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Paper 1.0
Comments on the ESeC Matrices from Partners and Experts

Suggestions for adjusting the ISCO88-ESeC-Matrix

(by MZES group, Germany)

· Most suggestions are incorporated into the spread-sheet 
(file name: “comments on beta matrix (Germany) 01-19-2005.xls”)

· Here are a few general comments:

In general, we find the assignment of class codes convincing and very well done. 

Most of the problems we found are related to the general discussion about classes 6, 7, and 8, that is already mentioned on page 12 of the EseCClass-document. It mainly concerns ISCO88 Codes 7000-9999. Given the specific conditions in Germany, the old EGP classes V, VI, VII appear clearly more sensible than the present version described in the ISCO88-ESeC-Matrix. In Germany, it is difficult to distinguish between class 7 and 8. A clearly more important distinction in Germany is between skilled and unskilled positions (due to the high relevance of the apprenticeship criterion for recruitment into so called Facharbeiter (skilled) positions. 

In order to check which of the ISCO88-codes are skilled rather than unskilled we used frequency distributions of ISCO88-COM by job description as skilled or unskilled (Data are from a large German survey data base (Cumulative German Social Survey, Socio-Economic Panel GSOEP etc. and from the Microcensus). ISCO88 codes, for which the clear majority of jobs are described as skilled should be considered as ESEC_6 (or in the EGP-version as VI), and we have indicated this in the Comments-column, that we have added to the matrix (indicated by “S”). We need a general discussion which ESEC-code to assign in this case, but as things are now, we would suggest ESEC_6 for all SUP  EMP and SC.

We also think it would be sensible to create a code for a class more or less similar to EGP IIIB, to which most employees of ISCO88  4222, 4223, 5113, 5121, 5123, 5133, 5139, 5141- 5149, 5169, 5220 and some others could be assigned 

We did not check yet the frequency distributions for the SC column codes. 

We agree with the allocation of self-employment 1200-1239 (all ESEC1 if size>9) because of very small numbers of self-employeds and in ISCO_3digit we will not be able to differentiate anyhow. 

Conceptual flaw: Page 5  “The  notion of skill has no part in the conception of ESEC” stands in contrast to the educational criteria mentioned to distinguish between classes I and II in various other parts of the documents. 

Is it sensible to allocate self-employed to both classes ESEC1 and ESEC2? What are the criteria to allocate to either ESEC1 or ESEC2?
David Rose's Response to German Team's Comments

On managers, I tend to agree with you. Our employment relations data suggest that most ISCO 1300 managers are not really managers at all and even many in the 1200 range look problematic. We are looking at ways in which the problems might be dealt with.

So far as skilled occupations are concerned, UK employment relations data are quite clear: most skilled occupations have employment relations that are similar to those of semi- and unskilled occupations.

Hence there are only about 4% in the UK NS-SEC Class 5 - the equivalent of EGP V - who are 'skilled workers'. The rest of this class are supervisors. I had assumed, with some evidence to support me, that many skilled occupations have been deskilled with consequent effects for their employment relations - skilled occupations have become easier for employers to monitor and control. The occupations concerned may still require apprenticeships, as in Germany, but they do not benefit from better employment relations than the rest of the working class. So are you saying that there is evidence in Germany that Facharbeiter have better employment relations than the rest of the working class?

In any case, Eric is going to take a more detailed look at skilled occupations in the UK to see if we can understand the issue better.

On the idea of having a class similar to EGP IIIb, I entirely agree. Moreover, I also agree with you about EGP classes V, VI and VII. When I produced the ESeC blueprint, I was too dominated by thoughts of the UK NS-SEC. Moreover, since that time I have looked in more detail at what I call the 'IIIb problem'. As I said in one of my papers issued with the matrix, I have been working on an alternative, and I think better schema and matrix.

UK employment relations data indicate that there are rather more of these 'IIIb occupations' than EGP assumed and that they have better employment relations (ERs) than lower supervisors/lower technicians (i.e. skilled workers) but less good ERs than intermediate occupations in ESeC Class 3/EGP IIIa. In other words, IIIb occupations are not like those in EGP VII and should not collapse to VII.

Equally, I also agree that the distinction between the current ESeC classes 7 and 8 is not really significant in employment relations terms but that the one between ESeC 6 and 7 and 8 combined is important.

Hence, the attached V2.1 matrix. It has 9 classes. The Class IIIb occs (rather more OUGs than you mention according to UK ER data) would form Class 6 on their own. Class 7 combines lower supervisors and intermediate technicians (the 'super' skilled working class whose ERs in the UK are a little below those of Class 3 but superior to the traditional skilled workers). Class 8 is the lower technicians or 'skilled' working class; and Class 9 is the routine or 'semi- and unskilled' working class. What do you think of this alternative matrix?

I prefer it.

On the rules for allocating the professional self-employed between Classes 1 and 2: large employers go to Class 1 regardless of whether they are higher or lower professional occupations (or indeed non-professional) in class terms. The self-employed and small employers go to the class indicated for professional employees on the grounds that we have to assume (for professionals) that the situation of the self-employed professional reflects that of the employee professional -a point made at the London workshop by Robert in response to Dominique.

Finally, on my mention of educational criteria, I plead guilty. What I was suggesting, I think, was that, given John Goldthorpe's paper on employment contracts, we might sometimes (rather shakily!) infer things about employment relations in terms of human capital, but not (in the UK) in the case of skilled occupations it seems! But your point is well taken.

First Response from Walter Mueller to DR's Comments

We looked at the ESEC classification matrix again. In most of the points you make in your comments we very much agree with your suggestions.

In particular, we think, that that your matrix V2.1 is clearly superior to the previous version. This concerns the special treatment of EGP IIIb occupations as well as the revised coding for the several technician and working classes. We also very much agree with most of the occ assignments to the newly defined classes.

The one major issue that still concerns the special issue of the German Facharbeiter. Here we will try to produce some empirical evidence concerning the employment relationship in those occs that are mainly occupied by Facharbeiter in Germany.as compared to occs with only a minority of Facharbeiter. We will have these results for the Paris meeting, and we can then decide, whether we might treat differently the Facharbeiter-occs in Germany than the same occs in other countries that do not have comparable Facharbeiter-institutions.

