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Summary of Conference Proceedings

The Validation Studies

On Day One the Essex team presented an overview of ESeC and each team then presented its validation study for the benefit of NSI delegates and academic collaborators. The papers for the first day were circulated in advance and placed on the website. All consortium members had seen the papers well ahead of the conference and few new issues arose. 

However, on behalf of INSEE, Cecile Brousse tabled a new paper raising INSEE’s concerns about conceptual, methodological and operational issues. Some of these concerns were discussed, for example why ESeC is not created de novo on any survey for which it might be required. Insee representative said PCS is a better measure concerned that ESeC should be shown to be a better measure of employment relations than ESEC, if it were to be adopted in France. However, others argued that ESeC could not be expected to be better for national purposes than a national SEC: ESeC is for comparative research.

Subsequent to the conference, David Rose was asked by ONS to co-ordinate a fuller response. Both the French paper and the response are attached to these minutes.

One of the issues raised by the French was of general concern: how to identify managers and supervisors and what these mean conceptually and operationally. It was agreed that supervisors are people whose main job task is the supervision of other employees. However, few surveys allow this distinction to be made. As for managers, again there are operational problems. It is not clear that allocation to ISCO group 1 clearly identifies managers only. Further research is required on both issues, but this is beyond the scope of the current project.

There was also some discussion of the issue of hierarchy in ESeC. Anton Kunst had asked for guidance on this. John Goldthorpe suggested that health researchers needed to be coaxed away from the idea of simple hierarchies based on a dose -> response model.

Round up discussion led by John Goldthorpe

At the end of the first day, John Goldthorpe led a round-up discussion. Among the key points he made were:

What is an ESeC aiming to be?

There is a tension between: 

(1) a general socio-economic classification for bivariate descriptive use

(2) a more specific instrument which captures class – for multivariate explanatory analysis.

If the primary purpose is the latter, then ESeC must not be contaminated by education or income measures. That is, it must be a pure class measure: one concept, one measure should be the rule.

Criterion validity

ESeC incorporates the idea of class based on employment relations via data on occupation and employment status. But how well can this be achieved?

Tests can be done at three levels of directness.

1. Measure the monitoring or asset specificity dimensions quite directly (very difficult in surveys as some of the validation studies show: inadequate proxy measures often used).

2. See if different employee groups have the kind of contract you would expect, regardless of whatever the reason might be. If so, we should collect information on people’s work conditions and contracts (as in the UKLFS when the NS-SEC was created, but hopefully using better questions).
3. Examine the consequences of contracts, i.e. short-term fluctuations in income, earnings.

Construct validity

We are concerned with whether ESeC shows variation in dependent variables in expected ways and better than other potential measures. But, although, say, comparing ESeC with EGP is a reasonable procedure, we must remember that national classification of EGP may do better than ESeC. This doesn’t matter provided we recall the basic purpose of ESeC: comparative, multivariate class analysis.

Use of classification in comparative work: 

How do we allow for the national specificities which clearly exist? An ESeC with a common matrix, but national variants which can then be compared seems the best way forward.

In discussion, Robert Erikson argued for the general principle that ISCO categories should go to the same class for every country.

Day Two: Discussion Groups

Most of the second day was given over to discussion groups on various issues as set out in the agenda. The following are the reports received on the discussions. Discussion group guides are on the website.

Discussion Group 1A EseC for Central and Eastern Europe

The main conclusions of the group’s discussion can be summarized as follows:

1) The relevance of EseC for post-communist countries

The most important conclusion of Group 1A was that the conceptual basis of the ESeC (where positions are defined by employment relationship) is generally relevant for post-socialist countries, and the schema can be applicable in this context, too. However, there are several points where important differences seem to be existed between Western European and Eastern European societies, which should be into consideration in developing a common European ESeC.           

2) Employment relationships versus skills/qualification

The most important theoretical argument concerning the ESeC, that it is built on the attributes of  employment relationship, and education, skills, qualifications have no part in the conception of the schema. However, state socialist societies had highly developed links between qualification/skill and employment/occupational position, long-run career prospects, etc., and this association has even strengthened after the regime-transformation. Thus, several colleagues in the Group suggested that information on skills (qualification requirements determined by employers) should be included explicitly in the schema, at least for post-socialist countries. They argued that the combination between employment and skill criteria is not necessarily controversial; in fact, employment relations synthesize skill and qualification requirements for a job. After a vivid discussion, the main conclusion was that education/skill should not be included in the schema, because (1) education is an attribute of individuals, not labour market positions, and (2) in this way it would be impossible to examine empirically the relation between education and class position, which appears to be a crucial research topic in post-socialist countries. However, it should be kept in mind, that in these societies the association between skills/qualification and the characteristics of employment relations might be stronger than in Northern and Western European countries.   

3) Relationship between class 8 and class 9

In this case the major question was whether the distinction between class 8 (skilled workers) and class 9 (semi- and unskilled workers) is properly captured by the ESeC for post-socialist context. All members of the Group have agreed on the importance of the distinction between skilled and unskilled workers. It can be traced back to the socialist times of these countries, when vocational certificates meant a guarantee for a – pretty well-paid and prestigious – skilled job position; and this ‘legacy’ seems to be working even now to some extent. Moreover, the distinction between these two categories might be even striking now, when unskilled job positions are particularly ‘vulnerable’, they are exposed to recurrent and/or long-term unemployment, in fact, they constitute the ‘periphery’ of the labour market. But, of course, further – criterion and construct - validation exercises are needed for these countries in order to determine the proper dividing line between the groups of skilled and unskilled workers.                

4) Problems concerning farmers / agricultural labourers

Concerning this point, one of the most important questions was whether it is possible to put farmers having (at least) one employee into class 1 (to distinguish between large employers in agriculture and smaller farmers) or not. The general respond to this question was “no”. On the one hand, the share of farmers employing others (non-family members) are very low in these countries (practical reason), on the other hand – according to group members – the size of farm would be a better indicator to distinguish between farmers in these countries, than the number of employees. The other question concerned the agricultural labourers who constitute a separate class in EGP, but not in ESeC. This problem is particularly relevance for Poland, where the share of this occupational group is significantly higher than in other countries. In this case the main conclusion was that – due to the flexibility of ESeC-schema – if it is necessary, agricultural labourers can be distinguished from other semi- and unskilled workers.         

5) Hungary as a good (?) representative of these societies

A national version of ESeC has been developed for Hungary (taking the different ‘meaning’ of certain occupations in Hungarian context into account). The question is whether or not Hungary is a good representative of post-socialist societies (concerning changing in employment relations, labour market structure, etc), and the problems emerged in developing Hungarian ESeC are typical in other post-communist societies. The main conclusion was that if the general goal is to develop an ESeC-schema, which is relevant also for post-socialist societies, more countries should be involved in validation exercises. Hungary is a good representative of the so-called “Visegrad-countries” (Hungary, Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Slovenia), but not of Baltic societies or post-soviet countries.         

Group 1B ESeC for Southern European Countries

The main issue discussed in Group 1B was the contextual adequacy of the ESeC, avoiding questions of detail for which the available time was not sufficient. 

The only specific question addressed is related to agriculture in a twofold manner. First, regarding the handling of the differentiation between big capitalist farmers and the rest the general feeling has been that the dividing line of ‘one regular employee’ would not be dependable and a better solution should be found (and if not that all farmers should be placed in the same category).

