Comments from Eva Szilágyi, Hungarian NSI

As far as I could study the documents you sent me, the ESeC classes would be very useful in Hungary, as they can be developed from the fully harmonized data of our LFS, which means the most important and most regularly used labour market information in Hungary.  I am glad to participate in the project and to be able to test the classification on the Hungarian data. 

As the classification of the unemployed, unpaid family workers and inactive groups is not clear, I applied ESeC classes only for the employed excluding family workers. The frequency distribution for ESeC you can see in the attached files.  What is interesting for me in your ESeC matrix is that the ESeC value of SE<10 and SENO employment status are not so different, while the gap between the SENO and employee status is rather big. Maybe, it is not so valid in Hungary for the manual labour, as quite a lot of employers still employ a part of their labour as self-employed to avoid high labour costs, while their working hours and responsibility is similar to that of the employees.  In the first 100 OUGs (attached file) I found two groups with questionable ESeC classes:

4121 Accounting and book-keeping clerks who enjoy higher prestige than teachers or nurses in Hungary, why are they not among the lower professionals?  On the other hand, 9312 seems to have lower prestige in the labour market than in the UK, as for us it contains the "most unskilled" work, mostly with public or casual workers. 

In the LFS the correlation between the highest educational attainment and the ESeC seems to be significantly high, but the correlation between FEOR/ISCO and the education is higher, as occupation is very determined by education. The ESeC classes probably rather determine income, but income data in our LFS is hardly usable.  Occupational stratification was already studied in Hungary on the basis of 1996 micro-census, and you can see the main findings of it in the notes attached. But I have to get into these studies deeper to be able to compare it with your ESeC.  Sorry that I can't give advice on the most important issues you asked (size rules, separation of agriculture, distinction in farmers), but it is hard as in LFS there was not any classification of this kind so far.  However, I hope you can make use of my attachments.

In Hungary there is a national occupational classification (FEOR ’93) and the classification is basically happens by this. FEOR is based on international recommendations and very similar to ISCO in structure. In LFS the national code – in case there is a one to one correspondence – is automatically converted into ISCO code during the data entry. But there are 55 FEOR codes which have more (2-5) corresponding ISCO codes, and in this case the ISCO code will be manually chosen.

Specific ISCO codes in Hungary:

0110
Military service requiring college or university degree (high level education)


0210
Military service requiring medium level education


0310
Military service not requiring medium level education


7239
Machinery mechanics and fitters not elsewhere specified


8132
Glass, ceramics and related plant operators not elsewhere specified

8169
Power production and related plant operators not elsewhere specified

Regarding the classification into ESeC these codes means the same as:

100, 110, 110, 7233, 8139, 8163.

(From the derivation matrix you sent there were two ISCO OUG missing:

7421, 9112)

In the national occupational classification the size of establishment rule to distinguish large and small employer (classifying 12 Corporate managers and 13 General managers) uses not a cut-off of 10 employees, but of 20. But the correct use of the rule can not be checked as it regards the total number of the employed persons, while LFS asks only the number of persons employed at the local unit. It is probably due to this, that almost 40% of the persons in sub-major group 12 works in a place (local unit) with less than 20 persons and 20% of the sub-major 13 works in a place with 20 or more.

The members of cooperatives in Hungary gives 0,2% of the total employment. They are considered to be self-employed. As the Hungarian LFS doesn’t make difference between cooperatives with or without employees, by employment status they are classified in SENO, i.e. all are regarded having no employees.

The allocation of the ‘other active’ and inactive groups into the current ESeC classes on the basis of their last job or on the basis of the job of the household’s reference person would contradict the theoretical base of ESeC, if it wishes to classify positions and in this way two persons have the same position.

I agree that modification of the LFS’ question on supervisory would improve reliability as in Hungary we use the question now: “Do you supervise other persons’ work in your job?”. In ISCO major 2,3,4 the rate of the supervisors by this question 25, 18 and 10 % and 16 % among all the employees (it is asked only from employees).

The definition for household reference person as the Hungarian Statistical Office uses among others in the LFS survey usually means the head of the family, traditionally the husband or the male person of two cohabiting partners, if there is more, the older, of working age person, or if there isn’t who is regarded to be the family keeper by the family members.

According to another survey in Hungary (ESOMAR) the main earner of the family would be a better solution to represent the economic status of the households. This survey showed that in 20% of the households the main earner is not the same as the household reference person used by the Statistical Office.

Among the “excluded” long-term unemployment, regarding those having been unemployed for a year or more means a number of 4368 persons in the sample of 2004 (114091 estimated), and their economic position is very different, so it worth to separate a group for them.. On the other hand, the group of persons who never worked (37163 persons in the sample, 1103282 persons estimated) means a very heterogeneous group, among them we find unemployed, inactive, ex-students who left school not long ago.

Occupational stratification on the data of 1996 micro-census was studied by our Census and Social Statistics Department led by Erzsébet Bukodi and 6 possible model-versions were developed. Model I applied the national occupational classification with some modification for the stratification. Model V adapted a widely accepted stratification structure, the EGP system. Model II, III and VI are mainly based on the EGP system with some complements and modifications. While model IV tried to make it possible to compare past and present (before and after transition). The most important findings were the following:

· White –collar and mainly manual strata can be differentiated in most of the models.

· Models based on EGP classification show own-account workers separately.

· The category of higher stratum of the professionals and top management is included practically in every model.

· The stratum of non-manual workers and middle management is less responsible and less qualified then the previous stratum.

· The middle intellectual, mainly administrative stratum has limited responsibility and secondary degree at least.

· Skilled and unskilled manual workers are distinguished in the models usually. These two strata differ both in terms of character of their jobs and in their level of education. Furthermore, it is reasonable to differentiate between agricultural and non-agricultural manual workers on the bases of the character of the job and living conditions.
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Introduction

This report responds to several questions raised about the validity of the European Socio-economic Classification (E-SeC) for the Spanish case. As the conceptual aim of E-SEC is to differentiate positions within labour markets and production units in terms of their typical employment relations, some issues need to be addressed in order to fit the Spanish socio-economic and institutional situation to E-SEC. Exchange relations in the labour market is an insufficient factor for explaining social class because national labour markets differ according to institutional effects (Esping-Andersen, 1993). In other words, social class allocation to an occupation may vary in some aspects across countries. Across countries, some occupations may include a different composition of working and employment conditions (i.e., self-employed, employed, unpaid family workers, etc.). In Spain, for instance, a large share of workers is self-employed with or without employees. Almost 20%
 of the occupied population is self-employed and 70% of these have no employees. Most of them are minimally educated and small business owners (e.g., snack bar holders, taxi drivers), and some of them deal with only one firm and have working conditions similar to employees. These conditions are important to recognize because they might have a different impact on employment relations and life chances for some specific occupational categories in Spain. 

The report is structured as follows. First, general aspects about occupation and employment in Spain are briefly detailed. Second, some notes about methodology and data used for validation of the E-SEC matrix are mentioned. Third, a description of unique employment and working conditions for employees in Spain is presented. Then, an employment relations’ indicator (ER indicator) for establishing different forms of regulations for Spanish employees is developed. In the following section, the transposition of the Spanish standard classification of occupations (CNO-94) to the European version of the International standard classification of occupations (ISCO-88) is detailed. Subsequently, comments on the E-SEC matrix for the Spanish case are made. Finally, the issue of part-time employment is treated. 

2. General aspects for assessing occupations in Spain

The E-SEC matrix has been built by cross-tabulating occupations, according to national standard classifications of occupations and employment status. This allows a class analysis according to factors related to employment relations.  In fact, the Spanish classification of occupations (CNO-94) classifies occupations according to responsibilities, qualifications and tasks related to occupational unit groups (OUGs). However, this standardized classification does not take into account employment status (i.e., employer, self-employed, employees, unpaid family workers, cooperativist) nor employment hierarchy (i.e., supervisors, assistants, apprentices). Therefore, employment status is cross-tabulated with occupations in order to include in the E-SeC factors that impact employment relations. 

In spite of this, class analysis for occupations by only cross-tabulating employment status still might lack some other factors that are necessary for a global understanding of employment relations in the Spanish and other national cases. For example, the Fordist scheme of employment status used for the E-SeC matrix construction classifies all employees, whose main task is not supervising other employees, in the same category
. This might involve heterogeneous situations within the general category of employees. Although few categories might apply for reasons of parsimony, some distinctions within employment status categories must be taken into account in order to understand different effects of national institutions on labour markets.

For instance, the position of apprentice or trainee is not considered in the classification of occupations, which generally classifies senior and apprentice workers together; nor is considered as employment status, in which they are mainly included in the general category of employees. If a socio-economic classification allocates social class positions to occupations according to employment relations, trainees and apprentices should be mainly allocated to other class positions according to the tasks they are carrying out and the employment and working conditions they hold at the moment (which are worse than the ones senior workers hold). 

This has something to do with the precariousness of specific groups in the Spanish labour market, such as youth, but also women and unskilled workers. Unlike Britain and some other European countries, Spain has a high percentage of temporary employment, especially among the youth. According to Ianelli and Soro-Bonmati (2001), Spain holds the highest level of temporary employment among people aged 15-24, where 63% of males and 65% of females are contracted on a temporary basis. 80% of these young temporary workers declare themselves to be in a training period.  After finishing formal education, Spaniards becomes ‘outsiders’ for a long time, holding different kinds of fixed-term contracts. In fact, the youngsters easily find a job in Spain, especially if they are highly educated, but they will encounter some problems in entering a stable job career (Ianelli et al., 2001). Thus, an individual’s first 6 month fixed-term contract cannot be considered as the first important job on a career path in Spain. As Polavieja (2003) states, the fixed-term contract problem is not only an employment characteristic of low-skilled occupations in Spain, but is found in all occupations (see Table 1). High firing costs for non-fixed term employees and the legal facilities for temporary contracting on a temporary basis have been pointed out as some determinants of the high share of fixed-term contracts in Spain. Table 2 in the Appendix shows the occupational unit groups with more than 20% of fixed-term employment (OUG with low number of unweighted cases must be assessed carefully). High fixed-term contract rates might imply worse employment relations, above all for unskilled occupations. 

	Table 1. Fixed-term contract by CNO-94 /ISCO-88 (COM) major groups  (percentages)

	
	 

	 
	% fixed-term contract

	1: Senior officials and managers
	2,8
	

	2: Professionals
	19,2
	

	3: Technicians and associate professionals 
	15,8
	

	4: Clerks
	22,6
	

	5: Service workers and shop and market sales workers
	29,3
	

	6: Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
	49,3
	

	7: Craft and related trades workers
	34,2
	

	8: Plant and machine operators and assemblers
	22,3
	

	9: Elementary occupations
	47,6
	

	Total
	28,8
	 

	Source: Work-Life Quality Survey, 2003
	
	


Employment relations also may vary for employees depending on the private/public basis of the employer organization. Specified below, public and private employees differ in some employment and working conditions that make their employment relations different. Public employment becomes safer from a population’s point of view in a country with a high rate of temporary employment. Job security is the main attraction of public employment in Spain. There are some occupations that are more likely to be found in public organizations, and there are some others that are specific to the public sector. Employment status in the E-SEC does not distinguish public and private employees. However, the CNO-94 distinguishes some OUGs that are specific to the public sector. This is the case for the following CNO-94 OUG codes (see OUG description and CNO-94 transposition to ISCO-88 COM in attached excel document): 1020, 2950, 2530, 3411, 4300, 4400 and major group 0 (armed forces). The occupations more commonly held by public employees and civil servants are mainly related to professionals of major group 2, specifically in education, health and the social services sector; and clerks in the major group 4. 

