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As part of the work programme to develop and validate a European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC), all National Statistical Institutes (NSIs) within the European Union, together with Candidate Countries (plus Norway, Iceland and Switzerland) were requested to test a prototype classification proposed by the project consortium and to report their findings at a workshop convened for this purpose by the University of Warwick (IER) team members.  A copy of the letter of invitation sent by the IER to the directors of all NSIs is shown at Appendix 1.
Twelve NSIs responded to this request (Slovenia, Switzerland, the Netherlands, Estonia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Germany, Finland, France, the United Kingdom, Sweden and Norway).  Additionally, the NSIs from a further 9 countries sent representatives to the workshop to learn more about the development and implementation of the ESeC.  Other organisations participating included Eurostat, AO Consult and Trexima (Bratislava and Zlin).  This report briefly describes the presentations made at the workshop and notes various comments made by workshop participants.  
The workshop programme is presented at:

http://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/esec/events/conferences/2006/2006-06-29/Programme.php
Contact details of participants are shown at Appendix 2.
Copies of all presentations made by NSIs and consortium members can be found at:
http://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/esec/events/conferences/2006/2006-06-29/PapersDownload.php
Introductions

The Director of the Slovenian Statistical Office (SSO), Irena Krizman, welcomed workshop participants to Bled.  She emphasised the potential for a European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC) in improving data for the purposes of policy-making within Europe.

The Slovenian statistical system and, particularly, the official census were well established and the Slovenian Statistical Office had been unique within the countries of the former Yugoslavia in introducing European statistical standards with regard to economic activity, occupation and status in employment.  An economic activity classification had been established in 1987, and following independence in 1991, work began to introduce an occupational classification.  Like the Nordic countries, the classifications are applied via registers and administrative sources.  International comparability is regarded as very important and considerable efforts have been devoted to achieving this within the Slovenian Statistical Office, with the result that Slovenian statistics are well-regarded within the European Union, membership of which the Republic of Slovenia achieved on 1 May 2006.

Ms Krizman drew attention to the importance of ESeC in helping towards an understanding of society, the position of its citizens and households, and role of statisticians in presenting these socio-economic data.  In this context she offered her best wishes for a fruitful and interesting workshop.
In responding to her opening remarks, Peter Elias thanked Ms Krizman and the Slovenian Statistical Office for facilitating and hosting this final ESeC Workshop.  Contact had been well established with the SSO for about ten years, since the start of the process to extend ISCO 88(COM) within the countries of East and Central Europe.  From the early meetings, the energy and effectiveness of the SSO had been impressive.
This workshop represented an important milestone towards the ultimate goal of establishing a harmonised European Socio-economic Classification.  The programme for the workshop was structured in two parts.  Day One was devoted to description of the work to develop and validate the ESeC by the project consortium members.  Day Two was devoted primarily to the presentations made by invited NSIs, detailing their experiences from the application of the ESeC within their national statistical sources.  Day Three was reserved for a meeting of consortium members, to discuss the workshop findings and to plan their activities for the remaining four months of the project.  Minutes of the meeting on Day Three are shown at Appendix 3.
Day One: ESeC – The Development Programme

ESeC – A programme of statistical cooperation and harmonisation
(David Rose, ISER, University of Essex)

This presentation elaborated upon the background to the project to develop an ESeC which aimed to produce a truly comparable measure of social structure for Europe.  The main objective of the current project was to achieve a prototype ESeC that discriminates between classes and aids understanding of the differences in social structure between countries of the European Union.  More could and should be done via new research on employment relations and on the measurement of management and supervision.  A key issue for further consideration was the use of national occupational classifications directly to create an ESeC, rather than via ISCO.

ESeC in EU Statistical Sources

(Rhys Davies, UK Office for National Statistics)
This presentation was based on the application of the ESeC to three sources of data (EU Labour Force Survey, European Community Household Panel and the European Social Survey) and the issues arising from this exercise.  It was likely that these issues would be experienced by others in applying the ESeC to various data sources, and the exercise demonstrated the problems that statisticians have in implementing the ESeC in its present form.
In discussion following the presentation, the observation was made that, in considering how to move forward with the ESeC and the role of national classifications, we should first address the question: what is wrong with ESeC as it stands?  The validation studies indicate that it works relatively well in relation to occupation, health, deprivation etc.  However, the goal was to maximise the use and robustness of ESeC for whatever data might be available.
It was further observed that, across different data sources, the variation within countries is much less for occupational statistics compared with the numbers in self-employment.  This illustrates the statistical problems with data that result from the way questions on status in employment are asked.  It was important to bear in mind the varying quality of data sources, and to consider how the data have been collected.