Second, regarding the more general question whether agriculture should have the special treatment it actually enjoys occupying a class on its own. On this point it was argued that although Southern Europe (SE) ―and some parts of Eastern Europe― have rather large percentages of active population in agriculture, introducing this sectorial division in ESeC does not comply with the rigour the theoretical scheme is supposed to be applied regarding other distinctive features (skill, education level) intuitively/empirically adopted in previous schemes (EGP) which are left out because the Employment Relationship (ER) should be enough to produce the required result according to the theoretical assumption. Such a deviation begs, therefore, the question of the grounds on which such deviations may be permissible. Should they be uniquely derived from contextual diversity to what makes sense for ER as a class dividing principle? This would lead to a ‘dual’ classification containing a core which is theoretically informed and supplements intuitively/empirically acquired which function in an exploratory manner in theoretically untapped contexts and prevent it from being ineffective in their respect? 

Comparatively high percentages of employment in agriculture are part of the contextual specificity of SE labour markets that challenges the pertinence of the ER as the main allocating principle to social class.

Looking in a more systematic way to SE contextual ‘specificity’, the four countries of the region (GR, IT, P, SP) present the highest percentages of self-employed, ranging from about 20% for Spain to almost 40% for Greece (Fig. 1). This means that from the onset a substantial proportion of the active population is not allocated to class categories following the ER.

Another aspect of SE specificity is the rather high percentage of public employment. Therefore, a substantial part of employees this time is not the object of the ‘difficulty of monitoring’ for the capitalist employer but of other types of regulation rationales, as clientelism in this case. This may lead to paradoxical findings in comparative research, as witnessed by the Irish Validation Report which showed that Class 3 carried a lower risk of poverty and deprivation in Portugal and Greece than in France and Germany. High percentage of public employment may be extreme in SE countries but it also has considerable presence in other parts of Europe (France for example) and is generally related to life-long employment security which is independent of the degree of the incumbent’s replaceability. Although the situation is considerably changing for new and prospective public sector employees, accepting the ER as the general classifying principle is accepting at the same time that complete labour market deregulation is the inevitable future and that sooner or later the contexts that may be not presently adapted to such an analysis will end up adapted. This problem refers also (to varying degrees) to employment situations that are the outcome of different forms of collective bargaining and therefore do only partially comply with the ER rationale. This is not a SE feature, but refers to all European countries with strong labour movements (Italy etc).
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Fig.1: Percentage of employees in the employed population (EU 15 countries)
Source: UNECE, Trends in Europe and North America. The statistical yearbook of the Economic Commission of Europe 2003, ch. 4 (employment) http://www.unece.org/stats/trend/register.htm#ch4 

A further issue with an impact on the employee population is the size of firms, which is quite smaller in SE where more than half of this population works in small usually family businesses (Fig. 2). In such work environments management and supervision tasks are not particularly developed and diversified within the very elementary corporate hierarchy and the resulting crude dichotomy between collapsed management and supervision on the one hand and supervised work on the other. This flattening at both top and bottom could be part of the explanation for the levelling of ‘poor health’ scores between classes 1 and 2 and between classes 8 and 9 that was differentiated SE to Northern and Western Europe according to the Dutch Validation Report.

The impact of the size of firms for the social structure creates a further problem for the ESeC in the SE social environment. Class schemata are not only measuring and analysis devices. They are also ways of seeing and of mentally constructing the social world. The labelling of classes 1-3 and 6-9 in particular, expressed even more clearly in the ‘common term’ to designate them (see short note prepared by D. Rose for the Lisbon conference, p. 4) imposes a content to these classes which may be quite misleading for the SE context, where in class 1, for example, top managers and professionals in large corporations are a minority in respect to the multitude of independent professionals and managers in rather small businesses (even if those exceed the 10+ limit); and in class 2 lower management positions is largely exceeded by small business managing owners.  
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Fig.2: Employees in the ESS round 1 samples by size of establishment (two first categories)
Source: ESS round 1 database. Version 5
The assumption about a less developed and diversified management/supervision hierarchy is corroborated by evidence from the European Social Survey (ESS) showing that in SE countries the percentage of employees responsible for supervising others are among the lowest (Fig. 3). It is also corroborated by evidence from the same source showing that employees in SE countries have comparatively reduced discretionary power in their job and rather limited possibilities to change jobs or start their own business.
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Fig.3: Percentage of employees responsible for supervising other employees
Source: ESS round 1 database. Version 5
We can further add that the important role of the family in SE welfare systems complicates the impact of the highly individual ER through the collectivisation of risk and the familiarisation of poverty. Maybe this explains partly the finding reported in the Italian Validation Report that married women in Italy were in higher risk of unemployment than single ones, contrary to the situation in Germany, Denmark and the UK where the opposite was true. This should not only be understood in the sense that marriage inflicts unemployment (since they have to fulfil traditional women’s roles of caring within the family due to lacking services of social care), but also because women belonging to social groups being more exposed to unemployment risk seek in higher proportions, and probably earlier in life, refuge in marriage.

Having noted this ‘contextual inadequacy’ of SE for the application of the ER as the crucial classifying principle in ESeC, the question is whether SE countries should adopt this class grid or not. Although the issue could not be discussed thoroughly, the majority was favourable for a number of reasons:

1. The first reason is related to habit. In SE, as in other parts of the world not belonging to the core in the academic division of labour, we have grown accustomed to working with partially inadequate concepts and tools and to trying to turn them to heuristic devices by problematising the paradoxical results they often deliver.

2. The second is a practical/realist reason. As things stand now, the effective impact of the ER on the classification in most cases across Europe will be more wishfully expected than practically realised, especially for the reduced and simplified versions. This will not only be the result of the relative paucity of relevant data, but also of the rather strong correlation between human assets (HA) and the difficulty of monitoring (DM) that came out quite graphically in the Swedish Validation Report. Apart from the questions that this raises for the practical (at least) capacity of the ER to locate/isolate the mixed positions (low HA – high DM and low DM – high HA), this means that the classification result will mainly rely on the traditional ability of the cross tabulated occupational categories and occupational status to determine relevant class boundaries. In short, the application of a relatively inadequate classifying principle for SE can be accepted since its deforming consequences are expected to be minimised in practice. 

Habit and prospectively reduced damage are not sufficient reasons to embark on a process that will need both time and effort. There needs to be a good reason to adopt this common tool; this reason is in fact political:

3. Improving the common understanding of class inequality within EU25 is a valuable step/tool for political integration, especially if the kind of integration aspired at is not mainly led by finance capital and the like. Such a common tool is needed and today there is no other group or effort being half as near as the ESeC one to succeeding in building it and putting it to wide use.

At the same time, however, social scientists and class analysts in particular should (be able to) experiment with all the serious and theoretically informed classification proposals (the EGP for which ESeC is sort of a sequel, the E.O. Wright or the Esping-Andersen models, as well as the more nationally confined ones, especially where a tradition and political impact is at stake, as in the case of the French CSP), not in the chimerical expectation to determine the gold standard, but rather in order to contemplate on the complex and elusively changing class structures and dynamics from different, and possibly complementary angles. It will be therefore important to have high quality basic data (and in this sense the revision of the ISCO88(COM) and its implementation is a very serious matter) and access to their detailed form to make all this possible.

Group 2 Operational Issues (1)

Implementing ESeC: Operational Issues (1)

Regarding the ESeC-matrix from a technical point of view following issues have been discussed or at least been mentioned in this discussion group. 

