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Abstract 

We analyse the link between offshoring potentials and actual offshoring behaviour in German plants. 

We gain information on outsourcing potential and international tradability of jobs from 

representative task data and merge it with linked-employer-employee data. We identify individual 

and plant-level determinants of offshoring activity and analyse whether offshoring potentials 

influence realised offshoring of German establishments.  
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1 Introduction 
 

Recent developments 

The last decades have seen an extraordinary rise in trade. Also trade increasingly means trade in 

intermediate inputs along the production chain, and not in final products. Typically, labour intensive 

inputs are outsourced to low-wage countries, a process typically labelled to as offshoring.3 The 

process of offshoring happens increasingly also for small parts of the production process, i.e. single 

tasks instead of whole goods or plants (so called trade in tasks, see Autor, 2013).  

Literature and Shortcomings 

On the one hand, the literature on offshoring typically identifies determinants of offshoring 

behaviour of firms or the effects of offshoring on firm performance (see Crinò, 2009, or Wagner, 

2011, for an overview). On the other hand, there is a discussion on what type of jobs are being 

offshored. Not all jobs are equally tradable, and the economic literature has identified a set of 

characteristics that potentially influence the offshoring potentials of jobs. While earlier studies have 

used only a subjective and selected number of characteristics to estimate the extent of job 

offshorability (see, e.g. Blinder, 2009, for the U.S. or Schrader and Lasser, 2009, for Germany). Newer 

studies focus on a larger number of (more objective) characteristics (see, e.g. Becker and Muendler, 

2011, or Brändle and Koch, 2013). What is missing is an analysis of the link between offshoring 

potentials of jobs and actual offshoring behaviour of firms. 

Contribution of the Paper 

The main contribution of the present paper is to complement existing lines of research by linking the 

two concepts of offshoring potential and actual offshoring. We do so by matching information on 

offshoring potentials based on a large set of characteristics drawn from the German BIBB survey. The 

information is differentiated between outsourcing potentials and international tradeability of jobs 

and is aggregated on a 2-digit-level of occupations. This information is linked to the German LIAB, a 

linked-employer-employee dataset that combines information on individual workers and a 

representative survey of German plants. We use the 2008 wave of the survey to analyse a unique 

variable identifying an increased trade in intermediate inputs. Our investigation proceeds in 

analysing whether plants with higher offshoring potentials, measured via the occupational groups 

working in the plants, actually offshore more frequently.  

Results 

The empirical results of the paper reveal that in addition to the usually applied determinants of 

offshoring behaviour of firms, the two indicators of offshoring potential significantly affect the 

outcomes. The average outsourcing potential jobs in a plant increase the likelihood that an increase 

in imports of intermediate inputs occurs. The effect is small, however. As regards international 
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tradeability of jobs, we find that this measure is negatively linked to actual offshoring behaviour of 

German plants.   

Outline  

Section 2 will give short summary of the relevant strains of literature and show the missing link 

between offshoring potentials and actual offshoring. The data is described in Section 3 along with 

documentation on the matching processes between the BIBB and the LIAB data and the empirical 

method. Section 4 will display the empirical results concerning the determinants of offshoring 

potential and the differences to actual offshoring behaviour. Section 5 concludes. 

 

2 Literature Review 
A sound review of the literature on offshoring and offshoring potentials first needs to define the 

terms. Firms’ offshore parts of the production process when they outsource the production of 

intermediate inputs to a foreign country. Facettes of this definition arise when the production facility 

in the foreign country is owned by the firm itself. Then, technically this would represent a foreign 

direct investment as the production is performed inside the firm boundaries (and not outsourced). 

Also, the outsourcing of a production process to supply in the home country is labelled as (domestic) 

outsourcing. The traditional literature on offshoring does not seem to distinguish between the two 

(necessary) dimensions of offshoring (cf. Antras and Helpman, 2004). Newer contributions, such as 

Federico (2012) analyse the choice of firms between integration and outsourcing in the home 

country or abroad. In the following, we will therefore make this distinction between outsourcing 

activity of firms and outsourcing potentials of jobs, and international trade in inputs by firms or 

international tradeability of jobs. 

