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Introduction

First, many thanks for the reports and for all the hard work and careful thought they demonstrate. In reading our comments, we are sure you will bear in mind that there is plenty of room for misinterpretation of colleagues’ reports, especially when dealing with difficult and complex issues such as those that arise in validating a measure like ESeC. So, please take our comments in the spirit they are given, which includes our admiration for all the excellent work each team has done. Inevitably, perhaps, some of our comments focus on areas where we have doubts or disagreements, rather than on the issues where we agree. None of this means we think we are infallible, however! It is clear that it has not always been easy to apply the ESeC algorithm to some datasets but some ingenious methods have been used both in this regard and in the attempts at criterion validation. 

Overall, then, we were very pleased with many aspects, as well as with the basic conclusions of all the studies, but there are a number of issues we wish to raise with regard to each report, while recognizing that we may have misunderstood some of your arguments and methods. We are aware that these comments are quite detailed. The comments from the Irish team are much more succinct, we agree with them and they summarise many of the key issues to be resolved in Lisbon, if not before. However, we thought it necessary to go into a bit more depth for reasons which we hope will become apparent. First, though, we wish to make some general points concerning the ESeC matrix which we may not have made sufficiently clear in previous papers and notes.
Are we all using the same matrix?

We are somewhat concerned that the agreement made in Paris that we should all work from the same basic matrix (V3) has not always been adhered to. We understand that this arises in part from some of the difficulties of applying ESeC to national data or to particular national interpretations of key elements within the model, such as management and supervision.  Nevertheless, it is important, as I think Walter Mueller argued, that we all try to standardise (i.e. use V3) before considering what changes may need to be made to the matrix, whether because some ISCO by employment status allocations to ESeC classes appear to be wrong tout court or questionable for a particular country. 
Not surprisingly the creation of employment status codes for managers and supervisors seems to have caused the most difficulty. 
Managers

In the case of managers, the changes we made between the V2.1 and V3 matrices were designed to overcome some of the undoubted difficulties in this area, yet the relevant comments in our V3 matrix notes seem either not to have been understood or to have been ignored. Of course, we are not saying that what we proposed in V3 for managers is unchallengeable, only that all the validation studies should have followed what we proposed and then examined whether there were better ways of proceeding. We still think that if we are to use a size rule for managers, a different one is required, as we tried to demonstrate in a paper for the Paris meeting. Our own validation study repeats the point through the analysis shown in table 2 of the UK report and also uses a method that dispenses entirely with the managerial columns of the matrix as a logical extension of what we were attempting with V3.
Indeed, we first raised this problem concerning managers in a paper issued with the V1 matrix (ESeCClasses.doc). This is what we said then:
‘The distinction between the ‘higher’ managerial occupations in Class 1 and the ‘lower’ ones in Class 2 refers to the degree to which the service relationship applies. Hence, in relation to the work situation, ‘higher’ managerial positions involve the widest range of employee discretion in terms of the exercise of authority in the workplace and the least amount of ‘external’ control by others. In respect of the market situation, these positions tend to attract not only the highest incomes, but steadily rising ones, as well as the greatest employment perquisites and security. Thus, ‘higher managers’ refers to directors and senior managers, such as departmental heads, who have ‘executive’ functions.

In fact, this is a distinction which is very hard to operationalize. Conventionally it has been operationalized through a size of establishment rule. In the (V1) matrix we use the rule given by ISCO to distinguish Corporate Managers in sub-major group 12 from Managers of Small Enterprises in sub-major group 13 - + or – 10 employees. However, our employment relations data indicate that, at least in the UK case, this rule fails to achieve its purpose. For the most part, managers in sub-group 12 have employment relationship scores more typical of Class 2 than of Class 1. Those in sub-group 13 have scores similar to Class 3 rather than Class 2. 

For this reason we ask you to consider whether you think the +/- 10 rule would be adequate to achieve our purposes in your country. We would further propose that we should introduce into the matrix a third employment status column for managers so that the size rules would be: 1-9; 10-49; 50+. 

On the basis of UK evidence all managers in ISCO sub-major group 12/size 50+ would clearly be Class 1; some ISCO 12 OUGs in the 10-49 range would be Class 1, others would be Class 2. Those in sub-major group 13 (with the exception of 1317 managers in business enterprises) who by definition are in the 1-9 column simply do not look like managers as described by the conceptual model. On the basis of their UK employment relations scores, they seem more like lower supervisors than real managers. We shall further investigate this latter problem and report on it at the March meeting, but your comments and advice on this issue would be welcome.’

Of course, the size of establishment rule is a faute de mieux procedure for distinguishing higher from lower managers. We recognize that while quite small establishments will not have higher managers, many large establishments will have lower managers, as the Swedish team observe. Hence, and also given the confusion on the part of coders revealed by table 2 of the UK validation report, we arrived at the solution given in the V3 matrix. This allowed OUG to be overridden in some cases by employment status/size so that not all managers in sub-major group 12 go to Class 1, nor do all those in sub-major group 13 go to Class 2. To repeat what we say in the UK validation report:
‘The version 3 matrix is a pragmatic compromise in that it does not consistently privilege occupation or employment status. It works on the following rules:

a) All ‘employed’ managers in establishments of less than 10 go to class 2 regardless of how they have been coded to ISCO.

b) All supervisors in managerial codes go to class 2.

c) For establishments of 10 or more:

· All directors and chief executives (minor group 121) go to class 1.

· 1220-1226 go to class 2

· 1227-1229 (business services and personal care and n.e.c.) go to class 1.

· Specialist managers (123) go to class 1 (excl 1235)

· 1300s go to class 2 (excl. 1317, 1318, and 1319).’

Note, however, that where size counts, it relates to size of establishment and not number of subordinates. Number of subordinates may potentially be a better measure, but only size of establishment regularly appears on relevant datasets. As a result of the validation exercises, we have further thoughts about how we should deal with trailing zero (or ‘false’) codes and codes for the ‘n.e.c.’ OUGs ending with 9. This would lead us to want to make some changes to the allocation between classes 1 and 2 of the affected managerial OUGs, but would also have effects elsewhere in the matrix, of course. We shall return to this point.
Supervisors

As for supervisors, we also recognize that this is not a concept that is easy to operationalize either. The UK method used to create the NS-SEC relied upon a question asking whether respondents have any formal responsibilities for supervising the work of other employees. This type of question, similar to the ESS one discussed in Part II of the Swedish report, produces many false positives – hence the very high proportion of supervisors revealed for most of the ESS countries in table 1 of the UK validation report. Even so, while correctly identifying real supervisors (i.e. those for whom supervision is their main job task) is an inherent problem given current datasets, there do seem to have been further misunderstandings of how the matrix works for supervisors. Supervision is not a problem in terms of class allocation for most of ISCO Major Group 1 and the whole of major group 2. It only becomes a real problem from ISCO 3000 onwards. We shall say more about both this and the issue of managers later.
OUGs, employment status and class allocations

More generally, some analyses seem to have missed the point that class allocations depend on both OUG and employment status in combination and so, we believe, have drawn incorrect conclusions about whether ‘occupations’ are correctly allocated to classes. Again, this point will be embellished later.

Employment relations measures

None of us has ideal employment relations measures for criterion validation of ESeC and most teams acknowledge this. Instead we have used the proxies that are available to us. As a result of discussions within the Swedish group, Robert Erikson issued some thoughts bearing on this problem in his paper ‘On Class and Skills in ESeC’, along with a paper by Tåhlin. John Goldthorpe has now replied to both papers. Some of his comments relate to the issue of proxy ER variables. We have appended Goldthorpe’s note to this paper.

Comments on the reports

We now turn to our comments on each report. At the beginning of each set of comments we have incorporated the Irish summaries of the relevant study since we believe they are both succinct and give our comments greater clarity. Doing this may also reduce the extent to which you will need to cross-refer between our comments and the reports themselves. We are grateful to Dorothy Watson for permission to reproduce the Irish summaries within our comments.
As we had always intended to do, we have also included in this paper the comments received from other teams on the various reports. Thus you have everything you need on this phase of the project in one document. However, we shall produce a short digest or summary of issues arising from the reports as soon as possible. Many of these issues were raised in papers for the Paris meeting but not settled. They will need to be resolved in Lisbon.
Swedish Report Part I

We have a number of comments and criticisms of both the Swedish reports, but none of these are intended to detract from the very thoughtful approach taken by our Swedish colleagues to some difficult issues. They have given us all plenty of food for thought.

The Irish team’s summary

The Swedish study (two studies actually) compares ESeC with EGP derived from ISCO on Swedish Level of Living Survey and also (the second paper) using the ESS.  The emphasis is on criterion validation with a number of indicators of ER but also includes some analysis of variables that are somewhat on the boundaries between criterion and construct validity, such as wages.
The first paper uses the Swedish Level of Living Survey to examine the relationship between ESeC / EGP, both based on algorithms using the ISCO code
, to specific human capital (learning time), several indicators of employment relations (autonomy, fringe benefits,) and earnings. The two class schemas tend to assign occupations to ‘corresponding’ classes, but with larger differences in terms of the mixed contract classes (ESeC 3 and 6 or EGP IIIa and V).  ESeC and EGP perform similarly in terms of differentiating classes on the basis of human capital (learning time) and the indicators of autonomy. What is interesting here is that both schemas perform relatively poorly in terms of differences in autonomy (which should be a good indicator of employment relations), which the authors suggest may be due to the subjective nature of the item and the tendency for people to compare themselves with their peers (rather than with the whole spectrum of jobs) in answering it. The two schemas also perform similarly in differentiating classes with respect to fringe benefits. What is good news for ESeC is that it performs better than EGP when it comes to average wage mobility.  The authors have a number of recommendations regarding the allocation of specific OUGs, notably office clerks, engineers and mechanical operators.
In the second paper, the authors use the ESS for 17 countries, focusing on employees age 20-60. Again, managers are distinguished based on number of subordinates.  Prior to the analysis, the authors compared the two and three digit ISCO code allocation of occupations to classes to see how much information was lost with the two-digit version. The good news in terms of the operational validity of ESeC is that about 80 per cent of respondents are allocated to the same class and about 90 per cent in the same broad class (service contract, mixed contract, labour contract). Further, the two and three-digit versions have similar explanatory power.
Turning to a comparison of EGP and ESeC, the authors find considerable differences with 30 per cent allocated to a different broad class (service contract, mixed contract, labour contract). The differences mainly arise because or schema, but not the other, assigns an OUG to the ‘mixed contract’ group of classes.

In terms of the relationship between both class schemas and human capital, autonomy, job security, opportunity for promotion and average wage mobility (derived from patterns by occupation in Sweden), the overall conclusion is that the schemas are very similar but with ESeC performing slightly better.

UK team’s comments

Managers

As the Irish footnote observes, the Swedish team has used number of subordinates and not size of establishment as their size rule for managers (see p.1 of their report). We think this strategy misses the point made in the V3 matrix notes, and repeated in our introductory section above, about how managerial OUGs are actually allocated to ESeC classes. 
 The fact that it is possible to be manager of a small section in a large firm is a concern, of course. That is, as we noted earlier, since large organizations have many lower managers, the size of establishment rule is admittedly problematic if strictly followed. However, that is why we changed the V3 matrix in the manner indicated above: to reduce some of the problems resulting from size of establishment as a faute de mieux procedure for distinguishing higher from lower managers. Thus, while we can see that the Swedish team wish to reduce the number of managers going to Class 1, that is also what the V3 matrix is attempting to do. 
Moreover, we assume that using N of subordinates vitiates the comparisons between ESeC and GT-EGP, since EGP also uses a size of establishment rule (and see our comments later on the Leiulfsrud-Bison version of EGP, pp.9-11 below). Nevertheless, in similar fashion to the V3 matrix, GT-EGP also overrides OUG, so that any case in ISCO 12 where ‘size’ is 10 or less is recoded to ISCO 13 and for ISCO 13 where ‘size’ is 11+ is recoded to ISCO 12 (but note the ‘size’ rule for GT-EGP is 1-10/11+ and not, as it should be, 1-9/10+).
Whatever the case (and see our earlier comments and Robert Erikson’s comments on the UK validation on p.35 below), we clearly need to decide how to proceed in the case of managers. However, for the sake of comparability at this stage, we would request that the Swedish team re-run their analyses by implementing the V3 matrix for managers. This is, after all, the best compromise we currently have for the allocation of ISCO 1 to ESeC Classes 1 or 2 and it also ensures standardization for validation purposes. We are aware that we also infringed the rules for managers in order to see what the effect of size is. Therefore, we shall also re-run our data using the standard V3 rules.
Dependent variables used in analyses
We are sure the Swedish team will recognize that the variables they employ are not really ideal for the purpose. In most cases they are not measures of employment relations in the sense of Goldthorpe’s theory. We all share this problem to some extent and so we think we should all say a little more about these issues in our reports. That is, in what way do we believe that the variables are good indicators of the underlying model of employment relations? We are not suggesting this is a big issue for the Lisbon meeting, but it will be when it comes to publication. Again we should all refer to Goldthorpe’s appended note on Erikson and Tåhlin.
Level of measurement

We know how easy it is to discuss any class schema as if it were ordinal or hierarchical. On p.4 the Swedes refer to making ‘EGP hierarchical in the same way as ESeC’, but neither is strictly hierarchical. They are nominal. Thus we all need to be careful about our language. For example, ESeC doesn’t show gradients in dependent variables but monotones. Robert Erikson has very properly made this point in response to the Dutch report.
The mixed contract classes in EGP and ESeC

The Swedish report notes that there are substantial differences between EGP and ESeC for classes with mixed forms of employment relations (see pp.4-5 and tables 1 and 2). While there are some differences, of course, nevertheless some of these may be compounded by what we believe are errors in the GT-EGP syntax. For example, some of Goldthorpe’s IIIa occupations are in GT-EGP IIIb. This applies to some clerks, and to cashiers and tellers, for example (unless there are differences between the EGP schema for the UK and its CASMIN equivalent). Our own examination of both GT-EGP and the Bison version suggest a number of similar errors, as we shall discuss further in relation to Part II of the Swedish report. Equally, we are surprised that EGP V is so small (see table 1c).
Table 3 examines ‘OUGs…within Class 3 of ESeC’ and table 4 examines ‘OUGs…within Class 6 of ESeC’. Each is discussed on p.5 of the Swedish report. However, this analysis apparently fails to take employment status into account. And it also shows what we think are more errors in the GT-EGP.
For example, in table 3, ISCO 3415 is shown as being in EGP II, but in fact it is in IIIa (unless the cases in the table are all supervisors). 3431, 3443 and 3475 seem to share the same problem. Similarly, 4190, 4211 and 4212 are EGP IIIa, not IIIb and 5163 is EGP V not VI. (Again, all of these comments assume that the UK version of EGP and GT-EGP are supposed to be the same, but maybe they are not).
In table 4 the problems are even worse because many OUGs referred to in this table are either (quite correctly allocated) ‘large’ employers (those in EGP Class I who should also be in ESeC class 1) or incorrectly allocated supervisors (again class I but should be II, see pp. 9-11 below) or correctly allocated supervisors (some of the OUGs in EGP classes II and VI are, in fact, in ESeC class 6 only for supervisors). If they are not mainly employers or supervisors, then many seem to have been wrongly allocated by GT-EGP. In any case, table 4 seems to ignore the effects of employment status on how OUGs are allocated to classes. All of this casts some doubt on the data in tables 1 and 2. It may also reflect real problems with allocating to supervisory categories using Swedish data. Or are we misunderstanding something here?
To give some examples from table 4, only OUGs 3113-3228, 7242/5 and 7311 are in ESeC class 6 for employees and thus take a ‘different’ broad class position than they do in EGP. All other OUGs in the table only go to class 6 for supervisors. Moreover, unless their GT-EGP class allocations are different from the UK version of EGP, a number of OUGs in table 4 are wrongly allocated. For example, 4142 is VIIa not VI, 5169 is V not VI, 8271-8290 and 8334, 9132 and 9162 should be VIIa not VI. As for many other of the OUGs in the table, they could only have the EGP allocations shown for employers or supervisors, but not for employees. For example, 4131 would be IIIa for employees, 4222 and 5220 would be IIIb and so would 5121, and 5122 would be VI. All this also makes us wonder about the suitability of the dataset used here to make judgements with regard to ESeC and EGP. How far the two schemas deviate from one another depends upon (a) whether we can trust GT-EGP class allocations for ISCO OUGs and (b) whether the dataset is sufficiently comprehensive for the purpose. We are not sure about either. Much depends on whether the differences between UK EGP and GT-EGP are errors in the latter or deliberate changes made by CASMIN. Certainly Bison’s version of EGP deliberately departs from GT-EGP, a point to which we shall return (see pp.9-11 below). Of course, if there are problems with GT-EGP, this will have effects for the subsequent analyses and the conclusions drawn, too.
Measuring aspects of employment contracts