We will also try to produce some ESEC-frequencies for Germany with the matrix V2.1, in order to have some realistic assessment on the distributions produced by the matrix.

It might be very helpful to have such distributions for other countries as well, and we would suggest, asking our colleagues to produce such distributions or could you do this perhaps with Eurostat LFS data for various countries?
Second Response from Walter Mueller

We have done some further work concerning the coding of lower technical occupations in the German case. We suggested re-classifying a number of occupations into the group of lower technical (‘skilled’) occupations. We have now produced a few tabulations to inform that decision.

(1) (On the following 3 pages) in table 1 you will find a list of occupations which we suggest to re-classify to a new category of Qualified Workers to which we have assigned the code 10 instead of 9 in V2.1. They may later be collapsed with lower technical occupations. 

(2) Tables 2 and 3 show ESeC frequency distributions as generated from V2.1 of the ESeC matrix and the new class 10 as described in (1), based on data from G-SOEP 2000 and 2002.

In terms of proportions, occupations coded 10 are quite numerous. They amount to about 6% of those employed. If collapsed with code 9, this produces a class of routine workers that is about twice as large as ESeC Class 8 in 2.1. ESeC Class 9 would be much larger than what we are used to having as EGP Class VIIab. If occupations coded 10 are combined with ESeC Class 8, then the proportions would look much more reasonable.

Jean-Marie Jungblut will circulate a few more tables later showing the distributions of various employment conditions by ESeC classes. These tables also indicate that occupations coded 10 in general are more similar to ESeC 8 than 9.

Note: DR will circulate these tables asap.

Table 1: Occupations suggested to be recoded from ESEC class 9 to new class 10

   ISCO      EMP      NEW

 7111.00     9.00    10.00

 7122.00     9.00    10.00

 7123.00     9.00    10.00

 7124.00     9.00    10.00

 7129.00     9.00    10.00

 7131.00     9.00    10.00

 7132.00     9.00    10.00

 7133.00     9.00    10.00

 7134.00     9.00    10.00

 7135.00     9.00    10.00

 7139.00     9.00    10.00

 7141.00     9.00    10.00

 7211.00     9.00    10.00

 7212.00     9.00    10.00

 7213.00     9.00    10.00

 7214.00     9.00    10.00

 7215.00     9.00    10.00

 7223.00     9.00    10.00

 7322.00     9.00    10.00

 7324.00     9.00    10.00

 7344.00     9.00    10.00

 7411.00     9.00    10.00

 7422.00     9.00    10.00

 7423.00     9.00    10.00

 7433.00     9.00    10.00

 7434.00     9.00    10.00

 7436.00     9.00    10.00

 7437.00     9.00    10.00

 8121.00     9.00    10.00

 8160.00     9.00    10.00

 8251.00     9.00    10.00

 8252.00     9.00    10.00

Table 2: ESEC ='European Socio-Economic Class Scheme' Year 2000 from SOEP
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                                                                   FrequencyPercentValid PercentCumulative Percent

    1    Large employers, higher managerial and higher professional o1522     11.3   11.6         11.6              
       
   2   Lower managerial and lower professional occupations         2416     17.9   18.4         30.1              
       
   3   Intermediate clerical, services and sales occupations       2514     18.6   19.2         49.3              
       
   4   Self employed and small employers (non-professional exc agri660      4.9    5.0          54.3              
       
   5   Self employed and small employers in agriculture etc        70       .5     .5           54.8              
       
   6   Lower clerical, services and sales occupations              1122     8.3    8.6          63.4              
       
   7   Lower supervisory and intermediate technical occupations    540      4.0    4.1          67.5              
       
   8   Lower technical occupations                                 1272     9.4    9.7          77.3              
       
   9   Routine occupations                                         2141     15.9   16.3         93.6              
       
  10   New category of Qualified Workers                           838      6.2    6.4          100.0             
       
       Total                                                       13095    97.1   100.0                          

MissingSystem                                                      395      2.9                                   

Total                                                               13490    100.0                                 


Table 3 ESEC  ='European Socio-Economic Class Scheme' Year 2002 from SOEP

 


                                                                   FrequencyPercentValid PercentCumulative Percent

Valid  Large employers, higher managerial and higher professional o1435     12.5   13.0         13.0              
       
       Lower managerial and lower professional occupations         2092     18.3   18.9         31.8              
       
       Intermediate clerical, services and sales occupations       2239     19.6   20.2         52.1              
       
       Self employed and small employers (non-professional exc agri531      4.6    4.8          56.9              
       
       Self employed and small employers in agriculture etc        57       .5     .5           57.4              
       
       Lower clerical, services and sales occupations              916      8.0    8.3          65.6              
       
       Lower supervisory and intermediate technical occupations    432      3.8    3.9          69.5              
       
       Lower technical occupations                                 1012     8.8    9.1          78.7              
       
       Routine occupations                                         1717     15.0   15.5         94.2              
       
       New category of Qualified Workers                           644      5.6    5.8          100.0             
       
       Total                                                       11075    96.7   100.0                          

MissingSystem                                                      377      3.3                                   

Total                                                               11452    100.0                                 

Swedish comments on ESeC Matrix Version Beta 2.1

1) The first issue that we want to raise regards the difference between lower level managers and supervisors. Similar positions may be called differently in different countries. In the case of Sweden we believe that making this distinction is unnecessary and may in some cases produce inaccurate ESeC codes. For example your matrix allocates a supervisor with ISCO code 0110 in ESeC category 2. However, if we instead only have information about “Managers < 10”, the matrix regard it as an impossible combination (marked x), and therefore allocate the respondent to ESeC category 3 (which is the default category according to the column SC). Would it not be better to collapse these two columns in the matrix into one, so that “managers with less than 10 subordinates” and “supervisors” receive the same ESeC code?

2) Self-employed in agriculture is a small category in Sweden (about 1.5%). The default category with no additional information, which in most circumstances will not be available, should be ESeC category 5. Farmers who have persons employed all year (not family members) should probably be coded in ESeC category 1.

