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Presentations

Introductions

Helge Næsheim welcomed all participants on behalf of Statistics Norway, and observed that the meeting offered a good opportunity to discuss plans for the updating of ISCO at an international level.
Peter Elias expressed his appreciation on behalf of the UK team to Helge and his colleagues for organising the event.  

Background to and objectives of the meeting

(See Appendix 3)

The process of updating ISCO 88 towards ISCO 2008 (henceforth referred to as ‘ISCO 08’) has already begun and the ILO has received responses from many countries to its questionnaire.  The UK team and other partners are currently involved in a project funded by the European Commission under Framework Programme 6 (FP6) to develop a European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC).  An important ingredient for a harmonised ESeC is harmonised occupational information using ISCO 88(COM).  In this context, it is necessary to recognise potential changes in moving from ISCO 88 to ISCO 08.
Social classification provides an important tool for comparative research across the EU, and this meeting gives an opportunity for countries to consider how ISCO 88 might be modified to make a better fit with the proposed harmonised social classification.  It is the view of the team developing the ESeC that its work and that of the ILO in revising ISCO are inter-related activities.

The aim of this meeting is to focus on those areas of ISCO 88, its definitions, categories and problems of implementation, that are important in the context of social classification.

Development of the European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC)

(David Rose – ISER, University of Essex) (See Appendix 4)

David Rose explained the background to and aims of the ESeC project.  The conceptual basis and structure of the ESeC at its various levels of disaggregation were described. Position in the ESeC is defined by occupation, status in employment and labour market position.  The project to develop a harmonised social classification has now reached the stage where there would be the validation of a draft ESeC by European partners in the FP6 project and experts in a number of NSIs.  This validation process will culminate in a conference in January 2006 in Naples to which those NSIs who have responded to the project are being invited.  In mid-2006 the Warwick team will organise a workshop for NSIs which will explore the potential of implementing the ESeC as a national classification and for comparative purposes.
ISCO 2008: Current status of work to revise ISCO 88
(Adriana Mata-Greenwood – ILO) 
The updating of ISCO towards ISCO 08 is scheduled to the same deadline as the ISIC.  Time and resources for the ISCO revision are thus limited.  The UN framework is being used to advance the work: a draft proposal, drawing upon the replies received from 65 countries to the ILO questionnaire, is being prepared for discussion at the UN meeting in New York at the end of June.  Efforts are being made to broaden the European representation at the New York meeting (which is currently limited to France, Netherlands, Switzerland, Croatia and Sweden).
A key concern for the updating of ISCO identified by many countries is the issue of managers and supervisors.  In particular, the distinction between ISCO sub-major groups 12 and 13 is problematic: many countries do not use establishment/enterprise size as a proxy, as advised for ISCO 88(COM); nor do they use information on tasks performed; rather, they focus on job titles.  

A significant majority of the countries who replied wish to have supervisors separately identified in the updated ISCO.  Only 8 countries do not have ISCO as the basis for their national classification.  Many of those that use ISCO have created separate groups for supervisors: some have a fourth sub-major group in major group 1; some have created new minor groups, or an additional level in the classification for supervisors.  The update of ISCO must, therefore, propose a coordinated and coherent solution to this situation.
A majority of respondents to the ILO questionnaire want to identify owner-workers of small enterprises separately from managers.  This is regarded as especially important for the large informal sector in developing countries.

The wish to have a separate unit group for public service administrative professionals is restricted to European countries.  The ILO therefore proposes to create a unit group for Administrative Professionals within the Business Professionals minor group 241.

Some respondents have questioned giving primacy to the concept of skill level in operationalising ISCO.  It is argued, firstly, that the educational qualification required to perform certain occupations may be very different in the European context compared with a developing country – for example, a machine operator in a developing country would probably require a technical qualification because secondary school education is completed at a lower level.  Secondly, the attachment of skill level in terms of educational attainment could leave major group 9 (Elementary Occupations) virtually empty.

Comments on the Updating of ISCO and Implications for ESeC

(Eivind Hoffmann – Norwegian Immigration Board; formerly ILO)

Countries work with classifications based on international standards which have to be applied in different national contexts and used to find solutions to different problems.  It is nonetheless important to note the following:
· the conceptual framework of the classification must be clear, comprehensive and complete;

· the aim is to apply the classification framework to the reality of the national situation;
· how do you manage to apply the classification in a variety of data collection systems?