Finally, we have a few comments on the Swedish analyses. While figure 2 does show class differences, it is hardly monotonic. This is what we would expect of course: Learning time will tend to be greater for ESeC classes 1, 2, 6 and 8 and the EGP equivalents, I, II, V and VI. Table 5 confirms this.
Figure 3 and table 6 rather bear out Goldthorpe’s view of the (lack of) relevance of ‘deciding on work speed’ as a measure of employment relations. Figures 4 and 5 are not monotonic either. Unsurprisingly, ESeC class 6/EGP V (supervisors and technicians) have patterns closer to classes 1 and 2 (I and II) than to the working classes. 
The results in tables 7 – 10 really are surprising in the case of EGP V. Why should this be? Recalling the small size of EGP class V, might it lead us to have further doubts about the GT-EGP syntax? Tables 9 and 10 are interesting in that (a) ESeC 6, EGP IIIb do significantly worse than the classes ‘below’ them (as they do in tables 11 and 12) and (b) EGP V in table 9 and both EGP V and ESeC class 6 in table 10 (and EGP VI) seem to benefit more than we might have expected. Some further commentary on this would be interesting. Overall the results are perhaps less discriminating by class than would be predicted.
We accept the conclusion that the mixed contract classes are a problem which needs further attention. We also wonder if the situation might be improved if we were to consider again whether some technician and supervisory positions should, as we suggested, be allocated to class 3 rather than to either 2 or 6 (as the French suggest in their report). On the other hand, there may be problems with the GT-EGP syntax/matrix, as we have noted.
Swedish Study Part II

Managers again

Once again, managers are not allocated in the way prescribed by the matrix. We do take the point being made by Robert Erikson and his colleagues that there are many lower managers in large organizations (and see Robert’s comment (i) on the UK validation, p.35 below), but we think that the time to make changes is at the Lisbon conference not in the initial validation studies. These should all use standard procedures, i.e. V3. In addition, it would appear that those coded to ISCO 1 who have no subordinates are not classified as managers (p.2). We would like some clarification on this. To which class(es) do cases in ISCO 1 with zero subordinates go? We would expect them to go to the simplified class for the OUG or the employee status, in which case the real effect will be nullified. That’s how the matrix works: except for OUGs 1317-19, the class allocations for employees and supervisors correspond to those of the two managerial columns respectively. Remember, the combination of ISCO 1 codes with employee or supervisor status are ‘illicit’ and thus are given correcting class allocations as if they had been of managerial status; and simplified class is just the modal class for each OUG.
Supervisors

A similar point in relation to the matrix applies to supervisors. While we sympathise with the Swedes in their desire to reduce the number of false positive answers to the ESS supervision question by requiring 3+ subordinates before anyone is regarded as a real supervisor, we would prefer to address this issue in Lisbon. We need to see the effects of these changes, of course, so alternative ways of allocating both supervisors and managers should be implemented and compared. Perhaps this could be done before the Lisbon meeting?

3- or 4-digit ISCO?

We also sympathise with the Swedish team in their comments on the use of 3 rather than 4-digit ISCO with the ESS. The UK validation study, while implementing 4 digits on ESS, notes the same issue, that of ‘trailing zeros’ or ‘false’ codes. As we say in our validation report (p.10), we need to consider a change to the way ‘false’ 4 digits (and also some n.e.c. OUGs ending in 9) are treated in the matrix. We will look at this before the Lisbon meeting. Indeed, it may be the case that we should put more effort into creating the best possible 3-digit matrix since this may be the most commonly available level of ISCO for ESeC to employ with datasets such as ESS and LFS (see p.36 below).
The Leiulfsrud and Bison (LB) version of EGP (LB-EGP)
We have already noted our concerns re the GT-EGP. We are equally concerned with the alternative LB version employed by the Swedish team. L and B do not seem to understand the EGP schema very well, especially the way its underlying theoretical or conceptual basis has changed over time. They interpret its underlying dimensions in its original UK form as a measure of market and work situations. Also, having discussed their report with them, they appear to have misapprehensions about the nature of class IIIb in employment relations terms, apparently regarding it as a lower form of IIIa with mixed employment relations rather than being a class more akin to VII with a labour contract form of ER. 
Using ESS job autonomy variables, they have adjusted the GT-EGP syntax (a) to reduce the number of ‘respondents assumed to have high control over their work situation’ and (b) to reduce ‘the amount of non-manual employees (clerical and lower service employees) ending up in class I’. By the latter, we think they must be referring to supervisors who go to class I in GT-EGP. If this does happen, it is clearly an error in GT-EGP: Higher supervisors should only ever go to class II, never to class I. In sum, they believe that using GT-EGP means that too many cases go to classes I and II and too few to IIIa and b, V and VI. They may be right, of course, but we really do need to look carefully at both GT-EGP and LB-EGP before we draw any conclusions about the EGP-ESeC relationship.
We did ask Bison for further information about their procedures and his answers concerned us both in relation to the changes he made to GT-EGP and to GT-EGP itself. Bison informed us that (a) GT-EGP allocates supervisors of routine non-manual employees to EGP II, which would be correct for all of IIIa but not for IIIb, but (b) GT-EGP then allocates any supervisors of 10+ employees to class I, which cannot be correct. So for most cases, Bison seems to have corrected this GT-EGP error. 
So far, so good, but Bison has then proceeded to put some supervisors (less than 10 subordinates and low job control) into IIIa or IIIb rather than II; and he has put supervisors of class II employees with 10+ subordinates and high job control in class I. (So, in light of our earlier comments on the appropriate size rule, does GT-EGP, like LB-EGP use N of subordinates and not establishment size? This is all very confusing!)

In addition, Bison ensures that only non-professional self-employed persons with ‘the whole control of their job’ go to classes IVa and b, otherwise they go to V, VI or VII. We assume this is an attempt to isolate the ‘true’ self-employed from those who are de facto employees but operate de jure as if they were self-employed, probably by constraint of their real employer or for tax reasons. This affects about 3% of IVa who go to either V or VI and over 10% of IVb who go to VI or VIIa. As for IVc about 5% have been reallocated to VIIb. In addition, he refers to a ‘data cleaning specific for the ESS data’ which involves, for example, moving supervisors of unskilled workers in VIIb into skilled workers in VI. This baffles us completely.
L and B claim that none of what they have done ‘violates any of the previous theoretical and operational criteria used by the main architects of the EGP model’, but we doubt the latter would agree. L and B also claim that GT-EGP violates the model and they are simply correcting it.

Finally, the code Bison provided to us shows that GT-EGP has moved ISCO 4142, 4190, 4200 and 5000-5239 from IIIa to IIIb. Was this a CASMIN decision? So far as were aware, UK-EGP would imply that the IIIb ISCO OUGs are 3471 (part), 4222/3, 5110/11/13, 5121/2, 5131/2, 5220 and 9113. 
All this needs to be further checked out against the syntaxes for GT-EGP and LB-EGP, but it does serve to strengthen our concerns with both these interpretations of the EGP schema and thus leads to worries over any comparisons between ESeC and EGP. Perhaps Robert might like to take a careful look at the syntax for both GT- and LB-EGP? We remember him saying in London that the Ganzeboom ‘sausage machine’ contained errors in relation to CASMIN-EGP and we are sure it does not always correspond with UK-EGP.
Having said all this, we are confused by the comments of the Swedish team on pp.4-5. Which version of EGP have they used? Is it somewhere between GT-EGP and LB-EGP?
ISCO Sub-major Group 33
We have had comments on problems with this group before. The real problem is with OUG 3340 ‘Other associate teaching professionals’. According to the ISCO manual, the main occupations in this group are flying instructors and driving instructors, with the latter predominant, at any rate in the UK.  This is why we allocated 3340 to class 7. Obviously 3340 is also predominant in sub-major group 33, hence the switch of classes between 3 and 2 digit ESeC. There may be a case for 3340 being country specific in terms of class – we have the impression that in some countries quite different occupations may go to 3340 than those indicated by ISCO. All teams should check this OUG as well as the others listed in our comments on the German report below (pp13-15).
The similarity between ESeC and EGP
This whole section of the Swedish report returns us to the problems discussed previously concerning the various EGP algorithms. Figure 2, p.19, suggests that ESeC has cases in class 1 where EGP has them in class III, V, VI or even VII; and that the same goes for those in EGP I in relation to the ESeC classes. Similar patterns are revealed for each class and table 2 demonstrates the degree of difference between ESeC and EGP in terms of types of contract.

However, when we turn to table 4, p.20, again we believe there are clear errors in terms of the allocation of ISCO minor (3 digit) groups to EGP classes. We accept that some of this might be due to changes in EGP when switching from 4 to 3-digit ISCO. The table on p.12 below lists the ISCO minor groups, the reported class in the Swedish report and what we would have expected with UK-EGP.
This table reinforces our earlier doubts about the GT- and LB-EGP algorithms. For example, there is simply no way that 811 ‘mining and mineral-processing plant operators’ could ever be in IIIb for any employment status. The minor groups that we do accept will undoubtedly be in a different contractual position from EGP as a result of decisions we made for ESeC are: 413 ‘material recording and transport clerks’, 724 ‘electrical/electronic equipment mechanics and fitters’, 731 ‘precision workers in metal’, 346 ‘social work associate professionals’ and 811. Some other groups may be affected, such as 313 ‘optical and electronic equipment operators’, 511 ‘travel attendants and related workers’ and 512 ‘housekeeping and restaurant services workers’. 

Of course, the general point made by the Swedish team regarding the boundaries between mixed contracts and other types of contract remains a real problem for all EGP-based class schemas. We believed in these terms that the NS-SEC was an improvement for the UK over EGP and the decisions made for NS-SEC have obviously carried over into ESeC.
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The explanatory power of ESeC vs. EGP
If we are correct in our suspicions regarding the EGP algorithms, all the subsequent analyses will be flawed, at least potentially. In any case we are not surprised at the fact that variables such as SECURE and OPPOR are low in terms of explanatory power (p.10 and table 6). Neither question is sufficiently discriminatory to indicate underlying employment relations. For example, even people in class 9 have some opportunity for promotion, but for the most part only to a supervisory position, and only for the few. This is hardly a measure of career.
Concluding remarks of the Swedish team

Obviously we are pleased that the team concludes that ESeC may have something of an advantage over EGP. We are also pleased that they find that ESeC is more user-friendly than GT-EGP (and here David Rose wishes to acknowledge that this is to Eric Harrison’s credit since he did the relevant work). As we have noted, we are not surprised that MONITOR, SECURE and OPPOR lack discriminatory power. More interesting in the conclusion are the final comments regarding ESeC, EGP and qualifications. Does ESeC have anything to do, theoretically, with qualification requirements? Are the latter a part of the definition of the former? We would still argue that they are not. We accept that some of the more economistic of sociologists see class in terms of human capital, sometimes in conjunction with other forms of capital. Bourdieu has been of influence on many in these respects, so that ‘class’ has come to refer to stratification processes tout court. We prefer the more narrowly defined concept of class given by EGP. 
The fact that the class positions in the schema are highly correlated with education and skills is neither surprising nor is it any more than an empirical observation. As John Goldthorpe has noted in a personal communication to us, if qualifications are built into the concept of class, then how do we investigate the relationship between class and qualifications? This is one reason why we like the EGP definition of class. There is bound to be some strong relationship between class and qualifications given the nature of the schema itself. Again, quoting Goldthorpe, there is a contingent relationship such that ‘persons employed to exercise special expertise or delegated authority are likely to have higher educational and skill levels than those doing work of a kind that can be regulated by a spot contract’. 

Equally, and as the Irish team also note, we should recognize that ISCO has built in skill levels based on ISCED. Since ISCO is the main building block for ESeC and EGP, and given the close correlation between ISCO positions and class positions, again we might expect a close correlation between qualifications and class. However, we would not then wish to argue that ISCO and either ESeC or EGP are therefore measuring the same things. If that were the case then the major groups of ISCO could be regarded as classes, but none of us would support that position.

In any case, we take Robert Erikson’s latest paper on class and skills to be a corrective statement to that in the Swedish report. 
German team’s comments on Swedish report

We looked through the interesting Swedish papers, and have a few comments, mainly concerning part I and comparing the Swedish results to the German results.

Concerning table 3 Sweden writes on page 5:

“This test show that some ISCO OUGs such as “Technical and commercial sales representatives” (3415) are classified in EGP class II. Moreover, ISCO OUGs 4190, 4211, and 4212 mainly “Other office clerks and tellers” is allocated in EGP class IIIb. The allocation of the former category in ESeC class 3 seems reasonable. However, the allocation of in ESeC class 3 is less obvious. In the latter case it seems more reasonable to follow EGP and reallocate “office clerks…” to ESeC class 7”.

According to our analyses 3415 fits well to ESeC 3 and confirms the Swedish conclusion. Concerning 4190 “Other office clerks and tellers”: We have also considered moving it to ESeC 7, but according to our indicators if fits quite well into ESeC 3, except the indicator for long-term employment, which is clearly lower than the average of ESeC 3. But this could result from the fact, that this group has a very large proportion of females, which on average score lower on long term employment. Therefore, we think 4190 should probably remain in ESeC 3.
4211 is clearly ESeC 7, and 4212 is on the edge to be moved to 7. But we did not, because it is an unclear case, and in such cases we did not want to change the prototype. 

Concerning table 4 the Swedish colleagues write:

We can, however, identify some ISCO OUGs such as 3113 and 3114 allocated in EGP class II, which should be reallocated to ESeC class 2. We also believe that mechanical operators should be allocated in ESeC 8, i.e. in a class comparable to EGP class VI.

Our data support your judgement concerning 3113 and 3114. We suggested moving 3113 to ESeC 2, and we should have done also for 3114.
We could not find an OUP named “mechanical operators” in our ISCO- codes. Which numerical code would this be?

We looked through some other cases in table 4, where EGP seems to differ from ESeC.
3221 and 3222: Because of crosswalk problems we have no such ISCO cases in our database. They are coded 5132, and this group probably fits best into ESeC 3 (and certainly not to ESeC2. 

