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1. Introduction
This paper describes how the Social Inequalities Branch (SIB) of the Office for National Statistics (ONS) undertook a validation of a proposed new European Socio-economic Classification (E-SeC)
 prototype for the UK. E-SeC is being developed as part of a European-wide initiative to produce a harmonised classification that can be used for improved comparisons of data across Europe. A European Project Consortium

 was established in 2004 to take this work forward. The Consortium concluded its project in September 2006. Eurostat recognised the importance of having a harmonised E-SeC, and in early 2007 invited National Statistical Institutes to participate in a task force to continue the development of the classification.
A European socio-economic classification is essential for comparative analysis of 
quality of life and of social cohesion across Europe, for example in health, living conditions and economic situation. The classification will improve comparisons of data across official statistics and will be useful to Eurostat and the national statistical institutes (NSIs) of existing and new member states, to help them understand any variation between member states, as well as to academic and market researchers. The aim is to produce an agreed, harmonised and validated classification of socio-economic positions.

The project included several validation studies conducted by Consortium members, but ONS did not conduct one for the UK as this was the responsibility of another Consortium member. However, another of the work packages looked at the application of the prototype ESeC by National Statistical Institutes in EU member states to their own national statistical sources, and ONS therefore offered to undertake a validation exercise. SIB was chosen for this exercise because:

· it is concerned with all areas of inequalities including those associated with the National Statistics Socio-Economic Classification (NS-SEC). The Branch has therefore built up some expertise in understanding and working with NS-SEC (Hall, 2006)

· it has not been involved in the development of E-SeC and could therefore offer an impartial assessment.
The aims of this validation were limited to assessing whether the picture of the UK using the prototype E-SeC would be comparable with the one provided using NS-SEC. In this way, any discrepancies between the two classifications could be identified. 
Additionally, in the UK, NS-SEC is acknowledged to be a good predictor of socio-economic factors such as health and educational outcomes. It was decided to investigate whether the prototype E-SeC could have similar predictive power to NS-SEC. The validation of the predictive power of E-SeC was kept simple to give an overview. A simple logistic regression model looking at chronic morbidity, a health outcome, was carried out using both NS-SEC and E-SeC and the two models were compared.
The analysis was conducted during spring 2006 and the results were presented at the E-SeC National Statistical Institute Conference in Lake Bled, Slovenia in June 2006, together with findings from other validation studies conducted by countries across Europe. 

2. Background 
In October 1994 the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) review of government social classifications was established on behalf of the Office of Population Censuses and Surveys (OPCS), now part of the ONS. At that time there were two classifications in use, the Registrar General’s social class and the Socio-economic Group. One part of the first phase of this review was to establish if a social classification was still needed in the UK. There was a consensus that social classifications were necessary. In particular, central government departments needed them because they provide convenient summaries of complex data relevant to the analysis of social variation and thus to policy formulation, targeting and evaluation. The outcome of the ESRC review was the introduction of NS-SEC in 2001.

NS-SEC was constructed to measure employment relations and conditions of occupations. Conceptually these are central to showing the structure of socio-economic positions in modern societies and help to explain variations in social behaviour and social phenomena. NS-SEC was developed from a sociological classification known as the Goldthorpe Schema. It is internationally accepted and conceptually clear and has undergone rigorous and thorough validation as both a measure and as a good predictor of health and educational outcomes.

While socio-economic classifications are not ordinal in nature they do reflect the employment position of individuals. Those in higher classes tend to have service contracts, which provide greater security and often higher remuneration and tend to require a higher level of education. 
People employed in occupations categorised to lower classes tend to have labour contracts and less job security.