· how do you communicate with the persons providing information you want to use?

It is tempting to neglect the conceptual issue in favour of implementation concerns.

In the context of the ESeC presentation made by David Rose, ISCO concepts of skill level and skill specialisation are close to the distinctions being used in the Erikson/Goldthorpe schema.  However, it is acknowledged that completion of primary and secondary education does not bring everyone up to the same skill level in all countries.
Concern was expressed that the resources being deployed by the ILO are insufficient for the task of revision to develop ISCO 08, despite the best efforts of the current ILO officer responsible and others involved.  NSIs were urged to press for improvement in this regard.

ISCO and ESeC: Where do we need to focus our efforts?
(Peter Elias – IER, University of Warwick)
It is clear from the ILO questionnaire responses and discussion thus far that the major issues relating to the updating of ISCO 88 and for the development of the ESeC is the definition of managers and the related issue of supervisors.  

Distinction between sub-major groups 12 and 13 (corporate vs managers of small enterprises)

The ISCO 88(COM) proxy for identifying managers in these sub-major groups relating to the size of establishment had been introduced because NSI experts consulted about the development of ISCO 88(COM) questioned how the ILO definition, based on the number of managers in the enterprise, could be operationalised.  Such information was not collected and no willingness existed to collect this new information.  Size of establishment as a proxy was the only common solution available, but this has proved problematic.  The information provided to Eurostat on the distinction between sub-major groups (smgs) 12 and 13 is clearly arbitrary.  Even for those countries who have adopted ISCO 88 directly, variations in these distinctions are evident.  If information is of poor quality and data are available to code only at two-digit level, this creates problems for distinguishing between ISCO sub-major groups 12 and 13, and hence problems for the operationalisation of a social classification.  In terms of solving these problems, consideration might be given to: abandoning the distinction between sub-major groups 12 and 13; improving the definition of managers.  

Supervisors

Supervisors might be identified via status in employment ; or separate information on supervisory tasks might be collected via the LFS.  However, if the question is: ‘Do you have supervisory responsibilities?’ this does not solve the problem – many people have supervisory responsibilities but would not use this to define their jobs.  We need to identify those occupations whose principal task is to supervise others, and they appear in certain areas of work: clerical/administration; manufacturing; sales; construction.  

Country Presentations

SWEDEN
(Leif Haldorson – Statistics Sweden) (See Appendix 5)

Managers/supervisors

The problem of identifying managers and supervisors was experienced in the Swedish context.  Difficulties were associated with job title inflation, with poor quality information (e.g. an Area Manager is probably a salesman who covers a particular district).  Sweden has approximately 5% in major group 1.  Information on tasks and duties, the size of the workplace and industry sector is used to assign occupations.  The low percentage in major group 1 may be associated with the strict rules applied; it may also be a factor of a relatively flat organisational structure.  However, the introduction of a new question into the Labour Force Survey which asked:  ‘Does your job include managing or supervising other employees?’ resulted in 30% responding in the affirmative.
The assigning of supervisors with those they supervise (as recommended by ISCO) was not seen as problematic.  Identification of middle managers was, however, a real difficulty, because they might be assigned to major groups 1, 2 or 3.

In terms of the distinction between smgs 12 and 13, the establishment size criterion of 10+ employees was regarded as too low, and 50 employees would be a better cut-off point.

Nurses
Since 1993 nursing training involves a three year degree course, or four years for midwives.  Following consultation with employers and trades unions regarding how they should be classified in ISCO, a compromise was reached which allocates head nurses, midwives and specialist nurses to major group 2, the rest to 3.  If a decision were to be made that all must be assigned to a single category, then Sweden would probably decide on major group 2.

Teachers

Teaching requires a four year university degree and all are assigned to major group 2, with the exception of pre-primary who are allocated to major group 3.  Pre-primary teachers also require a university degree of three years’ duration, but the skill level is regarded as different.  It is, however, questionable whether this distinction is entirely valid.