 

2.1 Determinants of Actual Offshoring 

Offshoring firms differ systematically from non-offshoring firms. Görg et al. (2008) conclude in their 

literature survey, that offshoring firms are larger, more productive, more human capital intensive, 

and have a higher share of exports in total sales. The consequences of offshoring are not part of this 

study. For a review of the international literature on the economic consequences of offshoring see 

Crinò (2009). 

For Germany, micro-level evidence on the determinants of actual offshoring is existent, but 

inconclusive. This has in parts to do with the lack of suitable offshoring measures. Using the plant-

level data from the IAB EP waves 2002-2004, Addison et al. (2011) analyse the determinants and 

employment consequences of two possible measures of outsourcing: an increase in the share of 

intermediate inputs and the existence of reorganizational measures that involve an increase in 

buying intermediate inputs. These measures, however do not account for international outsourcing, 

i.e. offshoring. The results are mixed. Both measures are not correlated to the same covariates and 

they fail to have a significant effect on employment growth and plant survival in most specifications.  

Wagner (2012) offers, among other topics, a review of recent studies on the relationship between 

imports (the use of foreign intermediates) and firm performance, especially productivity. The 

argumentation is similar to the relationship between exports and productivity. International links 
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should be positively correlated with productivity because (a) only productive firms can bear the fixed 

costs of importing (self-selection), (b) importing firms become more productive as imports are 

cheaper or of better quality or technology (cost effect), and (c) importing firms exploit global 

specialisation (learning by importing). A positive link between importing and productivity is 

confirmed in the majority of studies analysed. However, according to Wagner (2012), evidence on 

the relationship between importing and other characteristics is scarce and inconclusive. Serti et al. 

(2010) use Italian data and find that failing to control for importing activities may bias estimations of 

export wage premia upwards. Gibson and Graciano (2011), among others, present empirical studies 

on imports and survival. Using data for Chile, they find that importers of intermediate inputs are less 

likely to exit than non-importers. Kasahara and Lapham (2008) provide for an open economy model 

with heterogeneous final goods producers who simultaneously choose between imports and exports. 

They test the predictions of the model using Chilean plant-level data and find that gains in aggregate 

productivity and welfare due to trade and that there are complementarities between exporting and 

importing of intermediate inputs. 

The issue of causality of offshoring and firm performance is discussed, among others, in Wagner 

(2011) using German official register data and a special purpose survey on relocation activities. 

Offshoring causes sunk costs that can only be paid from more productive firms in the first place, such 

that there is self-selection of such firms into offshoring. Then, offshoring increases productivity via 

lower costs and higher quality of inputs. He finds that, using descriptive statistics and matching 

techniques, firms that started offshoring in 2001-2003 have already been larger, more productive, 

paid higher wages and exported more in the year 2000. Therefore, these variables should be 

included in an analysis on the determinants of offshoring. 

 

2.2 Determinants of Offshoring Potentials 

See Brändle and Koch (2013). 

 

3 Data and Empirical Method 

3.1 The LIAB 

To investigate the relationship between offshoring potentials and actual offshoring our primary 

dataset is the LIAB dataset from the Institute for Employment Research (IAB) in Nuremberg, more 

precisely the LIAB cross-sectional Model 2 1993-2010. It is a linked employer-employee dataset with 

rich information based on a representative annual plant-level survey (the IAB Establishment Panel), 

together with personal data generated in the labour administration and social security records from 

almost all employees working in these plants.4 The individual data (the Integrated Employment 

Biographies, IEB) is drawn from official registers and is of very high quality, but the number of 

individual variables observed is limited. We use personal information on all individuals employed in a 

plant surveyed in the IAB EP and aged between 15 and 65, excluding home workers and working 

family members, as well as individuals earning less than 450 euros a month. 
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The IAB Establishment Panel is a representative sample of about 1% of German plants that is 

stratified over industries and firm size classes. Hence, large plants are slightly overrepresented, such 

that the data covers about 7% of all German employees. It bases on the population of all plants in 

Germany with at least one employee subject to social security. The survey is conducted in personal 

interviews with senior staff or personnel managers, and has a very high response rate and a very low 

panel attrition. The questionnaire focusses on the plants' personnel structure, development and 

policy, and offers extensive information on firm characteristics. We restrict our data to plants from 

manufacturing and service industries with at least five employees. We access the data through 

remote-data access and guest visits at the Research Data Centre (Forschungsdatenzentrum, FDZ) at 

the IAB.  