As stated before, there is a high share of self-employed with no employees, or “own-account workers”, in the Spanish labour market. They were around 14% of the Spanish workforce in 2003 according to the Work-Life Quality Survey (WLQS) data. Their main characteristics are low levels of education on average and the low task skills required for their occupations. As shown in Table 3, these own-account workers are more highly concentrated in the less skilled occupational categories. This is the case of major occupational ISCO groups 5 to 8, which differs from professional and higher technical categories that require higher educational attainment and are therefore underrepresented for the self-employed with no employees. The own account workers are mainly male (70%); 13% have attained a university degree and 60.4% have only finished secondary education (until 15-16 years of age) with no extra vocational training.

Industrial relations, educational systems and the welfare state, as Esping-Andersen (1993) mentions, are other factors that might play a role in the segmentation of the labour market. Then, these factors will also be considered when checking the E-SEC matrix from the Spanish point of view.

	Table 3. Employment status by CNO-94 /ISCO-88 (COM) major groups (percentages)
	 

	
	 
	
	

	 
	Employees
	Self-employed
	Self-employed
	Other categories

	 
	 
	 (with employees)
	 (without employees)
	 

	0: Armed Forces
	100,0
	
	
	

	1: Senior officials and managers
	16,5
	38,2
	42,2
	3,1

	2: Professionals
	86,3
	3,5
	9,0
	1,2

	3: Technicians and associate professionals 
	85,9
	2,5
	9,5
	2,0

	4: Clerks
	96,9
	0,5
	0,9
	1,8

	5: Service workers and shop and market sales workers
	80,8
	2,5
	11,9
	4,8

	6: Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
	37,7
	4,5
	48,7
	9,1

	7: Craft and related trades workers
	78,9
	5,1
	13,3
	2,7

	8: Plant and machine operators and assemblers
	83,4
	1,9
	12,7
	2,0

	9: Elementary occupations
	91,5
	0,5
	5,0
	3,0

	Total
	77,7
	5,3
	14,0
	3,0

	Source: Work-Life Quality Survey, 2003
	
	
	
	


 3. Data & Methodology

As Goldthorpe (1997) states, larger sample sizes are desirable in order to do ex ante validation of socio-economic groups. Thus, for validating the results of the E-SEC data matrix for the Spanish case the Work-Life Quality Survey (WLQS -Encuesta de calidad de vida en el trabajo) has been used. This survey provides cross-sectional data on employment and working conditions from 1999 to 2003. The sample of the survey is stratified by regional and local population sizes in three phases. Every year-wave (i.e., five waves from 1999 to 2003) contains 6,020 individual responses that represent the employed Spanish population, defined according to the ILO convention, with a sampling error of 1.4 for a confidence interval of 95.45%. Grouping the five-year data creates a large dataset with more than 30,000 individual responses on working conditions and some other demographic and economic factors... Information related to forms of remuneration, promotion opportunities and autonomy are available in the survey, making it optimal for our purpose of quantitative analysis. 

In fact, it is more reasonable to use the WLQS instead of the Spanish Labour Force Survey (LFS), because the LFS does not provide the breadth of information about working conditions. Furthermore, the LFS codifies occupations using only 2-digits of the National Spanish occupational classification (CNO-94), whereas WLQS codifies occupations using 3-digits of CNO-94. Therefore, E-SEC matrix validation and responses to queries about occupational unit groups will be confined to the 3-digit level of occupational classifications. This occurs for two reasons; first, only running an analysis using 30,000 cases might uncover the less represented occupational groups in the Spanish society for a 4-digit disaggregation of occupations (level that contains up to 493 primary occupational unit groups). Secondly, the WLQS records the occupation of individuals at the 3-digit level and there is no other large Spanish sample survey that details occupational unit groups at the 4-digit level of CNO-94.

An indicator on employment relations, aimed at quantitatively testing the matrix for the Spanish case, has been constructed. The employment relation’s indicator will be described later. For the employment relations construction, the following text describes some working and employment conditions for employees in Spain, using cross-sectional data from WLQS.

4. Assessing some aspects of employment and working conditions for employees in Spain

As suggested in the feasibility report of the E-SEC, some aspects of employment relations might help to distinguish forms of regulation for different kinds of employees. On a continuum, these forms of regulation exist from service relationships to labour contracts. To varying degrees, regulation of employment relations impact life chances. Goldthorpe (1997) mentions (1) forms of remuneration, (2) promotion opportunities, and (3) autonomy, as aspects that might indicate forms of regulation. For instance, a higher degree of autonomy, promotion expectancies and pay scale with increments would indicate a service relationship. The lack of these aspects would indicate labour contract, and something in between might be considered intermediate forms of regulation. Attenuated forms of the service relationship and the labour contract, with some of the characteristics of each other, are the most usual situations. Therefore, forms of regulation must be interpreted as a continuum. 

The three mentioned aspects of employment relations for establishing forms of regulation are equally valid for the Spanish case; however, the indicators of these aspects are not the same as those mentioned in the E-SEC feasibility report. All of them are valid to infer aspects from the British employment relations, but not for the Spanish case. Furthermore, specific indicators taken from survey questions in the British LFS in 1996/1997 are not available for the Spanish case. Then, validation of the E-SEC matrix in the Spanish case has to take into account the national specificities and use approximated and available indicators to validate this specific situation. For instance, some indicators of autonomy, regarding the use and distribution of time, show some problems for employees in major group 2 (i.e., professionals). In the following question of the WLQS:

Q-112: How often do the following situations apply in your main job?

e) I have flexibility in deciding when to arrive at and leave the workplace.

g) I establish my schedule.

[Possible responses:] Always / Often / Sometimes / Rarely / Never / (Don’t answer)

	Table 4. Percentage response of CNO-94 /ISCO-88 (COM) major groups to high / low time autonomy

	
	flexibility arriving/leaving workplace

	 CNO-94 /ISCO-88 (COM) major groups
	High time autonomy
	Low time autonomy

	0: Armed Forces
	22,9
	77,1

	1: Senior officials and managers
	73,1
	23,1

	2: Professionals
	29,0
	69,8

	3: Technicians and associate professionals 
	39,5
	59,0

	4: Clerks
	23,7
	74,6

	5: Service workers and shop and market sales workers
	16,2
	82,3

	6: Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
	17,9
	81,1

	7: Craft and related trades workers
	18,3
	80,1

	8: Plant and machine operators and assemblers
	10,9
	88,4

	9: Elementary occupations
	16,0
	81,2

	 
	Schedules' determination

	 CNO-94 /ISCO-88 (COM) major groups
	High time autonomy
	Low time autonomy

	0: Armed Forces
	5,7
	94,3

	1: Senior officials and managers
	44,2
	51,9

	2: Professionals
	17,0
	81,0

	3: Technicians and associate professionals 
	21,4
	76,3

	4: Clerks
	11,4
	87,2

	5: Service workers and shop and market sales workers
	10,5
	88,1

	6: Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
	10,4
	87,7

	7: Craft and related trades workers
	10,7
	87,3

	8: Plant and machine operators and assemblers
	8,8
	90,2

	9: Elementary occupations
	11,4
	85,7

	Source: Work-Life Quality Survey, 2003

The sample includes only employees and managers
	
	


Results of the percentage of response by each ISCO-88 (COM) major group are shown in Table 4. Percentages are aggregated into two categories, the second column shows the results when employees have low discretion for deciding their working schedules (i.e., when the answer to the above question is ‘rarely’ or ‘never’), whereas the first column shows answers for a major autonomy, regarding time (i.e. when the answer to the mentioned question is ‘sometimes’, ‘often’ or ‘always’).

In Table 4, it becomes evident how all major occupational groups follow a similar logic pattern of occupation to time autonomy, according to their typical working conditions, but the second major group (i.e., professionals). Only 29% of people holding occupations of major group 2 declare to have no restrictions when deciding the time to start and leave their job, whereas almost 40% of technicians in major group 3 declare higher time autonomy. The same occurs when determining the schedule (see second part of Table 4). 

	Table 5. Percentage of occupations in public or private sector for CNO-94 / ISCO-88 (COM) major groups

	
	Sector 

	 CNO-94 /ISCO-88 (COM) major groups
	Public
	Private

	0: Armed Forces
	100,0
	

	1: Senior officials and managers
	15,4
	84,6

	2: Professionals
	58,9
	41,1

	3: Technicians and associate professionals 
	25,8
	74,2

	4: Clerks
	29,9
	70,1

	5: Service workers and shop and market sales workers
	17,3
	82,7

	6: Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
	17,0
	83,0

	7: Craft and related trades workers
	4,7
	95,3

	8: Plant and machine operators and assemblers
	4,4
	95,6

	9: Elementary occupations
	10,0
	90,0

	Total
	19,8
	80,2

	Source: Work-Life Quality Survey, 2003

The sample includes only employees and managers
	
	


This a priori inconsistency becomes a reliable fact if employees are studied separately through a public/private employment dimension. Table 5 shows the percentage of public and private employees by major occupational ISCO-88 (COM) groups. Professionals (i.e., major group 2) are mainly public employees. Almost 60% of them work for the public sector, while only 26% of technicians in major group 3 do so. This would have adverse effects, to the expected ones, when using some indicators testing aspects of employment relations. For instance, according to data from WLQS, 80% of public sector employees in major group 2 declared low autonomy regarding time, whereas private sector employees declare only 57% of low time autonomy. Public employees seem to have more restrictions on time autonomy than private employees. At least this is the case for major groups 2 and 3.
This bias of public employment in major group 2 also affects other possible and available indicators of service relationships related to forms of remuneration such as participation in the firm’s benefits. This payment system is mainly used for establishing employee to employer service relationships in the private sector, but not in the public one. In 2003, only 6.6% of public sector employees in major groups 1, 2 and 3 declared to have received benefits, whereas 20.3% declared so in the private sector. Another bias of public/private sector is related to the determination of the salary, where 74% of all employees in major group 2 declared that the main determinant for fixing the salary is collective bargaining, in contrast to only 58% of employees in major group 3 (See Table 6 second column, percentages are for rows). 

	Table 6. Determination of salaries by CNO-94 / ISCO-88 (COM) major groups (percentages)

	
	 
	 

	 CNO-94 / ISCO-88 (COM) major groups
	Minimum wage
	Collective bargaining
	individual bargaining
	employer fixes

	0: Armed Forces
	11,9
	57,6
	0,8
	25,4

	1: Senior officials and managers
	2,2
	46,8
	38,9
	7,8

	2: Professionals
	3,8
	74,3
	11,7
	8,1

	3: Technicians and associate professionals 
	5,7
	58,0
	22,7
	10,5

	4: Clerks
	8,8
	67,2
	13,2
	8,9

	5: Service workers and shop and market sales workers
	10,9
	53,9
	22,3
	10,1

	6: Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
	16,9
	41,5
	25,9
	11,1

	7: Craft and related trades workers
	9,6
	57,1
	22,8
	8,0

	8: Plant and machine operators and assemblers
	7,8
	64,5
	17,1
	8,4

	9: Elementary occupations
	13,3
	49,2
	21,1
	12,4

	Total
	9,0
	58,7
	19,8
	9,6

	Source: Work-Life Quality Survey, 2003

The sample includes only employees and managers
	
	
	
	


In fact, private sector workers from major groups 2 and 3 bargain individually with the employer much more than public sector employees for salary setting. In 2003, 84% of public sector employees’ salaries were determined by collective bargaining, while only 52% were in the private sector. Individual bargaining determined almost 25% of private sector employees’ salaries, whereas the percentage was 2.2% in the case of public sector employees. To sum up, the public/private employment sphere must be taken into account for assessing indicators that a priori should be optimal for testing the ‘service relationship – labour contract’ forms of regulation.