Technicians

A list of 260 job titles containing the word ‘technician’ was tabled by the Swedish expert and is attached as Appendix 6.  Of these titles, most were assigned to major group 3, four to major group 2, two to major group 5, four to major group 6, but eighty entries were in major group 7.  Within major group 8, the term ‘technician’ is substituted in some cases for ‘operator’.  Examples of problematic use of the title from the point of view of the classification were:  Car Technician; Sanitary Technician (i.e. cleaner).
From the discussion that followed, it was clear that the supervisor problem was common to a number of countries.  Survey questions needed to be carefully formulated to produce the required information on main tasks and duties.  The resolution of issues of this kind did not necessarily require more questions but, rather, better questions.  However, resource constraints in respect of the relevant surveys were perceived as an obstacle.  

Attention was also drawn to the fact that employment relations change over time, resulting in higher levels of autonomy in some areas which affected supervisory duties.

NORWAY
(Helge Næsheim – Statistics Norway)

The main problems and areas of interest with regard to ISCO and ESeC are also experienced in the Norwegian context.

Managers

The problem was not so much the distinction between smgs 12 and 13 but the classification of managerial occupations across major group 1 compared with 2 and 3.  A rule has been introduced in Norway such that a manager in the public sector where the establishment size is less than 10 employees cannot be classified in major group 1, but would be allocated to major group 2 or 3.
Supervisors

The title supervisor is used in a very limited way in Norway, and would only apply if the main tasks and duties of the job are supervisory.  However, there are other jobs with management responsibilities who are assigned to major group 2.  The Norwegian occupational classification identifies supervisors at a fifth digit level.  The question was posed:  Should supervisory responsibilities be defined according to the level of employees supervised?  

Clarification was sought on the issue of public sector managers in small establishments (e.g. the manager of a rural job centre) being assigned to major group 2 or 3 rather than major group 1.  It was confirmed that these public sector managers had a narrower range of management responsibilities than would be the case for a small establishment in the private sector; hence the different treatment.

Further discussion focused on the issue of what was the implications were of establishment size: for example, if you work in a single establishment enterprise, rather than a multiple establishment enterprise.  The question of the mix of tasks and duties within a job was also raised: for example, an individual may be hired as a manager but also have a role as a professional statistician and act as a supervisor.  It was observed that ISCO is not very clear in this area.

LITHUANIA
(Violeta Skamarociene – Statistics Lithuania) (See Appendix 7)

After outlining the Lithuanian Classification of Occupations, its management and maintenance, the expert from Statistics Lithuania gave details of the Labour Market Training Authority website, the bilingual explanatory dictionary for Managers (English/Lithuanian) and the trilingual dictionary for Engineers, Technicians and Technologists which is currently in draft form and will be published towards the end of 2005.  
Professionals
Attention was drawn to the fact that the numbers in major group 2 (Professionals) is very high compared with other major groups.

Managers
A considerable amount of detail is gathered in order to code occupations – for instance, for managers additional information on tasks performed, job description, economic activity area, education, employment status.

Supervisors
For supervisors, information is gathered on tasks including formal responsibility for supervision, whom is/are supervised; quality control is not included under supervisory responsibility.  Supervisors are classified with those they supervise.

Nurses/Teachers

Nurses and teachers are treated similarly and are assigned to major groups 2 or 3 according to educational level and their duties and tasks performed.

Technicians

The definition for technicians will be established in the forthcoming trilingual dictionary (see above).  It was confirmed that Technicians are assigned to major group 3.

LATVIA
(Inga Vanaga – Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia) (See Appendix 8)
Following an outline of the national occupational classification, its maintenance and implementation, the Latvian expert summarised problem areas associated with the classification which were those under discussion at this meeting.  

Managers

The large percentage of enterprises with 1-9 employees (76%) means that very many managers carry out multiple tasks, many of which are not managerial.  A clearer definition for managers in small enterprises would be helpful in this situation.
Supervisors

Up to the end of 2004 no information was collected on supervisory responsibilities.  From January 2005 the Labour Force Survey includes a question on supervisory duties.  Results from the first quarter of 2005 show 13% of employees with supervisory tasks.  An improved definition for supervisors which specified principal duties would be useful.