3) We would like to discuss if the default ESeC category for the following ISCO codes should be 1. Likewise we ought to discuss the default ESeC (category 2) for ISCO category 1300. 
	1200
	Corporate managers nothing else specified

	1210
	Directors and chief executives

	1220
	Production and operations managers

	1221
	Production and operations managers in agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing

	1222
	Production and operations managers in manufacturing

	1223
	Production and operations managers in construction

	1224
	Production and operations managers in wholesale and retail trade

	1225
	Production and operations managers in restaurants and hotels

	1226
	Production and operations managers in transport, storage and communications

	1227
	Production and operations managers in business services enterprises

	1228
	Production and operations managers in personal care, cleaning and related services

	1229
	Production and operations managers not elsewhere classified

	1231
	Finance and administration managers

	1232
	Personnel and industrial relations managers

	1233
	Sales and marketing managers

	1234
	Advertising and public relations managers

	1235
	Supply and distribution managers

	1236
	Computing services managers

	1237
	Research and development managers

	1239
	Other specialist managers not elsewhere classified


4) Swedish data suggests that the default ESeC category for the ISCO category 2149 “Architects, engineers and related professionals not elsewhere classified” and ISCO category 2229 “Health professionals (except nursing) not elsewhere classified” should be 1.

5) ISCO OUG 3142 “Ships' deck officers and pilots” and 3143 “Aircraft pilots and related associate professionals” should be allocated in the same ESeC category. Our data suggests that both these two OUGs include several “related associate professionals” that should be allocated to ESeC category 2. We therefore believe that these OUGs should be allocated to ESeC category 2.

6) ISCO OUG 3225 “Dental assistants” and 3228 “Pharmaceutical assistants” should be allocated to ESeC category 2.

7) All Swedish nurses should be allocated to ESeC category 2. We therefore believe that also ISCO OUG 3231 and 3232 “Nursing and midwifery associate professionals” should be allocated in ESeC category 2.

8) In case of Sweden we believe that ISCO OUG 4142 Mail carriers and sorting clerks should be allocated in ESeC category 9.

9) Why is ISCO OUG 5113 “Travel guide” allocated in ESeC category 9 instead of ESeC category 6?

10) We believe that ISCO OUGs 5161 “Fire-fighters” and 5163 “Prison guards” should be allocated in ESeC category 6.

11) We believe that ISCO OUGs 7320 “Potters, glass-makers and related trades workers” should be allocated in ESeC category 8.

12) Validation from Swedish data suggests that the default ESeC (SC column) for the following categories should not be ESeC 4 (self employed), but 8 or 9. 

	7000
	Craft and related workers nes.

	7100
	Extraction and building trades workers nes

	7113
	Stone splitters, cutters and carvers

	7121
	Builders

	7122
	Bricklayers and stonemasons

	7123
	Concrete placers, concrete finishers and related workers

	7124
	Carpenters and joiners

	7129
	Building frame and related trades workers not elsewhere classified

	7131
	Roofers

	7132
	Floor layers and tile setters

	7133
	Plasterers

	7134
	Insulation workers

	7135
	Glaziers

	7136
	Plumbers and pipe fitters

	7141
	Painters and related workers

	
	

	9142
	Vehicle, window and related cleaners


David Rose’s Response to the Swedish Team

With regard to the default or SC categories, the matrix indicates what is true for the UK. Inevitably, SC values will vary from country to country, depending upon which is the modal combination for OUG and employment status. Equally, the default/SC code as given in the matrix will change if we decide to make changes to the modal OUG/ES class value. Hence, for example, if we were to decide that some managerial OUGs in Minor Group 121 should be changed from ESeC 1 to ESeC 2, then the SC or default value would change from 1 to 2. These observations have relevance for points 1), 3) and 12).

As far as 1) is concerned, the reason that 0110 has no permissible code for managers is that, by definition, managers cannot be in this OUG (nor, indeed, in any other OUG except for those in Minor Groups 121 and 131). The way the matrix would work, as I said in my validation notes, would be to disallow any invalid or incompatible combination of OUG and employment status present in a dataset. This frequently happens, of course, and is the result of a measurement error, i.e. either the OUG has been wrongly coded or the employment status is incorrect or is missing. The matrix gives priority to the OUG. Therefore, the matrix only allows managerial status for cases allocated to a managerial OUG. This is the UK practice. The alternative would be to open up the managerial cells for all OUGs. This would greatly increase the number of managers and thus the sizes of Classes 1 and 2. This is the dilemma. How should we resolve it?
Of course, I agree that in many cases it is difficult to distinguish supervisors and lower level managers. This is readily apparent for some OUGs in Minor Group 121 and for most in Minor Group 131. It is one of the major issues we have to address at the Paris meeting and relates to your point 3).
I have sympathy for your point 2), but will the current matrix work in these terms? Will we always know if employees are full-time or part-time?
Your detailed points 4) – 11) will be included in the decision table I am preparing for the Paris meeting.

Italian Criterion Validation

As a first point we applied the ESeC derivation matrix to the Italian data coming from the first three waves of the Italian Household Longitudinal Survey (Ilfi). In this table we show the frequency distribution of ESeC classes.  

	Iscoesec
	F.
	%
	Cum.

	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	1101
	5,12
	5,12

	2
	2020
	9,39
	14,51

	3
	3427
	15,93
	30,44

	4
	2400
	11,16
	41,6

	5
	614
	2,85
	44,45

	6
	1912
	8,89
	53,34

	7
	3845
	17,87
	71,21

	8
	6193
	28,79
	100

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	21512
	100
	 


As we can see, almost 15% of the work episodes are captured by the first two classes (i.e. large employers, higher managerial and professional occupations and lower managerial and professional occupations). Less than 30% of the episodes are captured by class 8 (routine occupations). The picture of the Italian occupational stratification coming out from the above exercise turns out to be quite different from that we are familiar with. Namely, the size of ESeC class 1 and 2 appear definitely larger than we would expect. Obviously, the opposite holds in case of class 8. To put it otherwise, we would say that from ESeC derivation matrix Italian society seems to be much closer to a post-industrial society than it is usually thought by most Italian scholars of sociology and economics.