Generally NS-SEC is an indicator of an individual’s employment contract but it can be extended to apply at the household level. This applies when the characteristics of the household reference person are taken on by the whole household for things such as purchasing power. 
NS-SEC comprises eight main categories, of which seven relate to occupations. The eighth category refers to the never worked and long-term unemployed. The first category, higher managerial and professional occupations, is often split into two sub-categories as shown in Table 1. For some analyses the NS-SEC classes are collapsed further into three categories.
The information required to create an NS-SEC class is occupational information coded to the four digit unit groups of Standard Occupational Classification 2000 (SOC2000) and employment status, which is derived from a combination of variables. SOC2000 classes
 occupations that
 are broadly similar into major groups; these major groups then have sublevels that attempt to encompass all possible occupations. Employment status is ascertained by whether an individual is an employer, self-employed or an employee; a supervisor or manager; and from the number of employees at a workplace. An occupation can occupy more than one NS-SEC category depending on an individual’s employment status, for example a dispensing optician as an ordinary employee would be in the intermediate occupations group (class 3); as a manager they would be in the large employer and higher managerial group (class 1); as a supervisor in the lower managerial group (class 2); and if self-employed in the small employer and own account worker group (class 4). 
E-SeC has the same conceptual roots as NS-SEC but has notable differences as it has been created for use across Europe. E-SeC comprises ten categories: nine referring to occupations and the tenth to the never worked and long-term unemployed. The derivation of E-SeC uses the European variant of the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO88 COM). Both SOC2000 and ISCO88 COM organise occupations in a hierarchical framework and define four levels of aggregation from nine
 
 major groups to sub-major and minor groups and finally to unit groups. The two classifications are not directly comparable as the major groups refer to different groupings of occupations, for example ISCO88 COM has a larger number
 in the broad category of skilled agricultural and fishery workers. However it is possible to convert the SOC2000 codes to the appropriate ISCO88 COM code using a conversion programme provided by the University of Essex. E-SeC is based on ISCO88 COM minor groups and like NS-SEC requires information on employment status. The classes are created using codes available on the E-SeC website.
 
The two classifications are illustrated in Table 1.
Table 1: The E-SeC and NS-SEC classes
	
	E-SeC 
	
	
	NS-SEC 

	1
	Large employers, higher grade professional, administrative & managerial occupations
	
	1
	Higher managerial and professional occupations 

1.1 Large employer and higher managerial occupations
1.2 Higher professional occupations.

	2
	Lower grade professional, administrative and managerial occupations and higher grade technician and supervisory occupations
	
	2
	Lower managerial occupations and professional occupations

	3
	Intermediate occupations
	
	3
	Intermediate occupations

	4
	Small employer and self-employed occupations (excluding agriculture, etc)
	
	4
	Small employers and own account workers

	5
	Self-employed occupations (agriculture, etc)
	
	
	

	6
	Lower supervisory and lower
 technician occupations
	
	5
	Lower supervisory and technician occupations

	7
	Lower sales, services & clerical occupations
	
	6
	Semi-routine occupations

	8
	Lower technical occupations
	
	
	

	9
	Routine occupations
	
	7
	Routine occupations

	10
	Never worked and long-term unemployed
	
	8
	Never worked and long-term unemployed


3. Method
The data source chosen for the comparison of the two classifications needed to have high quality occupational information, a large sample size and coverage of the whole UK as E-SeC is intended for use on UK data. The Labour Force Survey (LFS) fulfilled these requirements and the autumn 2005 weighted dataset was used. This had an achieved sample size of 72,611 working-age adults; men aged between 16 and 64 and women aged between 16 and 59. It additionally provided the data at both individual and household levels. The occupational information is based on SOC2000 so it was necessary to convert the SOC2000 groups to ISCO88 (COM) groups. This was achieved using a conversion programme provided by the University of Essex.

The initial method of validating E-SeC was to compare descriptives using E-SeC with those using NS-SEC. Since E-SeC uses a more detailed categorisation than NS-SEC, this comparison was facilitated by merging some of the E-SeC classes so that they resembled the NS-SEC classes more closely. Small employers and self-employed (non agricultural) were merged with small employers and self-employed (agricultural). Lower sales, service and clerical occupations were merged with lower technical occupations resulting in seven E-SeC classes that are broadly similar to those of NS-SEC. To determine whether the two classifications achieved similar results, the classes were mapped on to each other. The results from this exercise are discussed later in the paper.
There were explicit differences between the two classifications. One was the handling of the long-term unemployed. For this analysis those who had been unemployed for more than 12 months were coded to their previous occupations when possible for E-SeC. For NS-SEC they were coded as long-term unemployed in accordance with usual practice. This meant that the NS-SEC classes excluded all those categorised by NS-SEC as long-term unemployed while the E-SeC classes excluded only those long-term unemployed for whom no occupational information was held. The second difference was in the definition of how many employees make a large organisation. E-SeC categorises organisations with more than 10 employees as large whereas the definition of large for NS-SEC is organisations with more than 25 employees. These differences affected the class into which employers or managers of large organisations were placed. However the purpose of the validation was to see if E-SeC provided a similar picture of the UK to that of NS-SEC allowing for the differences between the classifications.
NS-SEC has been extensively verified and is widely used in UK studies where socio-economic classification is considered important and can therefore be considered a “gold-standard” against which to compare any other similar classification. 
Given that this study involved a preliminary investigation of the prototype E-SeC, the aim was constrained to whether E-SeC would provide a representative picture of the UK that would be comparable with one provided using NS-SEC. To determine whether E-SeC was a suitable classification for the following comparisons were conducted. 
· E-SeC and NS-SEC at individual and household levels