Teachers

Teachers are assigned to major groups 2 or 3 according to ISCED levels.

Technicians

These are assigned to major group 3 or 8 according to whether the job includes responsibility for work organisation in addition to the technical tasks (in which case assignment is to major group 3); those without such organisational responsibilities would be assigned to major group 8.  It appeared that assignment to major group 3 may be associated to some degree with supervisory duties. 
FINLAND

(Riitta Poukka – Statistics Finland) (See Appendix 9)
ISCO was introduced as the basis for the national occupational classification in Finland in 1997.  Various labour market organisations were involved in the way skill level was implemented which related closely to the Finnish educational system.  The outcome was that the number of Professionals in major group 2 was almost the same as for Technicians and Associate Professionals.  Gender equality was also an issue, resulting in a move to professionalise occupations such as teachers and nurses in which women predominated.  The national classification was revised in 2001 with the objective of resolving some of the problems identified with the 1997 version.  The later version shows improvement in terms of the balance of Professional to Associate Professional occupations, the gender issue and other earlier discrepancies.  However, some anomalies remain – for example, police are in major group 5 in the Finnish classification but are assigned to major group 3 in Sweden, even though the tasks and duties carried out are very similar.  Other problems may be related to the way educational qualification and skill level are implemented.  
Managers

The distinction between smgs 12 and 13 is not perceived as a particular problem, but, rather, the distinction between sub-major group12 and major group 2: some jobs have the title Manager but the tasks and duties are largely professional.  

Supervisors

There was no requirement to create a separate area in the classification for supervisors.

ESTONIA

(Mihkel Reispass – Statistical Office of Estonia) (See Appendix 10)
Managers

Problems in distinguishing managers related in part to the range of tasks that might be carried out:  a professional statistician might also have both managerial and supervisory responsibilities.  A second difficulty is associated with the language used: there are 24 synonyms for ‘manager’ in Estonian, and 16 for Supervisor.  Coding to managerial sub-major groups is with additional information on tasks, type of employer, sector, size of establishment and number of subordinates.

Teachers, Nurses

Coding problems experienced in these areas were to a significant degree associated with the language used: words have different meanings in different contexts and across national boundaries.

DENMARK

(Birgitte Brondum and Kenneth Christensen - Statistics Denmark) (See Appendix 11)
A brief description was given of two national occupational classifications that are based on ISCO 88: DISCO-88 and DISCOLOEN.  The latter is used by employers for statistics on earnings.  Problems areas in implementing these classifications were detailed with reference to the main areas of concern for this meeting.  
Managers

The classifying of managers presented some difficulties in the Danish context.  Firstly, it was problematic to identify operational managers and managers at intermediate level.  Secondly, the owner-manager was difficulty to classify, and the Danish solution was to assign owner-managers with 0-5 employees to the relevant area of activity (i.e. industry sector).  Because of the operational problems encountered, smgs 12 and 13 had already been merged.

Supervisors

These occupations presented problems of interpretation and were difficult to distinguish unambiguously from managers in the Danish classification.  They were typically coded to major groups 1 or 3 using additional information.
Nurses/Teachers

These occupations were assigned to major groups 2 or 3, depending upon seniority/type of school, respectively.

Technicians

Some difficulty was experienced in distinguishing technician from craft occupations and thus in assigning them between major groups 3 and 7.  Because of rapid technological developments some jobs were moving from major group 7 to 3.

Summary: Country Presentations
In summarising the country presentations, the question was posed by Mr Hoffmann: have those countries who report little or no classification difficulty with managers and supervisors resolved the problems?  It was suggested that a task force be established to disentangle the various issues relating to managers, supervisors and operational tasks.
Nursing and teaching occupations appeared to be considerably less problematic and the ILO solution seemed to work in most situations.

With regard to Technicians, there was a perceived need to mobilise experts in various sectors to distinguish operatives vs technicians/associate professionals, and also to address the manager vs supervisor problem.