To give a more precise overview of the supposed discrepancy between ESeC and our standard representation of the Italian occupational structure we developed a new distribution of the ESeC classes size using an Italian occupational prestige scale. We are fully aware that a prestige scale is not based on employment reltions. Nonetheless, ee would expect that the overall shape of the distribution of scale scores should vary, at least partly, according to power relationships between classes.

	Esec
	F.
	%
	Cum.

	  
	 
	 
	 

	1
	420
	1,95
	1,95

	2
	935
	4,35
	6,3

	3
	2380
	11,06
	17,36

	4
	2309
	10,73
	28,1

	5
	633
	2,94
	31,04

	6
	270
	1,26
	32,29

	7
	3066
	14,25
	46,55

	8
	11499
	53,45
	100

	 

	Total
	21512
	100
	 


As you can see from the above table, using our occupational scale as a banchmark to classify occupation within each Esec class, we record  a general downward shift of the whole class distribution. We can see how, together, the first and second Esec classes account now for only about 6% of the total work episodes. Esec class 8 accounts now for a half of the total work episodes.

In order to show more precisely the discrepancies between the two above attempts of computing the “actual” size of the Italian Esec classes, we crosstabulated the Esec variable obtained using the derivation matrix (iscoesec) by the esec variable obtained using the prestige scale (esec) on Italian society (ILFI data). There are high interchanges between contiguous cells and in particular between class 1 and 2; 2 and 3; 3 and 7; 7 and 8. These cells are the main source of the differences registered between the two class distributions. 

	
	esec
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	iscoesec
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	374
	557
	101
	131
	17
	0
	64
	6
	1250

	1
	29,92
	44,56
	8,08
	10,48
	1,36
	0
	5,12
	0,48
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	25
	334
	1089
	146
	4
	5
	496
	1
	2100

	2
	1,19
	15,9
	51,86
	6,95
	0,19
	0,24
	23,62
	0,05
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	1
	1160
	29
	0
	12
	1921
	304
	3427

	3
	0
	0,03
	33,85
	0,85
	0
	0,35
	56,05
	8,87
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	21
	25
	10
	1990
	23
	0
	24
	95
	2188

	4
	0,96
	1,14
	0,46
	90,95
	1,05
	0
	1,1
	4,34
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	0
	0
	7
	589
	0
	0
	1
	597

	5
	0
	0
	0
	1,17
	98,66
	0
	0
	0,17
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	253
	6
	1651
	1912

	6
	0
	0,1
	0
	0
	0
	13,23
	0,31
	86,35
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	15
	10
	0
	0
	0
	555
	3265
	3845

	7
	0
	0,39
	0,26
	0
	0
	0
	14,43
	84,92
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	1
	10
	6
	0
	0
	0
	6176
	6193

	8
	0
	0,02
	0,16
	0,1
	0
	0
	0
	99,73
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	420
	935
	2380
	2309
	633
	270
	3066
	11499
	21512

	
	1,95
	4,35
	11,06
	10,73
	2,94
	1,26
	14,25
	53,45
	100


We noted that the reason of the above differences can be found in the Esec Derivation matrix, where we registered a general upward shift in the attribution of Esec codes. In particular we need to report on inappropriate attributions of esec class membership when studying Italian society. Isco codes between 4000 and 4221 with supervisory function should be collocated in class 6 (and not in class 2); Isco codes between 4000 and 4221 used for employees should be collocated in class 7 (and not in class 3).

In order to obtain an indication about the “appropriate” size of Esec class 1 and 2 in Italy, we carried on a third experiment, using data coming from the first wave of ECHP. We decided to identify esec classes 1 and 2 by crossing Isco-88 codes with a variable containing informations about the level of supervision requested by the interviewed’s job. The percentage of episodes in the first two classes don’t go further than 9%.

Turning to the Italian ECHP data, we met a further problem in developping a sound Esec classification. Expressly, in the ECHP dataset we found several “shared” codes for different isco two digits codes. 

In particular we found a “shared”code 3132 for 3100 and 3200; 3334 for 3300 and 3400; 7174 for 7100 and 7400; 8183 for 8100 and 8300. In some cells of the two digits Esec derivation matrix these codes should be treated as different. 

In the tables below we indicate what happens by treating these codes in different ways.

The first difference consists in the dimensions of class 2 and class 4 when treating codes 3132 and 3334. The second difference consists in the dimensions of class 6 and class 8 when treating codes 7174 and 8183.

Tab. 1: Esec classes. ECHP, first wave, Italy. Class 32 treated as 31, 34 as 33.

	iscoesec
	Freq.
	Percent
	Cum.

	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	551
	7,11
	7,11

	2
	736
	9,5
	16,61

	3
	1458
	18,82
	35,43

	4
	1282
	16,55
	51,97

	5
	335
	4,32
	56,3

	6
	917
	11,84
	68,13

	7
	916
	11,82
	79,96

	8
	1553
	20,04
	100

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	7748
	100
	 


Tab. 2: Esec classes. ECHP, first wave, Italy. Class 31 treated as 32, 34 as 33.

	iscoesec
	Freq.
	Percent
	Cum.

	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	551
	7,11
	7,11

	2
	521
	6,72
	13,84

	3
	1702
	21,97
	35,8

	4
	1253
	16,17
	51,97

	5
	335
	4,32
	56,3

	6
	917
	11,84
	68,13

	7
	916
	11,82
	79,96

	8
	1553
	20,04
	100

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	7748
	100
	 


Tab. 3: Esec classes. ECHP, first wave, Italy. Class 32 treated as 31, 33 as 34.

	iscoesec
	Freq.
	Percent
	Cum.

	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	551
	7,11
	7,11

	2
	1280
	16,52
	23,63

	3
	1458
	18,82
	42,45

	4
	1168
	15,07
	57,52

	5
	335
	4,32
	61,85

	6
	917
	11,84
	73,68

	7
	486
	6,27
	79,96

	8
	1553
	20,04
	100

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	7748
	100
	 


Tab. 4: Esec classes. ECHP, first wave, Italy. Class 31 treated as 32, 33 as 34.

	iscoesec
	Freq.
	Percent
	Cum.