Issues in the Comparative Measurement of Supervisory Function
(Gerrit Bauer, Jean-Marie Jungblut, Felix Weiss - Uni Mannheim, and (presenter) Heike Wirth, ZUMA)

An important element of the prototype ESeC is the requirement for information on supervisory status.  This presentation focussed upon the comparability of information on supervisory status as collected in different countries and various data sources (Mannheim Study of Employment and the Family, Labour Force Survey and the European Social Survey.  Concluding this presentation, attention was drawn to the effect of variation in the use of language between countries when addressing the question about Supervisors.  The authors suggested that further work is needed to improve the supervisory concept itself as well as its cross-national comparability.
In the ensuing discussion it was generally agreed that there was a clear need for a larger study, covering a wider population, to facilitate clarification of the differences and the development of a harmonised concept of the supervisory function.

Using the ESEC to describe health inequalities in Europe 
(Anton Kunst, Erasmus MC)
The key question addressed was: Is ESeC useful as a tool to describe health inequalities?  Evidence was presented to show that international variations in health differences correlated with ESeC classes in an expected manner, and that these differences could not be attributed wholly to variations in education and income levels appears it can describe and explain such inequalities.  ESeC provides a useful starting point for further exploration of these differences, using multivariate techniques.
Following the presentation, a question was raised regarding whether the measure is hierarchical (i.e. are health differences to be found between classes 1 and 2, 3 and 7, and 6, 8 and 9?).  It was pointed out that independent workers do not fit into such a hierarchy, but on the other hand there is evidence of hierarchical differences between classes 1, 2 and 3 compared with class 9, for instance.  It was argued that the classification itself does not attempt to be hierarchical, but the evidence presented revealed a hierarchical structure to the ESeC classes.
Class and Poverty: Cross-Sectional and Dynamic Analysis of Income Poverty and Lifestyle Deprivation 
(Dorothy Watson, Economic and Social Research Institute)

This presentation showed how income poverty and deprivation, both cross-sectional and longitudinal, are distributed across the categories of the ESeC class schema.  While the findings accorded well with prior expectations, the authors noted that small employers and the self-employed fared worse in relation to income poverty but substantially better in relation to measures of deprivation and consistent poverty.  They concluded that their findings support that view that the ESeC class schema succeeds in capturing significant variation in long-term command over economic resources.

In the questions following this presentation Walter Mueller asked whether or not the prototype ESeC provided a better indicator of income poverty and lifestyle deprivation than other class schemas.  David Rose commented that the evidence presented by the Irish team indicated that the ESeC appeared to reflect the inequalities in society.

Using ESeC to look across and within classes
(Eric Harrison, ISER, University of Essex)
Using data from rounds 1 and 2 of the European Social Survey, this study examined variations both within and between ESeC classes across a range of outcomes (subjective health, influence on organising own work, work autonomy.  In concluding this presentation, the view was expressed that outcomes were robust in terms of the ability of ESeC to discriminate, both across and within classes.  Importantly, the analysis showed that there was little apparent loss of information in adopting an ESeC based on three digit ISCO as opposed to four digits.
In the ensuing discussion, questions were asked regarding the ability of ESeC to identify homogeneous groups and the accuracy of the nomenclature.  In responding, the view was expressed that a level of aggregation was inevitable and appropriate when classifying on the basis of occupation via employment relations.  To do otherwise would require an unlimited number of employment relation questions and classification by individual score.  It was agreed that the names of the ESeC classes were problematical, particularly when translated from English to other EU languages.  Suggestions for changes in nomenclature were invited. 
Validating ESeC: Class of Origin and Educational Inequalities in Contemporary Italy

(Antonio Schizzerotto, Roberta Barone (presenter) and Laura Arosio)

Using five waves of data from the Italian Household Longitudinal Study, this presentation provided insight into whether or not the ESeC classes correlated with inequalities in access to education and the attainment of educational credentials.  Using both multivariate and graphical techniques, the authors reveal consistent patterns in both access to education at different levels and the nature of educational outcomes, by ESeC classes.  While the relationship between ESeC classes and educational inequalities was, in some cases, fairly weak, the expected relationship was noted for both access to education at different levels and attainment of educational credentials.  In particular, the ESeC classes provided a better statistical fit to the data than was the case for an earlier classification developed by the authors (Cobalti-Schizzerotto classes).
How to validate a prototype ESeC?  An example on French data
(Cécile Brousse, INSEE)

