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The Paris Agreement

At the conclusion of this two-day meeting of the Project Co-ordination Committee, the teams agreed the following:
1. That version 2.1 (9 categories) should represent the broad structure of the ESeC.

2. The sequencing and/or placing of classes 4, 5 and 6 within this structure should be given further consideration.

3. That each team should give careful consideration to the distinctions between:

· higher (1) and lower (2) managers;
· higher (2) and lower (7) technicians;
· intermediate (3) and lower service/sales/clerical (6);
· lower service/sales/clerical(6) routine occupations (9);
· lower technical occupations (8) and routine occupations (9);
seeking, where necessary, further information on employment relations when allocating occupational categories to ESeC classes.  Any comments/information relating to these ‘boundary issues’ should be communicated to all partners before April 29th.
4. That the use of a higher (50+) size band was not desirable.

5. That the ESeC should be operationalised primarily via ISCO 88(COM).  Where the national classification could provide a better mapping to ESeC classes, this may also be used as an alternative to ISCO 88(COM).

6. Where a country has specific information on the nature of the employment contract, and this information is typically available for all information sources, this may be incorporated into the ESeC at the third level.

7. That the statistical compendium should be sharpened to focus upon indicators which can be related theoretically to ESeC classes.

8. Not to put data on the web ‘too early’ (i.e. until we understand what the differences represent).

9. To examine differences between sources and countries in distribution of ESeC classes, using:

· LFS : 1996

· ECHP : 1994-96 (1st wave only)

PE to produce check list of issues to be explored when examining for differences between data sources for individual countries.

10. ‘Dominance rules’ – to be established at the end of the project, but they should reflect the ‘dominant class influence’.

11. Farm size – 0, 1+ employees seen as useful distinction, but each country should make the most appropriate distinction between classes 1 and 5 if this distinction cannot easily be made.

12. Persons without a current occupation should be classified as follows:

· Unemployed – should be classified according to information on last job/main job.  If such information is not available, then their ESeC class is not defined.

· Students – should be regarded as not having achieved an ESeC class.

· Retired – should be classified according to last main job, otherwise their ESeC class is not defined.

· Persons with home duties to be classified as the retired.

13. Each national team should document carefully what it is doing, how and why, communicating results to all teams on a regular and frequent basis. 
Peter Elias
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