	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	551
	7,11
	7,11

	2
	1065
	13,75
	20,86

	3
	1702
	21,97
	42,82

	4
	1139
	14,7
	57,52

	5
	335
	4,32
	61,85

	6
	917
	11,84
	73,68

	7
	486
	6,27
	79,96

	8
	1553
	20,04
	100

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	7748
	100
	 


Tab. 5: Esec classes. ECHP, first wave, Italy. Class 74 treated as 71, 83 as 81.

	iscoesec
	Freq.
	Percent
	Cum.

	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	551
	7,11
	7,11

	2
	736
	9,5
	16,61

	3
	1458
	18,82
	35,43

	4
	1282
	16,55
	51,97

	5
	335
	4,32
	56,3

	6
	917
	11,84
	68,13

	7
	916
	11,82
	79,96

	8
	1553
	20,04
	100

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	7748
	100
	 


Tab. 6: Esec classes. ECHP, first wave, Italy. 71 treated as 74, 83 as 81.

	iscoesec
	Freq.
	Percent
	Cum.

	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	551
	7,11
	7,11

	2
	736
	9,5
	16,61

	3
	1458
	18,82
	35,43

	4
	1282
	16,55
	51,97

	5
	335
	4,32
	56,3

	6
	1498
	19,33
	75,63

	7
	916
	11,82
	87,45

	8
	972
	12,55
	100

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	7748
	100
	 


Tab.7: Esec classes. ECHP, first wave, Italy. 74 treated as 71, 81 as 83.

	iscoesec
	Freq.
	Percent
	Cum.

	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	551
	7,11
	7,11

	2
	736
	9,5
	16,61

	3
	1458
	18,82
	35,43

	4
	1282
	16,55
	51,97

	5
	335
	4,32
	56,3

	6
	676
	8,72
	65,02

	7
	916
	11,82
	76,85

	8
	1794
	23,15
	100

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	7748
	100
	 


Tab. 8: Esec classes. ECHP, first wave, Italy. 71 as 74, 81 as 83.

	iscoesec
	Freq.
	Percent
	Cum.

	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	551
	7,11
	7,11

	2
	736
	9,5
	16,61

	3
	1458
	18,82
	35,43

	4
	1282
	16,55
	51,97

	5
	335
	4,32
	56,3

	6
	1257
	16,22
	72,52

	7
	916
	11,82
	84,34

	8
	1213
	15,66
	100

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	7748
	100
	 


What of the above solutions do you think are more reliable?

As a last check regarding Esec matrix, we took the data coming from the Italian labour forces survey caried out by Istat (RCFL, 2004, first trimester), and did pretty much the same we tried with ECHP before. Even in this case class 1 and class 2 capture about 8-9% of the episodes.

We would maintain that Italy is not yet a post-industrial society. We are fully aware that this judgement is a relative one, howver. We mean that if it turns out that in UK ESEC classes 1 and 2 are much bigger than their Italian counterparts, we won’t find any problem in using the first matrix appearing in these pages. Nonetheless we would suggest that you could usely compare the Italian and other EU countries sizes of different class giving a glance either to Erikson and Goldthorpe’s Constant Flux or to the more recent Social Mobility in Europe edited by Richard Breen.

David Rose’s Response to Italian Team’s Comments
Thanks for your comments on the ESeC matrix. As you will see from my comments below, I wasn’t completely clear what you had done and in addition there were some issues you didn’t address. With regard to the latter, there are no detailed comments on the matrix or the Italian crosswalk to ISCO. 

With regard to your submission, I find it difficult to understand precisely what you have done in your analyses. I can see that you have constructed ESeC using the Italian Household Longitudinal Survey, come up with a result that surprises you (more cases than expected in Classes 1 and 2, less in Class 8), then compared this with an ESeC based on an (unexplained) occupational prestige measure. In the IHLS analyses you talk about ‘episodes’. Does this mean that the analysis takes as the base for the percentages all occupations reported by respondents to the IHLS over their lifetimes to date or over the first three waves? If so, this will, of course, greatly increase the proportionate importance of  occupations that people frequently move in and out of, such as in Classes 7 and 8, and reduce the importance of Classes 1 and 2 where tenure is longer. If I am right, it would be better too report only the current occupations of IHLS respondents.

Second, you conclude that (for Italy) virtually all occupations in the ISCO4000-4200 range should be Class 6 for supervisors and 7 for employees. Why? To me, this implies not simply an expanded EGP ‘IIIb’ (part of our Class 7) but an annihilation of Class 3 (equivalent to EGP IIIa). This puzzles me. It makes me wonder how you construct EGP for Italy, especially for EGP IIIa and b and I and II. I would have thought that, if anything, the sizes of Classes 1 and 2 in Italy for ESeC are too low, not too high. EGP figures I have seen for Italy (calculated by Leiulsfrud and Bison) suggest 8% in EGP I and 17% in EGP II. And, as I have said, your suggestion for ISCO4000-4200 would reduce the size of Class 3, too.

Maybe I have misunderstood something?

I will get back to you on the ECHP analyses when I have had chance to consider the problems once I have seen your crosswalk.

Response from Toni Schizzerotto
The problem with ECHP data regarding Italy comes from the peculiar way used to classify occupations belonging to different main categories of Isco 88. For instance, code 3132, in the ECHP version of Isco digits, does not refer to a specific group of jobs belonging to category 3100. On the contrary, it represents a collapse of all occupations that, in principle, should be placed either in category 3100 or in category 3200. The same holds for codes 1112, 2122, 3334, 7174, 7273, and 8183 appearing in ECHP.
Regarding our suggestion to place some occupations belonging to Isco 88 categories 4100 and 4200 in ESEC class 7 (or 6 when supervising somebody else), rather than in class 3 (or 2), derives from the observation that, at least in Italy, the average skills required by these occupation – as well as the specific employment relation experienced by their incumbents and their social standing – are far lower than those required in order to perform standard white collar jobs.
We agree on the fact that non manual routine employees in the intermediate grades could be allocated to E-ESeC class 3, but we also think that their counterparts in the lower grades have to be placed in class 7. The problem is that Isco places in the same main category both intermediate and lower grade non manual employees. The following table should clarify our point. Take, for instance, occupations placed in Isco 4111. One fifth of them should be classified as routine non manual employees, intermediate grade, and, then, placed in ESEC class 3, while the remaining four fifth should be allocated in class 7. The same holds for the other categories listed in the table.
	Isco-88
	Intermediate qualification level
	Lower qualification level
	Total
	