This presentation had three main parts.  First, the question was posed ‘Where does ESeC come from?’  This part of the presentation reviewed how the ESeC had evolved, the validation studies that had been conducted by the consortium team members, the comparisons that had been made with other classifications and the statistical methods employed.  Second, a summary was given of the method used by the French team to test the prototype ESeC, covering the data and variables used and the results obtained.  According to cluster analysis carried out on the Labour Force Survey and Working Condition Survey (1998) data it was concluded that the distinction between classes 8 and 9 on the basis of employment relations in the prototype ESeC was not convincing and that the existence of a class of supervisors was not attested.  The final part of the presentation considered some of the advantages and limitations of the method proposed by INSEE to test the prototype ESeC.
Class Schemas and Employment Relations: Comparisons between the ESeC and the EGP class schemas using European data 
(Erik Bihagen and Magnus Nermo, Swedish Institute for Social Research, University of Stockholm)
This presentation compared the ESeC schema with the EGP class schema, addressing the questions: to what extent are respondents allocated to equivalent classes within the two schemas and comparing empirical outcomes related to employment relationships.  It was shown that the largest difference arose between ESeC class 6 and EGP class 5.  ESeC class 6 was sensitive to the definition of supervisory status, particularly the number of subordinates being supervised.  In terms of the wage/age gradient, significant variation by ESeC classes was revealed across the countries of Northern and Central Europe,, but not for the countries of Eastern Europe.  For Southern Europe the results were more mixed.  The authors concluded that there were striking similarities between EGP and the ESeC schemas, that EGP class 5 was more ‘troublesome’ than the ESeC class 6 and that wage/age variations by ESeC classes were in line with expectations.
Day Two: NSIs and the application of ESeC

ESeC, ISCO88 and ISCO08

(Margaret Birch and (presenter) Peter Elias, IER, University of Warwick)
Day Two commenced with a presentation from the IER team about the discussions they had held with national statistical institutes across the European Union concerning the revision of ISCO 88.  Separate reports on these meetings and the recommendations made to Eurostat on  behalf of European NSIs are available on the ESeC project website
.  Particular emphasis was placed upon those recommendations which had implications for the definition of ESeC classes, the most important of which concerns the definition of supervisors within specific parts of the International Standard Classification of Occupations.
The Application of ESeC to Statistical Sources – NSI presentations

Slovenia (Natasa Kozlevcar)

Using ESeC in the LFS 
The presentation from the Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia was based upon the use of Labour Force Survey data for the second quarter of 2005, focusing upon the procedures required to derive ESeC from ISCO 88(COM) and employment status data.  Results were presented for the ESeC distributions by sex, age, and educational level.  The presentation concluded with a demonstration of the use of the ‘dominant class’ method of determining a household distribution of ESeC using individual level data from persons within households.
Switzerland (Urs Meier)

Implementing the ESeC at the Swiss Federal Statistical Office 

On behalf of the Swiss Federal Statistical Office, Urs Meier presented information on the breakdown of employed persons by ESeC classes in absolute numbers and percentage terms.  Results were shown by gender, nationality, educational level and income bracket.  The presentation also gave information on the differences that arise in ESeC distributions via the use of information on Supervisors, making use of data from the Swiss Labour Force Survey.  It concluded with a comparison of the Swiss population characterised by ESeC classes, contrasting data from the Swiss Federal Population Census 2000 with Swiss Labour Force Survey Data for 2005.
Netherlands (Sue Westerman and Roel Schaart)

Application of the ESeC to Data from the Dutch LFS: a comparison between Years

The presentation reviewed the background to the use of socio-economic classifications at Statistics Netherlands.  Information from the Dutch Labour Force Survey was used to generate ESeC classes and results were presented showing the changing distribution of the population by ESeC classes over time.  Results showed that each class contained a substantial proportion of the population, ranging from 5 to 30 per cent, with one exception: class 5.  This group (farmers) contained less than 0.1% of the population.  Looking at how the distribution of ESeC classes had changed over time, it was shown that the strongest increase was for the salariat class, rising from 23% to 27% of the population between 1996 and 2005.  Other aspects of this presentation focused upon changes by gender and educational attainment levels.
Estonia (Merle Paats)
Application of ESeC in Estonian Social Surveys based on EU-SILC and LFS Data
In her detailed presentation based upon information from these two data sources, Ms Paats demonstrated the ease with which ESeC classes could be derived from constituent variables and revealed the similarity of the class distributions obtained from these two different data sources.  ESeC simplified classification was used for this purpose.  The presentation concluded with the observation that application of the full ESeC classification in Estonian statistics would require additional questions to clarify the nature of supervisory status.
Czech Republic (Jaroslava Fabiankova and Dalibor Holy)

ESeC and Gender

The Czech Statistical Office presented details of their first attempt to create ESeC single digit classes using the derivation matrix provided by the University of Essex.  Following a discussion of the variables that had been used for this purpose, information was presented on the gender differences, and an analysis of the relationship between gender, educational attainment and ESeC classes was shown in a graphical format.