7242 seem to be fine in ESeC 6 according to our indicators.
7311 are also quite fine in ESeC 6, but seem to be somewhat in between ESeC 6 and ESeC 8. 
7245 seem not to fit into ESeC 6: According to our indicators the few cases we have would be rather ESeC 9. But because we have so few cases we did not consider t changing the prototype.

We wonder why 9132 and 9141 can be EGP VI. According to our indicators they are clearly ESeC 9. 

We have also checked table 4 in the part II paper and found that in most of these difficult cases the most common ESeC class for Germany will be the same as the one found for Sweden. However, there are also some differences. For Germany the most common ESeC class for 
413 is  ESeC 3

513 is  ESeC 3

724 is  ESeC 8

911 is  ESeC 9

334 is  ESeC 2

512 is  ESeC 7

811 is  ESeC 8

UK team’s response to German comments on the Swedish Report

In the main, we agree with the German team. 3415 ‘technical and commercial sales representatives’, 3113 ‘electrical engineering technicians’ and 3114 ‘electronics and telecommunications technicians’ are all cases where we had doubts about the allocations we made and could have jumped either way. For the UK, all lie on the borders of classes 2 and 3. 
Second, in the UK SOC2000-ISCO crosswalk, cashiers, tellers and related clerks in minor group 421 all go to 4210. Hence, our UK employment relations scores sum those of all OUGs in this minor group. Since there is a UK crosswalk problem here, we may need to allocate these OUGs differently.
Another crosswalk problem is indicated by the comments on 3221 ‘medical assistants’ and 3222 ‘hygienists, health and environmental officers’ being allocated to 5132 ‘institution based personal care workers’ in Germany. It is thus no surprise that 5132 looks like class 3 for Germany but class 7 for the UK – they simply are not interpreted in the same manner in each country. We really do need to identify cases such as these (and see pp.18-20 below). 
A similar problem occurs between Germany and UK for 3152 ‘Safety etc inspectors’. In the UK, this group only contains relatively high level employees; in Germany (possibly correctly in strict ISCO terms) it includes routine inspectors. Such inspectors in the UK go to 8290 ‘Other machine operators’ in class 9, which seems strange to say the least. What we have here is an example of a weakness in ISCO – no separate OUG for routine inspectors and so some countries make, apparently, equally ad hoc decisions about how to allocate them to ISCO. 3152 in the UK includes, for example, factory inspectors, occupational hygienists and environmental health officers. Where do such occupations go in ISCO for Germany: also to 3152 or elsewhere? And what happens in other countries?
Like Walter, we were also curious about 9132 ‘helpers and cleaners in offices etc’ and 9141 ‘building caretakers’, but we assume these must be supervisors and not employees. So we ask the Swedish team to let us know of this is correct.
Finally, given our comments on EGP allocations, 513 cannot be in ESeC class 3, but should be in class 7. 724 in ESeC class 8 is surprising given that only 7241 within this minor group would be in 8. Is 7241 in the majority within this group in Germany? And if 334 is mainly in class 2, then we assume the majority are supervisors. Is that correct? Or is this a case of 3340 having a different interpretation in Germany (see above p.11)?
Irish comment on Swedish report

The issue of whether human capital (education and training) is part of the definition of the ESeC schema or independent is interesting. There is no getting away from the fact that the structure of ISCO places a strong emphasis on the level of education and training required for specific occupations. In ER terms, if certain qualifications are highly marketable, they allow the holder to ‘bargain’ a better deal in employment terms. This has as much to do with the type of qualifications, however – including such factors as control of supply through restrictive professional control of entry – as with the level per se. Compare barristers and history graduates. Thus, human capital might be expected to be causally related to class location, although not necessarily defining it. Access to an occupation for which a given level and type of human capital would equip a person may be blocked for other reasons, such as disability, discrimination or the demands of family responsibilities.

With respect to this comment from the Irish, again refer to Goldthorpe’s note. 

The German Report

This is another very well constructed report which raises a number of important and interesting issues. Again we begin with the Irish summary.
Irish team’s summary
The German validation study is a detailed examination of the criterion validity of ESeC for Germany using a number of different datasets, and focusing on those in employment. The BIBB/IAB Database 1998/1999 provides the best information in terms of the elements needed to construct ESeC. The data allowed the employed and self-employed to be distinguished, and within the latter, self-employed with ten or more employees. Managerial status is identified using ISCO 11-, 12- and 13- and managers are distinguished based on the number of workers employed at the worksite (less than 10, 10 or more). Supervisors are distinguished based on a question on whether the respondent has co-workers for whom the respondent is a direct supervisor.  
There are problems in creating ESeC on the GSOEP because of the size cut-off used for number of employees (1-4 and 5-19), and because of the absence of information on supervisory function. The BIBB/IAB data was used to explore decision rules for allocating employees to supervisory functions in other datasets.
Employment relation (ER) indicators include work monitoring and work autonomy (BIBB/IAB and GSOEP), delegated authority (GSOEP), asset specificity (skills required), career prospects and long-term employment (employment contract, job security, tenure in job), modes of compensation.
In terms of the relationship between class and employment relations, the authors make the important point that classes do not differ from each other in the same way in all dimensions. Lower supervisory workers, for instance, have greater delegated authority but less work autonomy than lower services occupations. The results show that the prototype ESeC classes are related in a theoretically consistent manner to the validation criteria.
Selecting a subset of indicators, the authors go on to examine potential revisions to ESeC and produce a country-specific German ESeC matrix. The main effect of this re-allocation is a reduction in the size of ESeC 2 and, to a lesser extent, ESeC 8 and an increase in the size of ESeC 3 and, to a lesser extent, ESeC 6. The authors note that the reallocation has a greater impact on women than on men.

UK team’s comments

Managers

The German team have correctly allocated managers but have problems on some datasets with supervisors. 

If we understand the German team correctly, in their employment status variable, they have allocated managers according to the rule:

ISCO 1100-1319 + >10 size = manager 10 or more
ISCO 1100-1319 + <10 size = manager less than 10
This allows for the kinds of problem identified in table 2 of the UK report regarding illicit combinations of OUG and size for sub-major groups 12 and 13 of ISCO. They have then applied the V3 matrix for managers in 12 and 13. Presumably, the Swedes could do the same?
Supervisors

Here the German team face a more difficult problem. The supervision question on BIBB/IAB will, just as in the case of Sweden and the UK, generate many false positives. Other databases used by the Germans have no supervisory question and so they fall back on PwE data (see below). Quite correctly, the German team do not apply their PwE proxy procedures for those already identified as employers, self-employed or managers. Nor, however, should it be applied to professionals in ISCO major group 2. The rule here is that ‘a professional is a professional is a professional’, so that in ISCO 2 managers, supervisors and employees take the same class value, either 1 or 2, for each OUG. This is a principle that has always applied to EGP in the UK and thus applies to NS-SEC, on which ESeC is based. However, it is true that GT-EGP has exceptions to this rule so that some supervisors of class 2 professionals go to class 1, as we saw when discussing the Swedish report. Whether this was ever CASMIN practice, we do not know. Of course, we could decide to depart from UK practice and, for all cases in ISCO 2 where employees go to class 2, managers 10+ might go to class 1. This would affect teachers, some health professionals, librarians, social workers and artists etc. One problem is whether in practice we can identify professionals who are also managers.
Returning to the German team’s attempt to identify supervisors in datasets where there is no direct supervision question, we have a second observation. The German method involves applying data from the BIBB supervision question in relation to the PwE categories (see their table 3). However, as with ESS, the BIBB supervision question generates many false positives. This is why, we suggest, unskilled and skilled workers in table 3 have large Ns for supervisory function, i.e. we suspect many of these have assistants or ‘mates’ with whom they work and to whom they give orders. So using BIBB data may still cause problems. 

In the case of employees with high level managerial tasks, as well as high level and executive level civil servants, the large N of supervisors also makes sense. If Germany is like the UK, most executive civil servants are, in fact, supervisors. However, (i) why are employees with high level managerial tasks not coded as managers; (ii) why are high level civil servants not coded to ISCO 1110 or 2470? We assume the latter is the result of how civil servants are classified in Germany. We note, for example, that many teachers, architects, etc are civil servants. No doubt this applies to other occupations, too.
Overall compared with table 1 on p.16, ESS data suggest the following class distributions for Germany: class 1 11%, class 2 23%, class 3 13%, class 6 11%, class 7 10%, class 8 13% and class 9 15% (see UK report, appendix 2). The comparison shows that proxy measures may seriously underestimate the size of class 6 with consequences for the size of other classes and thus supports what the German team reports on p.12 of their report.

All in all, we can see the problems the German team face with supervisory status. Once again, this raises an issue concerning the operationalization of ESeC with some national datasets, as opposed to European datasets such as ESS, EU-SILC and LFS. The latter are more amenable to the ESeC algorithm and it was these harmonised datasets we had in mind when initially developing our ideas for ESeC as a harmonised EU classification. We did not consider what might be needed if researchers doing comparative work were working with national data which they wished to compare with similar national data from other countries. Perhaps in such cases researchers will always have to resort to best approximations of ESeC, as the German team has done, but perhaps also we need to give more consideration to the construction of ESeC from national classifications such as KldB, SOC2000 and PCS (see below, p.36; and see also our comments on the French report). Note, however, that just as in the UK we could construct ISCO ESeC and a possibly better SOC2000 ESeC, and the Germans could produce ISCO ESeC and a possible better KldB version, so the French would also need two versions of CS-ESeC, one which gets as close as possible to V3 for analyses of European comparative data and another, possibly better version for use with French data in comparison with other similar national data. The point we are making here is that ESeC should be as similarly constructed as possible for every country for application when using harmonised European datasets, but could employ better nationally-based instantiations when being applied in comparative research using different national datasets. Does this make sense to the rest of you?
Employment relations indicators and the validation of ESeC

The German team set out to find measures relating to the specificity of human assets and monitoring difficulties as indicated in figure 1 on p.14, in terms of both the presence of basic contractual problems and the responses to them. In practice, and in common with the Swedish team, they use measures relating to autonomy, qualifications, career prospects and forms of compensation, especially time- and piece rates as indicators of a labour contract (see pp.13-15). In the process they have to trade off the advantages of BIBB/IAB in terms of size against its disadvantages in terms of adequate indicators of employment relations. This is a problem we are all very familiar with, of course! Nevertheless, we commend the German team for their discussion of their ER measures in relation to the ESeC model (pp. 13-14) and suggest all other teams should do the same when revising their reports.
Given the measures of autonomy available, we doubt whether it would be sensible to make matrix changes on this basis (see p.19). In fact, only two changes are suggested and these relate to 7245 ‘electrical line installers, etc and 3340 ‘other teaching associate professionals’. We have already noted the problems with the latter OUG. The former has very high UK ER scores and we can detect no problem with the UK crosswalk for this OUG. We also believe that 5220 ‘shop, stall and market salespersons and demonstrators’ is likely to give problems for any analysis because it covers, as its name indicates, such a wide range of different sales occupations and is the largest OUG in most countries.
The asset specificity results are interesting although it might have been useful for us to see a simple crosstab of ESeC classes by the two variables relating to skill learning, v211 and v212. We aren’t sure how much information has been thrown away here. Are we right in thinking that only those who answered 5 or 6 to the BIBB/IAB question are included in the analysis in table 3, p. 21? Perhaps we have not fully understood the procedures used here, although the results look good!
The career prospects measures really aren’t very good ones, as the German team acknowledges. Even though the GSOEP questions are class discriminating, we are doubtful whether they are good indicators of employment relations for similar reasons to those raised in discussion of similar Swedish analyses.

We do not wish to make any further comments on the German criterion validation, but we agree with them that they (and indeed most of us) do not have ideal measures of employment relations in the datasets we are forced to use. Nevertheless, there is clearly some reasonable support for ESeC using the proxy measures in both the Swedish and German cases.

Revisions to the V3 matrix

A number of suggestions are made for revisions to the V3 matrix, but we should note that they depend on some of the same, less than ideal measures used for the criterion validation. One question therefore is: How far should we rely on less than ideal data to make changes to the matrix? Moreover, some suggested changes depend upon analyses of very small numbers of cases. 

The following comments contain ACTIONS for all teams and should be carefully noted.
As with our discussions of the V1 matrix, once again we are grateful to the German team for providing us with an EXCEL file as a basis for discussions on these issues in Lisbon. In the interim, we offer the following thoughts.

1233 Sales managers: given the problems already discussed here in satisfactorily assigning managerial OUGs between classes 1 and 2 (and remember this defeated the CASMIN team, too), we need to revisit this whole issue in Lisbon. It may be that we should abandon the managerial columns in the matrix, or we may decide to change the size rule.

2320 Secondary education teachers: the change suggested here is to create new OUGs so that different types of teacher may be distinguished, some of whom would go to class 1. While we have doubts about whether any teachers other than Principals should go to class 1, we also have doubts about procedures for ISCO ESeC which cannot be implemented in every country. It is a problem also raised by the French study and needs careful examination. Our earlier comments about professionals in ISCO group 2 are also relevant here, as are our previous comments about national and European versions of ESeC (see p.17 above).
2432 Librarians etc, supervisors: the German team argues that the supervisors of librarians should be allocated to class 1. However, as we have explained, the principle of the matrix for professionals is that every employment status apart from large employers goes to the same class (either 1 higher professional or 2 lower professional) for each OUG in ISCO major group 2. In other words, as we noted earlier, each professional OUG has the same basic class, 1 or 2. Do we want to change this?
2470 Public service administrative professionals: this OUG only exists in ISCO88 (COM). It was designed for occupations in which the primary tasks consist of general administrative functions within the public service and for which a university education or equivalent qualification are required. In the UK, occupations going to this group would include the most senior officials in local government as well as the lower and middle ranks of the highest levels of the national government bureaucracy. This OUG has (very) high ER scores in the UK and so we are happy with its allocation to class 1. However, we suspect that this is an OUG that may be differently interpreted from country to country. Each team needs to examine the occupations coded here, but its class allocation may need to be nationally variable.

Technicians: we assume that there is a typographical error here in the third line of the relevant paragraph on p.31 of the German report and that, as table 8 indicates, the OUGs mentioned should move from class 2 to class 6 for employees. Again, we suspect a problem with how some of these OUGs are interpreted from country to country. The OUGs concerned are 3111 ‘chemical and physical science technicians’, 3118 ‘draughtspersons’, 3133 ‘medical equipment operators’, 3152 ‘safety, health and quality inspectors’, 3211 ‘life science technicians’, 3213 ‘agronomy and forestry technicians’ and 3224 ‘optometrists and opticians’. Please examine the actual occupations which are most typically coded to each of these OUGs. We have already noted how differently the UK and Germany define 3152 safety, health and quality inspectors. The same may apply to 3133 medical equipment operators (in the UK this includes medical radiographers, for example). We were also surprised to see 3224 optometrists and opticians in the German list. Indeed, all these OUGs would be in EGP class II in the UK. The only case where UK ER data would support the German proposals for change is for 3118 draughtspersons. We always said this OUG should be in class 3 or 6. Indeed, we might want to revisit our earlier claim that some technician OUGs really belong in class 3 as intermediate occupations. The French also raise this possibility.
3340 Other teaching associate professionals: see our earlier comments.