1. How should we deal with illicit cell values?

2. Should we retain managerial columns and thus a size rule?  Or should managerial OUGs/minor groups be assigned to class 1 or class 2 on the basis of the probability that the groups mainly contain higher or lower managers? 

3. Should there be a basic, harmonised 3-digit matrix?

4. How should we deal with OUGs with trailing zeros and nines?

5. How to handle self-employed in the 3-/2-digit matrix: by following a “logical” rule and assigning them relating to the employees or by strictly using the modal value?

6. 
Simplified Class for the 4-digit, 3-digit and 2-digit matrix

1. How should we deal with illicit cell values (and simplified class)?

Regarding the illicit cells, the matrix should be as transparent as possible, and purged by country specific concepts. So we agreed that the matrix as it is presented to other researchers (in form of an excel matrix) should have all illicit cells emptied. If researchers want to use the matrix they can clearly see which cells are appropriate and which not. 

There are two ways in which researchers can deal with the illicit cells. Observations within illicit cells can just be dropped from analysis (with the assumption, that either ISCO or the employment status has been misclassified) or the simplified class can be applied. The decision which approach to use should be taken by the researchers.

In respect of the syntax, we suggest to introduce a “second part”, just following the allocation of the clearly defined cases. This second part should have the application of the simplified class for each country separately. So researchers can decide, whether they want to apply the simplified class only to observations without any specification of employment status or to illicit cells as well. Furthermore, the syntax should provide the possibility to improve the simplified class e.g. by taking gender, age, etc. into account.

Since up to now there is no agreement on which cells actually are illicit, Eric Harrison agreed to send a first suggestion to the different countries. 

2 Should we retain managerial columns and thus a size rule?  Or should managerial OUGs/minor groups be assigned to class 1 or class 2 on the basis of the probability that the groups mainly contain higher or lower managers?

This issue cannot be decided within a few minutes and without any empirical research. We see the problem with the company size as distinction (which does not really differentiate large and small managers). Therefore we recommend doing some more research – not only in the UK but in other countries as well – on the problems/effects we get by defining managers relative to the “size” of their company just by using ISCO. 

3 Should there be a basic, harmonised 3-digit matrix?

Yes. We totally agree that a harmonized 3-digit matrix would be useful. The most appropriate approach would be, to calculate country specific modal values and to find agreements in cases with differing allocations. However, since this would be very difficult to implement (not all countries have time to do research on this) we suggest to use cross-national data like ESS with all countries as a starting base to calculate the modal values for the 3- and 2-digit matrix. 

4 How should we deal with OUGs with trailing zeros and nines?

Trailing zeros and nines should be left away for the calculation of modal values for the 2- and 3-digit matrix. However, with ESS we have the problem that there are some countries which have many trailing zeros which means that they actually only provide the 3-digit or 2-digit ISCO codes. To be sure that there are no systematic dropouts of countries for generating the modal values, this should be checked and made transparent. If any countries will not be involved in the calculation since they only provide 3- or 2-digit ISCO codes, these countries should check very carefully the resulting 3-digit matrix (preferably by using the employment relation indicators) to check whether their country specific conditions are indicated.

5 How to handle self-employed in the 3-/2-digit matrix: by following a “logical” rule and assigning them relating to the employees or by strictly using the modal rule?

Another problem mentioned in the discussion group was the handling of self-employed  in the 3- and 2-digit matrix: For the 4-digit matrix as a general approach self-employed with less than 10 employees are assigned to ESeC depending on the assignment of the employees within the same ISCO code. Thereby, the allocation of the self employed to ESeC is as follows: 

	ESeC class for employees
	self-employed <10 co-workers
	self-employed no co-workers

	1 (
	1
	1

	2 (
	2
	2

	3,4,6,7,8,9 (
	4
	4(5)


Using the modal value to calculate the ESeC class of the minor OUGs can lead to discrepancies between this logical rule and the modal value. So e.g. it could happen that the employees within one minor group go to class 2, but the self employed to class 4. Or that employees and self-employed without co-workers go to class 2 but self-employed with less than 10 co-workers go to class 4. 

So we discussed the point if it would be worse to have a 2-digit and 3-digit matrix which is inconsistent regarding this rule, or to have a logically consistent matrix but with reservations on the best possibly fit based on modal value. In general we agreed upon the fact, that a consistent and logic matrix would find more acceptances. But we also decided that before any decision was taken on this issue the effect should be quantified. Therefore discrepancies (number of self-employed, located in “odd” or “illogical” classes by using the modal value) should be calculated. 

6. Simplified Class for the 4-digit, 3-digit and 2-digit matrix

This point actually has not really been discussed but came up during the group session as well: Is it necessary to generate the simplified class for all countries separately. For Germany this already has been done by using the BIBB/IAB data, which is a large cross-sectional dataset with more than 34.000 respondents in employment. The question is how to get the simplified class for all other countries in an appropriate way. Eric Harrison suggested (actually already calculated) the country specific modal values (for the specific ISCO codes – not to be mistaken for the modal value of the different levels of aggregation) for all countries by using the ESS. However, ESS might not have enough observations to use them as a basis for calculating a cross-national modal value and in some cases (and countries) the assignment of occupational titles is not done in an accurate way (see also the Swedish validation report). Combining the two rounds of ESS is an improvement but still  not enough for calculating country specific modal values. Since not all countries do have enough data resources to calculate their own modal values, the use of  ESS (despite the low number of observations / country) is the better than not having any simplified class at all. However, countries, which want to spend some time on calculating them, should have the possibility, to have their specific modal values integrated in the final syntax. 

Group 3 Operational Issues (2)

We should not yet decide how to include inactive persons in ESeC, but the group had very many views on the issue. Here are some suggestions/recommendations:

Short term unemployed
Simple, last job
Long term unemployed
Difficult, some thought last job, but other found that 



that could a problematic solution
Unpaid family workers
Spouses should probably be coded as the other spouse, 



but what about e.g. sons? How do the NSIs do?
Men in national service
If a previous job, then last job, if not as students
Retired



Last main job. Last job may be misleading, but 'main' is 



a dubious term.

Students 


'Full time' students should be coded as such, not by 




social 
 



origin. Students whose main activity is work could be 
 



coded by the job

Children


Parents' class
Sick



Last employment, but when was it? If too long ago 




then…?

Home workers


Perhaps last employment if temporary, i.e. when the 
 



children are small, but inmost cases by spouse's class.

We had a discussion of dominance rules, but came to no conclusion, except that there should be a common rule. The same was regarded to be the case for a hierarchy rule.

Group 4

To be inserted

Group 5 Communication and Dissemination

We discussed a number of questions in group 5 (summarized by Erik Bihagen and Dorothy Watson);

1. About the website

The website is generally very well made.

However, some improvements are possible.  The following were mentioned as useful additions/changes:

Links to working papers using ESeC (including draft validation reports)

It could perhaps be divided into clear areas for NSIs, policy researchers and practical users 

Third, we agreed that it would be very useful with a kind of syntax archive, with syntaxes ready to use for specific data sets. We also discussed the pros and cons for making simplified versions of ESeC available. This would on the one hand encourage use of ESeC. On the other hand it may discourage appropriate data collection.

Fourth, for NSIs and others we believe it would be useful to have brief explanations of ESeC in other EU languages.

Fifth, we agreed that it would be very useful to have an online newsletter as an additional way of communicating with NSIs and other.

2. Should we aim for a special journal issue or a book?

Why not both? 

The advantage with journals is that we may reach an audience not already convinced about the usefulness of ESeC.  May be difficult to organise a special journal issue, however.