General Discussion of Issues Raised

An important aim of this first regional meeting, as with subsequent meetings covering other geographical areas of Europe, is to assess, within the context of developing a European Socio-economic Classification, the effectiveness of ISCO 88 as a tool for harmonised occupational information, to identify areas of weakness and to suggest improvements that might be introduced in ISCO 08.  To the extent that countries could move towards a more harmonised version of ISCO, this would improve the comparability of ESeC groups defined in terms of ISCO.
Managers
There is a definitional issue of what is a manager.  There is a problem of data collection.  Common problems have been identified in a number of the presentations made at this meeting, but the solutions are different.  In the UK, many occupations assigned to sub-major group 13 do not look like managers at all when analysed via a draft ESeC.

The employment relationship concept of ESeC has strong similarities with status in employment.  

The ILO representative would ask at the forthcoming UN meeting of experts about producing a good definition of a manager.  
One distinction between manager and supervisor is clearly associated with the appropriate level in the organisational hierarchy and with the type of work (i.e. manual work will be overseen by a supervisor).  Supervisors play an important part in certain sectors, and in these cases supervision is an unambiguous occupation and it is likely that the role will be indicated in the job title.  Where they are classified within ISCO 08, however, is still to be decided.
Another distinction is in terms of the supervisory role focusing on organising others to make sure they do a job, whereas the managerial role relates to utilising the resources in an organisation.  The two roles become much less clear in small organisations.  For this reason, the view was expressed that the +-10 cut-off for establishment size was not useful, and that +-50 would be more appropriate.  There was some level of agreement on changing the cut-off threshold in this way.  It was pointed out that the +-10 cut-off had been implemented in ISCO 88(COM) for operational issues relating to the French PCS.  The question now was whether to maintain a size proxy but at a different level (+- 50, for example), or whether to abandon the size of enterprise rule entirely in relation to managerial occupations.  Any size cut-off rule should apply to the enterprise (i.e. the employing organisation), rather than the establishment, since it is the former that establishes the rules for the role of manager.  

It was observed that supervision can be interpreted as a devolved function of management, which is why some are assigned to smgs 12 and 13, some to major group 3, others with the workers they supervise.

The view was also expressed strongly that the corporate vs general manager distinction is useful because the tasks carried out are different.  Higher level managers were perceived as being responsible for the high level strategic decisions associated with the development of the organisation.
In applying UK LFS data on employment relations to the ESeC, it was evident that the smg 13 score was closer to that of supervisors than managers.  Minor group 123 (Other Department Managers) scored clearly as managers employed by large organisations who also had a significant role in policy decisions etc.  On the other hand, minor group 122 (Production and Operations Department Managers) did not produce a score commensurate with high level management except in Business Services.  This indicated that a better size rule and a better definition of the material occupation unit groups (ougs) were required.
It was pointed out that minor groups 122 and 123 were introduced into ISCO 88 to maintain comparability with NACE, ISIC.  Any decision to change these minor groups for ISCO 08 should probably await the outcome of ISIC 04.

Attention was drawn to the fact that Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania did not report significant rule problems.  At the same time, the status of the national occupational classification is much stronger and appears to be used more authoritatively in both the public and private sectors.  

The proposal was put forward that consideration be given in updating ISCO to providing better guidance on the proportion of managerial vs non-managerial tasks that would lead to assignment to smg 13.
Female Occupations

A request was made for discussion of those areas of the classification where occupations are predominantly populated by females and where, in many instances, definitions are too general and categories too broad.  This is in contrast with male-dominated areas of the classification which are sub-divided for no sound reason.  This topic was also of interest in terms of how an occupational classification should reflect the industrial structure of the past or the future.  The growth in the service sector, for example, warranted closer attention in the way it is dealt with in the occupational classification.
The ILO expert reported that, although the ILO had prompted comments on this issue, response from NSIs had been negligible, with the exception that proposals had been put forward for further sub-dividing secretarial occupations (technical, medical, legal secretaries to be assigned to major group 3, leaving a group of general secretaries in major group 4).  In addition, some proposals for separate unit groups for beauticians, masseuses/masseurs, florists had been made, and for separate categories for office receptionists, hotel receptionists and those operating remotely in this area.  