· E-SeC and NS-SEC by age

· E-SeC and NS-SEC by age and sex at individual level
· E-SeC and NS-SEC by class, age and sex
· The predictive power of E-SeC and NS-SEC looking at chronic morbidity

4. Results
4.1 Individual level


When looking at the two classifications the distributions follow the same general pattern although there are statistically significant differences between them within each class with the exception of the small employers and self-employed group. E-SeC categorises a 
significantly smaller proportion of individuals than NS-SEC into four classes; these are the lower managers and professional group, the intermediate occupations group, the small employers and self-employed group and the lower supervisors and technicians group. By contrast, significantly more individuals were categorised into the large employers and higher managers, lower sales service and technical, and routine groups under E-SeC than NS-SEC.
The largest difference occurr
ed within the lower managerial group, 20 per cent of respondents were classified in this group under E-SeC compared with 27 per cent under NS-SEC (Figure 1). The group with the next largest difference was the routine occupation group where E-SeC categorised 17 per cent of respondents compared with 11 per cent under NS-SEC.  
[image: image1.emf]Figure 1: Comparison of E-SeC and UK NS-SEC
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The data were investigated further and disaggregated first by sex and then by age.

Looking first at the data disaggregated by sex, the validation exercise sought to answer two questions:
i) Within each class, was the relationship between men and women the same under both E-SeC and NS-SEC?

ii) Was the relationship between E-SeC and NS-SEC the same for both men and women in each class?


Among all classes, where the proportion of men was higher than the proportion of women under NS-SEC then the same was true under E-SeC. Similarly, where the proportion of women was higher than the proportion of men under NS-SEC then the same was true under E-SeC. However it is worth noting that for some classes the differences between the sexes narrowed considerably under E-SeC compared with NS-SEC. The proportion of men classified as lower managers was 7 percentage points lower than the proportion of women under NS-SEC. Under E-SeC that difference had narrowed to 3 percentage points. Similarly the proportion of men who were lower supervisors and technicians was 6 percentage points lower than the proportion of women under NS-SEC. Under E-SEC that difference also narrowed to 3 percentage points (see Figure 2).
For each class, except lower supervisors and technicians, the relationships between E-SeC and NS-SEC was the same for both men and women. That is, if the proportion of men in a particular class was lower under NS-SEC than under E-SeC, then the proportion of women in that same category was also lower under NS-SEC than E-SeC. In the lower supervisors and technicians class, however, this was not true; a lower proportion of women fell in this category under NS-SEC than under E-SeC, but a higher proportion of men fell in this category under NS-SEC than under E-SeC. 
[image: image3.emf]Figure 2: Comparison of E-SeC and UK NS-SEC by sex
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A similar exercise was repeated for age. The E-SeC and NS-SEC data were both separated into five, ten-year age bands and each age band was split by sex. The distributions were then compared. 

This detailed comparison showed distributions for E-SeC to be broadly similar to those for NS-SEC. However, notable differences occurred in the lower managerial and professional group where NS-SEC had a larger proportion of both men and women across all age groups than E-SeC. For the routine occupations class, the situation was reversed with E-SeC categorising a significantly larger proportion of men and women in all age groups (with the exception of women aged between 25 and 34) into this class compared with NS-SEC. 
For the other classes differences between NS_SEC and E-SeC tended to only occur for the 16 to 24 year age group.