Promotion opportunities, the third main aspect of employment relations, should include an indicator of investment of firms in the human capital of their employees (i.e., on-the-job training). Life-long learning of employees becomes crucial for ensuring high added value on firm’s production. Employers trust and invest in those employees that carry out high added value tasks, thus, establishing a service relationship. Then, the more training employers give to employees, the more closely the employment relation resembles a service relationship. This is also related to occupational unit groups as shown in Table 7. The level of firms that funds employees’ training is quite low in Spain. According to European Community Household Panel data, the participation rate of employees in vocational training was 14.5% of employees in Spain, whereas 21.4% is the OECD mean for 1998 (OECD, 2003b).

	Table 7. On-the-job training funded by firms by CNO-94 /ISCO-88 (COM) major groups (percentages)

	
	 

	 CNO-94 / ISCO-88 (COM) major groups
	 
	 

	0: Armed Forces
	71,2
	

	1: Senior officials and managers
	73,7
	

	2: Professionals
	66,2
	

	3: Technicians and associate professionals 
	55,1
	

	4: Clerks
	52,0
	

	5: Service workers and shop and market sales workers
	30,6
	

	6: Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
	13,8
	

	7: Craft and related trades workers
	25,9
	

	8: Plant and machine operators and assemblers
	32,9
	

	9: Elementary occupations
	18,6
	

	
	
	 

	Source: Work Quality Life Survey, 2003

The sample includes only employees and managers
	
	


As shown in Table 7, the level of on-the-job training decreases along major occupational groups of ISCO-88 (COM). However, the size of the firm does affect the firm’s training supply. In fact, both variables have a correlation coefficient, at the 99% significance level, of 0.45. Therefore, occupational unit groups that are usually employed in big firms have a higher probability of receiving on-the-job training. An example is some of the occupations of major group 8, where employees are usually employed in large firms compared to major groups 7 or 9. According to WLQS data in 2003, 36.5% of employees of group 8 worked for firms with more than 100 wage earners, whereas this percentage was 24.3% and 23.3% for major groups 7 and 9, respectively.

5. CNO-94 mapping to ISCO-88 (COM)
The purpose of this section is to outline the main differences of implementation criteria between the European version of the International Standard Classification of Occupations, ISCO-88 (COM), and the Spanish Classification of Occupations,CNO-94. This section is structured as follows: first, different general aspects of both classifications at the 3-digit level are established. Subsequently, specific aspects in all major groups are mentioned. The correspondences of classifications can be found in attached excel documents for the 4 and 3-digit classifications.

The occupational unit groups (OUG) extracted from the National Spanish occupational classification (CNO-94) are almost fully comparable to ISCO-88 (COM), though numeration at 2, 3 and 4-digit level varies among classifications. CNO-94 is a narrower version of the previous national classification of occupations (CNO-79) and was built on the basis of the European codification of the international standard classification of occupations, which was created and is revised by the International Labor Office (ILO) since 1949. All occupations in the 10 main ISCO-88 (COM) occupational groups are equally allocated to the 10 major groups for CNO-94. As ISCO-88 (COM), the Spanish classification is also built on a basis of disaggregation of occupations with up to 4-digits, where the main task developed in an occupation, the skills required, and the economic sector are the main factors for making initial distinctions among occupations. The mapping of OUGs within every major group  follows a similar logic, but some differences are remarkable (see mapping of 3 and 4-digit classifications in the attached excel document). As mentioned before, there are different enumerations for the 2, 3 and 4-digit level of both classifications. At the 2-digit level both classifications have some differences related to the Spanish economic sectors, which fits better with the occupational situation in Spain. This implies grouping or separating OUGs, which were representing different occupational situations or were underrepresented in the Spanish case, respectively. The 3 and 4-digit level classification is also disaggregated in a different way, according to some other aspects. As shown in Appendix 1, there are some occupational unit groups defined in CNO-94 at the 3 and 4-digit level that do not have their own OUG in ISCO-88 (COM) and vice versa. In Table 8, OUGs from ISCO-88 (COM) not allocated to any specific occupational groups of CNO-94 are shown.

	Table 8. ISCO-88 (COM) OUGs not allocated to specific CNO-94 OUGs
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	ISCO-88 (COM)
	CNO-94
	 OUG description
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	3231
	**
	Nursing associate professionals
	
	

	3232
	**
	Midwifery associate professionals
	

	3310
	3210
	Primary education teaching associate professionals

	3320
	3210
	Pre-primary education teaching associate professionals

	3330
	3210
	Special education teaching associate professionals

	4112
	4220
	Word processor and related operators
	

	4113
	4220
	Data entry operators
	
	

	4114
	**
	Calculating-machine operators
	
	

	4115
	4300
	Secretaries
	
	
	

	4144
	**
	Scribes and related workers
	
	

	4190
	4300
	Other office clerks
	
	

	7121
	**
	Builders, traditional materials
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Source: ISCO-88 (COM) & CNO-94
	
	
	


Table 9 in the appendix shows several CNO-94 OUGs matched to the same ISCO-88 (COM) OUG. Many CNO-94 OUGs cannot be matched to only one ISCO-88 (COM) OUG. In general, the mapping of several OUGs from the Spanish classification to the same ISCO OUG follows a clear logic, but also includes specificities for the Spanish labour market. In the case of senior officials or managers, which forms the major group 1, the CNO-94 distinguishes among those employers or managers with less than 10 employees and those without employees. Unlike CNO-94, ISCO-88 (COM) does not differentiate them. 

In major group 2, related to professionals, CNO-94 builds different OUGs depending on the years spent in university. The distinction is made among those who have obtained a Spanish university short degree (i.e., first university cycle or 3 year-degree) or a long degree (i.e., second university cycle or 4 or 5 year-degree). This kind of distinction is also applicable in CNO-94 for professionals of a specific field and their assistants (i.e., librarians and librarian assistants), whereas ISCO-88 (COM) does not consider differences among them and classifies them together. In order to keep comparability with ISCO-88 (COM), the Spanish classification includes some occupations associated with a university-degree in major group 3. This is the case for primary groups 3141, 3142, 3143, 3144, 3224 and 3226, according to ISCO codes. 

For major group 3, CNO-94 is slightly more specific or extended in the classification of some technicians and associate professionals than ISCO-88 (COM). The logic of locating the major number of OUGs in CNO-94 for a few occupations within the rest of major groups (i.e., from the 4th to the 9th major group) responds to the OUGs that might be assessed for the Spanish case due to their impact on the labor market and/or specific characteristics that make them applicable for distinction. For instance, in major group 5, CNO-94 have different OUGs for national, regional and locally regulated bodies of police (CNO-94 OUGs: 5210, 5221, 5222, 5223) because administrative rules make them different bodies according to the level of public administration they belong to, whereas ISCO-88 (COM) only has one general category for police (5162). Another example is the distinction between shop sales persons (5320 CNO-94 OUG) and a shop sales persons’ head (5330), while ISCO-88 (COM) join them in the same OUG (5220). Some other ISCO-88 (COM) OUGs are split into two or more categories in CNO-94 for supervising positions but share similar occupational tasks. Subsequently, a general and specific scheme of the mapping criteria of the 3-digit classifications is set.


 General aspects: 

Extension of Occupational Unit Groups (OUGs): ISCO-88 (COM) has 111 categories or OUG at the 3-digit level, whereas CNO-94 has 207 3-digit OUGs

Specific aspects:

Major Group 1. Senior officials and managers
The ISCO-88 (COM) code 131 (OUG: Managers of small enterprises - less than 10 wage earners), have been fragmented according to the following criteria: economic sector of the enterprise and the number of wage earners (less than 10 or without employees). From 1 category for ISCO-88 (COM), 10 categories have been created in CNO-94.


Major Group 2. Professionals
CNO-94 distinguishes occupations associated with 3 year-university degrees and 4-5 year-university degrees, according to the Spanish first (at least 3 years) and second cycle (more than 3 years) of university degrees. That distinction cannot be found in ISCO-88 (COM).

Major Group 3. Technicians and associate professionals
No comments.

Major Group 4. Clerks
CNO-94 differentiate those office clerks with or without tasks of serving the public.

Major Group 5. Service workers and shop and market sales workers
No comments.

Major Group 6. Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
CNO-94 introduces a criteria for discriminating the own-account workers from employees. 
Note: When an agricultural worker does managerial tasks at the same time, he/she will be classified to major group 6 if managerial tasks do not account for more than 1/3 of the working time.

 
Major Group 7. Craft and related trades workers
CNO-94 created specific OUGs for occupations related to supervisors for some employment categories. These categories are 70 (701 to 703) and 73 (731 to 734).


Major Group 8. Plant and machine operators and assemblers
In this major group CNO-94 also created two specific categories, 80 (801 to 807) and 82 (821 to 828), for occupations related to supervisors of employees, whereas ISCO-88 (COM) does not have these categories.

Major Group 9. Elementary occupations
No comments.

Major Group 0. Armed Forces
Armed forces are classified at three different levels in CNO-94 as a hierarchical scale within the armed forces.

6. Employment relations indicator

An employment relations indicator has been constructed for running a quantitative test for social class allocation to employees’ occupations. There have been some obstacles for building this indicator in order to keep it comparable to the British indicator mentioned in the E-SEC feasibility report. As stated before, we do not dispose of a large survey sample that codes occupations at the primary level of classifications (i.e., 4-digit level) and covers, at the same time, questions related to forms of remuneration, promotion opportunities and autonomy. Then, the WLQS for the years 1999 to 2003 have been used to construct the indicator, with questions related to aspects of the employment relationship and only was possible to use the 3-digit level of the occupational categories. 

It is only possible to obtain information for two or three aspects from WLQS. Questions about forms of remuneration are unavailable or do not approach the aspect as it is defined by the E-SEC feasibility report; for instance, questions related to participation in a firm’s benefits, where a higher participation of employees with benefits represents a form of regulation closer to a service relationship. This implies some bias depending on the public/private basis of the employer organisation. As mentioned above, public sector employees do not usually participate in a firm’s benefits even if they are managers or professionals. Some other questions about remuneration in WLQS do not apply; this is the case of the question about salary determination. Again, public employees do not bargain individually for their salary; most salaries are set by collective bargaining in Spain. Almost 60% of all employees’ salaries are set by collective agreement according to WLQS in 2003, though in some cases salaries are improved by individual bargaining. 

The variables used for the other two aspects of the employment relationship (i.e., autonomy and promotion opportunities) are proxies. Two variables were chosen that indirectly represent each of the two aspects. Subsequently, a component has been extracted by principal component analysis for variables related to the same aspect. The extraction of a component allows the creation of a single variable for an aspect that collects as much common information of the initial variables as possible. The aim of the multivariate analysis of principal components is to gather information about the latent dimension of a group of variables and then reduce complexity by taking a factor or component that differentiates the individuals of the sample. In this case, this also helps to construct an index by summing the components from the autonomy and promotion opportunities variables.

The questions related to autonomy taken from the WLQS are the following:

· (Evaluate on a scale) Is the working day boring and monotonous?

High scores are expected to mean that the individual does not have great discretion about the kind of task she carries out.