Most importantly, from our perspective, the 2008 wave of the LIAB dataset contains a set of 

variables, namely responses to a series of questions directed at plant managers or high personnel 

staff on offshoring. In detail, the relevant items read: Did your company/your department contract 

out work, which was previously carried out by the company itself to other companies in the last 

financial year, i.e. 2007? [Yes] [No] and Where is this work carried out now? [At home] [Abroad] [Both 

at home and abroad] This information particularly suits the investigation of actual offshoring as it 

precisely follows the definition of imports of intermediate inputs. Furthermore, the question 

distinguishes between outsourcing at home and offshoring abroad, which particularly suits the 

distinction of offshoring potentials between outsourcing potentials and international tradeability by 

Brändle and Koch (2013). Last but not least the question is asked in a way that it only identifies an 

increase in imported intermediates, such that level effects, that are particularly affected by self-

selection of, e.g. productive, plants into offshoring, do not play a role here. Therefore, we can rely on 

a single wave of the LIAB data and still control for selection effects based on time-invariant 

heterogeneity of plants. 

Descriptive Statistics here 

To account for confounding factors both influencing actual offshoring and offshoring potentials in the 

workforce, we control for a large number of further covariates. The plant-level characteristics are 

comparable to the ones used by Addison et al. (2011). We control for collective bargaining status 

(including orientation and the existence of wage cushions), in- and outsourcing behaviour, the share 

of vacancies, the share of workers with temporary contracts, the churning rate, investment activity, 

firm age, foreign and public ownership, modern technical assets, status as a single plant, status as 

limited firm, the existence of human resource management problems, and industry, region, firm size 

and year dummy variables. Furthermore, there exist additional variables which might influence our 

dependent variables, but which have a significant share of item-non-response. Therefore, we include 

them in some specifications, but always control for sample selection bias estimating the restricted 

model on the restricted sample. These variables include the natural logarithm of total investments, 

the share of expansion investments, standard weekly working time, the share of exports, an overtime 

dummy, the existence of firm-sponsored training and performance-related pay, and expectations on 

business outlook, rising turnover and rising employment levels. Additionally, based on individual-

level data, we incorporate plant-specific means of employee characteristics with respect to sex, 

nationality, tenure, age, qualification (apprenticeship, having completed an apprenticeship, and 

university education), occupational status (blue collar worker), working time (part-time) and daily 

wages. 
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3.2 The BIBB Survey  

To construct measures of offshoring potential we follow Brändle and Koch (2013). Based on several 

cross-sections of the German Qualification and Career Survey of Employees (BIBB Survey)5 they use a 

large number of job characteristics to simultaneously explain outsourcing potential and international 

tradeability of jobs. Using a principal component analysis, their contribution provides for two 

continuous, synthetic indicators of offshoring potential aggregatable on the occupation, regional, 

task, or industry level.  

The BIBB Survey contains very detailed information on job characteristics of each employee, which 

are believed to be of relevance for the outsourcing potential and international tradability of jobs.6 

Brändle and Koch (2013) have operationalized characteristics that potentially determine the 

outsourcing potential and the international tradability of jobs. Especially, they have managed to 

smooth the information over time, as the different cross-sections of the data are not fully consistent. 

In detail information is used on codifiability, routines, new scopes, interactivity, locational ties, 

cultural linkages by language and law, the use of information and communication technologies, 

physical working conditions, and pressure to perform. After applying principal component analysis, a 

mathematical procedure that uses an orthogonal transformation to reduce the set of possibly 

correlated determinants into a smaller set of linearly uncorrelated components, the indicators can be 

provided along the two dimensions of offshoring.  