Hungary (Elizabeth Lindner)
Structure of the Hungarian Population in Employment by ESeC
This presentation contrasted three different socio-economic classifications: the Hungarian SeC, the first version of ESeC and the current version.  Using data from both the Labour Force Survey and the Census 2001, the following observations were made.  First, information on supervisory activity within employment is only obtained from 14% of the employed population.  Second, the concept of a service relationship and a labour contract is problematical in Hungary where all officially contracted employees are covered by health and pension schemes, more usually associated with the service class employment relationship in other countries.

Germany (Manfred Ehling)

Activities to Implement ESeC in Germany

No visual presentation accompanied the discussion by Manfred Ehling of Statistiches Bundesamt.  The presentation highlighted activities which were currently being undertaken within Germany to develop ESeC classes.  These included the derivation of ESeC classes using time-use data and a review of earlier evidence on the generation of social classes (e.g. blue collar/white collar analyses).  Information on ESeC had been positively received within the German statistical office.
Finland (Riitta Poukka)
Operationalising ESeC in Finnish Statistical Sources, Finnish EU SILC and Census 2000
This presentation compared data from EU SILC 2004 (simple and full versions) with information based upon the Census 2000.  A comparison was also given between ESeC and the Finnish socio-economic classification (SOSS).  In concluding this presentation, questions were asked about the trend towards the use of administrative data sources and the problems that might arise from the lack of relevant information within such sources for the generation of ESeC classes.

United Kingdom (Figen Deviren)
European Social Classification: a validation exercise
Using Labour Force Survey data for autumn 2005, this presentation made a comparison between ESeC and the UK socio-economic classification (NS-SEC).  Foillowing a detailed exposition of differences between the two classifications by age and gender, an analysis of the predictive power of these two classifications in terms of the relationship with chronic morbidity was undertaken.  The conclusions from this analysis were that ESeC is broadly similar in performance compared with NS-SEC, but that further validation work was probably required to confirm this finding.

Sweden (Stina Asling and Leif Haldorson)
A comparison between the Swedish socio-economic classification and ESeC 
Data from the 2005 Labour Force Survey and the first round of the European Social Survey were used to contrast the Swedish Socio-economic Classification with ESeC.  Earlier data for Sweden derived from administrative sources had no relevant information on employment status; thus, the Swedish Socio-economic Classification was not easily comparable with ESeC.  The comparison between LFS and ESS showed a remarkable degree of agreement between these two sources.

Norway (Inger Haland)
Labour Market Statistics – How to Implement ESeC
Three different sources were interrogated to generate information on ESeC classes in Norwegian statistical sources.  These were: the Labour Force Survey, the Register on Employment, and information on Wage and Income Statistics.  While these sources varied in terms of the relevant information available to construct ESeC classes, the prospect existed of linking data on individuals with data on enterprises and workplaces to improve the quality of occupational coding and the nature of information available on supervisory responsibilities.  

France (Loup Wolff)

An insight into responses to the questions related to supervisory functions in 
French data sources since 1984

The Working Conditions Surveys conducted by INSEE in 1984, 1991, 1998 and 2005 include several questions on supervisory functions.  According to these statistical sources, there is a general trend towards less prestige attached to the role of supervisory work in firms: less qualified and lower placed in the wage hierarchies, employees who state that they supervise other workers have lost part of the prestige (symbolic hierarchies and wage scales) which they still enjoyed at the beginning of the Eighties.  Further support for this finding was obtained from the COI (Changements Organisationnels et Informatiques) which described the characteristics of supervisory tasks through ten specific questions.   This revealed that there was a trend towards a more heterogeneous composition of supervisors as a category.  In conclusion, this research indicated that, for France, the inclusion of supervisory functions as proposed for the prototype ESEC might not be stable over time. 
Related Developments 

