ESeC Validation Conference: Discussion Group 9

Employment Relations Indicators
1.
When the UK NS-SEC was constructed, we had access to especially collected LFS data or employment relations.  Data were collected on payment systems, career prospects and time autonomy.

2.
When it came to validating ESeC, proxy variables for employment relations had to be found.  For this purpose various types of autonomy measures, human capital indicators, tenure measures, income variables, etc were used.

3.
Robert Erikson produced a paper ‘On Class and Skills in ESeC’ in which he addressed three issues.  John Goldthorpe responded with some comments issued with the UK team’s comments in the validation reports.  Extracts from these papers are attached.

4.
In addition, Nick Tilkidjiev’s comments on ESeC included views on skills and qualifications as criteria for distinguishing classes. In his view, researchers will tend to use these criteria, as his comments reproduced below make clear.

5.
The conclusion seems to be that in validating ESeC

(a)
education or qualifications variables should not be used as proxies since they are attributes of individuals and not positions

(b)
moreover, if such variables are used, we cannot then examine the empirical relations between education and class

(c)
‘skill’ is also problematic because it is difficult to operationalize or measure and individuals’ assessment of skills require for a job are not reliable either – it is positions that count in the schema

(d)
autonomy measures also tend to rely on individual perceptions and in any case measures of autonomy are not always valid indicators of employment relations: contract a cleaner and an airline pilot.

(e)
age-wage curves are better indicators of employment relations.

In the UK team’s comments on the validation reports, the need to be clear about the strengths and weaknesses of ER proxies was stressed.

Questions to be addressed

The group is asked to discuss these issues to see if we can come to a common view of how to handle the matte of ER proxies when it comes to publishing our results. Can skills and/or qualifications ever be meaningful ER proxies? Can they be used in other ways to distinguish the allocation of problematic groups to classes?
Second, the group is asked to take up Kunst’s challenge to provide ‘a concrete list of ER characteristics that the ESeC schema is supposed to capture (in order) to help lay persons to get a concrete idea of what the ESeC is about’.  Kunst thought the four types of ER characteristics in the German validation report was most useful in these respects (see attachment).  We also now have the UK team’s conference paper ‘A Short Note on the ESeC Class Schema’ which has borrowed from the German formulation. What does the group think? How might the UK paper be improved to meet Kunst’s requirements?
Third, if time allows, the group is invited to think of ER questions which might be carried on a future wave of ESS or EU-LFS, were we to make a bid of this type.  Such a bid might form the basis of a future, possibly ESF, project which aimed at developing ESeC using national occupational classifications.