The advantage with a book is that the validation reports and other ESeC texts also cover quite complex technical issues which can not easily be adapted to an article format.  It also gives us more control.

3. Which journals could be suitable for policy researchers/ NSIs?

First of all, we discussed if it might be better with substantive articles rather than a special issue. A substantive article within a special field may attract more attention. Most of us agreed that the best way of disseminating ESeC is to start to use it in substantive research.

Second, we tried to come up with journals which may be used for more basic descriptive articles about ESeC;

European Societies, to describe ESeC in general.

European Journal of Official Statistics, for NSIs

National (sociological and other?) journals as a way to communicate with researchers and NSIs within countries

4. How to ensure maintenance of ESeC?

We had a feeling that this is really another large issue than the other we discussed, but we tried to have some opinion about this as well.

First of all we discussed funding in order to maintain the website and continually validate/update the schema (maybe the Lux. Income study (LIS) could be thought of as a model)

Second, we discussed the role of EUROSTAT, and several of the discussants argued that its support for ESeC should not be neglected

5. What else?

We discussed about the importance of presenting ESeC papers at different conferences;

As an example the EPUNET conference in Barcelona would be a great opportunity to present ESeC work based on ECHP.

6. Summing up: communicating with NSIs

We should consider the possibility of:

A. Making a newsletter

B. Making overviews of ESeC in several languages

C. Visits to NSIs by a key person of from the consortium, especially if the country is not represented in the consortium

6. Summing up: communicating with policy researchers

We should consider the possibility of;

A. Making a newsletter

B. Creating a list of all institutions working in the area of social exclusion/ social stratification (so that newsletter can be emailed)

C. Publishing (many) substantive articles in journals

Group 6 The User Manual

First, the group discussed the question raised by the French paper tabled by Cecile Brousse: 

(1) why not use direct measures of employment relations ? 

(2) why use an imperfect proxy ? 

Answers 

(1) Time to get ER questions recognised and harmonised 

(2) How apply to existing data 

(3) Demonstrate how good OUG empstat combination is 

Use LFS data with ER variables and allocate individuals to class by ER Score and Compare with ESeC class 

Cut ER scores by ESeC distribution not quintiles  etc 

User Manual Discussion 

Complex information 

Separate national matrices vs. Integrated matrix 

Left national variations

Level of data/info required for researchers and NSI staff different 

ISCO inclusion in manual: Yes

Openness clarity for national variations in coding or derivation, i.e. from raw data or crosswalk 

Balance between "Set of rules" and advice and guidance i.e. different ways of measuring household level or whether out of labour market 

Expansion of classes and how relate to ESeC SEGs.

ISCO 

Revision 2OO8 

Managers definitions status at work 

Not use size of establishment as proxy for number of managers work with or through 

Implications for ESeC 

Supervisors identify with own OUG within minor group when area of labour market justifies 

Panel discussion 

Improve ISCO = better ESeC 

Farmers allocation Poland ? Decline ? 

Inter generational research: parents occupational codes 

Is ESeC useful for national work? Germany 

Apply to which data? Many 

Project ECHP  analysis comparable ? 

take ESeC to research group at Eurostat ? 

Guidance for data on new surveys ? 

Translation - academic language to policy language and national languages 

Supervisory concept ? Solution ? ISCO ? 

Farmers need to be separated out 

Groups 7-9

To be inserted

Revision of ISCO

Peter Elias reported on issues relating to the revision of ISCO. In particular he discussed issues arsing from the three meetings of NSIs that he and Margaret Birch had convened. A report, prepared for Eurostat, was placed on the website after the conference.

Final panel discussion

The conference ended with a round table discussion. 

Henryk Domanski

Need good ISCO for good ESeC. Ideal thing would be a new building block, but we’ll have to get on with what we’ve got.

ESeC/EGP – is ESeC a real improvement? Same theoretical roots, but empirically doesn’t necessarily give better results, especially for Poland

Changes in ESeC – farmers, agricultural labourers need to be defined separately. Empirical evidence suggests they inhabit different worlds.

Use different indicators – individuals but also fathers if you’re doing social mobility.

Manfred Ehling

ESeC may be useful for comparative research, but is it so useful for national research conducted by NSIs? For what kind of datasets would ESeC add value – LFS, EUSILC, EU Time Use Survey: for all these ESeC could be used now. However, first ESeC must be introduced into the EU statistical system.

This means tapping into discussions about the Community Statistical Programme 2008-2012. There needs to be a project to establish core variables for European household surveys. ESeC needs to be included. Comparability of information could be improved.

Guidelines for European Harmonised Time-use Survey are being developed and again ESeC needs to be considered.

User manual:

Short, simple to use syntax, guidance for measurement, e.g. harmonised questions.

Need for translation from academic language to terms understood by politicians and policy researchers. Also need translations from English to other languages.

Supervisory concept – problem of comparability; bulk of supervisors is a data artefact.

Harry Ganzeboom

ISCO88-EGP link is well-established. Procedures may be improved. EGP has 11 classes, ESeC=9. Why? Farm labourers distinction in EGP has been lost. Distinction between own account workers and small employers has also gone. SEGs are the real big news; never been highlighted and documented before in a harmonised way. SEGs help make the point that EGP is a practical pragmatic scheme; not just a conceptual scheme but a wedding of lots of different ideas.

Occupation is the thing that coverts your inputs to your outputs – your education to your income. Do some work on mobility as part of validation. How much of the effect of education on income is mediated by class? 

John Goldthorpe

ESeC is needed, and sooner or later it’s going to happen. The EU needs a comparative SEC. Have to go beyond EGP. EGP developed as a cottage industry, now there’s been a huge injection of resources and manpower. EGP was developed from practical considerations. By the time they got going there weren’t enough farmers in Britain, so they were added in at the time the Europeans came on board and ‘added the E&P’ to EGP. 

As a result of work for the UK NS-SEC, the whole asset specificity idea was developed as a way of explaining the empirical reality of the relationship between contracts and occupations. But we don’t need to make heavy weather of this: we needn’t worry too much about theory if we only want to describe the world.

Overall very impressive progress made.

There seems to be an emerging consensus that now we need to go forward via six steps:

a) provisional common matrix for ESeC

b) we should use it for as many countries as possible – series of pilot studies

c) more criterion validity studies need to be done

d) prepare for and influence ISCO revision

e) closest rapport maintained with NSIs and Eurostat

f) new employment relations research

Also ESeC needs to be publicised as widely as possible.

Peter Robert

Background is social mobility so used EGP in 1980s, tried to popularise EGP in Hungary. But despite all this, it wasn’t a big success, not many people used it. 

Two criticisms from those sceptics:

a) This is fine, but lose the word ‘class’

b) This is no good, it’s all about lifestyle surely?

ESeC can be developed to persuade researchers and social scientists that vertical differentiation is still important

Validation studies: ESeC v EGP but also ESeC v National classifications. Not right and wrong, but what we lose and what we gain.

Countries can’t forget about their own instruments, they still need their own national schemes, because they need them for over-time comparisons

Strong involvement of NSIs. Many of these large-scale surveys are only available through the NSIs, and this could be a source of added value that we should pursue.

Peter Elias

Put myself into the shoes of someone from NSI. What will I say when I get back? We already have huge information on education, occupation, etc. We have very little info about employment contracts.

We’re asking people to create a social classification. Why? Needed for academic work and it’ll be useful for analysing a range of policy issues. 