Euroccupations and its Relevance to ESeC
(Judith Ruijter, AO consult)
This presentation, from a member of the leading team in the seven-country consortium funded under Framework Programme 6, detailed the work that would be undertaken to generate a detailed statistical resource for survey data coding in a cross-national and multi-lingual context.  A goal of this programme would be to develop common definitions of occupations at the most detailed level and to provide software coding tools to assist with harmonisation of occupation as a core variable in European surveys.
ESeC as a Core Variable: Next Steps
(Sylvain Jouhette, Eurostat)

In this brief presentation Sylvain Jouhette from Eurostat outlined plans for the discussion of core variables within the European statistical system which was on the agenda for the Social Statistics Directors Meeting, September 2006.  At this stage there were no plans to include ESeC as a core variable.  This would probably be achieved at a later stage and would include further discussion with NSIs based upon the work of the ESeC Consortium and the findings from this Workshop.
Summary and Next Steps

Panel discussion led by Peter Elias, with contributions from: INSEE, Eurostat, UK ONS and Slovenian Statistical Office
In opening this discussion Peter Elias made the following observations.  

· The work of the Consortium had shown that an ESeC prototype could be developed and implemented with ease by National Statistical Institutes across the European Union.

· The current ESeC prototype had revealed that there were variations in life chances between ESeC classes for those countries that had conducted such studies.

· Not all countries were agreed that the definition of groups within the ESeC prototype were the most appropriate.  However, there was general agreement that the conceptual basis of the classification should relate to the nature of the employment relationship.

· There was general agreement that there was more work to be done in specific areas, particularly: 

· further work to study the nature of employment relationships in different countries;
· further work to harmonise key classifying variables, particularly employment status and occupation;

· additional work to establish the type of information relating to supervisory responsibilities which would be sufficiently robust across all European countries to facilitate the incorporation of this information within the construction of the ESeC.

He proposed the following next steps as action that interested parties might like to consider.  First, there was a need to build and strengthen the network of collaboration between the academic community of interest and national statistical institutes.  Second, it now appeared likely that further research and development would best fit within Framework Programme 7.  Such work would stress the policy relevance of ESeC as a statistical indicator variable and would promote further academic research on the relationship between and ESeC and life chances in a European comparative framework.  Finally, there was a need to build upon important developments in the harmonisation work such as that contained within the Euroccupations programme.

Cécile Brousse, INSEE, Employment Unit

In her opening remarks to the panel discussion, Mme Brousse stated that INSEE is strongly in favour of the development of a harmonised classification of socio-economic classes. But on several occasions, INSEE has expressed reservations concerning the current project. She suggested that it was timely to indicate a few orientations to complete the construction of this classification

1.
A more precise theoretical framework 

The current project is at a crossroads.  It appears difficult to advance further without answering the following question: must we or must we not carry on referring to the Goldthorpe “class schema” and the employment relationship framework?

If the classification is based upon the concept of employment relationships, it is not a so-called socio-economic classification.  Not only does the choice to measure the relationship to employment and employment conditions make it difficult to construct a classification at household level, but patrimonial aspects are not taken into account whereas they are a very important component of social inequalities.

If the criterion of employment relationships determines the structure of the classification, it would appear necessary on the one hand to justify the grouping of large employers and some of their employees in the same class and on the other hand to take into account public sector occupations in the validation studies, or even in the classification itself.

If the long-run objective is to achieve a two level classification, it would be better to begin to agree on the second level of the classification, then to study the regroupings that can be proposed at level 1, leaving greater autonomy to potential users.

2.
A more complete statistical validation based on large sample European surveys

The construction phase of the classification should be better supported.  It should be based on sources produced by Eurostat (SILC, Time Use, LFS and ad hoc module) and not on surveys conducted on small samples (of the type of the European social survey) or on weakly comparable national surveys.  The classification should produce similar results when implemented in different sources.  The case of imperfect information should be given further attention (missing values, default coding, grouped ISCO codes, etc.) 

At this stage of the project, rather than starting from an intuitive proposal probably convenient for an Anglo-American labour market (and in fact very near from the British classification designed in 2002), several socio-economic classifications could be assessed.  Their advantages and drawbacks would be shown according to the application domains but also their relevance for each state could be considered individually.

The project should be more ambitious and be based on a richer collection of statistical sources.  In the exploratory phase, this could involve gathering a fairly large set of variables which could be used for the construction of the classification.  This should not be limited only to the collection of the variable on the supervising functions. 

Whatever the criterion retained to construct the European classification, the stability of socio-economic positions over time must be checked, at individual level and at collective level.  Thus, as for the employment relationships, initial work undertaken using French data tends, on the contrary, to show that these relationships are not stable over a medium period.  The share of wage-earners acting as supervisors has increased among the less qualified and decreased among the executives.
It also appears necessary to assess more precisely the quality of the international classification of occupations (relevance of headings, coding problems, international comparability).