Conclusions

The Process

The process for disseminating outcomes and proposals from these regional meetings was explained.  It was, firstly, noted that the ILO had to work to a very tight timetable for the update of ISCO to 2008: a small group of experts would meet towards the end of 2007 to adopt ISCO 08, following which the classification would be published, some time in 2008.  The ILO thus regarded the web discussion as very important, and all NSIs and other relevant interested parties were encouraged to contribute.
These regional meetings aim to feed into the discussion and deliberations surrounding ISCO 08 in a more concerted way than is possible via the ILO questionnaire.  Following this first meeting it is planned to hold up to three more in September/October of this year, depending on what arrangements can be agreed with NSIs.  The geographical areas yet to be covered are: East Mediterranean; East/Central Europe; West Mediterranean and the rest of Europe.

A note of each regional meeting will be produced, circulated initially to all participants for comment and amendment before a final version is agreed that can be presented in due course to Eurostat.  Following the last regional meeting, a summary note will be prepared for Eurostat who may wish to raise particular issues directly with NSIs.  It is assumed that Eurostat will use the summary note as a basis for its own submission to the ILO on the updating towards ISCO 08.

The Eurostat expert suggested that any clearly agreed proposals emerging from individual meetings might be used immediately.  She further suggested a task force be created to analyse replies to the survey.  A Eurostat meeting scheduled for October 2005 may be too early for useful discussion arising from the regional meetings, but this could be included, if appropriate.

Conclusions

1. The group concluded that it did not want to create another European variant of ISCO 08 (e.g. ISCO 08(COM)), but would much prefer to be able to implement ISCO 08 directly across the European Union.

2. ISCO sub-major groups 12 and 13 are inadequately distinguished from an operational point of view, for various reasons.  Part of the problem relates to the group we call ‘supervisors’ that we have agreed needs to be identified and classified elsewhere – probably in major group 3, although the alternative proposal is put that supervisors might be located in various major groups providing the skill level is appropriate to that major group.  Thus, major group 3 would be used where a higher skill level is needed.  Supervisors would be separately identified only where the job of supervising constitutes the major task being carried out.  It was agreed that these jobs are in the following areas: clerical, sales, production.

3. Where information on a managerial occupation is of poor quality we need to re-consider the cut-off rule in terms of size of enterprise.  Further investigation needs to be made in this area to determine how important this is, what countries are doing at present, and how the approach might be harmonised.  It is noted that the issue of poor quality information was not addressed in ISCO 88.

4. Teachers and Nurses – It is apparent already that different practices exist with regard to the classifying of these occupations in major groups 2 and 3.  Further investigation is needed in this area, together with clearer guidance from the ILO, to reach a harmonised position between NSIs.


5. Public Service Administrative Professionals – The ILO proposes not to adopt the ISCO 88(COM) solution for a separate unit group within major group 2 for Public Service Administrative Professionals (unit group 2470); rather, it proposes a new unit group within minor group 241 (Business Professionals) for Administrative Professionals.  It was agreed that this was an appropriate solution.

6. Technological developments over recent years, together with organisational change, have led to many jobs becoming more technical in nature, and this has created some difficulty in distinguishing craft/trade vs technician occupations.  The situation is made more complex by the inflation of job titles in these areas, as demonstrated by the list produced by Statistics Sweden (see Appendix 6).  This area requires further study to decide how the title ‘technician’ should be used in the classification.  This also has implications for the ESeC.  
The above conclusions raise the question of who will sponsor these investigations.  Peter Elias has argued for more resources from Eurostat in order to maintain the occupational classification.  ILO experts should also have a role in this area, and this might involve the sectoral activities department.  

The Eurostat expert explained that grants were available for new legislation, but that the update of ISCO for 2008 is not new, but relates to ongoing activity.  PHARE money is available but only to those countries covered by that fund.  New EU member states have access to training funds.  Thus, if there are clear ideas for training needs in this area of activity (i.e. using a new classification), funds may be accessible.

Thanks were expressed by Peter Elias on behalf of the UK team to Statistics Norway (in particular, Helge Næsheim and Inger Håland ) for facilitating this meeting, and for its generous hospitality.  Thanks were also due to the Norwegian Immigration Office for funding the participation of Eivind Hoffmann, and to the ILO in respect of participation by Adriana Mata Greenwood.  Finally, Peter Elias thanked all NSI and other experts for their participation in and valuable contributions to this regional meeting.
PAGE  
1