                                                           

5
  The surveys are carried out by the German Federal Institute for Vocational Training (BIBB), the Research Institute of the 

Federal Employment Service (IAB), the Federal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (BAuA) and the Federal 
Ministry of Education and Research. 

6
  Some characteristics, however, are not available in every wave; thus, for some characteristics Brändle and Koch (2013) 

have relied on methodologies established elsewhere, namely the computation of an index on locational ties based on 
occupations by Blinder (2009), and Schrader and Laaser (2009). 
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Figure 1: Outsourcing Potential and International Tradability by Sector 

 

Source: Brändle and Koch (2013) based on BIBB Survey data from 1992, 1999, 2006, and 2012. 

Figure 1 presents an overview of offshoring potentials based on an aggregation on the approx. 

Nace1-sector level. It can be seen that most sectors are characterized by either high or low 

outsourcing potential and international tradability, but that there is a sufficient degree of variation 

between both dimensions.  

For our investigation we aggregate the job indicators from the BIBB Survey to the Kldb1988 2- or 3–

digit level of occupations. We then merge this very detailed information to the exact same 

occupation classifications in the LIAB data.  

As our level of analysis is the plant, we then aggregate this information similarly to the individual 

information from the IEB to the plant level. Our variables of interest then comprise the average 

offshoring potential of the workforce in each plant, based on occupational classifications. 

 

3.3 Econometric Specification 

For our econometric analysis we use a simple binary classification or response model (logit or probit). 

Our the dependent variable is the existence of offshoring in the year 2007, as responded in wave 

2008, which can take two values, zero (no offshoring) and one (offshoring). We want to estimate the 

probability that a plant has offshored parts of the production process within the last year based on 

sets of contemporaneous characteristics, and especially its exposure to offshoring potentials based 

on the workforce or task composition in plant   in the year before the offshoring activity took place 

(2006): 
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The vectors    and    contain confounding factors at the plant level or plant-level averages of 

individual characteristics of the employees in the plant, and    is the error term. As regards the 

interpretation of the coefficients of interest, we present the estimated coefficients as well as 

marginal effects computed at the mean. 

This model assumes that the two dimensions outsourcing potentials and international tradability are 

uncorrelated or even orthogonal to each other. As this would represent a limitation to our analysis, 

and since there are indications in the literature that the two dimensions are linked,7 we also include 

an interaction term in our model in some specifications. It can be interpreted whether the effects of 

one of the two dimensions are larger for larger values of the other dimension and vice versa.  

As regards our dependent variable, we also present models differentiating between the origins of the 

intermediates, i.e. whether they are from abroad, from the home country, or from both origins. This 

reduces the number of observations. 

 

4 Empirical Results 
Table 1 shows an overview of the regression results. We present probit estimates with the 

dependent variable being whether a plant has witnessed an increase in intermediate inputs. The 

independent variables of interest are the plant-level averages of outsourcing potentials. We 

distinguish the dependent variable on the share of occupations with different degrees of locational 

ties at a plant, the share of occupations that require the use of information and communication 

technologies, and two measures of other outsourcing potentials and international tradeability 

following Brändle and Koch (2013).  

We present different specifications where first only the variables of interest are included. Then we 

add more and more control variables at the plant and the individual level to check whether the 

correlations between offshoring potential in a plant and actual offshoring behaviour holds. 

Specification (1) only contains the variables of interest. Specification (2) adds dummy variables for 

industries, occupational groups and firm size classes. We add the majority of plant-level 

characteristics in specification (3) and the individual characteristics i.e. average of employee 

characteristics working in a plant in specification (4). This is our main specification. In the next 

columns we add further, observation-sensitive plant-level control variables in specification (6) after 

checking for sample selection bias in specification (5), where we regress the small number of plant-

level covariates on the small sample. We do find evidence for some sample selection bias. 

 

Table 1: Determinants of an Increase in Intermediate Inputs, Probit Regression, Variables 

of Interest 
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  Theoretically the relationship can be negative, if firms sort themselves according to specific productivities (Antras and 

Helpman, 2004). However, the empirical literature has found similar characteristics to affect both dimensions in the 
same direction, e.g. routines in Becker et al. (2013) for offshoring and Costinot et al. (2012) for outsourcing. 
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Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses: p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01; Dummy variables contain region 

(Bundesland), firm size classes, industry classification, and occupational groups.  Other control variables as in 

Table A2. 