The validation domains of the socio-economic classification should be much more varied than they are currently.  Several themes are absent from the validation work: transmission of social inequality, choice of spouse, cultural practices, consumption, and composition of patrimony.  To achieve such a goal, it seems necessary to introduce in harmonised surveys a module of variables required for the coding of the classification.

The move from individual classification to a household classification also deserves greater attention.  Rules should be specified regarding the switch from socio-economic position of the individual to that of the household to which he (or she) belongs (which would assume an examination of the relations of endogamy according to the variants of ESeC and the different rules that can be contemplated to define the reference person).

In its current version the classification is based on very theoretical denominations. In as much as the proposed tool has a descriptive aim it will play an important role in social debate.  It appears, therefore, necessary to check that the proposed nomenclature of the classification is easily understood and that it allows each respondent to classify him/herself in the classification.  Through ‘pilot’ surveys one would be able to implement tests of questionnaires capable of measuring the quality of self-classification.

3.
Taking more account of national specificities

The possibility of constructing ESeC from national classifications should be explored in a more systematic way, for France and for the other countries of the European Union.

The difficulties raised by the translations should be identified very promptly in the carrying out the project, because they often lead to misunderstanding.  Until now, language questions have been neglected whereas they are rich in information, and they reveal the variety of social representations as well as genuine national specificities with regard to social structures.

Finally, Mme Brousse stated that it was necessary to consider ways of consulting the various representatives of civil society at national and European levels: social partners (management and the workforce), researchers, administrations

Jan Thomas, ONS, Classifications and Harmonisation Unit
Ms Thomas stated that she was quite new to her post as Head of the Classifications and Harmonisation Unit, having started in that role on 1st March – but she has been at ONS since 1993 working on various surveys and the census.

The level of international collaboration and cooperation between the various NSI’s and with academics was impressive.  The amount of work in organising such a conference was considerable and Ms Thomas offered her thanks to the organisers.  The work that had gone into the various validation studies was very impressive and reinforced the need for a conference like this to share the various national experiences and to aid wider communication.

In terms of the degree of harmonisation that can be achieved, there are, for example, challenges within ONS in obtaining harmonised concepts and definitions between various surveys and the census - how much greater will the challenges of international harmonisation be?  Are we clear about these challenges?

With regard to the adoption of ESeC by NSIs - what is needed to get sufficient involvement into the project?  Some Southern and Eastern European countries should be involved, but how do we secure their input?  One suggestion is to outline the various advantages of ESeC and to promote and publicise them more prominently.  Various presenters have said that ESeC is internationally applicable and compatible and in the ‘ESeC in Health Inequalities’ paper presented by Erasmus there was a summary of the ESEC strengths (such as detailed descriptions of class variations and international overview and cross-national comparisons).  In his summary, Peter Elias indicated that ESeC is easy to use and costs nothing.  Perhaps if we bring all the various benefits together and publicise them to NSIs it might help to generate more take up?

A number of presentations have mentioned the problem of sample sizes being insufficient.  Have all the possible sources of data been considered?  Perhaps more census data could be used – from the longitudinal study - perhaps in the context of health?  

Accounting for all the differences between ESeC and national results is proving to be difficult and this needs to be taken into account when interpreting the results – perhaps countries should share experiences in what these differences are. 

In terms of suggestions for the next steps:

· Consolidate the benefits of ESeC, quantifying what they are – people seem surprised and pleased that it works so well – let’s let others know. 

· Push for wider NSI involvement.
· Explore other data sources for use with ESEC – including administrative sources.

· Italy commented that ESEC is proving to be a very useful tool in social research – but it is not really understood why it is performing better that national classifications - this needs further analysis and the results should prove very interesting.

Appendix 1

Letter of Invitation sent to the Directors of NSIs

Dear Director
Towards a European Socio-economic Classification

An invitation to participate in a Framework Programme 6 workshop to be held in Bled, Slovenia, 29th and 30th June 2006

You will already be aware of the various activities that have been going on as part of a European Union FP6 project to develop a harmonised European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC) for cross-national statistical purposes.  Plans are now in place for a major workshop to be held on 29-30 June in Bled, Slovenia, with the kind assistance of the Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia.  The workshop will focus upon practical problems and issues associated with the development, implementation and use of an ESeC by EU National Statistical Institutes (NSIs).  We hope that as many NSIs as possible will participate in this important event.  