· 25 percent of young women aged 16 to 24 were categorised as being in the intermediate class under NS-SEC compared with 15 per cent of the same demographic group under E-SeC 
· 18 per cent of men aged 16 to 24 were categorised as being in the lower supervisory group by NS-SEC compared with 8 per cent under E-SeC 
· A larger proportion of both men and women aged between 16 and 24 were categorised into the lower sales, service and technical group under E-SeC compared with NS-SEC. There was a 12 percentage point difference for men and an 11 percentage point difference for women. This difference was also observed in the 25 to 34 year age group, where there was a 4 and 5 percentage point difference for men and women respectively




While the overall distributions of the two classifications appear similar, the classes may not contain exactly the same people. That is, there is no guarantee that the 13 per cent of the population that fell into E-SeC class 1 were exactly the same people that contributed to the 15 per cent of the population who made up NS-SEC class 1. To investigate this, a matching exercise between the two classifications was conducted (Figure 3). This showed that on average, just under three-quarters (71 per cent) of respondents shared the same class for E-SeC and NS-SEC.      [image: image6.emf]Figure 3: NS-SEC classes by E-SeC
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Each individual NS-SEC class was examined to see how the individuals were categorised by E-SeC and whether they occupied the same class.

Higher managerial and professional occupations

E-SeC categorised 82 per cent of people who were higher managers under NS-SEC as large employers, higher managers/professionals, the corresponding E-SeC class. A further 16 per cent of NS-SEC higher managers were categorised in the lower managers and professionals group. 
Lower managerial and professional 
This class represented the largest group of individuals as illustrated in Figure 1. E-SeC categorised 67 per cent of people who were lower managers under NS-SEC as lower managers/professionals, 14 per cent were categorised as higher managers/professionals (one in five of these are office managers), 9 per cent in intermediate occupations (one in five are sales representatives) and 7 per cent in the lower supervisors and technicians group. The discrepancy is partly explained by the fact that while NS-SEC places all supervisors in the lower managerial and professional group, E-SeC has the class of lower supervisors into which people with supervisory responsibilities can be placed. This contains occupations such as police officers (sergeant and below), counter clerks and nursery nurses.
Intermediate occupations

The intermediate class, one of the smallest groups, was where there was least agreement between the classifications
. E-SeC placed 58 per cent of people who were categorised into intermediate occupations under NS-SEC into the corresponding intermediate class. Differences occurred in the following classes: higher managers (two-thirds of the difference was accounted for by teaching professionals not elsewhere classified); lower managers (one-third of the difference was accounted for by draughtspersons); lower sales service and technical occupations (about one-fifth of the difference was accounted for by customer care occupations); and routine occupations (two-thirds of whom were filing and recording clerks).
Small employers and own-account workers

Small employers and the own-account workers were handled similarly by both classifications, all discrepancies
, 6 per cent, were placed into the higher managerial and lower managerial groups by E-SeC.
Lower supervisory and technician occupations

E-SeC categorised 71 per cent of people who were in this group under NS-SEC as lower supervisors and technicians
. A further 22 per cent were categorised into the lower sales service and technical group (class 6). These represent occupations such as metalworking production and maintenance fitters, motor mechanics, and electricians.
Semi-routine occupations

One of the larger groups for both classifications is the semi-routine group for NS-SEC, which represents the merged lower sales, services
 and clerical occupations and its equivalent classification under E-SeC, described as the lower technical occupations.  The two classifications agreed on 62 per cent of occupations. A further 36 per cent was categorised as routine by E-SeC, which accounted for almost all of the discrepancy. Of these, one-third were represented by kitchen and catering assistants, and postal workers, mail sorters, couriers and messengers.
Routine occupations

Looking at routine occupations, 77 per cent of individuals who were categorised as routine under NS-SEC were classified as routine under E-SeC. E-SeC categorised a further 21 per cent of individuals into the lower sales, service and technical group, examples of these include carpenters and joiners, hairdressers and barbers, and school mid-day assistants.
The comparative exercise was then repeated at the three class level by merging the following: higher managerial and lower managerial groups to form class 1; the intermediate occupations and small employers and self-employed to form class 2; and the remaining groups form class 3. At this level on average, 88 per cent of individuals shared the same class. For the managerial and professional occupations
 (class 1) the figure was 87 per cent, for the intermediate occupations (class 2) it was 72 per cent and for routine and manual occupations (class 3) it was 99 per cent.
4.2 Household level