Source: LIAB QM 9310 Wave 2008, BIBB Survey, 2006, own calculations. 

 

We find significant interactions for all our variables of interest, as can be seen in Table 1. The results 

for all other covariates are presented in Table A2 and not discussed here, as they are mostly in line 

with theoretical considerations and not in the focus of our analysis. The regression diagnostics 

suggest that the models are of relevant explanatory power. We additionally present marginal effects 

for the coefficients of our variables of interest to show the economic significance of our results. 

As regards the first variable, the average locational ties of occupations employed in a plant, we find 

that this measure of offshorability is correlated with actual offshoring behaviour of firms. The 

correlation is significant for all specifications and the marginal effect is small. Hence, we conclude 

that firms offshore more often if they employ workers in occupations with strong locational ties. This 

is not in line with our theoretical hypotheses. 

The next variable of interest is the average use of information and communication technologies of 

employees in a plant. Theory would suggest that this measure of offshorability is positively 

correlated with actual offshoring as tasks performed via a computer require less personal contact or 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Locational Ties -0.0516*** 0.0499*** 0.0791*** 0.0745*** 0.0538*** 0.0499***

(0.0018) (0.0023) (0.0024) (0.0024) (0.0033) (0.0034)

Marg. Eff. -.016058 .0137175 .0206374 .019396 .0134114 .0120166

ICT Use 0.5470*** 0.1417*** -0.0382*** -0.0222** -0.1066*** -0.0635***

(0.0095) (0.0097) (0.0102) (0.0107) (0.0146) (0.0147)

Marg. Eff. .1702022 .0389573 -.009971 -.0057732 -.0265605 -.0152999

Outsourcing Potential 0.1069*** 0.0263*** 0.0110*** 0.0338*** 0.0084* 0.0225***

(0.0022) (0.0025) (0.0027) (0.0034) (0.0047) (0.0048)

Marg. Eff. .0332599 .00723 .0028736 .008813 .0020867 .0054109

Internation Tradeability -0.0813*** -0.0680*** -0.0811*** -0.0728*** -0.0402*** -0.0344***

(0.0024) (0.0025) (0.0026) (0.0029) (0.0041) (0.0041)

Marg. Eff. -.0252943 -.0187086 -.021155 -.0189695 -.010027 -.0082885

Control Variables No No Some Firm Individual Individual All Firm

Dummy Variables No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N. of Obs. 1273337 1273337 1273337 1273337 741861 741861

Chi² 15794.36 157241.38 193054.33 194665.21 87468.33 111142.04

Pseudo R² 0.01 0.13 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.18
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interactivity. However, our results show that ICT use is negatively correlated with actual offshoring 

behaviour of firms. 

In the next rows we present estimates for the indices that represent combinations of other job 

characteristics that determine the offshoring potential of jobs, e.g. routines or cultural linkages. We 

differ between tow indicators for characteristics that primarily influence the outsourcing decision 

and the offshoring decision. We find that the two dimensions point in different directions from each 

other. The outsourcing potential of the workers employed in a plant is positively correlated with 

actual offshoring behaviour. This is in line with our theory and suggests that potentially 

outsourceable jobs are indeed offshored more often. As regards the other dimension of 

offshorability of jobs, namely international tradeability, we find different results. This measure is 

negatively correlated with actual offshoring behaviour. Hence, we conclude that first and foremost 

easily outsourceable jobs are offshored, but that ICT use and international tradeability of jobs does 

not foster this behaviour. Furthermore we find that locational ties of occupations do not prevent 

firms from increasingly buying intermediate inputs. 

 

5 Conclusion 
To be written. 
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7 Appendix 

Table A1: Overview of Variables Used 

 
Source: LIAB QM 9310 Wave 2008, BIBB Survey, 2006, own calculations. 