We write to invite you to nominate one or more experts from your NSI to join us in Bled on the 29th and 30th June 2006.  You will see from the draft programme enclosed that day two of this event will be devoted to presentations from NSIs regarding the application of the ESeC.  In preparation for this, we are asking each NSI to apply the ESeC within a statistical source of your choosing; this may be at national or cross-national level (i.e. between two or more EU member states).  To facilitate this work we have placed a User Guide on the ESeC website http://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/esec/users/key/ESeC%20DraftUserGuideforNSIs.doc.  Should your staff wish to discuss this further with the ESeC development team, they can obtain further advice and guidance from Eric Harrison ekharr@essex.ac.uk.  There is also much general information about the work programme to develop this classification at www.iser.essex.ac.uk/esec/.
We have a budget within the ESeC project which will enable us to fund the accommodation and subsistence costs of one participant from each invited NSI.  This will cover:  up to a maximum of three nights’ accommodation and meals in Bled (at the Hotel Park), or two nights in Bled and one in Ljubljana; coach transportation between Ljubljana and Bled (for those arriving in and leaving from Ljubljana).  Participants will have to pay for travel costs between their home country and Slovenia (Ljubljana or Bled), and any out-of-pocket expenses/extra costs incurred (for example additional hotel expenditure).  You are most welcome to nominate a second participant who would be charged for accommodation, meals and local transportation as described above, at an inclusive cost of €450.

As a first step, please let Margaret Birch know by 3 April whether, in principle, your NSI will participate in the ESeC workshop in Bled.  We then need to have the name[s] of your nominated participant[s], together with a note indicating the broad nature of the presentation that he/she will make, by 15 April.  Please note that all communication concerning the Bled workshop should be sent in the first instance to Margaret (M.E.Birch@warwick.ac.uk) who will also be happy to deal with any questions regarding the arrangements.

We hope very much that your office will participate in this important development.

Yours sincerely
Margaret             Peter

Birch                   Elias
Appendix 2

Participants’ Contact Details
Bulgaria

Galya STATEVA - Chief expert

National Statistical Institute of Bulgaria
2, P. Volov str., 1038 Sofia

Email: GStateva@nsi.bg

Tel +359 2 9857 477; fax: +359 2 9857 488

Czech Republic

Jaroslava FABIANKOVA – Head, Classifications and Nomenclatures Section

Czech Statistical Office
Na padesatem 81, 100 82 Prague 10

Email:  jaroslava.fabiankova@czso.cz Tel+420 274 052 131; fax +420 274 052 414

Dalibor HOLY – Expert, Labour Statistics Section

Czech Statistical Office
Na padesatem 81, 100 82 Prague 10
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Appendix 3: Minutes of the ESeC Consortium Meeting
Hotel Park, Bled, 1st July 2006

Present:

Eric Bihagen 
Eric Harrison

Dorothy Watson 

Cécile Brousse
Magnus Nermo

Amanda Wilmot

Rhys Davies 
Walter Müller (Chair)

Loup Wolff

Peter Elias (Minutes secretary)
David Rose 

Professor Mueller welcomed members to the last meeting of the ESeC Consortium.  Apologies for absence had been received from Robert Erikson, Tony Schizzerotto and Chris Whelan.

1. Minutes of the last meeting (Lisbon, 15th  September, 2005)

1.1
Cécile Brousse stated that the minutes of the Lisbon meeting did not reflect the report of a discussion group in which she had participated.  It was agreed that Cécile Brousse would prepare a short report reflecting the discussion that had taken place within this group of Southern European countries (Spain, France, Italy and Portugal) and that this would be incorporated within the previously circulated minutes.  Subject to this amendment, the minutes would be approved by chair’s action and posted on the ESeC website.
Action: CB
2. Communication strategy

2.1
David Rose introduced this item; drawing the attention of consortium members to the draft outline he had circulated for a proposal to produce a book which would document the work of the consortium in seeking to develop a European Socio-economic classification.  He stressed that the outline was provisional and subject to revision in the light of member’s comments.  Consortium members were invited to discuss these proposals.

Action: All
2.2
Cécile Brousse asked for clarification on the status of this proposal.  If the book was designed to promote the current prototype ESeC developed under the FP6 contract, INSEE would be obliged to reject this proposal.  Further discussion led to clarification on this point.  The chair stated clearly that the book would represent the scientific record of the research conducted within the scope of the FP6 project.  As such, the French team would have complete freedom to register their views on the methods adopted by other members of the consortium to develop and validate the ESeC, and would have the opportunity to report the scientific work they had undertaken to advance their specific perspective for the development of an ESeC.  With this reassurance, the INSEE members agreed to co-operate with plans to develop a book proposal.