· (Evaluate on a scale) Is the time of arriving/leaving the workplace flexible?
High values mean high time autonomy.

Questions related to promotion opportunities are the following:

· Does your firm supply vocational/technical training?

Training opportunities are closely related to trust and service relationship. Promotion opportunities are higher for those employees who have vocational/training opportunities funded by the employer.

· (Evaluate on a scale) What is your probability of being promoted?
High scores mean higher opportunities of being promoted.

Applying principal component analysis, first, to the autonomy variables, and then, to the promotion opportunities provides two standardized components that simplify information about the mentioned aspects. The sum of both components is the indicator of employment relations. A higher score of the indicator implies better employment and working conditions, and then places an occupation next to a service relationship. Table 10 shows the mean score of the indicator for the major occupational groups of ISCO-88 (COM) including employees (no supervisors), supervisors and managers.

	Table 10. Mean scores of employment relations index by CNO-94 /ISCO-88 (COM) major groups 

	
	 

	 
	mean score
	 

	1: Senior officials and managers
	1,96
	

	2: Professionals
	0,89
	

	3: Technicians and associate professionals 
	0,73
	

	4: Clerks
	0,32
	

	5: Service workers and shop and market sales workers
	-0,26
	

	6: Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
	-0,70
	

	7: Craft and related trades workers
	-0,27
	

	8: Plant and machine operators and assemblers
	-0,40
	

	9: Elementary occupations
	-0,77
	

	Total
	0,01
	 

	Source: Work-Life Quality Survey, 1999-2003
	
	


According to Table 10, major group 1 (i.e., senior officials and managers) have the better score, thus they have the best employment and working conditions. The main difference between major group 1 and the others is that all of them are managers that have large discretion over decisions in general. Professionals of major group 2 have on average slightly better scores than technicians in major group 3. This might be better understood when remembering previous comments about economic sector, public/private employer and the size of the firm. Clerks of major group 4 still have a positive score but not as high as major groups 2 and 3. Therefore, they must be closer to intermediate forms of regulation on average. Major groups 5 and 7 have some negative scores but they are quite close among them. The worst scores are from major groups 6, 8 and 9, which means these groups have the worst employment and working conditions on average. As shown in Graph 1, all the differences in average scores for the indicator are significant with a 99% interval of confidence, except the ones between major groups 5 and 7, and the ones between major groups 6 and 9.

Table 11 (see appendix) shows the employment relations index scores for the largest 100 OUGs by size of employees. These occupations are key to correctly assess social class according to their employment relations because of their impact in the Spanish society. The largest 100 occupations for all employment status can be found in Table 12 in the appendix. The scores for all 3-digit OUG are found in Table 13 in the appendix.

Graph 1. Error box plot of the difference in average scores of the employment relations indicator (99% interval confidence)
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7. Comments on E-SEC Matrix allocations

E-SEC Matrix evaluation and revision is mainly based on ER scores, but also on descriptive statistics about personal attributes (gender, educational attainment, etc.), collective bargaining, public/private employment basis, and other employment and work conditions.

Major Group 1

No comments. 

Major Group 2
2224 (ISCO-88 COM) – 214/2140 (CNO-94)

Pharmacists: This group scores quite low compared to closer CNO-94 OUGs such as 212 (Medical Doctors and Dentists), 213 (Veterinarians), 219 (Health professionals not elsewhere classified, except nursing); which belong to the same 3-digit level ISCO-88 (COM) OUG: 222 (Health professionals except nursing). All these professions require the same level of education (more than 3 years-university degree). Pharmacists in the WLQS share some attributes of the other health professional groups. They are more likely to be women than men, mainly contracted by the private sector, and firm size is slightly smaller. They complain much more about task autonomy and possibilities of on-the-job training than the other health sector professionals. They might be mainly shop assistants or have related tasks.

2229, 2230, 2320, 2331-2334, 2359, (ISCO-88 COM) – 219, 272, 222, 281, 283, 223, (CNO-94)

2229 (ISCO-88 COM) - 219 (CNO-94): Other health professionals except nursing

They do not show scores as low as the health professionals, such as doctors or dentists, but this score must be considered carefully, due to the lower number of unweighted cases for this category (i.e., only 10 unweighted cases).

2230 (ISCO-88 COM) - 272 (CNO-94): Nurses

2320 (ISCO-88 COM) - 222 (CNO-94): Secondary education teaching professionals

2331-4 (ISCO-88 COM) – 281 & 283 (CNO-94): Primary and pre-primary education teaching professionals

2359 (ISCO-88 COM) - 223 (CNO-94): Other teaching professionals

These OUGs score quite low compared to other professionals, as in the British case.

2340 (ISCO-88 COM) –282 (CNO-94)

Special education teaching professionals: They score equal to the other education professionals mentioned before. Therefore, they should be allocated to the same class position.

2431/2 (ISCO-88 COM) –252 & 292  (CNO-94)

2431 (ISCO-88 COM): Archivist and curators

2432 (ISCO-88 COM): Librarian and related information professionals

252 (CNO-94): Archivists, librarians and related information professionals

292 (CNO-94): Assistants of archives, libraries and assimilated

In the Spanish classification 2431 and 2432 ISCO-88 (COM) OUG are clustered, but CNO-94 distinguishes the professionals (252) from the assistant professionals (292). However, both Spanish categories score equally low in the ER indicator, as the OUG mentioned before.

245 (ISCO-88 COM) –251 (CNO-94)
Writers and creative or performing artists: Unlike the British case, the score of this OUG is quite high, even higher than the mean score for professionals (major group 2). However, this category is quite heterogeneous and it is not clear which professions have more weight in the group. Note the remarkably high level of fixed-term contracts (see Table +20% fixed term contract OUGs).

Major Group 3
311-313 (ISCO-88 COM) – 301-304 (CNO-94)
311 (ISCO-88 COM): Physical and engineering science technicians;

divided into 301 (CNO-94): Draughtspersons; and 302 (CNO-94): Physical and engineering science technicians (except draughtspersons)

312 (ISCO-88 COM) - 303 (CNO-94): Computer associate professionals

313 (ISCO-88 COM) - 304 (CNO-94): Optical and electronic equipment operators

Computer associate professionals score above major group 3 average scores and much better than the other two categories, which score below the major group 3 average (except draughtspersons). 

3143 (ISCO-88 COM) – 3061 (CNO-94)
Aircraft pilots and related associate professionals: They should be allocated to Class 1. In the Spanish case, they have a strong sector-based trade union that reaches substantial improvements on employment and working conditions via collective bargaining.

3412-3413 (ISCO-88 COM) – 331 (CNO-94)

Professionals of support in financial operations and some commercial operations: They also have high scores in the ER index. Furthermore, they have high expectations of promotion and salary increments, participation in benefits, etc.

3221, 3222, 3225, 3227, 3228, 3229 (ISCO-88 COM) – 312 (CNO-94)

3223, 3224, 3226, 3229 (ISCO-88 COM) – 313 (CNO-94)
312 (CNO-94): Technicians of health

313 (CNO-94): Health associate professionals not elsewhere classified

In general, their scores are below the average of major group 3 scores. The share of women in this sector is high. Indicators about job-autonomy show that they have quite poor autonomy conditions (in time and task terms).

3460 (ISCO-88 COM) – 353 (CNO-94)

Social Work associate professionals: They have a low ER indicator score, quite below the major group 3 average. They are mainly women and there is a large share of fixed-term contracts. The subjective expectation of promotion opportunities is quite low among them.

3470 (ISCO-88 COM) – 354 (CNO-94)

Artistic, entertainment and sports associate professionals: This is a quite heterogeneous group, but on average scores as a major group 4 mean score and quite below major group 3 mean score.

Major Group 4

412 (ISCO-88 COM) – 401 (CNO-94)

Numerical Clerks: They have a high score on the ER index, above the major group 2 mean score. Actually, their employment and working conditions are quite good. As mainly private sector workers, they have permanent contracts, receive some kind of on-the job training, and have promotion opportunities.
422 (ISCO-88 COM) – 451/452 (CNO-94)

The ISCO-88 COM groups client information clerks in this category, while CNO-94 divides it into three categories: (1) Receptionists and information clerks; (2) Employees of travel agencies and receptionists in establishments different from offices and operators; and (3) Office clerks with tasks of attention to the public not elsewhere classified. In the E-SEC matrix, ISCO 4221 (CNO-94: 3-digit OUG 451) is assigned to class 3 for employees, while scores of the indicator show employment relations more typical from class 7 for employees than those for class 3.

Major group 5

5121 (ISCO-88 COM) – 515 (CNO-94)
Housekeepers and related workers: Interestingly, all individuals surveyed in this category classified themselves as supervisors when they were asked: Are you manager, supervisor or employee (no supervisor).

5123 (ISCO-88 COM) – 502 (CNO-94)
Waiters, waitresses and bartenders: This OUG has one of the highest percentages of job-precariousness in terms of contract time duration. Only 45% of waiters and related occupations hold a non-fixed term contract and educational attainment is quite low among them. They are allocated in class 8.

5139 (ISCO-88 COM) – 512 (CNO-94)

Personal care and related workers (except institution-based and home-based personal care): This group have quite a low score compared to 5131 and 5132 ISCO categories and major group 5. They are mainly women with secondary education or some vocational training. There is a large share of fixed-term contract and precariousness in employment conditions. They should be allocated to a class position below 5131 and 5132.

5141 (ISCO-88 COM) – 5130 (CNO-94)

Hairdressers, barbers, beauticians and related workers: They are mainly women, working for small firms (less than ten workers), with low salaries and low education; but the score of the ER index is not lower than the other categories of the 3-digit ISCO group 514.

5161 & 5162 (ISCO-88 COM) – 521, 522 & 523 (CNO-94)
5161 (ISCO-88 COM) - 523 (CNO-94): Fire fighters

5162 (ISCO-88 COM) – 521 & 522 (CNO-94): Police Officers

They have good salaries, the typical job security of public sector employees, promotion opportunities and high salaries (when compared with average salaries in major group 5). Therefore, allocation to class 3 might be correct.

Major group 6

In general, employees in major group 6 score as bad as employees in major group 9. ER indicators and other descriptive statistics show how employment and working conditions might be not as good as for those classified in class 6. However, only ISCO OUG 611 and 615 are really reliable, because of a lack of other OUG cases.

6150 (ISCO-88 COM) – 632 (CNO-94)

Fishery workers, hunters and trappers by other people's account: ER scores are really low for these employees (631 CNO-94 are the self-employed or own-account workers). Their mean score is below the average scores of major groups 6 and 9. They are lower educated men, with quite low collective bargaining power and coverage, and working for small and very small size firms. Although the ER index score is similar for ISCO OUG 6110, they have some better employment conditions regarding salary and collective bargaining coverage.

Major group 7

7124 (ISCO-88 COM) – 711 (CNO-94)
Bricklayers and stonemasons: They are classified in class 8, while the ER index score is as high as some other ISCO OUG 712 in class 7.

7129 (ISCO-88 COM) – 714 (CNO-94)
Building frame and related trades workers not elsewhere classified: Contrary to the previous OUG, they have a low ER index score close to the major group 9 average score. They should be placed in class 8.

733 (ISCO-88 COM) – 774 (CNO-94)
Handicraft workers in wood, textile, leather and related materials: They score between major groups 8 and 9 average scores. They should not be allocated to class 6.

7422 & 7423 (ISCO-88 COM) – 791 & 792 (CNO-94)

7422 (ISCO-88 COM): Wood treaters and related trades workers
7423 (ISCO-88 COM): Cabinet-makers and related workers
There is no statistically significant difference among scores of both ISCO OUGs. ER index score indicate that they should be class 7.