3419 ‘finance and sales associate professionals nec’ and 3429 ‘business service agents nec’ may again be cases that are subject to different national interpretations, especially as they are both ‘nec’ OUGs. This may also be the case for 3460 (not 4360 as given in the report) ‘social work associate professionals’. In the UK this OUG is for welfare, youth and community workers. Again, please check your crosswalks to see which occupations tend to go to these OUGs.
5122 Cooks: we are not sure about this suggestion. For the UK class 7 or 8 would be reasonable. For 5123 ‘waiters etc’ we disagree. The fact that waiters etc is a service occupation is not an automatic qualification for class 7 if the employment relations suggest something else. In the UK they are clearly class 9.
5132 Institution-based personal care workers is another OUG that may be subject to different national interpretations. Please check this OUG, too.

8323 Bus and tram drivers: UK data suggest class 9, but we recall that the Irish team also argued along similar lines to the Germans. Maybe this is an OUG whose employment relations really do vary internationally?

Finally, while not specifically commented on, we note that the German team has made suggestions to move at least some facharbeiter from class 8 to 9, e.g. 7129, 7133/4, and 7139. However, some changes in the opposite direction are also proposed. We refer you all to the relevant analysis in the UK validation report relating to skilled OUGs (‘class 10’). Again, we shall have to revisit this issue in Lisbon. However, we note that some changes proposed for OUGs in ISCO groups 7 and 8 rely on very small Ns.

As the German report notes (pp. 35-7), the effects of their proposals are substantial in terms of class and gender distributions and so we must spend some time in Lisbon on discussing them. We also note that the German team believes the changes they have made improve some of their validation results.

It is therefore vital that each team supplies as much information as possible relating to the proposed changes in the German EXCEL file (and see table 8 of the German report) and indicates any other requested changes. We need to identify any cases that result from different national interpretations of ISCO OUGs and act accordingly with the matrix. Please let us have comments by December 1.
Irish team’s comments on German report
The recommendations made for re-allocation of OUGs in the German case is worth examining in other national contexts. The ECHP contains some information similar to the ER indicators examined by the authors (delegated authority, type of contract, tenure in employment, whether training was required for the work). The following are among the groups likely to have a substantial number of cases where a reallocation might be considered based on evidence from the ECHP or other sources:

· the downgrading of several groups from ESeC 1 to ESeC 2, including sales managers, secondary education teachers (except upper secondary gymnasium teachers – UK note: schoolteachers are in ESeC class 2), public service administrative professionals other than supervisors. 

· Several occupational groups in the Technician category should be moved from ESeC 2 (lower professional, administrative and managerial) to ESeC 6 (lower supervisory/lower technical occupations). 

· Several groups of associate professionals have ER scores which would place them in ESeC 3 (Intermediate occupations) rather than ESeC 2.  

· Most workers in 4211 (Cashiers and ticket clerks), according to their ER scores, should be in class 7 (Lower services, sales and clerical)

· Cooks – should be in ESeC 9

· Waiters/bartenders have ER scores which would place them in ESeC 7, rather than 9

· Bus, tram and train drivers have ER scores which would place them in ESeC 8 rather than ESeC 9.
In assessing the impact of such a re-allocation, it would be important to examine the impact on men and women separately, as the authors note that more women than men would be affected by the suggested re-allocation. It would be important to know whether the argument for reallocation is independent of the gender of the respondent: are the observed differences in ER related to characteristics of the occupation or to (unmeasured) characteristics of the respondents correlated with gender.

The French Report

We found the French report very challenging in many ways. Of course, this is partly because they have worked from CS and PCS rather than ISCO in constructing ESeC. We are less familiar with CS/PCS than with ISCO, of course, and so we may have misunderstood certain things. However, we have gone into some detail on issues where we are not sure of French procedures and hope this will allow the French team both to understand any reservations we have and to respond to them without too much difficulty.
Irish team’s summary

This study uses the 1998 working conditions survey (a supplement to 1998 LFS) to look at employment relations. (Also use 2000 Training Survey, supplement to 2000 LFS.) The emphasis is on criterion validation of ESeC. 
The authors begin with the national occupation coding system, rather than with ISCO, for two reasons: it is more readily available for French data and it is closer to ESeC than ISCO is, because it is designed as a socio-economic classification.
The authors construct two versions of ESeC v2.1 based on the national occupation code: CS (a two-digit version) and PCS (a 4-digit version). In the first version (Version A), the authors map the CS codes onto ESeC based on what is known of the occupations in question. In the second version (Version B), they make use of information available in the four-digit PCS to further refine the map. This information includes number of employees for the self-employed and distinguishes ‘cadres’.
To check the initial assignment of CS codes to ESeC classes, the authors then conduct a cluster analysis of the CS groups, using ER variables such as wage level, tenure, autonomy, third level degree, supervisory responsibility, routine occupation and training.  The ten groups resulting from the cluster analysis are fairly similar to the initial mapping of CS codes to ESeC v.2.1 (version A) but with some differences.  These mainly affect heads of business and self-employed professionals, drivers, and salespersons.
Cluster analysis of the second implementation (Version B) involves splitting the CS groups that would be assigned differently.  The authors list some differences in the resulting clusters. It would be helpful if the significance of these differences were elaborated.
The authors then turn to an examination of two-digit ISCO codes. Then ISCO 2-digit codes are mapped onto ESeC using syntax from Essex, but constructing the iscmatrx differently (self-defined status rather than using 10+ employees in company). Then a cluster analysis is conducted. I found the description of their approach and the logic behind it heavy going and hard to follow here. Some further elaboration/discussion of the significance of the lists of differences would have been helpful. The authors conclude that ESeC v 2.1 ‘behaves well’, but I would like to see a clearer exposition of how this conclusion is arrived at.  
UK team’s comments
The matrix

The first issue that puzzled us was why the French employ V2.1 and not V3 of ESeC. V3 is different from 2.1, especially for managers, but also for some other OUGs (e.g. some technicians, some skilled occupations, etc.) After all, V3 implemented the results of our discussions in Paris on V2.1 and incorporated changes as agreed at that meeting. It is bound to be difficult to compare the results of the French study with others since it is taking a very different approach to the operationalization of ESeC. However, as we have already noted, we must all work from V3. This remains the case even though the French method for deriving ESeC is not ISCO-based. We must all be as sure as we can be that the CS/PCS group allocations to ESeC correspond as accurately as possible to the ISCO groups as allocated to classes by the V3 matrix. As we shall explain, we have doubts about this. Of course, we do understand why the French team wish to use CS/PCS to create ESeC. We also agree that it is desirable to have versions of ESeC based on national classifications of occupations. We just need to be sure at this stage of the ESeC development work that the national and ISCO versions correspond as closely as possible.
Managers and supervisors again…

As in the Swedish and German cases, the concepts of manager and supervisor required to operationalize ESeC are also problematic for France. Moreover, this problem becomes even more complex if the 2-digit CS is the only readily available form in most French databases. We understand that it requires the 4-digit PCS to map to 3-digit ISCO, yet this would be the preferred route to use in constructing ESeC. At least it might help in the construction of the ‘French’ ESeC, but we are not sure how far the French team did do this. We think it would be useful if we could see the PCS-ISCO crosswalk, especially if, as may be the case, 3-digit ISCO becomes the most important means of creating ESeC for many European databases (see both our later comments on this issue on p.36 below and our comments on p. 9 above).
Table 1 and the assignment of CS to ESeC default classes
The key to the French approach in constructing ESeC from the catégorie socioprofessionelle (CS) lies in table 1 of their report. Does this produce a satisfactory proxy for the ISCO-based ESeC? Again, this might be easier to assess if we had a copy of the PCS-ISCO crosswalk. As it is, table 1 allocates 2-digit CS to ‘default’ ESeC classes and then makes various adjustments dependent on job classification, number of employees, whether or not a director and finally PCS. We are not sure exactly what ‘director’ and ‘job classification’ means here. May we have clearer definitions, please?
Given table 1, the first question concerns whether we believe that the CS categories have been allocated to the correct default ESeC class. The allocation of 2-digit occupational groups to any class schema is very difficult, of course. Here we have some doubts about CS allocations, although we accept that we may be wrong in some of what follows. Those of you less familiar than even we are with PCS may find some of what we say here difficult to follow, but not the French team, of course. However, in future versions of the paper, the French might supply titles as well as codes for PCS groups in the final column of table 1, as well as for the CS groups.
We have no problem with the ESeC allocations of CS groups 11-23. These are all self-employed or employer groups and are correctly allocated between classes 1, 4 and 5. We are also happy with 62, 63 and 65-69, the lower technical and routine ESeC classes 8 and 9. 
CS 31 ‘professional people’ has been given a default class 2 code. However, surely this would be in class 1 for ISCO-ESeC? The French team argue that, from their viewpoint, there are more lower than higher professionals in CS 31. Nevertheless, the actual occupations in this group include surgeons, other doctors, lawyers, architects, etc, which would clearly be class 1 for ISCO-ESeC. This is regardless of the issues raised by the French in their report which lead them to assign class 2 to CS 31. Those issues (see p. 3 of their report) are not relevant to ISCO-ESeC. For example, in ISCO-ESeC the most junior doctor goes to the same class (class 1) as the most senior surgeon; the most junior lawyer to the same class as the most senior judge; and so on. This is because ISCO does not allow us to do anything else. Even if national considerations permit different, perhaps better or more refined allocations to be made, this cannot be allowed because strict comparability has to come first. In this case, CS 31 corresponds to class 1 for ISCO-ESeC and should go there. They are higher professionals. 
Returning to our earlier point about European and national versions of ESeC, once we construct national versions based on national occupational classifications, different considerations might arise. The French may argue that this is what they are doing, but at this stage we are developing a European ESeC, i.e. ESeC for use with European comparative datasets, so for the present CS-ESeC needs to be as close to V3 as possible, rather than as close to CS as possible.
Our understanding of CS 33 ‘government administrators’ and CS 34 ‘secondary teachers, higher education teachers and scientific professions’ is that group 33, ISCO-ESeC would more likely be class 1; and, following the ‘modal rule’ CS 34 might go to class 2 if a majority of the group were schoolteachers. If this is the case, higher education teachers, doctors and scientific professionals should be routed to class 1 in the final PCS column of table 1. This is because these would be in class 1 of ESeC. Similarly, CS 33 has many class 1 occupations. We thus suggest that 33 is mainly composed of higher professionals in class 1 and 34 also has at least some class 1 occupations within it. Perhaps the French team could look at the PCS groups within CS 34 and match them more closely to OUGs within ISCO major group 2 and thus refine their class allocations.
CS 37 ‘business executives and sales managers’ is more difficult to assess. Again, however, it seems to include many class 1 occupations. Analyses in the French report, on which we shall comment later, suggest that CS 37 (as we would have expected) shares employment relations with 33, 34 and 38 (see below) – all of which we believe should be in class 1. They appear to be higher managers. Perhaps here the French team could try to match PCS groups to ISCO 12 and 13 OUGs and thus be more discriminating with the allocation to classes 1 or 2 of PCS groups within CS 37. 
CS 38 ‘engineers and technical managers in business firms’ includes many kinds of professional engineers, including those covered by the engineering professions in ISCO minor group 214, all of which are in ISCO-ESeC class 1. Again, these appear to be higher professionals, class 1.
CS 42 ‘kindergarten and primary schoolteachers’: if this group mainly contains teachers in elementary and primary schools, corresponding to ISCO minor group 233, then it should be in class 2. We conclude that 42 is mainly composed of lower professionals, although some elements may be in class 3. Again we suggest a better attempt to match PCS and ISCO OUGs might give more refinement.
CS 43 ‘intermediate health-care and social workers’ also includes occupations which would mainly be in class 2, although we note that other columns of table 1 allocate some occupations in CS 43 to class 2. Again, 43 looks more like lower professionals, but, once more, perhaps some refinements are needed.
CS 44 ‘clergy’ should be class 2, lower professional, assuming this group corresponds to ISCO 2460. (In the UK, recent test cases in employment tribunals have ruled that clergy cannot, for example, obtain legal redress for unfair dismissal since they are employed by God. We are not sure what this tells us about their employment relations.)
CS 45 ‘intermediate government officials’ seems to cover middle managerial levels of the civil service or state bureaucracy. We would thus have expected it to be in class 2 as lower managers. The exceptions indicated in table 1, final column, 4521/2 which go to class 7 (class 6 in V3) are surely wrong. 4521 covers police inspectors and officers. Either this corresponds to ISCO 3450 in class 2 or 5162 in class 3 (but class 2 for supervisors). Similarly we think 4522 relates to junior officer ranks in the armed forces and gendarmerie. If so, it should correspond with ISCO 100 (class 1) or 110 (class 3) or to 3450 or 5162, as just mentioned (but see CS 53 below). It should be noted that just because CS 45, like CS 46, has ‘intermediate’ in its title does not necessarily mean that this is an intermediate group in terms of employment relations.
CS 46 ‘intermediate business and commercial managers’ seems to cover the private sector equivalent of CS 45, i.e. middle managers. As such this group should also be in class 2, although some (such as sales representatives in ISCO 3415) would go to class 3. Others might go to class 6 (7 in V2.1). All would depend on a modal rule. However, none of the exceptions in the final column of table 1 look right to us. We think these are lower managers for the most part.
CS 47 ‘technicians’: for the most part, occupations here have a default ESeC in the 2-digit ISCO matrix of class 2 as higher technicians. It is an admittedly problematic group, with ESeC classes at the 4-digit level going to either class 2 or 6 (7 in V2.1). The fact, as revealed later in table 2 of the French report, that CS groups 35, 42, 43, 46 and 47 share similar employment relations indicates they are likely to be in the same class and makes us believe they are mainly class 2, but greater refinement is again called for. 
CS 52 ‘civil government clerical workers’: in ISCO-ESeC these would be in class 3. There may be some CS 52 occupations in class 6 (7 in V3), but we would be surprised if any were class 9, as in the final column of table 1. Surely CS 52 mainly covers intermediate occupations in EGP/ESeC terms?
CS 53 ‘police and military’ seems to relate to the ‘other ranks’ (i.e. not officers) of the police, fire service and military. Therefore this group should be in class 3 for employees and 2 for supervisors. If it corresponds to ISCO 5169, PCS 5317 for employees would be class 6 (7 in V3) not class 9. Primarily, though, 53 should be treated as intermediate occupations.
CS 54 ‘business clerical workers’ are the private sector equivalent of CS 52 and so we would expect a default ESeC of class 3. At the 4-digit level, of course, some occupations might go to class 6 (7 in V3), including those in the final column of table 1 which are allocated to class 9 (e.g. telephonists). Again, we find the evidence in table 2 that 52, 53 and 54 share similar employment relations interesting. We think these are likely to be mixed employment relations indicative of class 3.

CS 55 ‘sales workers’: while these are correctly assigned to class 6 (7 in V3), we think that even the exceptions in the final column of table 1 such as 5512, 5518, 5519 and 5521 would correspond with ISCO 5220 and thus also go to class 6 (7 in V3) and not to class 9. The only lower sales occupations in class 9 are street vendors.
CS 56 ‘workers in direct personal services’ includes a wide range of occupations such as hairdressers, restaurant workers, concierges, etc. We think the default ESeC here is most likely to be class 6 (7 in V3), i.e. lower service occupations of the EGP IIIb type. After all, most occupations here would, we think, correspond to OUGs in ISCO minor groups 512 and 513, both of which default to class 6 (7 in V3). The fact that 56 has similar employment relations to 55 ‘sales workers’ and to 68 and 69 is noted, however, although all are labour contract in terms of employment regulation. 
CS 64 ‘drivers’ should default to ESeC 9 not ESeC 6 (7 in V3). This must be an error. The fact that CS 62/3/4/5 share similar employment relations raises the issue of whether, as the German and Irish would argue, some drivers should be in ESeC class 8.