	 
	
	
	
	

	4111
	17,98
	82,02
	100
	89

	4112
	31,25
	68,75
	100
	16

	4113
	61,19
	38,81
	100
	67

	4114
	16,67
	83,33
	100
	6

	4115
	37,95
	62,05
	100
	419

	4121
	95,79
	4,21
	100
	522

	4122
	91,67
	8,33
	100
	12

	4131
	32,75
	67,25
	100
	229

	4132
	83,72
	16,28
	100
	43

	4133
	75,51
	24,49
	100
	49

	4141
	42,86
	57,14
	100
	21

	4142
	18,18
	81,82
	100
	77

	4143
	28,57
	71,43
	100
	7

	4190
	28,47
	71,53
	100
	295

	4212
	0
	100
	100
	30

	4213
	0
	100
	100
	3

	4215
	66,67
	33,33
	100
	15

	4221
	41,18
	58,82
	100
	17

	4222
	21,13
	78,87
	100
	71

	Total
	51,41
	48,59
	100
	1988


This is one of the reasons why we told you that the rules of placing Isco codes in Esec classes generate a general upgrading of the Italian class structure.

Of course, the above remarks are simply intended to stress what we think could be a problem. We mean that we are ready to discuss it and to accept your suggestions and proposals.

Comments from the French Team

Here are a few comments regarding the ESEC matrix we have been working on (i.e. not the latest version 2.1 sent a few weeks ago).

Some general comments first :

We find it particularly difficult to construct the category of "manager" ; no variable usually available in our surveys can be considered a good proxy; as we understand, managers are defined by the fact that their work involves planning and supervision at a high level ; by and large, the "high level" dimension can be captured by the category of "cadre" available in most French surveys (self declared employment classification according to the "conventions collectives") ; however, whether a job involves planning and supervision is not observable ; in some cases, we can assume it because the persons reports being a director, or one of the director's close associates ;  in most cases, we just don't know if an engineer, a commercial or an administrative "cadre" should be considered as a manager ; note that we see no inconsistency between being an engineer and being a manager in the sense above ; we do not deem it reasonable to consider all "cadres" as managers ; on the other hand, the more restrictive definition where the only managers are directors is probably too restrictive ; therefore, we only see one way out of the problem : adding a new variable to our surveys, asking whether the job involves supervision, which is a straightforward enough question ; the combination of "cadre" and supervision is a possible definition of managers ; adding another variable to all surveys obviously comes at a cost and cannot be taken for granted; (adding the supervision variable also solves the problem of identifying supervisors, defined as all non "cadre" jobs involving some supervision ; however, we find acceptable a definition of supervisors based on the category of "agents de maîtrise", although not all supervisors are "agents de maîtrise" ).


Assuming the previous issue solved, we still have to construct the distinction between higher and lower managers, and higher and lower professionals ; this is most of the time out of reach, except in the few cases when the classification of occupations distinguishes between these categories ; there is no available (and probably no reasonable) survey variable capturing expertise (such as senior or junior professional or manager) ; clearly, this makes very difficult the distinction between the groups 1 and 2 of ESEC ; we have considered two solutions : only retaining directors in group 1, or merging groups 1 and 2 ; indeed, this lack of information on expertise is a problem between almost every pair of ESEC groups (1 vs. 2, 2 vs. 3, 3 vs. 6, 6 vs. 7-8) ; in some cases, fortunately, the occupation is sufficient to make reasonable decisions,  although we often disagree with the choices you have made (see infra).

The next general comment is on deciding which occupation is "routine" rather than "semi-routine" ; again, this kind of information is not usually available in surveys;  we have been considering using the self-declared classification variable (skilled/unskilled) ; this is not fully satisfactory;

One last general comment : we cannot obtain a 4-digit code for ISCO using the PCS ; we can only obtain the 3-digit code ;

Some more specific comments on the matrix, now :

- ISCO 122, 123 are not supposed to belong to small (less than 10 employee) firms (code ESEC x) ; we do not agree with this threshold of 10 ; coding in 122 or 123 is problematic since we do not have the necessary information (how many managing directors in the firm) ; in practice, we do not use firm size to proxy this ; therefore, a large number of "cadres" end up in the x group of ESEC ; besides, those who go into ESEC 1 are not necessarily managers : they may well be plain employees who happen to be employed in a large firm ; 

- in the matrix, professionals such as engineers are not supposed to be managers ; as we argue above, we disagree (they may have planning and supervision jobs, but we can't observe this) ; some are coded to ESEC x instead of 1 & 2 ;

- some professionals (ISCO 213, 214, 247) are coded by default in group 1 ; some of them are higher professionals, some are lower professionals ; we tend to prefer the opposite choice : as we don't know, we consider them lower rather than higher ; as argued above, another choice is removing the distinction 1-2 , but we agree this would be a pity ;

- associate professionals (ISCO 341-346) are coded in group 2 by the matrix ; we consider most of these occupations as intermediate, therefore belonging to group 3, unless we can use some additional information on supervision work ; 

- ISCO 400-421 are coded in groups 3 or even 2 by the matrix ; we strongly disagree ; plain secretaries for instance belong to group 7 in most cases (possibly in 6 depending on the hypothetical supervision variable ) ; some other occupations in these ISCO codes belong to group 8 as far as we are concerned ;

- ISCO 713, 723 are coded by default in ESEC 6 ; we do not see why (they should be in 7) ;

- ISCO 513, 522 are coded by default in ESEC 7 ; as far as sales people are concerned, at least, we would tend to consider them as ESEC 8 (but then, this is a very fuzzy distinction) ; 

- finally, ISCO 826, 832, 712, 833 are considered routine, when we see them as semi-routine ; obviously, again, this is only to emphasize the difficulty to define routine, for lack of appropriate variable ;

A few words of conclusion : despite the difficulties we have had in constructing the ESEC groups, we have started working on the "validation" part ; you seemed puzzled by this ; what we have started working on (and hope to have a paper by end of march), is testing the consistency of various definitions of ESEC, all of which are approximations of a proper Goldthorpe schema, with variables capturing autonomy at work, as well as supervision or routine variables ; to do this, we use a specific 1998 survey on  working conditions ; therefore, these variables cannot be used to construct ESEC ; however we think it necessary to carry out this analysis before proceeding to any "validation" in terms of outcome variables (health etc). Indeed, ESEC à la Goldthorpe has the main advantage that it has explicit foundations in terms of employment relationship ; if we are to use it and derive causal interpretations in terms of employment relationship, we had better make sure first, that the classification does capture what it aims to (autonomy etc). 