Major group 8

813 (ISCO-88 COM) – 803/813 (CNO-94)
Glass, ceramics and related plant operators: ER score is below major group 8 average. Furthermore their scores are worse than the 3-digit ISCO OUGs 811 and 810, which also have been allocated to class 7.

814 (ISCO-88 COM) – 804/814 (CNO-94)

Wood-processing- and papermaking-plant operators: They have similar ER scores to the 3-digit ISCO OUGs 811 and 810. Therefore, they should be allocated to class 7.

815 (ISCO-88 COM) – 805/815 (CNO-94)

Chemical-processing-plant operators: The ER score is quite high compared to major groups 5, 7 and 8.

8160 (ISCO-88 COM) – 806/816 (CNO-94)

Power-production and related plant operators: The ER score is quite high compared to major groups 5, 7 and 8. Scores are as good as the ones for ISCO OUG 815.

822 (ISCO-88 COM) – 822/832 (CNO-94)

Chemical-products machine operators: On average, they have a high score compared to the major group 8 mean score. They should be in class 7.

8240 (ISCO-88 COM) – 824/834 (CNO-94)
Wood-products machine operators: They have a lower ER score than the major group 8 and the 2-digit ISCO OUG 82 mean in the Spanish case. They should be allocated in class 8 instead of 7.

8322 (ISCO-88 COM) – 861 (CNO-94)
Car, taxi and van drivers: They score better than the other occupational groups of 3-digit ISCO OUG 832 and similar to major groups 5 and 7. 

Major group 9
9110 (ISCO-88 COM) – 900 (CNO-94)

Street vendors and related workers: As in the British case, they also seem to have better ER scores than the average scores of major group 9, and similar to groups 5 and 7. Employment and working conditions might be closer to class 7.

9151 (ISCO-88 COM) – 932 (CNO-94)
Messengers, package and luggage porters and deliverers: They are basically postmen in Spain. They mainly work in the public sector (75%) and they have good employment conditions. ER score is similar to the major group 4. Therefore, they should have a similar class allocation to clerks of major group 4 (class 7 at least).

9152 (ISCO-88 COM) – 922 (CNO-94)
Doorkeepers, watchpersons and related workers: They score the same as the major group 5 and 7 average. Although with quite low education, they seem to have slightly better employment and working conditions than the average workers of major group 9.

8. Part-time Employment

In this section information about the OUGs with the highest grade of part-time workers is detailed. The Spanish rate of part-time employment is rather low compared to OECD countries (see Table 1.4 in OECD, 2003: p. 49). Part-time employment in Spain is only 7.9% in 2001 according to OECD (2003) and around 10% according to survey data from the Work Life Quality Survey (WLQS) in 2003, whereas the European mean is around 18% according to Eurostat in 2002. The growth of part-time employment starts in 1994 in Spain, but the rate stabilizes around 8% from 1998 onwards with some slight increases in the last years. 

The composition of part-time work in Spain implies that 71.6% are women and around 18% of people less than 25 years of age hold a part time job
. The greater impact of part-time employment is for women below 25 years of age, where the rate of part-time employment is 26.5%; and women over 40, where the rate is as high as 19.4%.

	Table 14. Part-time rates for major occupational unit groups
	

	CNO-94 MAJOR OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS
	% part-time employment

	
	

	GROUP 1: Senior officials and managers
	3,60

	GROUP 2: Professionals
	8,98

	GROUP 3: Technicians and associate professionals 
	8,94

	GROUP 4: Clerks
	12,96

	GROUP 5: Service workers and shop and market sales workers
	15,13

	GROUP 6: Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
	9,51

	GROUP 7: Craft and related trades workers
	3,50

	GROUP 8: Plant and machine operators and assemblers
	3,55

	GROUP 9: Elementary occupations
	22,69

	Source: Work Quality Life Survey, 1999-2003
	


In Spain, part-time work has been largely associated with poor employment and work conditions, in which the workforce is mainly comprised of women and young people, as stated before. Therefore elementary skilled occupations employ a greater number of part-timers, as shown in Table 14 group 9, where 22.69% of employees have a part-time job. Clerk and shop or sales services’ personal are also related to a highest-than-the-average percentage of part-time workers, where 12.96% of employees in major group 4 are on a part-time basis, while 15.13% are part-timers in major group 5. Some OUGs of both major groups (4 and 5) are associated with traditionally female-occupations, such as personal care and services workers, or secretaries. Professionals and associate professionals of education, health and other social services in major groups 2 & 3 are also part-time with high participation of women OUGs, though the part-time employment rate is lower for both major groups (i.e., 8.98% and 8.94% for major groups 2 and 3, respectively).

Table 15 shows the OUG with more than 50% of part-time workers according to survey data from WLQS. It is worth pointing out that only two OUG have more than one-half of employees on a part-time employment basis. In fact, in the top part-time OUG, Domestic helpers and cleaners, 56.6% of employees hold part-time jobs. Also, 98.5% of those employed as domestic helpers are women in Spain (see Table 17). The other +50% part-time OUG are Archivists librarians and related information personnel, but these have to be assessed with some caution because this OUG is only represented by 4 unweighted cases from the WQLS for the range of years from 1999-2003. 

	Table 15. OUGs with more than 50% Part-timers
	
	

	CNO94-code
	ISCO 88 code
	OUG (Spanish definition)
	% Part-time
	unweighted cases

	
	
	
	
	

	911
	
	Domestic helpers and cleaners
	56,6
	539

	292
	 
	Archivists librarians and related information personnel
	50,0
	4

	Source: Work Quality Life Survey, 1999-2003
	
	


Table 16 shows the top 100 part-time employment OUGs according to WLQS for years 1999-2003. The main part-time employment OUGs are associated with unskilled service jobs in major group 9, personal and sales market services in major group 5, education, health and social work professionals and technicians or assistants in major groups 2 and 3; and some clerk staff in major group 4. However, as stated before, the rates of part-time employment are low. Only the first 22 OUGs (see Table 16) have at least 20% of employment on a part-time basis. Table 17 shows in the fourth column the percentage of women in the top 100 part-time employment OUGs, and shows in the fifth column the percentage of women working on a part-time basis, compared to men, for the top 100 part-time employment OUGs. Table 17 clearly shows that the top 100 occupations with higher part-time employment rates are mainly those with high female participation or, at least, those with a higher percentage of women employed on a part-time basis.
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Appendix
	Table 2. +20% fixed term contract 3 digit level CNO-94 OUGs (percentages)
	
	

	CNO-94 code
	% fixed term contract
	unweighted cases (fixed term contract)

	292
	100,0
	4

	531
	100,0
	3

	941
	79,3
	310

	601
	76,5
	26

	261
	75,0
	3

	944
	72,2
	13

	721
	66,0
	31

	960
	65,0
	328

	712
	63,8
	97

	103
	60,0
	3

	911
	58,2
	217

	711
	57,7
	574

	602
	57,5
	223

	283
	50,9
	28

	262
	50,0
	1

	621
	50,0
	2

	934
	50,0
	1

	945
	50,0
	1

	529
	48,1
	13

	353
	45,3
	29

	512
	44,8
	100

	714
	44,8
	13

	852
	44,4
	16

	980
	43,1
	148

	950
	42,1
	8

	251
	41,5
	27

	502
	41,3
	317

	970
	40,6
	186

	722
	40,5
	62

	703
	40,0
	2

	931
	40,0
	8

	912
	39,0
	390

	933
	38,5
	5

	354
	37,8
	34

	793
	37,6
	71

	422
	37,5
	6

	514
	37,5
	15

	519
	37,5
	15

	252
	36,4
	8

	293
	36,4
	20

	701
	35,8
	38

	624
	35,7
	10

	204
	34,8
	8

	900
	34,6
	9

	243
	34,5
	20

	452
	34,1
	57

	421
	33,3
	2

	773
	33,3
	18

	791
	33,3
	6

	834
	33,3
	11

	864
	33,3
	6

	724
	32,6
	56

	501
	32,0
	112

	854
	31,9
	44

	935
	31,9
	29

	223
	31,9
	36

	841
	31,6
	50

	837
	31,3
	26

	774
	31,0
	9

	460
	30,7
	66

	219
	30,0
	3

	836
	30,0
	39

	942
	30,0
	3

	451
	29,7
	11

	211
	27,8
	5

	853
	27,6
	8

	751
	27,2
	85

	511
	27,1
	126

	713
	26,7
	50

	533
	26,6
	304

	282
	26,1
	6

	832
	26,1
	12

	723
	25,9
	79

	263
	25,8
	24

	304
	25,5
	14

	3
	25,4
	18

	170
	25,0
	1

	525
	25,0
	33

	792
	25,0
	15

	861
	24,9
	57

	410
	24,5
	46

	780
	24,4
	86

	729
	24,1
	39

	731
	24,0
	6

	826
	23,8
	5

	303
	23,8
	29

	922
	23,4
	22

	752
	23,4
	18

	212
	22,8
	43

	833
	22,5
	18

	291
	22,2
	8

	313
	22,2
	8

	794
	22,1
	15

	813
	21,9
	14

	863
	21,5
	95

	213
	21,1
	4

	816
	20,7
	6

	815
	20,5
	9

	762
	20,4
	22

	440
	20,3
	70

	232
	20
	1

	241
	20
	19

	725
	20
	1

	Source: Work-Life Quality Survey, 1999-2003
	


	Table 9. ISCO-88 (COM) OUGs matched to more than a CNO-94 OUG
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ISCO-88 (COM)
	CNO-94
	 