The importance of comparability

So, we have some doubts concerning the correspondence between CS and ESeC classes in table 1. Since we agree with the French team that it will be important to have versions of ESeC based on national classifications such as CS/PCS, at this stage CS-ESeC should be as accurate as possible compared with the ISCO version. This also means the French team should not try to ‘improve’ on V3 ISCO-ESeC in ways that cannot be achieved using ISCO-ESeC for other countries; otherwise we lose a crucial element of comparability. The French may argue that their version of ESeC reflects the employment data used in France to create PCS, but that is not the point. ESeC is based on different employment measures. The danger with the French team’s approach, or so it seems to us, is that it appears to create ESeC in the image of PCS/CS. Instead, it should be strictly following and trying to reproduce the V3 matrix, just as other teams have attempted to do. Only then can we judge whether there may be legitimate national differences in ISCO allocations to ESeC for France, much as the Swedish and German teams have done.
We are willing to work with the French team on an agreed correspondence between CS/PCS and ISCO. We also request that the French team send all of us a copy of the PCS to 3-digit ISCO crosswalk. As it is, prima facie, we cannot be sure that the French ‘present and discuss groupings of occupations consistent with the underlying principles of ESeC’ nor that ‘the groupings of CS are made consistently with the underlying concepts of ESeC’ (p.3), or, at the least, we are not sure ESeC has been operationalized correctly, i.e. we are concerned that it does not capture in its operational details what it is supposed to capture empirically.
To illustrate this problem, we have constructed the following table from information within the French report. 

French and V3 class allocations of 2-digit ESeC

ISCO Sub-MG

Modal CS for
Default CS class
Default V3 class



employees
for employees

for employees
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53


3


3

11


33


2


1
12


37


2


1
13


46 (22)


3 (4)


2 (4)

21


38


2


1
22


31


2


1
23


34


2


2
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43 (33)


3 (2)


1 (1)
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7 [V3=6]

2
32


43


3


2
33
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3


7 [V2.1=6]

34


46


3


3

41


54


6 [V3=7]

3
42


54


6 [V3=7]

3
51


56


9


7 [V2.1=6]

52


55


6 [V3=7]

7 [V2.1=6]

61


69 (13)


9 (5)


8 (5)

71


63


8


8

72


62


8


8

73


63 (21)


8 (4)


8 (4)

74


63 (21)


8 (4)


8 (4)

81


62


8


8

82


62


8


9
83


64


6 [V3=7]

9
91


56


9


9

93


67


9


9

Figures in brackets() indicate table 3 CS modal group=self-employed. Bold italics in columns 1, 3 and 4 indicate differences between CS-ESeC and ISCO-ESeC.
Basically, we have read table 3 in relation to table 1 and for each ISCO 2-digit sub-major group we have taken the modal CS in table 3 and then the CS class from table 1. The table thus reveals the French allocations of ISCO 2-digit codes to ESeC against the V3 2-digit version. We can see that the two versions differ for most of the 23 ISCO sub-major groups. We understand that the allocations in column 3 are where the French believe the modal CS group should go, but it isn’t where V3 would place them in the 2-digit matrix. Moreover, as we shall indicate later, their own employment relations data could be interpreted as going against the allocations they have made. 
We are not, therefore surprised by the results in table 5. We would expect substantial differences between the CS and ISCO 2-digit versions of ESeC. The fact that the French have deliberately not placed managers or professionals into class 1 in the way prescribed by the V3 (or V2.1) matrix is reflected by the fact that none of the relevant CS groups (e.g. 31, 33, 37, 38) defaults to class 1. Whatever the French team has done with its alternative CS-ESeC matrix based on table 1, it does not seem to correspond with the intentions of V2.1 or V3 in many areas.

The same type of consideration applies to their employment status variable in table 4, as the Irish team also observes. This does not compare with that prescribed for ESeC for statuses 4 and 5, managers. While we accept that there are difficulties for some elements of the ESeC model in the French context, we have to remember that we are developing a comparative measure and so all need to work from as standardised an initial point as possible. Dare we suggest, without intending to be heretical, that the French just forget about both cadres and director distinctions for the purposes of ESeC and just follow the V3 matrix as closely as possible? Then they could look to see if the V3 matrix does produce results they would doubt for France and whether these distinctions make substantial differences in the context of what is supposed to be a comparative measure.
Data and method

If we are correct in even some of our criticisms of the French default ESeC allocations, then their criterion validation study is not based on the V2.1 matrix and, in any case, it should be based on V3. That said, the French face the same problems as the rest of us in terms of relevant employment relations’ measures and so are forced to use the best available proxies. Again we would therefore like to see more argument about the supposed relationships between concepts and indicators.

Like the Irish, we found it difficult to follow some aspects of the French approach and explanations, so we may have misinterpreted some issues in what follows. Hence, we agree with the Irish request for far more elucidation and explanation of procedures concerning both data and methods. We, too, did not find their analyses as easy to follow as those in other reports.
Also, it would have been useful if the French had provided us with simple ESeC frequency and percentage distributions based on the operational procedures in table 1. If tables 3 and 5 had percentages, that would help, too. And we assume that the Ns in those tables do not refer to the working conditions’ sample but to population estimates based on it.

The second comment we have is that the French include the self-employed in their analyses whereas, in fact, employment relations’ measures are really only relevant to the ESeC model for the allocation of employees (including managers and supervisors) to classes. We assume this affects their reported results. Of course, it could be argued that employment relations measures might be used to distinguish ‘real’ from ‘constrained’ self-employment. This is something Bison and Leiulfsrud have done for their version of EGP, as we noted earlier in our discussion of the Swedish report. However, this is not why the French have included the self-employed and employers in their analyses.
Examining figure 1, we are puzzled by the fact that each CS group has only one position indicated at the base. What has happened to employment status here? For example, CS 31 appears as a self-employed/employer group but not as an employee group; CS 38 is an employee group, but what about the self-employed/employers for 38? And so on. Such distinctions are made in figures 2 and 4 (but still not for CS 31), although not in figure 3. We assume this is because modal allocations apply to figures 1 and 3, but in any case what would be more interesting to us would be to see, at least initially, figures 1 - 4 for employees in full-time work only (and see below).
Nevertheless, considering only the employees in figure 1, we do get interesting results. CS 33, 34, 37 and 38 cluster together, we assume as a service relationship group (classes 1 and 2). We would expect 33, 37 and 38 to be mainly class 1 and 34 to be a mixture of classes 1 and class 2. The fact that 34 (teachers, etc) drops out of this group to join 46 and 47 when initial education is excluded is thus suggestive that 34 is really not in the same class as the others and may indeed be in class 2 (especially given the fact that expertise is not required to assign occupations to classes in the way the French suggest – see Goldthorpe’s note on Erikson and Tåhlin below). 
Still with figure 1, 62-65 cluster together as we might expect and this suggests a labour contract in class 8. Similarly, 52-54 cluster as expected (a class 3 group?); 35, 42/3, 46/7 could be a class 2 group; 55/6, 68/9 might be a class 7/9 group, i.e. labour contract, with the result for salespersons in 55 again being of interest; and 45/48 is a mixed contract grouping of classes 3 and 6. 67 is confirmed as class 9, we assume. Are these reasonable interpretations of the French data? Whatever the case, we would like to see the same analysis for full-time employees and using only the autonomy and job characteristics variables and the contracts variable for all the figures. What patterns would we see then?
Turning to figure 2, the result for farmers with employees seems to justify the allocation of this group to class 1 and not class 5. The result for artists etc. is what we might expect given the occupations that go to 351 (journalists, media cadres and technicians) and 352 (performance artists, singers, variety artists) respectively, i.e. the former closer to other cadres (but we would say in class 2) and the latter to class 3. Similarly, we would expect to find differences between 422 and 423, the former including, we think, head teachers in primary schools and the latter, e.g. sports trainers and coaches. The only result that surprised us was the one for the ‘cadres groups’ 33 and 37, although this may simply be the artefactual result of the operational rules in table 2. CS 37 seems to us have been rather more narrowly defined by the rules than CS 33 in terms of allocations to class 1.
As far as figure 3 is concerned, again we note that this follows a modal rule so that, for example, ISCO groups 13, 22, 61, 73 and 74 only appear as self-employed/employer groups and other groups only as employee groups. Otherwise, the results seem as might be expected.
Finally, figure 4: in the first comment on this, and elsewhere, the French team use the term ‘groups’ when they mean ‘classes’. For our purposes ‘groups’ refers to ISCO or PCS, ‘classes’ refers to the ESeC categories; using ‘groups’ for both leads to confusion. The French also say that the distinction between employees and the self-employed is not important at the ESeC 2-digit level as it only appears in ‘groups 1 and 2’, i.e. in classes 1 and 2. We are not sure what this means. Moreover not just class 1 but both classes 1 and 2 will, should and do appear for both self-employed/employers and employees in figure 4. We find this whole paragraph difficult to interpret. Could it be clarified, please?
Otherwise for figure 4, the fact that classes 8 and 9 are difficult to separate is partly to do with the problems of a 2-digit matrix, but also might reflect the UK team’s concerns about some of the 4-digit allocations between classes 8 and 9 – the ‘class 10 problem’. As for clerks in ISCO groups 41 and 42, in the 3- and 4-digit matrices not all occupations go to class 3: some go to class 7 and some to class 9 as employees. The real question is whether the 2-digit matrix should allocate ISCO 41/2 to class 3 or class 7. Classes 7 (6 for the V2.1), 8 and 9 may be difficult to distinguish at the 2-digit level, but at least they are all in the same employment relation, the labour contract. As for sales occupations in ISCO 52, this sub-major group has only one OUG – 5220, the largest of all the OUGs and not a very discriminating one. It contains many different sales occupations with, we assume, quite varying employment relations.
Except for clerks in ISCO 41, the results for supervisors appear reasonable. However, this is likely to be more of a problem at the 2-digit level than at the 4-digit level, as just noted. Nevertheless, we should take another look at how we allocate clerical occupations.
Turning to higher level employees, again we accept that classes 1 and 2 are likely to be poorly discriminated in a 2-digit matrix. This is a similar problem to that of clerks in terms of the different possible resolutions of class positions. The subtleties will always be lost at the 2-digit level. The same applies to ISCO major group 3, another group on which the French (and other teams) have commented and at which we shall have to look again. One problem with group 3 is that it was decided in Paris that the technician occupations should go to either class 2 or class 6, even though some might fit better in class 3, as the French suggest.
Finally, we tend to agree with the French team’s conclusion about the difficulties of assessing their analyses. However, we would not agree that 2-digit level analyses are a basis for concluding that some groups should be in different classes from those assigned by the 4-digit matrix. Rather, for reasons stated in the next section, we think it is best to try to improve the 4- and 3-digit levels of the matrix and then see how this affects the 2-digit level. In any case, as we have tried to explain, we are not convinced that the French national version of ESeC really corresponds to the V3 matrix.

Irish comments on the French report

Some points with potentially general relevance are:

· the conclusion that 10 employees may not be enough for Class 1.

· The position of salespersons (more like routine than clerks), drivers (should be 8 rather than 6), technicians (look closer to 7 than 3), primary teachers and nurses need to be reviewed.
Again, we would argue that the re-allocation needs to be based on evidence for women and men separately.
The UK Report

For the sake of completeness, we include below the Irish and Swedish comments on the UK report.

The Irish team’s summary
The UK Validation study uses data from the ESS 2002/3 is used for 22 countries (42359 cases) to examine the operational validity (usability), criterion validity and construct validity of ESeC.  Since the size rule for managerial occupations is something the authors wished to explore, all OUGs in groups 12 and 13 were initially allocated as if employees.

Operational Validity – coping with 3 or 2-digit ISCO

In terms of operational validity, the authors compare versions of ESeC using 2, 3 and 4 digit ISCO. They find that the ESeC distributions have a similar shape for the 3 and 4 digit versions and a reasonable match – but with some bleed between adjacent classes.  The amount of mismatch is reduced if the number of categories is collapsed from 9 to 5 classes, but there is still a substantial loss of cases from class 6 to class 2 between the 3 and 4-digit versions

Criterion Validity

Criterion validation involves an examination of five items on the ESS which measure autonomy (flexible hours, work organisation, influence on environment, influence direction of work, change work tasks) with range of 0 = no influence to 10=full control.   The focus is on employees at this point.  The pattern across ESeC classes generally conforms to expectations.  There is a spike at class 6 which in terms of autonomy which is not surprising given that this ESeC is dominated by supervisors.
A second question examined in whether there is a ‘facharbeiter class’ - an aristocracy of the proletariat or a group of OUGs which differ appreciably from others in Class 8-9 in terms of employment relations?  The results vary by country, but on average, these OUGs have less autonomy than Class 9.   In only 9 of the 21 countries does class 10 have higher levels of autonomy than Class 9.  There is room for more discussion here on whether it may make sense in some countries to treat these as a separate ‘Class 10’.
A third issue examined is the size criterion for differentiating managers, rather than giving greater weight to the distinction between the 12- and 13- ISCO codes.  The results suggest that establishment size is a poor proxy for superior employment relations and that jobs in ISCO OUG 12xx appear to be have higher levels of autonomy than jobs in 13xx.  Data on health, however, suggest smaller differences between 12xx and 13xx.  The authors point to the need to look again at which managers are assigned to class 1.

Construct Validity

The authors examine the relationship between ESeC and two measures of health (5-category self-rated and whether hampered in daily activity).

The V3 ESeC generally conforms to expectations in terms of both self-rated health and being hampered in daily activity and provides no evidence for a separate class of facharbeiter.
This finding, along with the differences by country in the relative position of class 10 and class 9, points to some very interesting country differences in the extent to which the skilled working class has been proletarianised and looks like it would be a fruitful are for further exploration.

Irish team’s comments on UK report
At the individual level, ESeC is ‘missing’ for just over 12 per cent of cases, the largest group (almost 10 per cent) because they are not at work or provide no data on their previous job. This is not a problem for the criterion validity assessment, where we need data on specific occupations in any case and this data is best obtained from people currently at work. It creates problems in terms of operational validity, however, because the class position of those not (or no longer) in the labour force needs to be theorised.  It also creates a problem for construct validation with respect to variables such as health which are likely to be associated with non-participation in the labour force (and hence, missing ESeC.)  An assignment based on household class (or class of previous occupation) is probably the best pragmatic solution in this circumstance.
Robert Erikson’s comments on UK report
A few comments on your interesting report:


(i) I think that it makes sense to skip the reference to size of 
establishment for managers. As you may have seen, we did not use it in 
the Swedish study, since we assume that there may be many small managers 
in large establishments. If it should be used it furthermore would be 
important to know what the manager manages. The manager of the arbitrage 
group of five persons in an investment bank should presumably go to 
class 1, while the manager of the women's dress section (30 employees) 
in a department store should probably go to class 2.


(ii) We could try to do some more work on the facharbeiter question, but 
how is the group in question now delimited? To me, one problem with this 
group is that their employment contracts may only differ from those of 
class 9 in terms of wages, which, to me, would be a reason to treat them 
separately.


(iii) If possible, we should try to influence ESS and other data 
collectors to skip 'any' in the supervisory question.