David Rose’s Responses to French Team’s Comments
Thanks for some very interesting observations and the detailed thought and work you have obviously put into the exercise. Much of what you say reflects the problems we all face with the crosswalks from our national classifications to ISCO88 (COM). We really should all have spent more time on this issue. 

However, if you can relate PCS to three-digit ISCO, presumably you can distinguish managers, professionals etc., and even higher managers from lower, higher professionals from lower, etc., depending on the ESeC matrix allocations on these matters once these are finalised at the Paris meeting – and assuming we can all come to an agreement! (Remember, there will be a 3-digit ISCO matrix and, as you will see at the meeting, it is pretty close in outcome to the 4-digit version.)

So, with regard to your concerns over which ISCO groups go to higher and which to lower managers and professionals (or for that matter how we interpret the rest of the class categories), I would make the following observations. 

First, both of the EseC matrices are based on the best available evidence we have on employment relations in the UK. There may be some differences from country to country, but evidence suggests there is not that much. V2.1 is an alternative, and I think better version of the basic schema. It is more in the spirit of EGP, but goes beyond it in terms of what we now know about some occupations such as those in EGP IIIb. 

Second, of course we would like to be able to distinguish higher from lower managers by reference to better data than organisational size. The latter is a faute de mieux solution, as I explained in my paper on the ESseC classes and in the feasibility report. In the case of some managerial OUGs, we may decide to over-ride the size rule at the Paris meeting; we may also decide to change the size cut-offs; we might decide to open up the supervisor cells, especially for Minor Group 131. On all these issues we shall be presenting evidence at the meeting. The decision table for that meeting sets out the basic issues that we need to address. However, counsels of perfection in relation to the operationalisation of the distinction between higher and lower managers aren’t very helpful, I am afraid. We have to do the best we can with the information available in the datasets we have such as the LFS, ECHP and ESS.

Similar considerations apply to the distinction between higher and lower professionals: again this issue is addressed in the decision table I shall be issuing before the meeting. At stake here, according to Goldthorpe, is the degree of specificity of human capital and the extent to which skills are readily transferable between employers. Perhaps this is what you mean by ‘expertise’. These factors affect the extent of the service relationship offered by employers and thus distinguish Class 1 from Class 2. Again, the best available evidence we have on this is UK ER scores, but these are admittedly imperfect. For example, I would argue that, even though school teachers’ ER scores are within the Class 1 range, they should nevertheless go to Class 2. After all, the UK ER measures are fairly crude as a measure of employment contracts; they are better than nothing but not tablets of stone. We should not ignore other things we know about occupations that are relevant to the employment relations approach to class.

For similar reasons, datasets will not give us the answer to which are routine and which semi-routine occupations, but V2.1 gets round this problem by not attempting to make that particular distinction!

As for your more specific comments on ISCO Minor Groups, I shall include these in the decision table, but I also make one or two observations about them.

First, you object to the size rule for Minor Groups 122 and 123. However, the 10+ rule is built into the definition of these ISCO groups. What we might do is to extend the size groups available, say 10-19, 20-49, 50+; or 10-49, 50+. We shall discuss this and present evidence on it in Paris. I agree we don’t have the information we would really like on levels of management, etc., but that’s the way it is, as I have already said.

Second, I agree that someone who is, say, an engineer may be a manager. Many people with professional qualifications are managers. What determines whether they are regarded as managers or professionals in ESeC is the job title they give in answer to a survey question and the resultant OUG to which it is coded (or even miscoded!).

Third, you assert that associate professionals in 341-346 should be in Class 3, that 400-421 should be in Class 7 or 8, 713 and 723 should be in 7, 513 and 522 should be in 8, etc. What is your evidence for this? I agree that some of these groups may be problematic (secretaries, for example), but I wondered why you had come to these conclusions. In any case, these matters will be discussed.

On your validation study, my point is simply that the matrices I produced are based on the best available evidence we have on employment relations. As such, it is not an approximation of Goldthorpe/EGP, but a better-founded version or instantiation of it. All this is explained in the feasibility report and the project description. While, of course, it makes sense to ensure that ESeC measures what it is supposed to measure, I would have thought it sensible to wait until we have agreed a final matrix (possibly with some variations from country to country) before this is tested (which is what I thought the French team was going to do and why I was puzzled). This is even more the case given the genuine problems you have raised about the initial matrix. In any case, my guess is, from the responses I have had, that people prefer, as I do, V2.1. Are you testing this against the initial Beta matrix?
Notes on Criterion Validation of ESeC for Ireland

Having read the material provided on the Beta matrix, we conducted a number of checks using the Living in Ireland (LII) data for 2000
.   The first set of checks involved comparing the ESeC to the Irish Social Class categories.  We would not expect a perfect match between the two, since they are conceptually different, but this comparison would allow us to identify occupations that were assigned to unexpected class locations.  We used this comparison to look in detail at the larger ‘off-diagonals’.

The second set of checks was based on identifying the ‘top 100’ ISCO codes (4 digit) and examining these for consistency.

A Brief Note on the Irish Social Class Schema

The classes are distinguished based on a broad conceptualisation of life chances, rather than being as closely tied to labour relations as the ESeC is.  

