e r i f i c a t i o n  approach has a bias toward "yes , "  
that bias would not necessar i ly  imply that the 
" i n f e r i o r i t y "  of the v e r i f i c a t i o n  vs. the 
f u l l - c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  approach is as great as 
would be guessed so le l y  on the basis of the 
ntrr~er of respondents g iv ing  incons is tent  
"yes" a c t i v i t y  descr ip t ions when pressed in 
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the telephone fo l lowup.  
The KIe in /Kasprzyk paper is concerned w i th  

i n t e g r a t i n g  data f i l e s  p rov id ing  in format ion 
on app l ican ts  and bene f i c i a r i es  under the 
T i t l e s  I I  and XVI d i s a b i l i t y  programs 
acln in is tered by SSA. The authors s ta te  that 
t he i r  e f f o r t s  are only a f i r s t  step in design 
for  par ing and synthes iz ing  the data f i l e s  
towards c rea t ion  of an in tegra ted  data base 
that  would serve ac ln i n i s t ra t i ve  needs and 
provide a " r i c h  source of in format ion for 

d i s a b i l i t y  research."  This is a useful  
exerc ise ,  as far as they have got ten,  one that  
might even tua l l y  he lpmeet  real data needs 
c o s t - e f f e c t i v e l y .  I t  is to be hoped that  the 
authors w i l l  go on to est imate the resources 
requi red for the in tegra ted  data system and to 
est imate the research needs, not c u r r e n t l y  
being met, that would be met w i th  th is  system. 
They should also cons ider ,  against  t h i s ,  how 
much savings might accrue by e l i m i n a t i n g  some 
of the under ly ing  data systems. 
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