(iv) I think that it would be good if the five category version of ESEC 
would become a six category one. That is, I think that we should as long 
as possible differ between classes 1 and 2. The salariat becomes too 
big, and differences between classes 1 and 2 are substantial in e.g. health.


Some further thoughts from the UK team on the ESeC matrix
After reading the German, Swedish and French reports in conjunction with our own, the following thoughts occurred.

Countries will no doubt have good reasons for, in a limited number of cases, taking a dissenting view about the allocation of certain four-digit codes. Three situations come to mind:

a) problems with national crosswalks to ISCO which result in occupations being posted to incorrect or inappropriate codes 

b) occupations where there is strong evidence that the employment relations are nationally exceptional because of institutional, political or cultural context and so should not follow the class allocation in the basic ‘European’ matrix
Or, less defensibly,

c) that there are nationally specific problems with the notion of ‘the supervisor’ or ‘managers’ or ‘professionals’.

A number of these ‘country-specific’ variables are thus inevitable and can be accommodated through small addenda to the global syntax. However, if each country were to adopt its own national matrix there could be added complications for modal allocations to both simplified class and the values in a three digit version.

It seems clear that the number of harmonised European data sources is going to remain small in the foreseeable future and that occupational information is unlikely to be recorded at more than two or three digits. Even where there is four digit information, as we have seen from our validation studies, there is a lot of unreliability and imprecision.

Therefore we suggest that the ESeC consortium should try and reach agreement on a single three digit matrix, where decisions about the allocations of minor groups are made in a consensual manner on the basis of the conceptual framework and aggregate evidence from across the whole of Europe. This would then become the ‘international ESeC’ for use on comparative datasets where occupation is measured using ISCO.

In addition, there could be a schematic four-digit version, with a fully annotated set of national variations, either in terms of the way ISCO is interpreted and applied in that country, or showing how ESeC can be constructed using the more sensitive/accurate national classification (PCS, KldB, NS-SEC, etc). This would be similar to the approach taken by the CAMSIS project, see: 

http://www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/CAMSIS/occunits/distribution.html
This is something we should discuss in Lisbon, although, in the light of the validation studies so far, we will try and produce a new 3-digit matrix before then.

We now move to our discussion of the three construct validation reports, those of Ireland, Holland and Italy.  We were very impressed with each of these reports. All of these studies use ECHP data which means that certain comparisons may be made between them. Also, given the limited detail of occupational data on ECHP, so that only 2-digit ESeC can be constructed (and sometimes even less than 2-digit), these studies subject the class measure to quite a rigorous test. Despite the problems, ESeC is shown to reveal patterns of inequality over and above those which may be accounted for by education and income, for example. As the Irish and Dutch observe, this suggests that ESeC is able to measure more persistent and deep rooted aspects of inequality related to its underlying conceptual dimensions.
The Irish Report

Comments from the UK team
Summary of the report
This is an extremely thorough report with an interesting and pleasing set of results applying the draft or ‘prototype’ V3 ESeC to ECHP data, and thus for 14 EU states, to a comprehensive range of indicators in the field of poverty and deprivation research. In particular the Irish examine income poverty and life style deprivation. In similar manner to the Dutch and Italian reports, the hypothesis is that a class measure such as ESeC should provide an improved understanding of the determinants of longer-term command over resources and exposure to risks. The detailed hypotheses are set out on p.5 of their report. Largely, they are confirmed by the analysis. A strong hierarchical component emerges among the employee classes and in a manner consistent with what we would expect as we move from service relationships, through mixed forms of ER to the labour contract classes. However, there is variability across countries for classes 1, 4 and 5. The Dutch also find variability for the self-employed classes 4 and 5. This is a matter that needs further examination and Anton Kunst has a suggestion which may be fruitful, as we shall discuss later. We comment on the Irish results for class 1 below. 

The Irish report also sets out very clearly the methodology used to construct ESeC, given the inherent problems of ECHP occupational data, and the major problems faced in so doing. Hence, the ESeC measure is, as the Irish note, even cruder than the 2-digit ISCO version although, at least, the ESeC can be constructed in a harmonised way for all countries using ECHP. As a consequence we have very little to say in response or criticism. Nor do we make observations on the German comments on the Irish report since we cannot judge on these matters. However, we are sure the Irish team will take account of them.
Class 10: the never worked and long-term unemployed

Our only real concern is that the Irish seem to have misunderstood the definition of class 10, the never worked and long-term unemployed. We were surprised at the high proportions in this class for each country. This appears to be the result of also including in class 10 the unclassified, i.e. those for whom there is no occupational information. This is an error, of course. What the Irish should have done is to follow the same procedures as the Dutch for the unclassified and exclude them from analysis as missing cases (see Dutch report p.12). 

Class 1

We note that the Irish think that some of their results for class 1 that show less good outcomes than for class 2 may be due to having to use a lower size threshold for employers allocated to the class. This may have some effects and we would like to believe this is the reason for class 2 sometimes seeming to perform better than class 1. Nevertheless, a similar result occurs for southern countries in the Dutch report. Maybe, classes 1 and 2 are not as well discriminated one from the other as we would like. It is unlikely that the allocation of professionals between classes 1 and 2 is causing a problem. Whether it is the result of the problems we have with managers in particular, we are not sure, but it seems more reasonable to suppose so. This is why we believe a much higher size rule is required, if such a rule is to be used (see the German response to the Irish on pp.40-41 below, as well as our earlier comments on this issue and those of Robert Erikson in response to the UK report). Also, in some cases, as in the Dutch report, classes 2 and 3 are not well discriminated by outcomes, either. Remember, UK employment relations data suggest that many OUGs in ISCO 13 score in a similar way to OUGs in class 3. 
Other minor points

There are also two slight areas of confusion, possibly on our part, which it would be useful to clarify. First, the list at the bottom of page 7 going over on to page 8 includes ‘establishment size (1-3, 4-9, and 10+)’. The list starting on page 8 and the text on page 9 uses the phrase ‘number of employees’ and the cut off is 5. We suggest the Irish add to their appendix A the specific ECHP question that was used to generate this. 
Our second minor concern with the Irish report relates to supervision. At the bottom of page 18 of the report there is mention of ‘the absence of an identifier for supervisory/managerial positions in the German national sample’. Given that the report points out what is believed to be an underestimate of class 6 overall in the ECHP, could the Irish team clarify that information about supervisors was available for the ECHP countries? The work done by the Warwick team for the statistical compendium has produced output for two and three digit ISCO without supervisory status. As we are less familiar with this dataset could the Irish also add a commentary on this issue to appendix A?

We echo the Irish team’s comments about the differentiation between the particular classes. In particular, the modest variations among classes 6-8, the distinctive results for classes 4 and 5, and the possible ‘self-employment effect’ in class 1. This latter issue would be accessible to analysts through use of the ESeC SEGs if they have employment status data.

Comments on the ESRI-ESeC Validation Report by the German team

Summary of the report

The report tackles some very important issues on the quality of life in Europe using one of the most useful data sets for comparative research. Using income poverty as well as life-style deprivation give a sound overview of the variability of life chances by social classes in European member countries available through the ECHP. Also the focus of the report on “individuals’ security, stability and prospects as a precondition of constructing explanations as of empirical regularities” is not only of high interest to social policy analysts but represents as well a highly interesting way to take into account the dynamics of poverty and life style deprivation. The report brings further evidence on the determination of life chances as developed in the past by the researchers from the ESRI and others. The focus on social class – which is of course the aim of this validation study – brings further research evidence on the causal role of social class for what actually happens to people. 
The report uses most of the possibilities offered by the ECHP User Data Base – notably the longitudinal nature of the dataset - but the class schema adopted can only be a crude one, as the authors stated themselves (p.3). Some of the inconveniences of the ECHP User database, e.g. the very broad occupational classification given (ISCO88-com 2 digits), have been circumvented using the Production Data base, the authors had fortunately enough access to. 
The fundamental hypothesis of the report is that the impact of social class will become progressively stronger as one moves from a focus on low income to a concern with life-style deprivation. The longitudinal nature of the data enables the identification of the consistently poor. The core hypotheses can be summarized as follows:
1. Membership of consistently poor groups of the population will be more closely related to social class than income poverty or life-style deprivation alone;

2. The class relationship will become stronger as one moves from income poverty or deprivation at a point in time to persistent income poverty or deprivation;

3. The social class will differentiate more sharply between those experiencing both income poverty and lifestyle deprivation than those experiencing only one form of deprivation;

4. That those experiencing income poverty persistence will be more sharply demarcated in social class terms than those experiencing only deprivation persistence;

5. That those operating under a service class relationship will have substantially lower exposure to poverty and deprivation than those governed by a labour contract arrangement;

6. That employment status and farming background have different implications in relation to current or permanent income;

7. While the strength of association of a particular class will vary across countries, the overall pattern of associations will display considerable similarities across countries.

In short, the authors expect that class position will provide a relatively stable indicator of command over resources and related life-chances. The results of the analysis are broadly in line with the expectations. As far as self-employed are concerned, life-style deprivation and persistent poverty are better predictors for command over resources than transitional poverty rates because income for classes 1, 4 and 5 are volatile. Including the temporal dimension generally strengthens the class effect on the outcome variables. In line with earlier findings, the authors conclude, that the ESeC Schema succeeds in capturing significant variation in long-term command over economic resources. 
Comments
Threshold to separate small from large employers

The authors have used a cut-off 1 – 4 and 5 and more employees for the separation of large and small employees. This value is probably too low, resulting in a blur between classes 1, 4 and 5. Especially in southern countries, the resulting differences between classes 1 and 2 are underestimated. The following figure (1) shows the distribution of the working population (except self-employed) by size of establishment. 
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Figure 1: Distribution of the workforce by Size of establishment (number of employees at the firm). 

The firm size of 20 to 49 employees at the workplace seems to be a better choice for the cut-off value, even if self-employed with employees would be somewhat misclassified. But at least, class 1 could become more homogeneous. Especially in southern Europe, smallholders (e.g. vine growers, market gardeners) tend to have a fair amount of employees, especially seasonal workers without classifying for ESeC class 1. 

Household income for poverty measurement
In accordance with the measurement of life-style deprivation, the use of household income for poverty measure is adequate. Nevertheless, to clarify the relationship between market position and command over resources, the nexus between personal income (market income) and social class seems important to us. Why using household income alone? The use of personal income from last year (Net personal income year prior to survey, pi100) would give more information on market-related income on a personal level. Using the household income brings too much variation due to welfare state regimes, family size through equivalence income etc. to the assessment of poverty issues. The following figure (2) shows the distribution of personal income, calculated as hourly wages using purchasing power parities for individual workers and using a cut-off value of 20+ for the firm size (unfortunately for this analysis, we did not use the self-employed). The distinction between class 2 and 1 seem to be more clear-cut and the lower service class, due to many contingent work situations seems to be the worst off in at least some countries (France, Spain, Germany and Ireland). Even though the class differences are not as pronounced for the working class, this procedure could be an addendum to the already very informative situation on the level of households.
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Figure 2: Log of Mean hourly wages relative to the national median wage by socio-economic classes (ESeC Schema). Firm size threshold of 20 employees of more was used (self-employed are not used). Source: ECHP wave 2 (1995).

Using household income is, to our opinion a good indicator for the overall financial situation, but not closely enough related to labour market issues. The more so as, the choice of equivalence scales is a deliberate choice, and has consequences for the poverty risks. Through the use of equivalence scales, the size of the household and its composition influences the poverty issue in one direction or the other, on the other side, attributing personal equivalent income to each member in a household will introduce a bias to the analysis, because certain classes tend to have a different demographic composition (class 8, 9 tend to youth labour market entrants 1,2 and 6 tend to be workers with a little bit more seniority) and hence also different family situations appear, ergo the resulting income will be systematically differentiated. While child poverty is not much affected by the choice of a scale, elderly poverty (especially single households) can vary considerably when using different equivalent scales (see Atkinson et al. 1995, Smeeding, Torrey and Rein 1987, Rainwater et al. 1986) and this could introduce a bias in the measurement when comparing countries. Alternative choices to using poverty lines would be the use of poverty gaps of relative incomes (ratio to median income) to use more continuous measures for income to avoid the volatility of the transitional poor. But also under the heading of poverty, the issue of working poor would be worth considering. There is certainly a lot of support for the choice of poverty lines (50%, 60% etc) and these measures seem to work fine for the report presented, anyhow, other measurements are worth a thought. 

The use of standardized scales for deprivation
The measure of current life-style deprivation (CLSD) in the report was computed using six widely desired household items (car, colour TV, video recorder, micro-wave, dishwasher and a telephone). The household was only considered deprived if the absence is stated to be due to a lack of resources. Further, absence and affordability of 7 additional items were also included (keeping your home adequately warm, paying for a week’s annual holiday away from home etc…) plus one additional item related to arrears in payments. The scale represents a simple addition of these 13 items with a reliability coefficient of .80 which shows the accuracy of the scale. The weighting of the scale (taking into account the proportion of households possessing an item in each country) possibly takes into account cross-national variations in goods possession. The only comment that I would like to make is the standardization of the scale in order to produce a standard scale ranging from 1 to 10 in each country using the following formula:
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where P is the resulting scale varying from 1 to 10, X is the individual score, X min is the minimal value of the scale in each country and X max is the highest score of the scale in each country. The resulting scale will be in the range {1,10} within each country even if the highest value in one country is less than 13 or the minimal value is more than 1. 
The range of the deprivation scale is more pronounced than the income scale due to a wider range: the log(mean equivalised income / total mean equivalised income) varies from .43 to -.36 for all countries while the log(mean deprivation/total mean deprivation) varies from .69 to -.80. The same formula as above can be applied to income resulting in a comparable scale with the range {1,10} therefore avoiding different amplitudes of the measures. 