Asking NSIs to use harmonised data to create this. Rejecting the task would be to turn our back on the European project. An unstoppable road but a vehicle that needs steering. From cottage industry to multi-national production, but this process didn’t occur overnight, so let’s not be impatient and turn our backs on this opportunity.

David Rose thanked guests for attending the conference and offering their advice. As for the future, the next step would be to create a common 3-digit matrix, a draft user manual and associated syntax. NSIs and others may then use this material to apply ESeC to their own datasets, let us know how it works and what problems arise.

The consortium will begin to develop ideas for producing a better validated ESeC via a 25-country project involving both academics and NSIs working in partnership in each country. In this way we might obtain better versions of ESeC based on national occupational classifications, as well as on ISCO.

European Commission Sixth Framework Programme

Citizens and Governance in a Knowledge based Society

Development of a European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC)

Agenda for the ESeC Consortium Meeting

Instituto Nacional de Estatistica Offices, Lisbon, 

January 21 2006, 09.00-12.00

Chairs: Peter Elias and David Rose

9.00-11.0 Finalising the matrix  

11.00-11.15 Coffee

11.015-12.0 Timetable to July

Next round of the validation studies using the agreed matrix and publication/dissemination plans – follow on from discussion group on communications/dissemination

User manual – follow on from discussion group

The July conference - Peter Elias

Draft Minutes of Consortium Meeting

Finalising The ESeC Matrix

The following table lists the problematic ISCO groups and the changes suggested by the teams and, in the final column, what Essex thought to be the best solution if a change is to be made.

Eric Harrison produced a new 4-digit matrix based on proposed changes and indicated their effects in terms of class distributions. 

Apart from changes to the matrix, one other change had also been made. We have removed the managerial columns. As a consequence, if we accept that ‘a manager, is a manager, is a manager’ (i.e. that cases allocated to ISCO groups 12 and 13 are managerial), then the class values for employees and supervisors for sub-major groups 12 and 13 should be the same. Many managers, if asked whether they supervise others, will say ‘yes’, but they are still managers if so coded.

	OUG
	
	Employment Status
	V3 Matrix Class
	GERMANY 
	UK
	SWEDEN
	IRELAND
	ITALY
	Recomm-endation

	1233
	Sales and marketing managers
	4
	1
	2
	1
	1
	
	
	1 for 10+

	2320
	Secondary education teaching professionals
	7
	2
	1
	2
	
	
	
	2

	2321
	Upper secondary education teachers at Gymnasium
	6
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	Not OUG

	
	
	7
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	Ditto

	2432
	Librarians and related information professionals
	6
	2
	1
	2
	
	
	
	2

	2460
	Religious professionals
	6
	2
	1
	2
	
	
	
	2

	
	
	7
	2
	1
	2
	
	
	
	2

	2470
	Public service administrative professionals
	7
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	
	2

	3110
	Physical and engineering science technicians
	7
	2
	
	2
	2
	
	2?
	2

	3111
	Chemical and physical science technicians
	7
	2
	6
	2
	2
	
	2
	2

	3113
	Electrical engineering technicians
	6
	6
	2
	2
	2
	
	
	2

	
	
	7
	6
	2
	2
	2
	
	
	2

	3114
	Electronics and telecoms engineering technicians
	7
	6
	
	2
	2
	
	
	2

	3118
	Draughtspersons
	7
	2
	6
	6
	2?
	
	6
	6

	3133
	Medical equipment operators
	7
	2
	6
	2
	2
	
	6
	2

	3152
	Safety, health and quality inspectors
	7
	2
	6
	2
	6
	6
	6
	6

	3210
	Life science, agronomy, farming etc technicians
	7
	2
	
	2
	
	
	
	2

	3211
	Life science technicians
	7
	2
	6
	2
	
	
	2
	2

	3212
	Agronomy and forestry technicians
	7
	2
	6
	2
	
	
	2
	2

	3224
	Optometrists and opticians
	7
	2
	6
	2
	2
	
	
	2

	3340
	Other teaching associate professionals
	7
	7
	2
	6
	2
	
	2
	2

	3415
	Technical and commercial sales representatives
	7
	3
	3
	3
	3
	
	3
	3

	3419
	Finance and sales associate professionals not elsewhere classified
	7
	2
	3
	2
	2
	
	
	2

	3429
	Business services agents and trade brokers not elsewhere classified
	7
	2
	3
	2
	2
	
	3?
	2

	3460
	Social work associate professionals
	7
	2
	3
	2
	2
	
	3
	3

	4113
	Data entry operators
	6
	2
	6
	2
	
	
	
	6

	4132
	Production clerks
	6
	2
	
	2
	
	
	
	6

	OUG
	
	Employment Status
	V3 Matrix Class
	GERMANY
	UK
	SWEDEN
	IRELAND
	ITALY
	Recomm-endation

	4132
	Production clerks
	7
	3
	
	3
	
	
	
	7

	4133
	Transport clerks
	6
	2
	
	2
	
	
	
	6

	
	
	7
	3
	
	3
	
	
	
	7

	4190
	Other office clerks
	7
	3
	
	3
	7
	3
	7
	3

	4210
	Cashiers, tellers and related clerks
	6
	2
	
	2
	
	
	
	6

	
	
	7
	3
	
	3
	
	
	
	7

	4211
	Cashiers and ticket clerks
	6
	2
	6
	6
	
	
	6
	6

	
	
	7
	3
	7
	7
	
	
	7
	7

	4212
	Tellers and other counter clerks
	6
	2
	
	2
	
	
	
	6

	
	
	7
	3
	
	3
	
	
	
	7

	4220
	Client information clerks
	7
	3
	
	3
	
	
	
	3

	5122
	Cooks
	7
	8
	9
	9
	8
	
	9
	7

	5123
	Waiters, waitresses and bartend 
	7
	9
	7
	9
	7
	
	9
	7

	5132
	Institution-based personal care workers
	7
	7
	3
	7
	7
	
	7
	7

	6121
	Dairy and livestock producers
	7
	8
	9
	8
	
	
	
	8

	7129
	Building frame and related trades workers not elsewhere classified
	7
	8
	9
	9
	
	
	
	9

	7133
	Plasterers
	7
	8
	9
	9
	
	
	
	9

	7134
	Insulation workers
	7
	8
	9
	9
	
	
	
	9

	7139
	Building finishers and related trade workers not elsewhere classified
	7
	8
	9
	9
	
	
	
	9

	7221
	Blacksmiths, hammer-smiths and forging-press workers
	7
	9
	8
	9
	
	
	
	8

	7245
	Electrical line installers, repairers and cable joiners
	7
	6
	8
	6
	
	
	8
	8

	7413
	Dairy-products workers
	7
	9
	8
	9
	
	
	
	9

	7421
	Wood treater and wood seasoner
	7
	
	8
	
	
	
	
	8

	7441
	Pelt dressers, tanners and fellmongers
	7
	9
	8
	9
	
	
	
	8

	7442
	Shoe-makers and related workers
	7
	9
	8
	9
	
	
	
	8

	8121
	Ore and metal furnace operators
	7
	8
	9
	8
	
	
	
	9

	8278
	Brewers, wine and other beverage machine operators
	7
	9
	8
	9
	
	
	
	9

	8323
	Bus and tram drivers
	7
	9
	8
	9
	9
	8
	8
	8

	
	Other Facharbeiter nes above (Class 10 in v3)
	7
	10
	8
	9
	8
	8
	8
	8


As a result of further reflection on the outcome of the (‘criterion’) validation studies, the following changes to the above table were agreed:

3419=Class 3; 5122 and 5123=Class 9.