	ISCO-88 (COM)
	CNO-94
	 
	ISCO-88 (COM)
	CNO-94

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1110
	1011
	 
	2144
	2053
	 
	3475
	3545

	1110
	1012
	 
	2144
	2653
	 
	3475
	3546

	1110
	1013
	 
	2145
	2054
	 
	41
	4300

	1110
	1020
	 
	2145
	2654
	 
	41
	4400

	1110
	1031
	 
	2146
	2055
	 
	4143
	4103

	1110
	1032
	 
	2146
	2655
	 
	4143
	4104

	1239
	1138
	 
	2147
	2056
	 
	4143
	4105

	1239
	1139
	 
	2147
	2057
	 
	4190
	4300

	1311
	1401
	 
	2147
	2656
	 
	4190
	4400

	1311
	1701
	 
	2148
	2058
	 
	4222
	4510

	1312
	1402
	 
	2148
	2657
	 
	4222
	4522

	1312
	1702
	 
	2149
	2059
	 
	5132
	5111

	1313
	1403
	 
	2149
	2659
	 
	5132
	5112

	1313
	1703
	 
	2211
	2111
	 
	5162
	5210

	1314
	1210
	 
	2211
	2711
	 
	5162
	5221

	1314
	1220
	 
	2212
	2112
	 
	5162
	5222

	1314
	1510
	 
	2213
	2113
	 
	5162
	5223

	1314
	1520
	 
	2213
	2712
	 
	5169
	5250

	1315
	1311
	 
	233
	2831
	 
	5169
	5291

	1315
	1312
	 
	233
	2839
	 
	5169
	5299

	1315
	1319
	 
	2411
	2411
	 
	6111
	6011

	1315
	1320
	 
	2411
	2911
	 
	6111
	6021

	1315
	1611
	 
	2412
	2412
	 
	6112
	6012

	1315
	1612
	 
	2412
	2912
	 
	6112
	6022

	1315
	1619
	 
	2419
	2413
	 
	6121
	6111

	1315
	1620
	 
	2419
	2419
	 
	6121
	6121

	1316
	1404
	 
	2419
	2913
	 
	6122
	6112

	1316
	1704
	 
	2421
	2311
	 
	6122
	6122

	1317
	1405
	 
	2421
	2312
	 
	6129
	6119

	1317
	1705
	 
	2429
	2391
	 
	6129
	6129

	1318
	1406
	 
	2429
	2392
	 
	6130
	6210

	1318
	1706
	 
	2429
	2393
	 
	6130
	6230

	1319
	1409
	 
	2429
	2399
	 
	6141
	6220

	1319
	1709
	 
	2431
	2521
	 
	6141
	6241

	2111
	2011
	 
	2431
	2921
	 
	6151
	6311

	2111
	2611
	 
	2432
	2522
	 
	6151
	6321

	2112
	2012
	 
	2432
	2922
	 
	6152
	6312

	2112
	2612
	 
	2446
	2931
	 
	6152
	6322

	2113
	2013
	 
	2446
	2939
	 
	6153
	6313

	2113
	2613
	 
	2470
	2530
	 
	6153
	6323

	2114
	2014
	 
	2470
	2950
	 
	6154
	6314

	2114
	2614
	 
	3152
	3072
	 
	6154
	6324

	2121
	2021
	 
	3152
	3073
	 
	723
	7331

	2121
	2621
	 
	3226
	3133
	 
	723
	7332

	2122
	2022
	 
	3226
	3134
	 
	7231
	7320

	2122
	2622
	 
	3226
	3136
	 
	7231
	7611

	2131
	2031
	 
	3229
	3129
	 
	8170
	8070

	2131
	2631
	 
	3229
	3135
	 
	8170
	8170

	2139
	2039
	 
	33
	3211
	 
	824
	8240

	2139
	2639
	 
	33
	3212
	 
	8240
	8340

	2141
	2040
	 
	3450
	3521
	 
	9151
	9320

	2141
	2640
	 
	3450
	3522
	 
	9151
	9330

	2142
	2051
	 
	3450
	3523
	 
	9211
	9410

	2142
	2651
	 
	3460
	3531
	 
	9211
	9420

	2143
	2052
	 
	3460
	3532
	 
	9211
	9430

	2143
	2652
	 
	3460
	3539
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Source: ISCO-88 (COM) & CNO-94
	
	
	
	


	Table 11. Employment relation scores for largest 100 CNO-94 OUG by size of employees a

	 
	CNO-94
	ISCO-88 (COM)
	mean ER index score
	unweighted cases

	1
	341
	343
	0,53
	1282

	2
	533
	522
	-0,38
	1012

	3
	711
	712
	-0,58
	859

	4
	912
	913
	-0,83
	845

	5
	502
	512
	-0,56
	692

	6
	430
	411
	0,34
	476

	7
	281
	233
	0,55
	474

	8
	222
	232
	0,53
	463

	9
	761
	723
	0,05
	450

	10
	960
	931
	-0,68
	419

	11
	511
	513
	-0,03
	408

	12
	863
	832
	-0,62
	389

	13
	332
	341
	1,22
	372

	14
	970
	932
	-0,75
	368

	15
	602
	611
	-0,72
	347

	16
	941
	921
	-1,21
	337

	17
	780
	741
	-0,61
	316

	18
	911
	913
	-0,92
	316

	19
	501
	512
	-0,45
	308

	20
	440
	422
	0,54
	301

	21
	751
	721
	-0,23
	280

	22
	980
	933
	-0,50
	280

	23
	723
	713
	0,18
	274

	24
	272
	223
	0,57
	273

	25
	861
	832
	-0,38
	194

	26
	512
	513
	-0,48
	193

	27
	460
	421
	-0,01
	184

	28
	831
	821
	-0,40
	183

	29
	713
	712
	-0,37
	172

	30
	212
	222
	0,95
	170

	31
	410
	414
	0,27
	162

	32
	793
	743
	-0,75
	158

	33
	113
	123
	2,07
	154

	34
	331
	341
	1,12
	153

	35
	724
	714
	-0,23
	151

	36
	729
	713
	-0,19
	143

	37
	921
	914
	-0,63
	141

	38
	452
	422
	-0,14
	140

	39
	712
	712
	-0,32
	136

	40
	841
	828
	-0,24
	130

	41
	401
	412
	0,93
	129

	42
	722
	713
	-0,04
	127

	43
	854
	833
	-0,44
	126

	44
	221
	231
	1,57
	124

	45
	522
	516
	0,41
	122

	46
	302
	311
	0,82
	120

	47
	402
	413
	0,18
	119

	48
	303
	312
	1,14
	108

	49
	525
	516
	-0,28
	108

	50
	223
	235
	0,61
	106

	51
	295
	247
	0,82
	106

	52
	836
	826
	-0,83
	106

	53
	513
	514
	0,06
	101

	54
	265
	214
	1,42
	99

	55
	762
	724
	0,34
	94

	56
	205
	214
	1,85
	93

	57
	701
	712
	0,59
	93

	58
	241
	241
	1,32
	89

	59
	263
	213
	1,21
	88

	60
	742
	711
	-0,23
	87

	61
	922
	915
	-0,29
	86

	62
	521
	516
	0,10
	85

	63
	862
	832
	-0,89
	84

	64
	301
	311
	0,45
	81

	65
	354
	347
	0,46
	81

	66
	772
	734
	0,05
	81

	67
	112
	122
	1,96
	78

	68
	532
	522
	0,94
	74

	69
	812
	812
	-0,31
	73

	70
	935
	916
	-0,84
	72

	71
	307
	315
	1,10
	69

	72
	837
	827
	-0,70
	68

	73
	752
	722
	-0,32
	67

	74
	932
	915
	0,10
	67

	75
	794
	744
	-0,69
	64

	76
	833
	823
	-0,27
	64

	77
	312
	322
	0,29
	59

	78
	242
	244
	1,42
	57

	79
	203
	213
	1,73
	56

	80
	342
	344
	1,08
	56

	81
	353
	346
	0,62
	56

	82
	835
	825
	-0,32
	55

	83
	253
	247
	1,53
	54

	84
	003
	010
	0,81
	53

	85
	251
	245
	1,31
	52

	86
	243
	244
	0,95
	50

	87
	293
	244
	0,97
	50

	88
	813
	813
	-0,79
	50

	89
	792
	742
	-0,44
	49

	90
	773
	732
	-0,80
	48

	91
	283
	233
	0,38
	47

	92
	304
	313
	0,41
	47

	93
	002
	010
	0,96
	45

	94
	721
	713
	-0,46
	44

	95
	632
	615
	-0,85
	42

	96
	815
	815
	0,09
	42

	97
	832
	822
	-0,04
	42

	98
	503
	512
	0,64
	39

	99
	851
	831
	-0,05
	38

	100
	855
	834
	-0,41
	37

	Source: Work Quality Life Survey, 1999-2003
	
	

	a Only employees are included in the sample
	
	


	Table 12. Largest 100 CNO-94 OUG by size in Spain
	

	 
	ISCO-88 (COM)
	CNO-94
	unweighted cases
	% of sample

	1
	522
	533
	1609
	5,35

	2
	343
	341
	1500
	4,99

	3
	712
	711
	1241
	4,13

	4
	913
	912
	1072
	3,56

	5
	512
	502
	997
	3,31

	6
	832
	863
	635
	2,11

	7
	723
	761
	630
	2,09

	8
	611
	601
	620
	2,06

	9
	341
	332
	606
	2,01

	10
	411
	430
	566
	1,88

	11
	913
	911
	539
	1,79

	12
	931
	960
	530
	1,76

	13
	233
	281
	524
	1,74

	14
	232
	222
	512
	1,70

	15
	131
	152
	503
	1,67

	16
	513
	511
	482
	1,60

	17
	932
	970
	479
	1,59

	18
	741
	780
	472
	1,57

	19
	611
	602
	446
	1,48

	20
	921
	941
	433
	1,44

	21
	131
	140
	416
	1,38

	22
	512
	501
	408
	1,36

	23
	832
	861
	394
	1,31

	24
	713
	723
	381
	1,27

	25
	721
	751
	366
	1,22

	26
	933
	980
	359
	1,19

	27
	422
	440
	356
	1,18

	28
	223
	272
	326
	1,08

	29
	712
	713
	299
	0,99

	30
	714
	724
	272
	0,90

	31
	513
	512
	271
	0,90

	32
	743
	793
	269
	0,89

	33
	514
	513
	265
	0,88

	34
	131
	122
	246
	0,82

	35
	341
	331
	231
	0,77

	36
	421
	460
	230
	0,76

	37
	821
	831
	230
	0,76

	38
	713
	722
	229
	0,76

	39
	222
	212
	226
	0,75

	40
	414
	410
	195
	0,65

	41
	123
	113
	189
	0,63

	42
	131
	162
	182
	0,61

	43
	713
	729
	181
	0,60

	44
	131
	132
	180
	0,60

	45
	828
	841
	178
	0,59

	46
	422
	452
	175
	0,58

	47
	914
	921
	166
	0,55

	48
	712
	712
	164
	0,55

	49
	412
	401
	156
	0,52

	50
	833
	854
	154
	0,51

	51
	311
	302
	150
	0,50

	52
	131
	170
	149
	0,50

	53
	826
	836
	146
	0,49

	54
	235
	223
	143
	0,48

	55
	231
	221
	142
	0,47

	56
	724
	762
	140
	0,47

	57
	242
	231
	139
	0,46

	58
	413
	402
	137
	0,46

	59
	516
	522
	136
	0,45

	60
	516
	525
	135
	0,45

	61
	312
	303
	134
	0,45

	62
	347
	354
	134
	0,45

	63
	612
	611
	125
	0,42

	64
	712
	701
	124
	0,41

	65
	214
	205
	119
	0,40

	66
	214
	265
	119
	0,40

	67
	911
	900
	119
	0,40

	68
	247
	295
	116
	0,39

	69
	711
	742
	112
	0,37

	70
	122
	112
	111
	0,37

	71
	241
	241
	111
	0,37

	72
	832
	862
	109
	0,36

	73
	311
	301
	108
	0,36

	74
	722
	752
	108
	0,36

	75
	734
	772
	105
	0,35

	76
	121
	111
	101
	0,34

	77
	213
	263
	101
	0,34

	78
	516
	521
	100
	0,33

	79
	915
	922
	99
	0,33

	80
	812
	812
	94
	0,31

	81
	245
	251
	92
	0,31

	82
	916
	935
	92
	0,31

	83
	744
	794
	89
	0,30

	84
	244
	243
	88
	0,29

	85
	522
	532
	87
	0,29

	86
	827
	837
	87
	0,29

	87
	742
	792
	86
	0,29

	88
	823
	833
	85
	0,28

	89
	242
	239
	83
	0,28

	90
	313
	304
	80
	0,27

	91
	315
	307
	79
	0,26

	92
	612
	612
	79
	0,26

	93
	613
	621
	77
	0,26

	94
	732
	773
	74
	0,25

	95
	915
	932
	74
	0,25

	96
	322
	312
	73
	0,24

	97
	813
	813
	71
	0,24

	98
	825
	835
	68
	0,23

	99
	344
	342
	67
	0,22

	100
	713
	721
	67
	0,22

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	90,95

	Source: Work Quality Life Survey, 1999-2003
	


	Table 13. Mean scores of Employment relations index by CNO-94 /ISCO-88 (COM) 3-digit OUGs 