Variable N, of Obs, Mean Std, Dev, Min Max

Inported Inputs 1273337 0,245704 0,430504 0 1

Inported Inputs from Home 1273337 0,236331 0,424828 0 1

Imported Inputs from Abroad 1273337 0,1239821 0,3295613 0 1

Locational Ties 1273337 265672 0,7418782 1 4

ICT Use 1273337 0,7738663 0,2357442 0 1

Outsourcing Potential 1273337 0,0859469 0,7678782 -1,741423 1,837013

Internation Tradeability 1273337 -0,0569844 0,9196326 -2,393493 2,908187

Share of Female Workers 1273337 0,3075509 0,4614797 0 1

Share of Foreign Workers 1273337 0,067276 0,2504995 0 1

Share of Empl. with 3-5 Years Tenure 1273337 0,1663385 0,3723844 0 1

Share of Empl. with 5-10 Years Tenure 1273337 0,2334441 0,4230226 0 1

Share of Empl. with over 10 Years Tenure 1273337 0,1512593 0,3583015 0 1

Share of Empl. with 3-5 Years Experience 1273337 0,1844335 0,3878375 0 1

Share of Empl. with 5-10 Years Experience 1273337 0,1786785 0,3830831 0 1

Share of Empl. with over 10 Years Experience 1273337 0,2808063 0,4493932 0 1

Share of Empl. Aged 35-45 1273337 0,5445762 0,4980092 0 1

Share of Empl. Aged over 45 1273337 0,2776256 0,4478279 0 1

Share of non Social-Security Empl. 1273337 0,0751969 0,2637089 0 1

Share of Traines 1273337 0,0465957 0,2107713 0 1

Share of Skilled Employees 1273337 0,6355238 0,4812832 0 1

Share of Higly-Skilled Empl. 1273337 0,1291913 0,3354116 0 1

Share of White-Collar Empl. 1273337 0,3633029 0,4809512 0 1

Share of Trainees 1273337 0,0467394 0,2110802 0 1

Share of Skilled Blue-Collar Workers 1273337 0,2379166 0,425808 0 1

Share of Part-Time Workers 1273337 0,1554263 0,3623107 0 1

Mean Gross Daily Earnings 1273337 1003666 481793 0,01 709,17

Share of Empl. at Social Sec. Contr. Limit 1273337 0,1290593 0,3352657 0 1

Collective Bargaining Agreement 1273337 0,6519617 0,4763484 0 1

Firm-Level Bargaining Agreement 1273337 0,1518365 0,3588625 0 1

Works Council 1273337 0,8188131 0,3851731 0 1

Insourcing Activity 1273337 0,0806636 0,272318 0 1

Parts of the Plant Closed Down 1273337 0,0441721 0,2054774 0 1

Share of Temporary Workers 1273337 0,068329 0,1121821 0 1

Share of Open Positions 1273337 0,0131699 0,041304 0 1

Share of Trainees 1273337 0,0451354 0,0588572 0 0,9872029

Share of Flexible Workers 1273337 0,04236 0,117756 0 1

Churning Rate 1273337 0,0517905 0,1302836 0 14

Single Firm 1273337 0,40697 0,4912694 0 1

Investment Activity 1273337 0,9179455 0,2744478 0 1

Firm Age 1273337 2421498 1080595 1 33

Limited Firm 1273337 0,9473666 0,2233005 0 1

Owner Working in Firm 1273337 0,6922496 0,4615629 0 1

Paying Above Bargained Wages 1273337 0,490541 0,4999107 0 1

Technical State of Assets 1273337 1938164 0,7034261 1 5

Avg. Working Time 1273337 3762651 226317 0 66

Firm-Sponsored Training 1273337 0,9463033 0,2254183 0 1

Overtime 1273337 0,9259049 0,2619257 0 1

Share of Exports 741861 0,2899623 0,3075772 0 1

Turnover Outlook 741861 2,288369 0,7104949 1 3

Personnel Turnover 741861 2,163834 0,6706559 1 3

Good Business Outlook 741861 0,608769 0,4880262 0 1

Log. of Investments 741861 151653 2635893 4,60517 19,89848

Share of Expansion Investments 741861 0,3523581 0,3288621 0 1

Share of Leiharbeiter 741861 0,0563232 0,1076325 0 1

Public Ownership 741861 0,047029 0,2117011 0 1

Foreign Ownership 741861 0,1500052 0,3570767 0 1

Personel Problems 741861 2132652 2203384 -81 8

Orientation to Collective Bargaing 741861 0,1245301 0,3301855 0 1
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Table A2: Determinants of an Increase in Intermediate Inputs, Probit Regressions 