It was agreed that Eric Harrison would produce a new common 3-digit matrix.

Cecile Brousse queried the basis on which changes to the allocations of OUGs to classes were being made. It was explained that changes were made only on the basis of the balance of evidence from criterion validation studies and not on the basis of construct validation.

Cecile Brousse also asked if some of the material on the website could be in languages other than English. David Rose responded that, while this might be desirable, there were no resources for this. Consortium members were free to translate key documents for insertion on the website, if they so wished. 

Communication/dissemination plan

David Rose noted the need to discuss how we were going to disseminate ESeC and the need to include our ideas in a revised dissemination plan.

It was agreed that the validation studies should be used as the basis for a book and that Essex would produce a proposal.

It was also agreed that consortium members should write research notes for specialist journals.

The website would be revised along the lines suggested by the discussion group.

A revised communication plan is attached as Appendix 2.

The Draft User Manual

It was agreed that the website be revised along the lines suggested by the discussion group.

The Bled Conference

Peter Elias explained his ideas for the Bled Conference. Details would be sent out to members soon.

It was also agreed that the next meeting of the consortium would be on the day following the conference in Bled, July 1.

ESeC Timetable to July

The following timetable was agreed:

February-June
Prepare for Bled conference (mainly Warwick)

February
Finalise ESeC Matrix (Essex)

February-May
Finalise validation reports (all teams)



Prepare reports as papers/chapters (all teams)



Write draft research notes for journals



Work on user manual (ONS/Essex mainly)

May

User manual on web (ONS/Essex)

June 1

Validation Reports as conference papers for Bled (all)

End June
Bled Conference (all)

September
Final version of book and/or journal issue (all)

Appendix 1

Paper from Cecile Brousse and Comments from the Consortium

European Commission Sixth Framework Program

Citizens and Governance in a Knowledge based Society

Development of a European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC)

ESeC Consortium Meeting, Lisbon, January 19-21 2006

General comments on ESeC Project

Cécile BROUSSE

INSEE, division Emploi 

France

Initial Project: a socio-economic classification to deal with every households and individuals, in active employment or not

First, we wish to thank the French team for raising some important issues. We all accept that producing a scientifically robust pan-European SEC is very challenging. However, we think we have made excellent progress towards this end, although not everything we would wish to achieve can be accomplished in this particular project. Rather, we should be aiming to persuade NSIs and Eurostat that an ESeC is feasible, useful and necessary, even if more work will be needed in future. 

In what follows, we have tried to respond to each of the points made in the paper. If we have misunderstood any point, or if you have any disagreement with our comments, please let us know.

Theoretical framework: “the ESEC will be designed to measure employment relations” (Annex 1, Description of Work, page 6)

This theoretical model bears significant consequences. Current occupational situation is the main reference to assess socio-economic situation at an individual level. But does a shift in employment relationships imply a shift in socio-economic situation? (eg: someone has more autonomy in his job, does it means his/her spouse’s socio-economic situation has changed?). Employment relations are fundamentally a temporary characteristics while the socio-economic situation should be a permanent or rather permanent characteristic

ESeC measures positions – beginning from the basic positions of employers, self-employed, employees and the excluded. For employees class position depends on employment contracts. So, in this sense, ESeC is measuring ‘permanent or rather permanent’ characteristics in relation to positions. Individuals occupy these positions, of course, with consequences for their life-chances. Once established in employment, only a minority of employees change their basic class position, but of course there is mobility and this will affect the life chances of individuals and that of their families in interesting ways. For example, in the UK professionals in Class 1 who had professional fathers have better health life chances than professionals from working class origins. This tells us something about the interaction between positions and the individuals who occupy them over the life course. It is the positions that are to be seen as ‘rather permanent’. Movements of individuals between positions and the consequences of these then become a matter for empirical research. As for autonomy, this is not seen as a factor directly differentiating employment contracts, although it has been used as a faute de mieux proxy in some of the validation studies. Nevertheless, as Goldthorpe’s paper (2005) points out, there are many qualifications to be made with regard to autonomy – the examples of cleaners and airline pilots spring to mind.

Are we consistent when we claim that on the one hand the ESeC is a classification of employment relations and on the other hand that we validate it on the basis of its correlation with many aspects of life but the employment relations?

There are two types of validation involved in the establishment of ESeC. Only one of these (let’s call it Type A) is used to validate the conceptual basis of ESeC, i.e. asking if the classes are reasonably constructed in relation to the underlying concept of employment relations. The second form of validation, Type B, asks how well the classes explain variance in theoretically relevant dependent variables, i.e. this involves the extent to which ESeC relates to other measures consistent with theoretically derived hypotheses concerning the concepts being measured. Examples are the studies done by members of the consortium on class and health, class and poverty, class and unemployment, etc. 

The postulated class position of an occupational group by employment status combination, however, may only be determined on the basis of the first form of validation, Type A. We define class in terms of employment relationships and we seek to establish that our indirect measures of this do capture such relationships by examining associations with specific, even if faute de mieux indicators, not other constructs (and see also our next comment below). This is what the following quote from Goldthorpe means – ‘criterion validation’ in the quote being equivalent to Type A validation. We have not assigned any class positions on the basis of outcomes (Type B), only on the basis of an investigation of indicators of the employment relations of occupations (Type A).

“Arguments about where occupations should go should be made on the basis of ER alone, and it is on this basis, and on this basis only that the criterion validity of the classification should be assessed.” John Goldthorpe (March 2005)
Application principle: employment relations are measured at the occupational level not at the individual level: “each cell of the matrix would then indicate a class position in terms of the typical employment relations for that combination of occupation and employment status” (Annex 1, Description of Work, page 6)

Why not deriving employment relationships directly from information collected at an individual level without going through occupational level? Information such as employment status (employer versus employee), tenure, type of contract (long-term versus short term), payment systems, number of subordinates, number of seniors in the hierarchy, autonomy, could be used. 

This would be possible, even perhaps desirable, but it is not the usual way to do things because asking the necessary questions to establish a class variable would use up too much time in the administration of the survey. Many questions would have to be asked in order to collect sufficient data to classify jobs in the sense of person-position pairs rather than occupations. Classifying occupations is thus the obvious pragmatic strategy, since information on occupation and employment status is routinely collected in major surveys. In other words, we use occupation and employment status as proxies for different kinds of employment relations. This is precisely why Type A validation is needed, i.e. to investigate if the proxies are adequate. We might all agree that collecting data on individuals’ employment relations, occupation and employment status in a large survey such as the LFS is the best way to do Type A validation: it is the method that was used to create the UK NS-SEC, for example, but we did not have the resources to do this for the whole EU (see the relevant discussion in chapter 9 of the report of the Eurostat expert group in 2001). If we can get ESeC accepted, maybe we could then persuade NSIs and Eurostat to undertake such an exercise with us.

Wouldn’t it be instructive to assess the time stability of the relations between ESeC categories and employment relationships and especially supervising functions? In France, researchers have recently established that supervising functions are more diluted through social groups than they were in the past. About one blue worker out of 5 has supervising functions whereas, in big firms, at the top of the staff, experts tend to replace managers supervising numerous subordinates. Which tends to prove that relations between occupation and employment relationships (at least some of them) might change over time.

This is an empirical issue that may and should be investigated. Indeed, as noted above, one of the suggestions that has come out of the consortium is a major study of ERs at the EU level. 

