ESeC Validation Conference: Discussion Group 1A

ESeC for Central and Eastern States

1.
We had detailed responses to our original matrix from Hungary (both from the NSI and from Peter Robert and Erszebet Bukodi) and from Bulgaria (Nick Tilkidjiev).

2.
Nick Tilkidjiev said he was content that the conceptual basis of the ESeC schema was relevant for post-communist countries, while expressing some reservations about its operationalization. First he argued that researchers in Eastern Europe, for very practical reasons, would place emphasis on skills and qualifications as a means of distinguishing positions. This does seem to be the case in the new Hungarian SEC (see below). While the group might discuss this, it is one of the topics which will be discussed by Discussion Group 9.

3.
Second, Tilkidjiev had reservations about placing technicians in class 2. His understanding of this group is that they are basically laboratory assistants who should be in class 3. They have, at best, mixed employment relations, only slightly superior to lower technical occupations in class 8. Classes 1 and 2 should be reserved for managerial, professional and senior administrative occupations only. For similar reasons, he thought nurses should also be in class 3. Again, this is a matter which will be discussed in another group, but we should ask whether there are real differences in ERs between northern and eastern European countries in respect of technicians, nurses, etc.

4.
Tilkidjiev also suggested an alternative ordering of classes. He thought employers could be in class 2 as well as 1 and 4, if we had a size rule of 50+ (class 1), 10-49 (class 2) and 1-9 (class 4). Again, this is an issue to be discussed by another group.

5.
Hungary has developed a new national SEC based on the UK NS-SEC.  However, it appears that allocation of OUGs to classes depends more upon human capital variables than the type of ER variables used in the UK.

6.
Looking at the 60 largest OUGs in Hungary, the following would have different allocations to classes when compared with the V3 matrix:

	ISCO OUG
	ESeC Class
	Hungarian Class

	3119
	3
	2

	3221
	6
	3

	3152
	2
	3

	3419
	2
	3

	8269
	9
	8

	8322
	9
	8

	8323
	9
	8

	8324
	9
	8

	9330
	9
	8

	7435
	9
	8


7.
Thirty-seven other OUGs have different class allocations for Hungary compared with ESeC.  Of these, 12 OUGs allocated to ESeC 9 go to 8 in Hungary, and 6 OUGs go in the opposite direction from 9-8.  Thirteen OUGs in ESeC 2 are in class 3 in Hungary.  Four ESeC 2 OUGs are in class 1 in Hungary.

8. The key issue: how far is Hungary representative of the post-communist states?
Is the basic ESeC schema satisfactory for post-communist states?

Also, can we consistently distinguish classes 8 and 9?