Objective versus subjective measures of well being
The objective deprivation is of course the most accurate measure of deficiencies in quality of life but the issue of well-being, understood as subjective self-assessment of life circumstances could represent an additional dimension worth looking at. The ECHP offers some measures of life satisfaction that could be used for such a purpose. 

	pk001
	Satisfact with main activity

	pk002
	Satisfact with finances

	pk003
	Satisfact with housing

	pk004
	Satisfact with leisure time
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The Dutch Report

Irish team’s summary
This study uses wave 1 of the ECHP to examine differences in self-rated health by ESeC, controlling for age, gender, education and income.  The authors note that in order to be useful, ESeC needs to be finely graded (several categories, each with a substantial proportion of the population), to be associated with substantial differences in health across countries that are independent from differences by income and education and are found for both women and men and across age groups.  The authors restrict the analysis to women and men age 25-64 and assign to individuals the ESeC of their own occupation.
In similar manner to the Irish results, theirs also show a clear hierarchical increase in the proportion of men who rate their health as “less than good” as we move from ESeC 1, 2, 3, 8 and 9 in the Northern countries.  In the Southern countries the main contrast is between ESeC 8 and 9, on the one hand, and 1, 2, and 3 on the other.  The smaller ESeC Classes (4, 5 6 and 7) tend to occupy an intermediate position, but with Northern farmers showing the lowest proportion in “less than good” health.  This pattern persists within age groups, with the exception of farmers whose position deteriorated relative to the other classes among older farmers.  Controlling for education and current income reduces the differences between ESeC classes in health by between one half and two thirds.  However, important health differences remain even with these variables controlled.
UK team’s comments

This very considered and clearly elaborated study focuses on eleven countries using data from the ECHP. ESeC seems to have been constructed without too much difficulty, although we were concerned by the reference on p.9 to ‘number of subordinates’ as a size rule. We hope this is not the rule the Dutch used (and see our earlier comments on the Swedish reports). We also note that the Dutch assign Roman numerals to the classes, as does EGP. Would people prefer this? If we may tease a little, we would have expected Anton’s desire for hierarchy to have led him to want Arabic numerals. In relation to hierarchy, we were not sure why class 6 (VI) was excluded from the main class hierarchy, as in figure 2. It certainly seems to fit between 3 (III) and 7 (VII).
The report proposes three criteria for validating ESeC: that it should produce fine-graded occupational hierarchies, identifying large class differences in health, and showing independent ‘class effects’ after controlling for education and income. To the extent that the report finds evidence on all three of these counts, it is a valuable and positive endorsement of the general shape of the ESeC. We were very pleased to see that ESeC adds something beyond what may be obtained when using income or education measures to explain health inequalities. Equally, we endorse the comments of both Robert Erikson and the Irish team on the substance of the report. We also note Anton’s response to Robert’s comment on hierarchy (see below) and Anton’s continuing desire for a classification which can be presented with some hierarchical component. However, there are a number of reservations expressed in section 9, expanded upon in Anton Kunst’s subsequent paper (see below), and it is those that we primarily address here. We are very grateful to Anton for his observations. They point us all in a sensible direction.
The need for practical guidelines to ESeC

The Dutch stress the need for practical guidelines for the use of ESeC, an issue that is followed up in more detail in Anton’s subsequent note (see below pp.49-52). While we recognise the importance of this and the need for the consortium to discuss it, note that it is part of the proposed work relating to the ESeC user manual in work package 13. We will deal with the substance of Anton’s comments in a separate communication (even now we are working on it). Some of the papers we have produced for the consortium do attempt to deal with issues raised by Anton, but perhaps not in quite the way he would like. For example, ‘The ESeC Class Schema Summarized’ does deal with the conceptual basis of ESeC, explains what is meant by employment relationships, describes each of the classes, gives examples of typical occupations in each class, has a figure listing the classes with both their full names and more commonly used or lay names (which could be changed, as Anton suggests) and the form of employment regulation that applies to each. However, we do not take a defensive position on this: We accept that we have not yet written anything less sociological for a more lay audience and that this will need to be done.
Individual and household levels of ESeC
We agree with the Dutch in regard to their comments on this issue on p.29 of their report. The need for class assignment to be possible both at the individual and household levels is an issue on which the Irish team has also commented. The rationale and design of ESeC certainly allows for this, the basic rule being that all inactive respondents can be reallocated by last main job or by partner’s occupational position. In household surveys details on the household reference person (HRP) may be available. This matter is discussed in detail in the ESeC feasibility report and has not been forgotten, at least not by us. We agree, data permitting, that theory and the particular analytic problem at hand will usually dictate which level of ESeC is used.
Population coverage

This is an issue which has always concerned us, hence the manner in which we have constructed the ESeC SEGs. In respect of construct validation, we agree that users will be looking to analyse the characteristics of all respondents, not simply the employment relations of the smaller subset currently in employment. The ESS dataset does include comprehensive information on both occupation and employment status for past labour market experience. 
Collapsing the classes

The issue of collapsing ESeC classes in alternative ways is acknowledged. While it is noted that health outcomes differ for men and women, and that one might easily exchange class 8 for class 7 in a female ‘hierarchy’, given that there are far fewer women in class 8 than in class 7 but that the reverse is true for men, it is gratifying that the report maintains the validity and importance of distinguishing between a full nine classes. As for the problems Kunst notes in section 8 of his report concerning the need for a hierarchy among the self-employed and small employers, beyond what is possible for the SEGs in class 4 it would also be possible to sub-divide this class between those OUGs that go to classes 1 or 2 for employees, those that go to 3 or 6 and those in classes 7-9. What results would then emerge?
North and South

We were also concerned that ESeC may be working less well for the southern countries. We suspect this is as much a problem with ESeC as it may be with the alternative explanation of genuine differences between in health inequalities between north and south. We have managed to involve some researchers from south and central Europe and they have made comments for improvements to the ESeC matrix for their countries. We shall discuss this at Lisbon when these researchers will be present. We could also see whether CASMIN experience is of any help. We are less surprised at the French result, given the data problems Anton refers to. In any case, CS-ESeC is likely to be the best solution for France.
Irish comments on Dutch report
This paper is particularly strong in highlighting some of the issues related to the general applicability of ESeC: the fact that individual ESeC is ‘missing’ in ways related to the outcome variable (health) and that individual ESeC performs ‘better’ for men than for women. The authors find important differences between men and women in the relationship of ESeC to health.  For women, there is less difference between class 1 and 2, than for men. Class 2, after control for education and income, looks ‘worse’ than 3 and 8 for women (Fig 7, Individual ESeC).
As you can imagine, the Irish team have had many internal debates on these issues. The paper touches on the issue of individual-based vs. household-based class: this is particularly important for women and in Southern countries. We interpret the stronger pattern of differences by household than by individual-level class as showing that there are problems with individual-based class in terms of variables like health which are likely to be associated with non-participation in the labour market.
The broader question is: under what circumstances do we prefer class defined at the household level: and are we adopting this approach for theoretical reasons or for practical reasons (assign missings)?  If for theoretical reasons, in what circumstances? Is it the case that (many) women’s life chances are more influenced by the class position of their husband’s than their own class position?  If this is the case, then assigning the class position at the household level, based on some dominance rule, is the appropriate strategy.
The finding of differences in the explanatory power of class for women and men is whether ERs are different for men and women within class, within occupation?  If so, are we missing an ‘omitted variable’?  If so, would gender be a good proxy?  In this case, we need to look closely at the development of ESeC to ensure that it works for women as well as for men.

Minor point
In France, 26 per cent of men could not be assigned to an ESeC class.  We might discuss this bilaterally as we were able to assign all but 8.2 per cent of French men age 25-64 using the UDB PE006b variable.  We used a multi-stage modal assignment where ISCMATRX information was incomplete or missing. 
Robert Erikson’s comments on Dutch report

I have read your validation report, which looks very promising, with interest and I have just two remarks.
First, why is it essential that classes form a hierarchical order? I know that British medics want it that way, but I think that this notion is based on a notion of the causal mechanism behind inequalities in health, that may to some extent (compare Marmot’s recent book) be correct, but where classes that don’t fit the hierarchy actually may indicate that other mechanisms are at work. 
Second, it seems OK to check how much variation by social class that is left when education and income are controlled for, but I think it would be good with a comment on the difficulties of interpreting the result, given that the causal order among the three factors is unclear. 

Anton Kunst’s reply to Erikson
Perhaps I should clarify two things (a) I do not expect a class scheme is strictly hierarchical. I do expect, however, that the hierarchical component can be clearly identified and presented wherever users want this; (b) looking at a hierarchical component does not assume a specific causal mechanism, even though some scientists have set up far-reaching theories by simply observing linear ‘health gradients’. I think that most people are interested in using a hierarchical classification, like they do for education and income, for the sake of convenience with description and explanation.

(Your second point is true and) I will comment on the problems of causal interpretation in later versions of the paper. The key question of my analysis, however, was purely descriptive: does occupational class add something to the identification of health inequalities if we were already using education level and income level?
The Italian Report
Again using ECHP, but this time for only four countries with contrasting institutional arrangements and labour market regulation, the Italian team examine variations in unemployment risks and episodes by ESeC class. In their introduction they set out clear hypotheses and a clear rationale for choosing to analyse data for the UK, Germany, Denmark and Italy. The data and methods section is sensible, but we need more detail on how ESeC was constructed, similar to that provided by the Dutch and especially the Irish. In particular, was V3 used as it stands or was it modified in any way for Italy to reflect known aspects of Italian employment relations? We assume this will not be the case given that the study is a 4-country comparison. And could we have more detail relating to the first two paragraphs of p.3? May we also have the ESeC distributions for all four countries? As it is, we are a little concerned with the distributions for Italy in table 6. In comparison with ESS data, the proportions in classes 1, 2, 3 and 4 seem very low, especially for 2 and 4, and classes 8 and 9 seem rather high. At the 2-digit level, the distributions are quite different from those reported by the Dutch for the ECHP. We recognize that table 6 is not reporting ECHP data, but we do not have these data reported in the Italian study and we need them.  

As an aside to the German team, we also note that the German ECHP data contain information on supervision for 1991-97. Might these data be of interest to the German team, given the problems they have with the measurement of this aspect of employment status?
Quite correctly, the Italian team note that using 2-digit ISCO-ESeC is quite a stringent condition for finding ESeC variations for unemployment, yet their hypotheses are palpably supported in broad class terms, or so it would seem. In table 1 Italy and the UK each shows consistency in hierarchical terms for the employee classes, but Germany and Denmark do not. For the former, the result for class 6 is out of line; for Denmark classes 3 and 7 are not consistent. Is this result an indication of any problems with ESeC? Table 2 confirms these patterns for Denmark and shows class 6 in Germany to be out of line with the hierarchy (or monotone) we would expect. Nor are we convinced, prima facie, that Italy is at all unusual with regard to self-employed retailers.
Table 3 again shows class 3 in Denmark is not in the general pattern, but the controls used here do radically alter the German result for class 6, but now class 3 falls out of the monotonic pattern. The same happens for the UK and here and in Germany the relative positions of classes 7 and 8 alter. Of course, classes 3 and 6 are female dominated classes and this may be of some importance to the outcomes reported. All of these results need to be considered. Table 4 repeats a similar pattern of changes.  In Germany, classes 1 and 6 are out of line, in Denmark it is class 8.
The survivor functions reported in section 4 are very interesting, but again ESeC 6 in Germany and ESeC 3 in Denmark stand out and the UK pattern is distinctly strange. Has anyone else any ideas on how all these results might be explained? Some of the Italian explanations seem reasonable but they address the general patterns rather than the details in each table.
Finally, the results reported for analyses at different levels of ISCO are very satisfactory.

Promoting the ESEC scheme to medical researchers:

A wish list for the documentation of the ESEC scheme

Anton Kunst

1. Objective.

This note is not on the constructing of the ESEC classes, but on its future application by a “lay” user group such as medical researchers (especially epidemiologists and public health analysts). For such a group, we need to be able to outline in a clear and convincing way the merits of the ESEC scheme, and we need to provide guidelines on the use and interpretation of this scheme in applied research. In this document, I present a “wish list” of issues that would ideally be included to the documentation of the ESEC. When cases are not yet settled, I give my personal views. This document is based on my personal experiences as a non-sociologist who is very much willing to utilize the ESEC scheme for applied empirical research.

2. Conceptual basis of the ESEC scheme

What we would need is:

1. A brief description of the theoretical basis of the ESEC scheme of about a ½ page. I haven’t found a short text, but only more lengthy descriptions. In addition, these longer descriptions are sometimes difficult to follow to a non-sociological audience, and they do not always seem to be consistent. It would be nice that there is a standard short text on its conceptual basis and derivation, to which all ESEC project partners agree.

2. A concrete list of employment relationship (ER) characteristics that the ESEC scheme is supposed to capture. This would help lay persons to get a concrete idea of what the ESEC is about. Unfortunately, different lists of ER items are presented in different papers, and sometimes the emphasis is given to some ER characteristic (e.g. time autonomy in the paper of the British team) over other ER characteristics. I feel that the list of four types of ER characteristics used by the German team was most useful for understanding the job characteristics that ESEC classes are supposed to differentiate.

3. An introduction to the 9 social classes distinguished in the ESEC scheme. Why are nine groups distinguished a priori? It should be explained why the ESEC scheme is not simply based on the type of cluster analyses such as performed by the French team, in which classes can have been “produced” empirically? It needs to be clarified, for example, that an a priori distinction is made between technical and non-technical occupations. These decisions are not only based on ER characteristics, but also on some other implicit considerations. Can these considerations be made more explicit?

4. A clear explanation of the distinctive nature of ESEC classes as opposed to groups defined in terms of educational level or income level. I think that the basic difference is that ESEC classes are formed on the basis of occupations that people have (not their educational or income level) and that the key characteristics of occupations are related to ER (and not to educational qualifications required for an occupation, nor to wages be gained). It should be recognized, however, that the latter distinction is not very sharp: ESEC looks at job skills and human assets, which are closely related to educational qualifications. Similarly, ESEC looks at employment contracts and long-term benefits, which often are highly correlated with wage levels. These distinctions may need further clarification to a lay reader.

3. Criterion validation

What we would need is:

5. A list of all publications, both from England and elsewhere, which report on validation studies of the ESEC scheme. This list should exclude all other publications (e.g. theoretical discussions) and double publications based on the same empirical study, so as to be able to show the extent to which the ESEC has been subjected to validity tests. I miss such an overview, and this gives to me the (false?) impression that up to now the ESEC scheme hasn’t been validated so extensively.

6. A serious consideration of all suggestions for changes to the ESEC scheme made by the Swedish, German and French teams. My impression from the studies is that the prototype scheme is not yet sufficiently validated. There are many occupations/employment combinations for which the ESEC class is not yet established clearly. As a potential user, I feel that there is yet too much uncertainty, with too many men and women being shifted from one class to another. In addition, I would be concerned with the international comparability of the scheme, if many adaptations would be made only for specific countries (such as in the German case).

7. Some overall measure of the ability of the ESEC scheme to predict variations between occupations in terms of ER. The R2 measure applied by the German team (of about 10% to 20%) is one such measure, although its use is limited as long as the maximum value of this R2 is unknown. This value is << 100%, because of variation in ER between people having the same occupation, and unavoidable variation in average ER of occupations that should be grouped into the same class. The maximum value might however be derived by for example a cluster analysis in which occupations are clustered in 9 groups, without any a priori definition of these classes. Suppose that this clustering of occupations in 9 groups would explain 30% of variance in ER, while the ESEC can explain only 15%, what would this tell to us? As a user, I would feel that there must be class schemes that perform better in predicting ER.

4. Comparison to alternative class schemes

What we would need is:

8. A brief overview of alternative occupation-based class schemes that could be used internationally. This overview may briefly discuss whether/how the conceptual basis of the alternative schemes differs from that of the ESEC. (The EGP scheme might be omitted from this list, as this is a predecessor rather than an alternative to the ESEC scheme, at least from the perspective of potential users who have no affinity with the EGP).

9. For schemes with a roughly similar conceptual basis, their ability to predict variations in ER should be compared to that of the ESEC. Does the ESEC perform better? The outcomes of the German and French evaluations suggest that there is considerable room for improvement of the ESEC, and if this improvement is not made, other class schemes might still perform better. See also point 7 above.

5. Presentation of the ESEC

What we would need is:

10. A summary table giving for each ESEC class (1) the long name, (2) a short “lay” name, (3) a short description of distinctive features of these classes, and (4) an illustrative list of about 10 occupations assigned to this class. The well-known ‘tree’ diagram used to demonstrate the derivation of the ESEC (and EGP) can complement this table, but it cannot substitute this table, as this diagram gives only information on point 3 above.

11. The short “lay” names referred to above should be phrased in non-sociological terms, and avoid specialized terminology such as “salariat” and “bourgeoisie”. My suggestion is to use the following simpler terms:

I Upper professionals and managers 

II Lower professionals and managers 

III Upper clerical and service workers

IV Self employed and small employers

V Farmers

VI Supervisors and technicians

VII Lower clerical and service workers


VIII Lower technical workers

IX Unskilled manual workers 

I am aware that these terms can be criticized on many grounds. Who proposes another set of simple terms?