 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Locational Ties -0.0516*** 0.0499*** 0.0791*** 0.0745*** 0.0538*** 0.0499***

(0.0018) (0.0023) (0.0024) (0.0024) (0.0033) (0.0034)

ICT Use 0.5470*** 0.1417*** -0.0382*** -0.0222** -0.1066*** -0.0635***

(0.0095) (0.0097) (0.0102) (0.0107) (0.0146) (0.0147)

Outsourcing Potential 0.1069*** 0.0263*** 0.0110*** 0.0338*** 0.0084* 0.0225***

(0.0022) (0.0025) (0.0027) (0.0034) (0.0047) (0.0048)

Internation Tradeability -0.0813*** -0.0680*** -0.0811*** -0.0728*** -0.0402*** -0.0344***

(0.0024) (0.0025) (0.0026) (0.0029) (0.0041) (0.0041)

Collective Bargaining Agreement -0.0704*** -0.0647*** -0.2485*** -0.3636***

(0.0048) (0.0048) (0.0062) (0.0081)

Firm-Level Bargaining Agreement -0.6957*** -0.6922*** -1.1227*** -1.1606***

(0.0064) (0.0064) (0.0087) (0.0102)

Works Council 0.2393*** 0.2446*** 0.2117*** 0.2437***

(0.0053) (0.0053) (0.0066) (0.0067)

Insourcing Activity 0.0035 0.0032 0.1243*** 0.1996***

(0.0055) (0.0055) (0.0073) (0.0074)

Parts of the Plant Closed Down 0.7379*** 0.7424*** 0.9751*** 0.9756***

(0.0061) (0.0061) (0.0078) (0.0079)

Share of Temporary Workers 0.7557*** 0.7460*** 0.9418*** 0.9090***

(0.0138) (0.0139) (0.0202) (0.0204)

Share of Open Positions 0.9741*** 0.9260*** 0.6871*** 1.2758***

(0.0362) (0.0363) (0.0533) (0.0550)

Share of Trainees 0.6554*** 0.6667*** 0.8038*** 0.9619***

(0.0208) (0.0218) (0.0370) (0.0365)

Share of Flexible Workers -0.7035*** -0.7446*** -0.6127*** -0.4001***

(0.0197) (0.0208) (0.0298) (0.0302)

Churning Rate -0.3380*** -0.3485*** -0.9939*** -0.8807***

(0.0215) (0.0217) (0.0369) (0.0358)

Single Firm 0.1578*** 0.1550*** -0.0905*** -0.0464***

(0.0032) (0.0032) (0.0044) (0.0046)

Investment Activity 0.0761*** 0.0733***

(0.0062) (0.0062)

Firm Age 0.0060*** 0.0060*** 0.0085*** 0.0079***

(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Limited Firm 0.1629*** 0.1662*** 0.1847*** 0.1684***

(0.0074) (0.0074) (0.0094) (0.0094)

Owner Working in Firm -0.1766*** -0.1783*** 0.0746*** 0.0611***

(0.0030) (0.0030) (0.0044) (0.0045)

Paying Above Bargained Wages 0.0939*** 0.0946*** 0.1561*** 0.1184***

(0.0037) (0.0037) (0.0050) (0.0052)

Technical State of Assets -0.0433*** -0.0451*** 0.0873*** 0.0838***

(0.0021) (0.0021) (0.0028) (0.0029)

Avg. Working Time 0.0304*** 0.0286*** 0.0232*** 0.0356***

(0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0012) (0.0012)