	
	 
	 

	CNO-94 code
	ISCO-88 COM code
	mean score
	unweighted cases

	001
	010
	2,01
	12

	002
	010
	0,96
	45

	003
	010
	0,81
	53

	102
	114
	1,97
	10

	103
	114
	2,15
	4

	104
	114
	1,96
	4

	111
	121
	2,14
	35

	112
	122
	1,96
	78

	113
	123
	2,07
	154

	140
	131
	2,03
	19

	152
	131
	0,65
	2

	131
	131
	0,31
	3

	151
	131
	2,90
	1

	122
	131
	1,51
	8

	170
	131
	1,45
	3

	162
	131
	2,74
	1

	132
	131
	-0,09
	5

	121
	131
	-1,70
	1

	201
	211
	0,86
	21

	261
	211
	1,54
	4

	262
	212
	1,63
	2

	202
	212
	0,59
	3

	263
	213
	1,21
	88

	203
	213
	1,73
	56

	205
	214
	1,85
	93

	204
	214
	0,96
	22

	265
	214
	1,42
	99

	264
	214
	1,30
	24

	211
	221
	1,42
	17

	271
	221
	1,17
	12

	214
	222
	0,05
	22

	213
	222
	0,67
	17

	212
	222
	0,95
	170

	219
	222
	1,40
	10

	272
	223
	0,57
	273

	221
	231
	1,57
	124

	222
	232
	0,53
	463

	281
	233
	0,55
	474

	283
	233
	0,38
	47

	282
	234
	0,36
	21

	223
	235
	0,61
	106

	291
	241
	0,79
	32

	241
	241
	1,32
	89

	232
	242
	3,61
	4

	231
	242
	1,27
	34

	239
	242
	1,22
	28

	292
	243
	0,12
	4

	252
	243
	0,20
	21

	243
	244
	0,95
	50

	242
	244
	1,42
	57

	293
	244
	0,97
	50

	251
	245
	1,31
	52

	294
	246
	2,15
	12

	253
	247
	1,53
	54

	295
	247
	0,82
	106

	302
	311
	0,82
	120

	301
	311
	0,45
	81

	303
	312
	1,14
	108

	304
	313
	0,41
	47

	306
	314
	0,94
	10

	305
	314
	0,14
	9

	307
	315
	1,10
	69

	311
	321
	0,98
	19

	312
	322
	0,29
	59

	313
	322
	0,48
	34

	321
	331
	1,08
	10

	322
	334
	0,26
	16

	331
	341
	1,12
	153

	332
	341
	1,22
	372

	351
	342
	1,47
	7

	341
	343
	0,53
	1282

	342
	344
	1,08
	56

	352
	345
	1,26
	6

	353
	346
	0,62
	56

	354
	347
	0,46
	81

	355
	348
	-0,29
	1

	421
	411
	1,00
	5

	430
	411
	0,34
	476

	422
	411
	-0,16
	12

	401
	412
	0,93
	129

	402
	413
	0,18
	119

	410
	414
	0,27
	162

	460
	421
	-0,01
	184

	451
	422
	0,05
	29

	452
	422
	-0,14
	140

	440
	422
	0,54
	301

	514
	511
	0,27
	36

	502
	512
	-0,56
	692

	501
	512
	-0,45
	308

	515
	512
	0,90
	14

	503
	512
	0,64
	39

	512
	513
	-0,48
	193

	511
	513
	-0,03
	408

	519
	514
	-0,15
	34

	513
	514
	0,06
	101

	529
	516
	-0,20
	19

	525
	516
	-0,28
	108

	522
	516
	0,41
	122

	521
	516
	0,10
	85

	523
	516
	0,54
	31

	524
	516
	0,59
	10

	531
	521
	1,14
	3

	532
	522
	0,94
	74

	533
	522
	-0,38
	1012

	602
	611
	-0,72
	347

	601
	611
	-1,18
	25

	611
	612
	-0,10
	2

	612
	612
	-0,30
	30

	623
	613
	-1,44
	1

	621
	613
	-1,52
	5

	622
	614
	0,68
	1

	624
	614
	0,17
	20

	632
	615
	-0,85
	42

	631
	615
	-0,94
	5

	741
	711
	-0,56
	3

	742
	711
	-0,23
	87

	714
	712
	-0,65
	24

	713
	712
	-0,37
	172

	712
	712
	-0,32
	136

	711
	712
	-0,58
	859

	701
	712
	0,59
	93

	729
	713
	-0,19
	143

	722
	713
	-0,04
	127

	721
	713
	-0,46
	44

	702
	713
	0,40
	9

	723
	713
	0,18
	274

	703
	714
	0,68
	4

	724
	714
	-0,23
	151

	725
	714
	-0,63
	6

	751
	721
	-0,23
	280

	731
	721
	0,47
	23

	752
	722
	-0,32
	67

	733
	723
	1,01
	6

	761
	723
	0,05
	450

	732
	723
	1,53
	17

	762
	724
	0,34
	94

	734
	724
	0,25
	15

	771
	731
	0,13
	20

	773
	732
	-0,80
	48

	774
	733
	-0,65
	26

	772
	734
	0,05
	81

	780
	741
	-0,61
	316

	791
	742
	-0,37
	15

	792
	742
	-0,44
	49

	793
	743
	-0,75
	158

	794
	744
	-0,69
	64

	811
	811
	-0,49
	11

	801
	811
	3,70
	1

	812
	812
	-0,31
	73

	802
	812
	0,97
	9

	803
	813
	0,15
	5

	813
	813
	-0,79
	50

	814
	814
	-0,33
	27

	804
	814
	-0,12
	5

	805
	815
	1,09
	14

	815
	815
	0,09
	42

	806
	816
	0,52
	7

	816
	816
	0,13
	26

	817
	817
	-0,28
	28

	807
	817
	-0,45
	6

	831
	821
	-0,40
	183

	821
	821
	0,12
	23

	832
	822
	-0,04
	42

	822
	822
	-0,05
	17

	833
	823
	-0,27
	64

	823
	823
	-0,65
	15

	834
	824
	-0,92
	26

	824
	824
	-0,05
	3

	835
	825
	-0,32
	55

	825
	825
	0,76
	14

	836
	826
	-0,83
	106

	826
	826
	-0,05
	20

	837
	827
	-0,70
	68

	827
	827
	1,16
	27

	841
	828
	-0,24
	130

	828
	828
	1,39
	4

	849
	829
	-0,45
	7

	851
	831
	-0,05
	38

	862
	832
	-0,89
	84

	864
	832
	-0,72
	16

	863
	832
	-0,62
	389

	861
	832
	-0,38
	194

	854
	833
	-0,44
	126

	852
	833
	-0,44
	32

	853
	833
	-0,47
	28

	855
	834
	-0,41
	37

	900
	911
	-0,12
	25

	931
	912
	-0,57
	18

	912
	913
	-0,83
	845

	911
	913
	-0,92
	316

	921
	914
	-0,63
	141

	933
	915
	-0,75
	12

	934
	915
	-0,28
	2

	922
	915
	-0,29
	86

	932
	915
	0,10
	67

	935
	916
	-0,84
	72

	942
	921
	-0,54
	11

	944
	921
	-0,84
	9

	945
	921
	-0,53
	1

	941
	921
	-1,21
	337

	960
	931
	-0,68
	419

	950
	931
	-0,70
	18

	970
	932
	-0,75
	368

	980
	933
	-0,50
	280

	Total
	 
	0,01
	20059

	Source: Work-Life Quality Survey, 1999-2003


	Table 16. Top 100 part-time employment OUGs in Spain
	
	

	CNO 94
	
	OUG (Spanish definition)
	% part-time
	unweighted cases

	
	
	
	
	

	911
	
	Domestic helpers and cleaners
	56,60
	539

	292
	
	Archivists, librarians and related information professionals
	50,00
	4

	531
	
	Fashion and other models
	40,00
	5

	912
	
	Helpers and cleaners in offices, hotels and other establishments
	36,77
	1072

	900
	
	Street vendors and related workers
	35,34
	119

	512
	
	Other personal care and related workers
	35,06
	271

	623
	
	Employed market-oriented crop and animal producers
	33,33
	3

	945
	
	Fishery labourers
	33,33
	3

	353
	
	Social work associate professionals
	30,30
	66

	283
	
	Other teaching associate professionals
	28,13
	65

	306
	
	Aircraft pilots, air traffic controllers and safety technicians
	27,27
	11

	354
	
	Artistic, entertainment and sports associate professionals
	27,27
	134

	251
	
	Writers and creative or performing artists
	26,67
	92

	864
	
	Motor-cycle drivers
	26,32
	19

	223
	
	Other teaching professionals
	24,11
	143

	460
	
	Cashiers, tellers and related clerks
	23,68
	230

	931
	
	Shoe cleaning and other street services elementary occupations
	21,74
	23

	271
	
	Life science technicians and related associate professionals
	21,43
	14

	519
	
	Other personal services workers
	21,15
	53

	631
	
	Self-employed fishery workers, hunters and trappers
	21,05
	39

	282
	
	Special education teaching associate professionals
	20,83
	24

	514
	
	Travel attendants and related workers
	20,00
	40

	502
	
	Waiters, waitresses and bartenders
	19,47
	997

	313
	
	Modern health associate professionals (except nursing) not elsewhere classified
	18,64
	60