Household level data are used for describing variables such as family income and consumer durables in a household and are often used for more general demographic purposes. A comparison was made between E-SeC and NS-SEC to see if the observed distributions remained constant at household level. The data for the household reference person (HRP) from the autumn 2005 LFS data were isolated, making a sample size of 36,677. The characteristics of the sample meant that these individuals were more likely to be male (68 per cent) and in older age groups
.
The overall shape of the distributions at household level remained the same. Both E-SeC and NS-SEC categorised a greater proportion of HRPs as large employers and professionals and lower managers compared with individual level data and categorised a smaller proportion in intermediate, lower sales, services and technical and routine occupations.
The difference between E-SeC and NS-SEC remained significant
 for the lower managerial group with a 6 percentage point difference; for routine occupations with a 5 percentage point difference and for the lower sales, services and technical group with a 3 percentage point difference, Figure 4.
[image: image8.emf] Figure 5:Comparison of E-SeC and UK NS-SEC at the household level
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4.3 Predictive power

In the UK, NS-SEC is acknowledged to be a good predictor of socio-economic factors such as health and educational outcomes. It was decided to investigate whether E-SeC would have similar predictive power to NS-SEC by looking at chronic morbidity as an outcome measure at the individual level. Chronic morbidity is a condition in which people have been or expect to be in ill health for at least one year. A simple logistic regression model was created to determine the effects of the two classifications as independent variables together with age, sex, educational attainment and ethnicity
. 

The results showed that E-SeC had a similar predictive power to NS-SEC when used as an independent variable for chronic morbidity Table 2. For both classifications the higher managerial group was the reference category. Compared with this group, all other classes were more likely to experience chronic morbidity. For example when using E-SeC in the model, those in intermediate occupations were 25 per cent more likely to experience chronic morbidity and when using NS-SEC they were 24 per cent more likely. E-SeC had a similar effect to NS-SEC on the covariates in the model with the effects of age and education remaining the same. However, this was a 
 simple model conducted for initial investigative purposes and was restricted to covering one particular topic: chronic morbidity. More complex models with varying outcome measures need to be performed to fully assess the comparability of the two classifications as predictor variables.
Table 2: Results of logistic regression model on chronic morbidity
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	-using NS-SEC as an independent variable
	 

	
	     B
	    S.E.
	  Exp(B)

	 sex
	-0.01
	0.001
	0.992

	 age25-34
	0.18
	0.002
	1.196

	 age35-44
	0.49
	0.002
	1.630

	 age45-54
	0.93
	0.002
	2.541

	 age55-64
	1.51
	0.002
	4.513

	 ethnicity
	0.13
	0.002
	1.142

	 qualification
	-0.21
	0.001
	0.813

	 degree
	-0.39
	0.002
	0.680

	 nsec lower m
	0.13
	0.002
	1.139

	 nsec interme
	0.22
	0.002
	1.242

	 nsec sm emp
	0.13
	0.002
	1.140

	 nsec low sup
	0.34
	0.002
	1.403

	 nsec low sal
	0.39
	0.002
	1.481

	 nsec routine
	0.48
	0.002
	1.612

	 constant
	-1.92
	0.003
	0.147

	Chronic morbidity - using E-SeC as an independent variable

	 
	     B
	    S.E.
	   Exp(B)

	 sex
	-0.01
	0.001
	0.995

	 age25-34
	0.26
	0.002
	1.291

	 age35-44
	0.56
	0.002
	1.750

	 age45-54
	1.00
	0.002
	2.726

	 age55-64
	1.58
	0.002
	4.846

	 ethnicity
	0.16
	0.002
	1.175

	 qualification
	-0.22
	0.001
	0.802

	 degree
	-0.40
	0.002
	0.670

	 esec lower m
	0.16
	0.002
	1.177

	 esec interme
	0.22
	0.002
	1.251

	 esec sm emp
	0.15
	0.002
	1.162

	 esec low sup
	0.36
	0.002
	1.438

	 esec low sale
	0.35
	0.002
	1.421

	 esec routine
	0.47
	0.002
	1.596

	 constant
	-2.02
	0.003
	0.133



5. Conclusion
The picture of the UK using E-SeC at the nine class level was broadly similar to that obtained when using NS-SEC, although there were significant differences between the two classifications. The classes exhibiting the largest difference were the lower managerial and professional group, and routine occupation group, where for both sexes and almost all age groups there was a statistically significant difference between E-SeC and NS-SEC. 
Almost three in ten individuals were assigned to a different class of E-SeC to NS-SEC. Where there was a discrepancy, in the majority of instances the individuals were placed into the adjacent categories and nearly all discrepancies were resolved when looking at the three class level. This reinforced the similarities observed between the classifications. When examined at household level the distribution of the classifications remained similar to each other. 
The predictive power of E-SeC was also similar to that of NS-SEC when used as an independent variable in a simple logistic regression model with chronic morbidity as the outcome measure. 
However, it should be reiterated that the E-SeC classification used is a prototype that will undergo additional work to harmonise key classifying variables, particularly employment relations, occupation and the measurement of management and supervision. 
This paper will also be published on the E-SeC website alongside the validation studies for Project Consortium members and other European countries.i