2.3
Dorothy Watson suggested that the current proposal could result in too many brief chapters (c. 15 chapters @ 6,000-8,000 words per chapter).  It was agreed that the structure of the book would be reviewed again when all potential contribution had been submitted as abstracts and following initial discussion with possible publishers.

2.4
Amanda Wilmot questioned whether or not the book represented a specific deliverable under the contract.  Members agreed that, although production of a book was mentioned in the contract, it was not a specific deliverable.  Nonetheless, there was general agreement that production of a book would represent a significant record of the work that had been achieved and was a desirable objective.  Ms Wilmot went on to stress that it would be important to have a strong editorial team to ensure that progress on the development of a book was achieved.  Professor Elias commented that, in his opinion, it should be the responsibility of the Essex team to co-ordinate the efforts required to produce such a book.  Cécile Brousse commented that it was difficult for her to express an opinion on the editorial process, given that her experience was restricted to situations where INSEE had complete editorial control over the publication process.  Professor Mueller commented that he had previously published joint work with INSEE authors and that no particular editorial problems had arisen in this process.

Website development

2.5
Professor Mueller congratulated the Essex team on the work they had undertaken to develop the ESeC website.  Eric Harrison commented that this was still subject to modification in the light of comments from those who had accessed the site.  Cécile Brousse commented that she had not found particular documents on the website.  Eric Harrison agreed to liaise with Cecille Brousse to determine whether or not this reflected the ‘navigability’ of the website.



Action: EH, CB

2.6
Professor Rose pointed out that the website was a project deliverable, and that all validation studies, conference reports, etc. should be available on the website for public consumption.

2.7
Consortium members had a lengthy discussion concerning the status of the website as a vehicle to promote the prototype ESeC.  It was agreed that the website was the essential scientific record of the project.  As such, it should accurately reflect all issues discussed by the consortium in their development of the prototype, their scientific findings, their debates, areas of agreement and disagreement on scientific issues.

2.8
Amanda Wilmot stated that the Office for National Statistics was planning to circulate a short report on the project across UK government departments.  Cécile Brousse objected to this plan, stating that this might fail to represent the views of INSEE.  The chair intervened in this discussion, stressing that it was most important that the consortium members should achieve complete transparency in their dissemination plans.  There could be no suggestion that any dissemination activities could be inhibited at this stage, whilst underlining the importance that members should be quite clear about what the project had achieved and had not achieved.

User guide

2.9
Eric Harrison introduced this item, describing work he had done to make an online user guide to the prototype ESeC.  Cécile Brousse stated that it should be quite clear to the users of such a guide that this had not been approved by the INSEE team, and that INSEE had serious reservations about the procedures that had been adopted to develop the prototype.

2.10
Following further discussions and clarification, members agreed that there was no need to incorporate such a statement within the user guide.  Information concerning the views of the INSEE team would be clearly represented elsewhere, in validation studies and the minutes of meetings.  The user guide was simply a step-by-step instruction manual guiding national statisticians in the development of a prototype ESeC using their national data.  Members agreed to consider renaming the document from ‘User Guide’ to ‘Instruction Manual’ or some similar title to reflect the fact the status of this document. 
Action: EH
3.
Eurostat and the Statistical Programme Committee

3.1
Members agreed that they would await the outcome of the September meeting at which Sylvain Jouhette would report upon the progress made upon the FP6 project to the statistical Programme Committee.  It was likely that Eurostat would recommend adoption of ESeC as a core variable at ‘a later stage’.  This would facilitate further time for the consortium to extend and develop its work (see next item).

4.
Further development and research

4.1
There was general agreement among consortium members that further research was needed to resolve a number of difficult issues they had encountered in the development work.  David Rose indicated that a bid to undertake such work might be accommodated under the ‘statistical indicators’ heading within FP7.  Peter Elias suggested that is would be useful to undertake preparatory work using the post 2005 harmonised Labour Force Survey series to allow teams to explore the potential these data offered to resolve the problem they had identified.



Action: DR, PE, EH

5.
Administrative matters

5.1
Amanda Wilmot raised a number of administrative issues that had been brought to her attention by Peter Betts.  These included:

· reporting requirements for the final stage of the project

· audit certificates

· timesheets and cost statements

It was agreed that Peter Betts would email all consortium members with full details of these issues and the information he required.

Action: PB
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