	793
	
	Textile, garment and related trades workers
	18,49
	269

	219
	
	Health professionals (except nursing) not elsewhere classified
	18,18
	12

	774
	
	Handicraft workers in wood, textile, leather and related workers
	17,78
	46

	243
	
	Social science and related professionals
	17,65
	88

	501
	
	Cooks
	17,04
	408

	261
	
	Physical and engineering science technicians
	16,67
	6

	421
	
	Secretaries and keyboard-operating clerks
	16,67
	6

	944
	
	Forestry labourers
	16,67
	18

	922
	
	Watchpersons
	16,33
	99

	980
	
	Transport labourers and freight handlers.
	15,64
	359

	321
	
	Pre-primary and special education teaching associate professionals
	15,38
	13

	294
	
	Religious professionals
	15,00
	20

	933
	
	Messengers, package and luggage porters and deliverers
	14,29
	14

	511
	
	Institution and home-based personal care workers
	14,14
	482

	304
	
	Optical and electronic equipment operators
	13,75
	80

	452
	
	Travel agency, receptionists and information clerks, and related
	13,71
	175

	533
	
	Stall and market salespersons
	13,67
	1609

	921
	
	Building caretakers, window and related cleaners
	13,41
	166

	440
	
	Other office clerks with contact with customers
	13,24
	356

	621
	
	Self-employed market-oriented crop and animal producers
	13,16
	77

	422
	
	Data entry operators
	12,50
	16

	601
	
	Self-employed market gardeners and crop growers
	12,32
	620

	221
	
	College, university and higher education teaching professionals
	12,14
	142

	410
	
	Library, mail and related clerks
	11,79
	195

	430
	
	Other office clerks with no contact with customers
	11,68
	566

	794
	
	Pelt, leather and shoemaking trades workers
	11,24
	89

	131
	
	General managers of hotels with less than 10 employees
	11,11
	19

	451
	
	Client information clerks
	11,11
	37

	529
	
	Protective services workers not elsewhere classified
	11,11
	28

	263
	
	Computer associate professionals
	10,89
	101

	331
	
	Finance and sales associate professionals
	10,43
	231

	222
	
	Secondary education teaching professionals
	10,20
	512

	102
	
	Senior government officials
	10,00
	10

	311
	
	Life science technicians
	9,52
	21

	402
	
	Material-recording and transport clerks
	9,49
	137

	503
	
	Restaurant and bar waitresses
	8,89
	45

	853
	
	Agricultural and other mobile-plant operators
	8,82
	34

	513
	
	Hairdressers, barbers, beauticians and related workers
	8,78
	265

	252
	
	Archivists, librarians and related information professionals
	8,70
	23

	239
	
	Legal professionals not elsewhere classified
	8,43
	83

	293
	
	Social science and related professionals
	8,33
	60

	802
	
	Foremen of metal-processing-plant operators
	8,33
	12

	942
	
	Cattle, hunting and trapping labourers
	8,33
	12

	170
	
	General managers not elsewhere classified with no employees
	8,28
	149

	836
	
	Textile-, fur- and leather-products machine operators
	8,22
	146

	264
	
	Architecture technicians
	8,16
	49

	322
	
	Other teaching associate professionals
	8,00
	25

	341
	
	Administrative associate professionals
	7,91
	1500

	524
	
	Prison guards
	7,69
	13

	214
	
	Pharmacists
	7,55
	54

	602
	
	Employed market gardeners and crop growers
	7,40
	446

	762
	
	Electrical and electronic equipment mechanics and fitter
	7,30
	140

	833
	
	Rubber- and plastic-products machine operators
	7,06
	85

	332
	
	Technical and commercial sales representatives
	7,04
	606

	312
	
	Medical assistants
	6,94
	73

	773
	
	Potters, glass-makers and related trades workers
	6,94
	74

	272
	
	Nursing and midwifery associate professionals
	6,77
	326

	303
	
	Computer assistants
	6,77
	134

	825
	
	Shopfloor foremen of printing-, binding- and paper-production
	6,67
	16

	301
	
	Draughtspersons
	6,60
	108

	816
	
	Power-production and related plant operators
	6,45
	31

	203
	
	Computing professionals
	6,35
	63

	281
	
	Primary and pre-primary education teaching associate professionals
	6,33
	524

	612
	
	Employed market-oriented animal producers and related workers
	6,33
	79

	941
	
	Agricultural labourers
	6,32
	433

	204
	
	Architects, town and traffic planners
	6,25
	49

	291
	
	Accountants, personnel and careers professionals, and other
	6,25
	48

	111
	
	Directors and chief executives
	6,12
	101

	832
	
	Chemical-products machine operators
	6,12
	49

	523
	
	Fire-fighters
	5,71
	36

	855
	
	Ships' deck crews and related workers
	5,66
	53

	822
	
	Foremen of chemical-products machine operators
	5,56
	18

	212
	
	Medical doctors & dentists
	5,38
	226

	253
	
	Other professionals in the Public Administration
	5,26
	58

	295
	
	Government professionals
	5,26
	116

	814
	
	Wood-processing- and papermaking-plant operators
	5,26
	38

	852
	
	Foremen of agricultural and other mobile-plant operators
	5,26
	38

	950
	 
	Mining and quarrying labourers
	5,26
	19

	Source: Work Quality Life Survey, 1999-2003
	
	


	Table 17. % women and % women of part-time on top 100 part time employment OUGs in Spain
	

	CNO 94
	
	OUG (Spanish definition)
	% women
	% part-time women

	
	
	
	
	

	911
	
	Domestic helpers and cleaners
	98,5
	99,3

	292
	
	Archivists, librarians and related information professionals
	50,0
	50,0

	531
	
	Fashion and other models
	80,0
	100,0

	912
	
	Helpers and cleaners in offices, hotels and other establishments
	86,4
	96,4

	900
	
	Street vendors and related workers
	38,7
	48,8

	512
	
	Other personal care and related workers
	77,9
	94,7

	623
	
	Employed market-oriented crop and animal producers
	33,3
	

	945
	
	Fishery labourers
	
	100,0

	353
	
	Social work associate professionals
	72,7
	95,0

	283
	
	Other teaching associate professionals
	38,5
	55,6

	306
	
	Aircraft pilots, air traffic controllers and safety technicians
	41,0
	

	354
	
	Artistic, entertainment and sports associate professionals
	9,1
	50,0

	251
	
	Writers and creative or performing artists
	41,3
	29,2

	864
	
	Motor-cycle drivers
	
	

	223
	
	Other teaching professionals
	52,4
	64,7

	460
	
	Cashiers, tellers and related clerks
	73,0
	90,7

	931
	
	Shoe cleaning and other street services elementary occupations
	34,8
	60,0

	271
	
	Life science technicians and related associate professionals
	35,7
	66,7

	519
	
	Other personal services workers
	66,0
	81,8

	631
	
	Self-employed fishery workers, hunters and trappers
	46,2
	75,0

	282
	
	Special education teaching associate professionals
	62,5
	100,0

	514
	
	Travel attendants and related workers
	67,5
	100,0

	502
	
	Waiters, waitresses and bartenders
	44,2
	63,5

	313
	
	Modern health associate professionals (except nursing) not elsewhere classified
	65,0
	72,7

	793
	
	Textile, garment and related trades workers
	75,8
	93,9

	219
	
	Health professionals (except nursing) not elsewhere classified
	58,3
	

	774
	
	Handicraft workers in wood, textile, leather and related workers
	37,0
	75,0

	243
	
	Social science and related professionals
	72,7
	86,7

	501
	
	Cooks
	62,3
	84,1

	261
	
	Physical and engineering science technicians
	22,2
	

	421
	
	Secretaries and keyboard-operating clerks
	83,3
	100,0

	944
	
	Forestry labourers
	16,7
	66,7

	922
	
	Watchpersons
	13,1
	25,0

	980
	
	Transport labourers and freight handlers.
	22,8
	42,9

	321
	
	Pre-primary and special education teaching associate professionals
	61,5
	100,0

	294
	
	Religious professionals
	
	

	933
	
	Messengers, package and luggage porters and deliverers
	
	

	511
	
	Institution and home-based personal care workers
	88,6
	95,6

	304
	
	Optical and electronic equipment operators
	18,8
	45,5

	452
	
	Travel agency, receptionists and information clerks, and related
	69,7
	100,0

	533
	
	Stall and market salespersons
	58,9
	84,3

	921
	
	Building caretakers, window and related cleaners
	24,1
	63,6

	440
	
	Other office clerks with contact with customers
	66,0
	78,7

	621
	
	Self-employed market-oriented crop and animal producers
	16,9
	50,0

	422
	
	Data entry operators
	62,5
	100,0

	601
	
	Self-employed market gardeners and crop growers
	14,0
	42,7

	221
	
	College, university and higher education teaching professionals
	40,1
	47,1

	410
	
	Library, mail and related clerks
	32,8
	60,9

	430
	
	Other office clerks with no contact with customers
	66,6
	80,3

	794
	
	Pelt, leather and shoemaking trades workers
	34,8
	80,0

	131
	
	General managers of hotels with less than 10 employees
	14,3
	50,0

	451
	
	Client information clerks
	67,6
	100,0

	529
	
	Protective services workers not elsewhere classified
	21,1
	33,3

	263
	
	Computer associate professionals
	17,8
	18,2

	331
	
	Finance and sales associate professionals
	39,0
	75,0

	222
	
	Secondary education teaching professionals
	50,0
	59,6

	102
	
	Senior government officials
	20,0
	

	311
	
	Life science technicians
	28,6
	

	402
	
	Material-recording and transport clerks
	12,4
	30,8

	503
	
	Restaurant and bar waitresses
	26,7
	25,0

	853
	
	Agricultural and other mobile-plant operators
	
	

	513
	
	Hairdressers, barbers, beauticians and related workers
	83,8
	100,0

	252
	
	Archivists, librarians and related information professionals
	87,0
	100,0

	239
	
	Legal professionals not elsewhere classified
	26,5
	57,1

	293
	
	Social science and related professionals
	16,7
	100,0

	802
	
	Foremen of metal-processing-plant operators
	16,7
	100,0

	942
	
	Cattle, hunting and trapping labourers
	93,3
	

	170
	
	General managers not elsewhere classified with no employees
	32,2
	75,0

	836
	
	Textile-, fur- and leather-products machine operators
	61,6
	100,0

	264
	
	Architecture technicians
	12,2
	50,0

	322
	
	Other teaching associate professionals
	16,0
	100,0

	341
	
	Administrative associate professionals
	61,1
	83,9

	524
	
	Prison guards
	15,4
	

	214
	
	Pharmacists
	61,1
	100,0

	602
	
	Employed market gardeners and crop growers
	18,4
	30,3

	762
	
	Electrical and electronic equipment mechanics and fitter
	6,4
	10,0

	833
	
	Rubber- and plastic-products machine operators
	17,6
	33,3

	332
	
	Technical and commercial sales representatives
	19,0
	54,8

	312
	
	Medical assistants
	24,3
	60,0

	773
	
	Potters, glass-makers and related trades workers
	54,8
	40,0

	272
	
	Nursing and midwifery associate professionals
	81,3
	90,9

	303
	
	Computer assistants
	12,7
	22,2

	825
	
	Shopfloor foremen of printing-, binding- and paper-production
	12,5
	

	301
	
	Draughtspersons
	20,4
	42,9

	816
	
	Power-production and related plant operators
	12,9
	

	203
	
	Computing professionals
	12,7
	

	281
	
	Primary and pre-primary education teaching associate professionals
	68,7
	72,7

	612
	
	Employed market-oriented animal producers and related workers
	19,0
	40,0

	941
	
	Agricultural labourers
	25,2
	44,4

	204
	
	Architects, town and traffic planners
	50,0
	

	291
	
	Accountants, personnel and careers professionals, and other
	18,4
	66,7

	111
	
	Directors and chief executives
	12,2
	83,3

	832
	
	Chemical-products machine operators
	17,8
	33,3

	523
	
	Fire-fighters
	2,8
	

	855
	
	Ships' deck crews and related workers
	1,9
	

	822
	
	Foremen of chemical-products machine operators
	11,1
	

	212
	
	Medical doctors & dentists
	35,8
	83,3

	253
	
	Other professionals in the Public Administration
	
	33,3

	295
	
	Government professionals
	5,3
	66,7

	814
	
	Wood-processing- and papermaking-plant operators
	10,5
	

	852
	
	Foremen of agricultural and other mobile-plant operators
	44,0
	

	950
	 
	Mining and quarrying labourers
	29,3
	 

	Source: Work Quality Life Survey, 1999-2003
	
	


Comment from John Goldthorpe

Thanks for the ESeC material. There is obviously a lot of hard work being done. I haven't got time at the moment to go into it all in any detail but two general points seem to me to stand out.
1. People still have difficulty in grasping and keeping hold of the idea that the classification is trying to capture employment relations and not other aspects of differentiation among occupations. Arguments about where occupations should go should be made on the basis of ER alone, and it is on this basis and this basis only that the criterion validity of the classification should be assessed. The Germans and the Irish seem to be going about things in the most sensible way. Some others need to be reminded that ER is not only or even primarily about control and autonomy. Don't more nations have data on payment systems, variable pay, occupational age-wage curves etc that could be exploited?

2. 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.
� Work Life Quality Survey data (1999-2003)


� Employment status categories in the E-SEC are the following: self-employed (+10 employees), self-employed (-10 employees), self-employed (without employees), managers (+10 employees), managers (-10 employees), supervisors, employees and excluded.








� Source of data: Work Life Quality Survey, 1999-2003.
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