6. Guidelines for the application of the ESEC scheme

The user may be helped by explicit guidelines on the following topics

12. The assignment of ESEC class to inactive people. The rule would be: try to assign these people according to ESEC class on the basis of a former (last or longest held) occupation. However, in some cases, they may be excluded, such as in validation studies using ER as criterion variables. See further section 9 of the Dutch report.

13. Assignment at the individual or household level. See section 9 of our Dutch report, and the reaction by the Irish team. My position is that we cannot state a general preference for either assignment level. The ESEC scheme is a flexible instrument, which can be used at both levels, and the preference for one level over the other may depend on the purpose of the study. For example, in our Dutch report, we concluded that the two assignment levels give both important and complementary views on health inequalities among women.

14. Presenting the ESEC as a hierarchical classification. See section 9 of our Dutch report, and the reaction by Robert Erikson. In the medical field, there is a strong wish to rank socio-economic groups from high to low, in order to be able to study “health gradients”. If a socio-economic indicator cannot respond to this wish, it will not be widely used, or it will be abused. Therefore, the question is to what extent the ESEC scheme can be used to rank people from high to low position. We need explicit guidelines that help users, and that avoid misinterpretations. In my study, I have shown that the majority of male and female populations can be ranked into a clear, indisputable hierarchy. Self-employed workers (in and out agriculture) are the main groups who do not fit into the male and female hierarchies, and these classes should therefore be presented separately. Two other “outlier” classes are of lesser importance because they are small and have average levels of health. They might be collapsed or combined with “nearby” social classes. For men, we may combine VI with VIII, and VII with III. For women, we might simply combine the two outlier classes VI and VIII into one “technical” class. Note that, from this “hierarchy” perspective and gender distinction, we would arrive at different collapsed versions than the standard 7, 5 and 3 levels versions of ESEC. 

SOME COMMENTS ON ROBERT ERIKSON’S NOTE AND
ON MICHAEL TÅHLIN’S PAPER
John H Goldthorpe

Erikson

I entirely agree with what I take to be Robert’s main point: i.e. that in seeking to validate the ESEC schema - in so far as this is based on my work - the focus should be on aspects of employment relations expressing different forms of employment contract; but that, in the absence of directly relevant data (of the kind used in the British NS-SEC validation exercises), it would be reasonable faute de mieux to take proxies. 

The key question then is, however, that of which proxies are best. I emphatically agree with Robert that education or qualifications should not be used, because these are attributes of individuals, not positions; and also because one would in this way remove the possibility of any serious examination of the empirical relation between education and class position - and of changes in this relation over time - which seem to me major research topics.

The skill requirements of different occupations might in principle seem a better option. But data on this matter are also difficult to come by, and not least because the very concept of ‘skill’ is a difficult one to formulate and operationalize (recently, a large, but inconclusive, British literature has formed on this question). In particular, I know of no agreed view on how the skill requirements of managerial, sales and personal service positions are to be conceptualised or measured. Note that while Michael wishes to make skill requirements central in determining classes, he has no objective data but has to resort to individuals’ perceptions - and thus issues of validity clearly arise.

Autonomy in work is another possibility – but again, presumably, in the form of employees’ perceptions; and again therefore with validity problems. In fact, it is not hard to think of situations where this proxy could be quite misleading. For example, office and industrial cleaners working unsupervised through the night or refuse collectors operating on a ‘finish-and-go’ basis may well think of themselves as having quite high autonomy in their work. But, paradoxically, this is largely because their work, or its results, can be fairly easily monitored: i.e. it can be seen if the cleaning has or has not been done, the bins emptied etc.

My own preference here would be to use age-wage curves, since these rather directly reflect different kinds of employment contract; and I would have thought that for most societies relevant data could be obtained. For example, I know that such data are available for Sweden, from the Level of Living Surveys, as I have used them myself (OS, p. 228); but I don’t know why the Swedish team has not followed this up.

There are two points where I have reservations about what Robert has to say. First, I don’t see that high levels of income are in themselves sufficient to motivate those individuals whose work is difficult to monitor to do a ‘good job’ - i.e. sufficient to overcome the principal-agent problem. What I seek to argue in OS (ch. 10) is that the form of payment is also crucial. E.g. with multitask agents, piece-rates or other PBR systems, even if yielding high earnings, would be likely to lead to problems over the distribution - as distinct from the level - of effort; whereas incremental salaries, as embodied in ‘deferred payment’ contracts, and giving an ‘upward-sloping experience-earnings profile’ seem to provide that combination of incentives and sanctions best designed to counter principal-agent problems or, in Simon’s words, to align agents’ ‘decision premises’ with organisational objectives. NB: none of this is original to me - I draw directly on the literature of the new managerial and personnel economics, especially regarding efficient contracts (Milgrom, Roberts, Lazear, Gibbons etc).

Second, I think that airline pilots and also (employee) doctors are somewhat special cases but, even then, not as problematic as Robert implies. The specialness arises, of course, because of overriding concerns regarding risks and safety - in regard to passengers and patients. Pilots are closely monitored but this holds chiefly in normal, routine situations; in abnormal ones, they are agents in situations of highly asymmetric information, and the reputation of the airline (the principal) is at stake. With employee doctors, it is the reputation of the hospital, clinic or practice that the contract must be designed to protect (and while pilots are as likely to suffer from any major error as are their passengers, only the patient dies from a doctor’s error). So again contracts that embody a more diffuse, longer-term, career-based exchange would seem more appropriate from the employer’s point of view than would an approximation to a spot contract; and note that pilots as well as doctors are indeed located in career hierarchies (from ‘flight engineer’ - second or third pilot - up to ‘senior captain’). I would not want to fly with an airline or be treated in a hospital that was not concerned with its reputation, so that, if something went wrong, I or my next-of-kin could be told: ‘Sorry, but we just hired that guy for the day (flight, operation); he obviously wasn’t much good, and we’ve fired him now; better luck next time’.

Tåhlin

It is difficult to know where to begin, since I believe that Michael misunderstands both how the class schema evolved and also, and more seriously, the aims of ch. 10 in OS.
To begin with, the idea that the class schema in some way originates in the Hope-Goldthorpe scale of the ‘general desirability’ of occupations is an old canard that I thought had been long since shot down. As was already fully explained in a paper with Llewellyn - and then in Social Mobility and the British Class Structure (ch. 2: 40-3) - almost thirty years ago, the categories of the H-G scale were used as elements to form the classes of schema simply as a matter of convenience, since they were fairly homogenous groupings of occupations with the same employment status that were readily to hand. The important point is that they were allocated to classes without any reference to their position on the H-G scale, and in the light of a quite different set of factors to those that Hope and I suggested might influence ‘general desirability’, such as skill requirements. So to claim, as Michael does (pp. 1-2), that the schema had theoretical origins in the scale - on which, however, I later reneged - is quite wrong.  

The truth is more or less the opposite. Working with the H-G scale convinced me that it was a good dependent variable if one wanted to study who gets ‘the best jobs’ but that it was not a good explanatory variable if one wanted to study the consequences for individuals’ life chances and life choices of their position in the stratification order. For this purpose, something quite different seemed to be needed. Hence, the class schema - the initial, and rather rudimentary, theoretical grounding of which, as reflecting different ‘market and work situations’, was chiefly influenced by my previous work with Lockwood. However, the schema did much better than H-G in terms of variance explained in regard to e.g. health, education, mobility chances, political orientations, vote. Note that the high correlation between the H-G scale and the class schema that Michael reports is based on an analysis (if I understand correctly) in which the intermediate classes (IIIa, IV and V) are omitted; but it is these classes, as can be seen from SMCS, that are most heterogeneous in the scores of the H-G categories from which they are built up.

Somewhat later, I developed the theoretical basis of the schema more specifically in terms of employment relations (i.e. types of employment contract), and then Geoff Evans and Colin Mills, and subsequently the team charged with producing a new social classification for the UK, carried out studies of the criterion validity of the schema  with, as Michael recognises, broadly positive results. I.e. the schema, as based operationally on occupation and employment status, does to a fairly satisfactory degree capture empirically what, conceptually, it is supposed to capture. 

It is, then, from these results that ch. 10 in OS starts out. If it is the case (at least for the UK but also, it seems, for at least some other modern societies) that employees engaged in different types of work do have systematically differing forms of employment contract on the lines the schema envisages, why is this so?  How - through what causal process or mechanism - is this empirical regularity to be explained?  This is the issue that I quite explicitly address (OS, pp. 208-9), although Michael seems nowhere to acknowledge this. I suggest a mechanism via employers’ rational responses to problems of work monitoring and human asset specificity. It is true that I seek in this way also to develop a theory of social class - a theory of why classes exist; but only (and I would have thought obviously) on the assumption that class positions are best defined in terms of employment relations and, more specifically, forms of employment contract.

Now my position here could, as I see it, be seriously challenged in two main ways. First, it could be held that, on some grounds or other, the UK validation exercises are unconvincing or, alternatively, that they largely reflect just British peculiarities. So I am in error in trying to explain regularities that may well not exist or in giving an explanation in very general terms of regularities that are in fact quite society-specific. (Obviously, the ESEC validation exercise could  throw much light on these issues.) But, so far as I can see, this is not a line of attack that Michael seeks to pursue.

Secondly, it could be held that even if I answer the question I pose by means of the theoretical arguments advanced in the chapter, this is all beside the point: i.e. because my whole approach to class is misguided in that the basis of class is best seen as lying not in employment contracts but elsewhere - e.g. in occupational skill requirements. This seems more the kind of critique in which Michael would like to engage. But, if so, I would have thought that the line he should follow would be to develop his own class schema, based - with evidence of criterion validly - on skill requirements, to show not just that skill requirements correlate with class but further to suggest what is the underlying mechanism, and then also to show that this schema has better construct validity than mine: i.e. that it has more explanatory power where explanations in terms of class are to be theoretically expected. However, Michael attempts nothing on these lines. 

What then is the upshot of his paper? It seems to be that we should retain the class schema, or something much like it, but, none the less, understand it as reflecting not different forms of employment contract but rather what were its ‘skill-based roots’ (quite spurious ‘roots’, so far as I am concerned). 

To support this argument, Michael interprets my OS chapter as postulating employment contracts that imply different relations between workers and employers in terms of their degree of ‘reciprocal dependence’: i.e. quasi-spot contracts imply a low level of such dependence while the service relationship implies a high level. And he further contends that I should also have taken into account a second ‘dimension’ of employment relations (i.e. of relations of greater or less dependence) - that of employer or employee ‘dominance’. However, his principal aim is to show that, at least in the Swedish case, measures of such dependence relations between employers and employees are far less closely correlated with class than are skill requirements and also far less important in explaining regularities in earnings and in workers’ expected firm exits. 

I would in various respects wish to question the adequacy of the measures that that Michael uses in his analyses. However, I do not go into this further since my main response has to be that I am here being put in the position of  having theoretical arguments attributed to me that are not mine - and that cannot be logically derived from arguments that are mine - and of then being told that the arguments are wrong.  

I use the idea of reciprocal (actually, bilateral) dependence between employer and employee only in the quite  limited and precise sense in which it occurs in transaction cost theory in actually defining human asset specificity: i.e. this exists, and bilateral dependence thus arises, in so far as a contract cannot be terminated without loss of overall productive value. But the contrast between the quasi-spot labour contract and the service relationship that I wish to set up is not one in terms of such dependence, as Michael would suppose. The contrast emphasised is, rather, that the former involves a short-term and specific exchange of money for effort, while the latter involves a longer term and more diffuse exchange of ‘compensation’ for service to the organisation: it need not involve bilateral dependence in the above sense. What Michael crucially overlooks is that I treat problems of human asset specificity as only one source of the service relationship - the other being problems of work monitoring. And, as I make quite clear, the rationale of the service relationship differs from one case to the other. Where human asset specificity does exist, the service relationship provides a basis on which employers and employees can divide the attendant costs and benefits between them and in turn reduces the probability of the overall loss of productive value that would (by definition) follow if their relationship were terminated. But where difficulties of work monitoring exist, the service relationship serves as a response not to problems of bilateral dependence  but rather to principal-agent problems (which Michael in fact almost entirely ignores) - on the lines that I have already indicated in my remarks on Robert’s note. To be sure, the employer in this case offers the employee the possibility of rising lifetime rewards for good service to the organisation but no implications regarding dependence (or dominance) necessarily arise on this account. For example, a professional employee using fairly standard, if high level, skills, and engaged on the basis of a service relationship to meet principle-agent problems, could leave his employer - and take up a more advantageous contract elsewhere - but without any loss of overall productive value thereby arising. Thus, there is no warrant for Michael’s key claim that the service relationship entails ‘reciprocal dependence’ (p. 10). It may, or may not, be associated with such dependence. And in turn, then, various hypotheses that he claims follow from the ‘CER theory’ do not in fact do so, variables he introduces do not bear on the issues I am concerned with, and his empirical analyses are largely inconsequential for these issues.

To try to make still clearer just why Michael does not represent me at all correctly - and why I would in fact reject the position he attributes to me - I would say that, in developing it, Michael confounds two things that I in fact aim to keep separate: 

(i) what might be called  ‘intrinsic’ aspects of the employment relationship that derive, quite generically, from the rather distinctive nature of this relationship (see OS, pp. 211-3): in particular, the implications of problems of work monitoring and human asset specificity; and 

(ii) ‘extrinsic’ aspects that derive from the demand for and supply of labour of different kinds (including the effects of employee or employer organisation) that are likely to vary quite widely by time and place. 

To repeat, I am concerned solely with issues relating to (i)  - i.e. with how generic problems of the employment relationship lead to a fairly systematic differentiation of employment contracts in relation to type of work performed; and not with issues relating to (ii) - i.e. with issues such as how, under labour market conditions at different times and places, monopolistic or monopsonistic tendencies may interfere with the ‘free’ working of such markets, with implications for employer-employee power relations, for employees’ chances of getting alternative jobs or employers’ chances of getting  alternative workers, and with wage or salary levels. (It was, incidentally, because it might encourage confusion on this point that I was happy to drop the idea of employees ‘market situation’.)

Michael may wish to develop a theory of class of a more comprehensive kind than mine that could, by taking skill requirements as basic, achieve an integration with human capital theory, and thus account for variation in job opportunities, levels of pay etc., as well as for differences in forms of employment contract. But, if so, I think he should get on with this project rather than trying to construct and then knock down arguments that neither he nor I believe in.

One last point to pick up something that concerns both Robert and Michael: I would in fact agree that class analysis should have something to say about differences in levels of economic rewards as well as in their form. But I would not see these rewards as being all that well captured simply by measures of current earnings or income (and especially not by one-shot measures). I think that security and stability of incomes and income prospects are also important; and my paper with McKnight shows how these are directly related to class as I would want to treat it. Several economists have suggested to us, in the light of this paper, that the class schema may be a good proxy for ‘permanent income’. Further, it seems also important to note how, especially with the intermediate classes, income levels may overlap a good deal while differences exist in the other respects mentioned: i.e. different classes have different ‘mixes’ of reward - which may be important in explaining class effects (see e.g. Geoff Evans’ paper in Acta 1993).

� It is worth noting that ‘number supervised’ rather than number employed in establishment was used in distinguishing higher from lower managers for the ISCMATRX.  This data is available on the LNY and ESS.
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