Appendix

Project Consortium Members are:
· Institute for Social & Economic Research, University of Essex, UK 
· Warwick Institute for Employment Research, University of Warwick, UK

· Mannheim Centre for European Social Research (MZES), University of Mannheim, Germany  

· Institut National de la Statistique et des Études Économiques (INSEE), France 

· Department of Public Health, Erasmus University, Rotterdam, Netherlands  

· Swedish Institute for Social Research (SOFI), University of Stockholm, Sweden 

· Department of Sociology and Social Research, University of Milan-Bicocca, Italy 

· Economic and Social Research Institute (ESRI), Dublin, Ireland 
· Office for National Statistics, UK
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� See appendix for further details


� ISCO88 (COM) [NM – COM here and not elsewhere?] classifies the armed forces as a 10th group


� http;//www.iser.essex.ac.uk/esec/nsi/matrices/Eurosec%20Full.SPS


� Reference categories were as follows: sex=female, age=16-24, educational attainment=no qualifications, E-SeC and NS-SEC=higher managers and professionals. The variables were treated as non-ordinal and dummy variables were assigned. Should this not go in the method section?]





�? is it correct that E-SeC is lower case e and NS-SEC is upper case E?


�Rather than having a footnote that just cross-refers reader to appendix, suggest you make this end-note 1 and make the Appendix the first end-note


�suggest deleting many aspects because presumably it applies to all aspects.


�(Hall, 2006) – Should this ref be in full and should it be moved to the end-notes?


�Text repeated under heading 4.3


�long sentence so suggest break


�too many ‘groups’ in this sentence so suggest change


� ‘that’ defines, ‘which’ informs.


� ‘that’ defines, ‘which’ informs.


�? bit contusing, 10th category in table is never worked or LT employed


�of  what? sub-groups? minor groups?


�footnote/endnote indicator comes after punctuation. Why is footnote 3  a footnote and not an end-note?


�do you need both lowers here?


�? This next sentence seems to be repeating the end of the previous para. Suggest delete


�Bullets should be in the same order as findings


�If not, need to use another word than significantly, see Style Guide


�? mention that this was in spite of both having an intermediate occupations class?


�Give figs on discrepancies?


�?Mention that both classifications have this group?


�services in the table


�Don’t think you need to repeat both class and title of classes


�specify ages of older age groups


�see earlier comment on use of signifcant


�repeated from intro – keep here and cut down/rephrase intro?


�Should footnote 4 be incorporated into the text as it sets out reference categories?


�? Could make this footnote 1 under refs, rather than an Appendix.





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/esec/" ��http://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/esec/�





� Rose D. , Pevalin D.  J. , and O’Reilly K. (2005). The National Statistics Socio-economic Classification: Origins, Development and Use. Palgrave Macmillan. http://www.statistics.gov.uk/methods_quality/ns_sec/downloads/NS-SEC_Origins.pdf_





� Office for National Statistics (2005). The National Statistics Socio-economic Classification: User Manual. Palgrave Macmillan.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.statistics.gov.uk/methods_quality/ns_sec/downloads/NS-SEC_User.pdf_" ��http://www.statistics.gov.uk/methods_quality/ns_sec/downloads/NS-SEC_User.pdf_�


Hall C. (2006). Population Trends No. 125. Palgrave Macmillan.


ISCO 88 (COM) - A Guide for Users, University of Warwick (http://www.warwick.ac.uk/ier/isco/brit/btext1.html)


Rose D. and Pevalin D. J. (2003). A Researcher's Guide to the National Statistics Socio-economic Classification. Sage Publications





Rose D. and O'Reilly K.(1998). THE The ESRC Review of Government Social Classifications. ONS/ESRC.





Rose D and O'Reilly K. (1997). Constructing classes: toward a new social classification for the UK. ESRC/ONS





[NM – Include refs to other countries validation exercises?]
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