Firm-Sponsored Training 0.2311*** 0.2314*** 0.3103*** 0.3309***

(0.0082) (0.0082) (0.0111) (0.0114)

Share of Exports 0.2872*** 0.2911*** 0.1829*** 0.1573***

(0.0068) (0.0068) (0.0092) (0.0093)

Share of Female Workers -0.0630*** -0.0721*** -0.0572***

(0.0037) (0.0050) (0.0051)

Share of Foreign Workers -0.0781*** 0.0222*** 0.0069

(0.0055) (0.0076) (0.0077)

Share of Empl. with 3-5 Years Tenure 0.0133*** -0.0278*** -0.0308***

(0.0040) (0.0054) (0.0055)

Share of Empl. with 5-10 Years Tenure -0.0160*** -0.0175*** -0.0070

(0.0040) (0.0052) (0.0053)

Share of Empl. with over 10 Years Tenure -0.0099* -0.0064 -0.0090

(0.0051) (0.0069) (0.0070)
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Source: LIAB QM 9310 Wave 2008, BIBB Survey, 2006, own calculations. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses: p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01; Dummy variables contain region 

(Bundesland), firm size classes, industry classification, and occupational groups.   

Share of Empl. with 3-5 Years Experience 0.0352*** 0.0351*** 0.0286***

(0.0044) (0.0057) (0.0058)

Share of Empl. with 5-10 Years Experience 0.0002 0.0186*** 0.0212***

(0.0046) (0.0062) (0.0063)

Share of Empl. with over 10 Years Experience -0.0158*** 0.0141** 0.0223***

(0.0049) (0.0065) (0.0066)

Share of Empl. Aged 35-45 0.0264*** 0.0259*** 0.0149**

(0.0051) (0.0067) (0.0068)

Share of Empl. Aged over 45 0.0462*** 0.0466*** 0.0352***

(0.0061) (0.0080) (0.0081)

Share of non Social-Security Empl. -0.0002 0.0218** 0.0133

(0.0066) (0.0089) (0.0090)

Share of Traines -0.0631 -0.1696** -0.1572**

(0.0620) (0.0780) (0.0796)

Share of Skilled Employees 0.0195*** 0.0008 0.0013

(0.0040) (0.0055) (0.0056)

Share of Higly-Skilled Empl. 0.0669*** 0.1310*** 0.1157***

(0.0060) (0.0084) (0.0086)

Share of White-Collar Empl. 0.0860*** 0.2336*** 0.2131***

(0.0055) (0.0079) (0.0079)

Share of Trainees 0.0665 0.3012*** 0.2830***

(0.0621) (0.0780) (0.0797)

Share of Skilled Blue-Collar Workers 0.0107** 0.2657*** 0.2381***

(0.0044) (0.0060) (0.0061)

Share of Part-Time Workers 0.0384*** 0.1356*** 0.1511***

(0.0062) (0.0087) (0.0088)

Mean Gross Daily Earnings -0.0010*** -0.0014*** -0.0010***

(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)

Share of Empl. at Social Sec. Contr. Limit -0.0062 0.0305*** -0.0090

(0.0051) (0.0071) (0.0073)

Turnover Outlook 0.1389***

(0.0030)

Personnel Turnover -0.2907***

(0.0032)

Good Business Outlook -0.0032**

(0.0013)

Log. of Investments -0.0181***

(0.0060)

Share of Expansion Investments -0.1792***

(0.0112)

Share of Leiharbeiter -0.1716***

(0.0053)

Public Ownership 1.3349***

(0.0187)

Foreign Ownership -0.1883***

(0.0078)

Personel Problems -0.0801***

(0.0040)

Orientation to Collective Bargaing 0.0247***

(0.0016)

Constant -0.9980*** -0.9015*** -2.6486*** -2.5488*** -2.6702*** -2.7968***

(0.0098) (0.0156) (0.0416) (0.0423) (0.0555) (0.0599)

Dummy Variables No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N. of Obs. 1273337 1273337 1273337 1273337 741861 741861

Chi² 15794.36 157241.38 193054.33 194665.21 87468.33 111142.04

Pseudo R² 0.01 0.13 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.18