With regard to supervision, it seemed to be agreed in Lisbon that the important issue is whether someone is formally recognized by their employer as a supervisor such that they have different employment relations from those who do not have this sort of position. This is why it was suggested that we regard as supervisors only those who are engaged in the supervision of others’ work as their primary task. 

However, it is also recognized that the whole issue of how supervision should be defined and measured requires further research, as does its variability across countries. Similar considerations apply to managerial positions. Unfortunately, both these problems are beyond the scope of the current project. Hence, we use the faute de mieux procedures for supervisors as above; and we define managers as those who are coded to ISCO major group 1.
Operational issue: ISCO-Occupational Unit Groups as elementary statistical units

The main advantage of ISCO: that it is an international classification. However a drawback: ISCO is based on a scale of education levels (degrees) a notion which is a priori far away from the concept of current employment relationships. For instance in ISCO the division between employers and employees is not essential. 

Although ISCO is in part structured along educational lines, we do not adhere to these divisions in allocating ISCO OUGs or minor groups to ESeC categories. Hence, we do not take account of ISCO skill levels.

Wouldn’t it be useful that we verify that every country code ISCO in the same manner, that is to say that employment relations are captured in ISCO in the same way in every country?

We agree and we have been doing this. More needs to be done and it has been suggested that, at a later stage, we work with NSIs on this issue. However, we know a lot more now about these kinds of variations than we did when we began and thus of the need for national exceptions in the 4-digit matrix (see, for example, the decision table presented at the Paris meeting). We have requested information from members of the consortium and NSIs on the matter and we have held workshops on the revision of ISCO through which we have seen how national variations occur. Again, therefore, we all agree with Goldthorpe (below). For other practical reasons, mainly to do with data quality, we have decided to work for the time being with a common 3-digit matrix. We want to work towards ESeC based on national occupational classifications, but this will only happen if we can first persuade NSIs that ESeC is a useful tool and can then do further research.

“I think the idea that we discussed before should be kept firmly in mind: that particular occupations can go to different classes from one country to another and indeed should do so if their typical ERs are different”. John Goldthorpe (March 2005)
“Final” result: ESeC V3

This process ends in a classification which deviates from initial project: at the ESeC one-digit level there is no distinction between employers and employees. Furthermore, there isn’t any cleavage according to whether the employer belongs to the public or the private sector. On the other hand, distinctions according to types of activities appear though they do not seem to be totally linked to employment relationships (eg: the split between agricultural, technical, service, administrative tasks). 

But in the end, the ESeC resembles any national classification commonly used in European member states. The danger would be to interpret these classifications in terms of employment relationships even though their significance is larger due in particular to their complex construction process. 

We don’t believe that we have deviated from the original project, for the reasons given already. ESeC does distinguish non-professional employers and self-employed from employees at the one-digit level and its SEGs allow analysts to look within classes 1 and 2 where we find other employers/self-employed. The consortium decided not to include sector in the matrix; analysts may investigate the effects of sector in analysis. The only case where there may not be a total link to ERs at the one-digit level of ESeC occurs with agriculture. There is a general demand, as expressed in Lisbon by both NSIs and academic researchers, for sub-classes for employees in this sector, as well as for a separate Class 5 of agricultural etc employers and self-employed (see the Draft User Guide).

Propositions: 

	Build three or four variants of ESeC as different as possible from one another, compare their capacity to capture employment relations and their various usages in a variety of fields (health, consumption, endogamy, properties, political participation, social mobility,..), try to involve INS in this process. 

We could only respond to this if we had more detail of how it could be done. We encourage the French team to make further suggestions. There is always the possibility of future projects but, within the resources we currently have, we are doing the best we can. And we are doing it in the way we said we would in the work description. We have to distinguish between what may be desirable in principle and what can be achieved within this project. If we can persuade NSIs and Eurostat that ESeC is a worthwhile pan-European classification, we can then do much more to establish it as a robust scientific measure. 


Appendix 2 Revised Communication Plan

Plan for using and disseminating knowledge

(a)
Management of knowledge and intellectual property

The efficient management of knowledge will be ensured through accurate reporting of the activities of the project. Each partner will be required to submit a Work package Report at the end of the work package for which she / he takes the lead role to the consortium co-ordinator. These reports have four sections:

(1) Commitment: summary of activity of all personnel working on the project: person months and tasks carried out.

(2) Results: the main achievements of the work package: milestones, deliverables, reports, etc.

(3) Issues: a description of the issues and problems that need to be addressed, together with a short explanation of how the problem has arisen, and the corrective action needed to resolve it.

(4) Activities: a concise summary of inter-partner meetings or contacts (purpose, date, membership) and dissemination activities including conferences (full details) and publications (full references).

The timetable for these reports runs parallel with the timetable for the work packages. Reports should be submitted one week after the end of the work package as indicated in the timetable.

A second type of report, the Management Reports, will be developed by the co-ordinator every six months. They will be based on the work package Reports, the results of the workshops and conferences and the deliverables. The format will be as follows:

(1) Summary and key achievements of previous six months.

(2) Synopsis of deliverables finalised in the previous six months.

(3) Synthesis of status reports and minutes, following the structure of work package reports, by section (i.e. consolidating the work package reports of each partner).

(4) Discussion of issues, solutions and forward plans.

(5) Changes in timetabling, resource deployment etc, with justification.

(b)
Disseminating knowledge beyond the consortium

Communication is an essential part of the collaborative strategy. This will be achieved by the four planned meetings where status and achievements will de discussed. Extensive use will be made of electronic channels of communication including telephone, email and the project webpages.

The project partners will actively encourage the sharing of knowledge about a European socio-economic classification between National Statistical Institutes and other relevant constituents within the European Statistical System, taking into account the needs of EU member states. To this end a coherent and extensive dissemination strategy is planned within the ESEC project. The following activities are the main elements of this strategy:

· ESEC WebPages

One public website has been created – see www.iser.essex.ac.uk/esec.

Partner 2 (UESSEX-ISER) created and maintains the website. The information initially available included an overview of the ESEC project, a list of partners, project objectives, background materials and major milestones and deliverables. As work progressed, this was extended to include scientific information suitable for the wider research community. This includes the reports on the cross-national validation studies undertaken by the various partners (work packages 5 to 11). It is also used as a means of promoting the ESEC conferences. Materials relating to work package 12 are on site. Special areas now exist for both NSIs and other interested researchers. The website will also be used for promoting the workshop in WP14.

User guide pages

The website has also been used to carry materials relating to the operationalization of ESeC – the derivation matrices, SPSS syntax and a draft user guide are available. In due course, a web-based user guide will be created. This will be the end result of work package 13. It will be a detailed user guide with instructions on how to construct the ESEC for use by Eurostat, NSIs, EU member states and for researchers within the European Research Area. 

The partners in the project will make a concerted effort to encourage existing websites to refer to the ESEC website (e.g. websites of NSIs, the AMRADS website).

· Conference and workshop on the validation and application of ESEC

Work package 12 delivered an open conference to which members of other NSIs, academics and other potential users were invited. Approximately 70 people attended. The conference included presentations by all the project partners on their validation studies, together with an extensive discussion of issues raised by these, in order to come to an agreed final ESEC.

Work package 14 is designed to facilitate the dissemination of the ESEC among EU member states. Starting after the project has been running for 12 months, the work package will facilitate discussions with experts in social and occupational classification within the National Statistical Institutes of the EU member states and future member states. Partner 3 (WARWICK) will invite experts from each NSI to undertake work to apply the classification to survey, census or administrative data sources within their country, then to present the results at a workshop to be held at the end of the project. All papers from this workshop will be made available through the project website.

· Publications

As a result of the work undertaken in work packages 5 to 11, each country represented in the project will have produced a report on their country-specific validation of the prototype ESEC. These validation reports will be made available on the project website (see above). The ultimate aim is to bring together these validation studies for the project in a single published volume. At a later stage the project will also collate any validation studies undertaken by any of the EU member states member states into a single published volume. We also expect to produce papers on ESEC in relevant European journals (see below).

Reach out activities

Extensive and successful efforts have been made to involve NSIs, Eurostat and other academic researchers in the project. Presentations on ESeC have been made at four regional meetings of NSIs, at Eurostat, at ONS, at the German Statistical Office, at the European Association of Survey Research Conference and at the Paris meeting of the EU EQUALSOC project. Researchers in ten other European countries have been actively involved in assisting in the development of ESeC. We are also working closely with the team responsible for the European Social Survey. All NSIs have been contacted with regard to participating in the WP14 workshop.

Raising public participation and awareness

(a) Disseminating knowledge beyond the research community 

Apart from the planned reports for the various work packages the partners in the ESEC project intend to present further papers on their work at international scientific conferences. They also aim to disseminate their work through traditional academic outlets such as scientific journals (e.g. Research in Official Statistics, the ILO journal, the European Sociological Review, the Journal of Official Statistics) and workshops. In addition they are planning a book on ESeC to contain the results of all the validation studies and related papers. 

ONS will ensure our work is drawn to the attention of private sector organisations such as market research federations.

(b) Disseminating knowledge to non-specialised audiences 

Finally, ONS will ensure that the results of the project are brought to the attention of the wider public through the media. It will work with both Eurostat and other NSIs to ensure that ESEC receives the widest possible media attention across the EU.
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		Portugal		Portugal

		Spain		Spain
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						Under 10		10 to 24		25 to 99		100 to 499		500 or more		Total

				Greece		42.80%		22.00%		19.20%		9.10%		6.90%		100.00%

				Portugal		42.40%		21.80%		15.10%		14.00%		6.70%		100.00%

				Spain		41.10%		20.00%		18.10%		9.40%		11.40%		100.00%

				Italy		32.40%		15.40%		21.50%		15.40%		15.30%		100.00%

				Switzerland		31.70%		21.80%		23.20%		14.40%		8.90%		100.00%

				Austria		29.20%		22.90%		21.30%		15.60%		11.10%		100.00%

				Finland		28.70%		23.00%		23.60%		16.50%		8.30%		100.00%

				Israel		26.80%		17.30%		24.40%		15.70%		15.70%		100.00%

				Norway		26.60%		20.80%		27.90%		15.30%		9.50%		100.00%

				Czech Republic		26.40%		24.30%		24.90%		14.20%		10.20%		100.00%

				Total		25.10%		18.80%		23.50%		17.90%		14.70%		100.00%

				Ireland		25.00%		18.70%		24.30%		20.30%		11.70%		100.00%

				Luxembourg		24.90%		15.00%		20.20%		19.70%		20.10%		100.00%

				Germany		23.70%		19.90%		23.70%		18.50%		14.20%		100.00%

				France		23.10%		16.20%		20.20%		20.00%		20.50%		100.00%

				Sweden		19.60%		21.20%		26.90%		17.50%		14.70%		100.00%

				Denmark		19.50%		21.80%		27.90%		20.50%		10.40%		100.00%

				Netherlands		18.50%		15.10%		25.20%		20.60%		20.70%		100.00%

				Poland		18.50%		15.50%		25.70%		20.50%		19.80%		100.00%

				United Kingdom		18.40%		17.70%		25.10%		20.70%		18.10%		100.00%

				Belgium		17.00%		16.10%		22.70%		22.20%		22.00%		100.00%

				Slovenia		16.00%		10.80%		22.70%		25.10%		25.50%		100.00%

				Hungary		15.60%		13.00%		24.70%		24.70%		21.90%		100.00%
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				Country * Responsible for supervising other employees Crosstabulation

				Responsible for supervising other employees

						Yes		No

				United Kingdom		41.20%		58.80%		100.00%

				Israel		39.90%		60.10%		100.00%

				Switzerland		38.70%		61.30%		100.00%

				Netherlands		38.30%		61.70%		100.00%

				Norway		36.70%		63.30%		100.00%

				France		36.50%		63.50%		100.00%

				Slovenia		36.20%		63.80%		100.00%

				Luxembourg		35.50%		64.50%		100.00%

				Austria		35.20%		64.80%		100.00%

				Belgium		33.80%		66.20%		100.00%

				Ireland		33.50%		66.50%		100.00%

				Total		31.30%		68.70%		100.00%

				Germany		30.10%		69.90%		100.00%

				Denmark		29.10%		70.90%		100.00%

				Sweden		27.50%		72.50%		100.00%

				Czech Republic		27.00%		73.00%		100.00%

				Poland		23.90%		76.10%		100.00%

				Portugal		23.40%		76.60%		100.00%

				Italy		22.90%		77.10%		100.00%

				Finland		22.70%		77.30%		100.00%

				Greece		22.50%		77.50%		100.00%

				Spain		18.60%		81.40%		100.00%

				Hungary		18.10%		81.90%		100.00%
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						employees		employers		own account workers		family workers etc

				Luxembourg		93.097826087		6.7		…		…

				Denmark		91.1746357932		8.0327327438		0.7963010532		0

				France		91.126487867		…		8.873512133		…

				Sweden		89.9976409531		9.6720924746		0		0.3

				Germany		88.9368752716		4.9462190352		4.9190569318		1.1978487614

				Netherlands		88.548366755		10.0643208475		…		0.6053726826

				United Kingdom		87.8586998128		2.9321130901		8.2991915229		…

				Finland		87.0299957752		3.9290240811		8.4917617237		0.5492184199

				Austria		86.973666799		5.4307264788		5.0390366548		2.5565700675

				Belgium		84.8479020419		4.435411689		8.9360909949		1.8

				Ireland		81.9341683659		5.8898922225		11.1156422954		1.0602971162

				Spain		80.1895193658		5.2854706		11.9487507526		2.5

				Portugal		72.3461737623		6.3691829705		19.2538892766		2

				Italy		72.122605577		12.0748264617		10.5163369258		5.3

				Greece		60.1809470787		8.1946415302		23.4195082117		8.2049031793

						83.7577007537		6.2637769483		8.1072718984		1.7382806818

						employers

				France		…

				Italy		12.0748264617

				Netherlands		10.0643208475

				Sweden		9.6720924746

				Greece		8.1946415302

				Denmark		8.0327327438

				Luxembourg		6.7

				Portugal		6.3691829705

				Ireland		5.8898922225

				Austria		5.4307264788

				Spain		5.2854706

				Germany		4.9462190352

				Belgium		4.435411689

				Finland		3.9290240811

				United Kingdom		2.9321130901

						own account workers

				Greece		23.4195082117

				Portugal		19.2538892766

				Spain		11.9487507526

				Ireland		11.1156422954

				Italy		10.5163369258

				Belgium		8.9360909949

				France		8.873512133

				Finland		8.4917617237

				United Kingdom		8.2991915229

				Austria		5.0390366548

				Germany		4.9190569318

				Denmark		0.7963010532

				Sweden		0
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