The traditional social classification used in Ireland has six categories, and a residual ‘unknown’ category where occupational information is not available (the person never worked or occupation is missing):

 1 'Higher professional/managerial'

 2 'Lower professional/managerial'

 3 'Oth non-manual'

 4 'Skilled manual'

 5 'Semi-skilled manual'

 6 'Unskilled manual'

 7 'Unknown' .

Farmers are distinguished based on acreage farmed, as follows:

1-30 acres – social class 5

30-50 acres—social class 4

50-100 acres social class 3

100-200 acres – social class 2

200 acres or more—social class 1

The Social Class categories on the LII are derived from the occupations coded to the CSO86 classification system.  This system makes distinctions that are important to the specific occupational mix in Ireland, but is rather dated.  For instance, many occupational distinctions important to the emerging IT sector lack detail and definition.  It has since been superseded in Irish national statistics by a system similar to the UK Soc schema, but the CSO86 scheme was retained on the LII for comparability with earlier waves and earlier surveys.  The LII occupations were coded to both ISCO (4 digit) and CSO86.

There is no explicit category for employers or the self-employed, but certain occupations are assigned differently depending on whether the person is an employer/manager or an own account worker with no employees.  For example, the following occupations are assigned to Social Class 1 if employer/manager and to Social Class 2  if ‘self-employed-no employees’:  ‘Builders and contractors’, ‘Publican’, ‘Other proprietors in wholesale or retail trade’.

Check of ‘Off-Diagonals’

Table 1 shows the cross-classification of Irish Social Class and ESeC for the current main job of full-time and part-time workers in the LII 2000 data (N=4641).  The figures in the table are weighted
.  

Table 1: Cross-classification of ISCOESEC and Irish Social Class (Table %)

	 
	1  Hi prof/ mngr
	2  Low prof/ mngr
	3  Oth non-manual
	4  Skilled manual
	5  Semi-skilled manual
	6  Un-skilled manual
	7  Un-known
	Total

	1  Large employers, higher managerial & professional occs
	8.8%
	3.2%
	.5%
	.5%
	.1%
	.0%
	.0%
	13.2%

	2  Lower managerial and professional occupations
	3.9%
	10.4%
	3.6%
	.3%
	.7%
	.0%
	 
	18.9%

	3  Intermediate occupations
	.3%
	1.7%
	10.0%
	.2%
	.5%
	.0%
	 
	12.7%

	4  Small employers & own account workers (exc. agri etc)
	1.3%
	1.3%
	.6%
	2.7%
	.2%
	.2%
	 
	6.5%

	5  Employers & self-employed in agri, fisheries etc
	.4%
	1.6%
	1.8%
	1.2%
	1.1%
	.2%
	.5%
	6.9%

	6  Lower supervisory & lower technical occupations
	.1%
	.0%
	1.8%
	4.3%
	1.3%
	1.8%
	.0%
	9.4%

	7Semi-routine occupations
	.1%
	.3%
	4.5%
	2.1%
	7.7%
	1.5%
	 
	16.2%

	8  Routine occupations
	.1%
	.1%
	1.4%
	6.1%
	4.3%
	4.1%
	.1%
	16.2%

	Total
	14.9%
	18.9%
	24.3%
	17.4%
	15.9%
	8.0%
	.6%
	100.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: 2000 Living in Ireland Survey (N=4641)

Notwithstanding the caveats above regarding the differences between the two schemes, and the occupational coding systems underlying them, it is possible to identify ‘diagonals’ – the cells where we would expect most occupations to be located, a priori.  These are shown in bold in the table.  The figures in italics are those for small employers and the self-employed, who are treated differently in both schemes.  Together with the small group whose social class is unknown, these account for almost 60 per cent of the total.

A comparison of the marginals reveals that both schemes have roughly similar proportions of the workforce in the first two groups (Higher professional/managerial and lower managerial and professional), and in the ‘semi-skilled manual’/’semi-routine’ categories.  The ESeC category for ‘routine occupations’ is about twice the size of the ‘Unskilled manual’ category, however, and the lower supervisory/lower technical occupations are considerably smaller than the ‘Skilled manual’ category.

Figure 1 summarised the checks that were conducted on the largest of the ‘off-diagonal’ cells.   In general, the differences are consistent with the rationale of ESeC.

Figure 1: Analysis of Substantial ‘Off-Diagonals’   

	ESEC
	Soclass
	Pct
	

	Lower managerial & professional occupations

(under direction; dependent professional; higher technical/supervisory)
	Hi prof/man
	3.9%

OK
	Two thirds are employers, managers or supervisors. 
Half are managers and company secretaries on CSO86. 
Half are managerial ISCO - 13xx;  

Irish social class does not distinguish between 13xx (small enterprises) and 12xx (corporate) managers

	Large employers, higher managerial & professional occs. (Service relationship, autonomy; employers of 10+; higher professional (discretion)
	Lower professional /managerial
	3.2%

OK
	About a third each managers10+, supervisors and employees. 14% are computer programmers on ISCO; one third are ISCO 12xx (corporate managers; production managers);  12% are teachers on CSO86; 21% systems analysts/programmers.

No obvious problems in terms of ESeC rationale. 

	Lower managerial & professional occupations

(under direction; dependent professional; higher technical/supervisory)
	Other non-manual
	3.6%

OK
	10% manager 10+; 47% supervisors; 38% employees.  About half are ISCO 3xxxx (technicians and assoc prof) – most employees in this group.

Irish social class does not distinguish supervisors/lower managers in these occupations.

	Semi-routine occupations
	Other non-manual
	4.5%

OK
	Virtually all employees (94%). ISCO 28% receptionists etc; 12% protective service; 11% child care workers; 16% stock clerks.

Consistent with (probable) nature of labour contract.

	Semi-routine occupations
	Skilled manual
	2.1%

OK

Chk
	Virtually all employees (98%); 

About 36% are ISCO 8xxx (semi-skilled operators);  These OK.
About one fifth each building trades workers and welders/flame cutters (7129; 7212); Building trades and welders etc. better regarded as ESEC 6 (lower technical) as skill level dictates some discretion?  

	Routine occupations
	Skilled Manual
	6.1%

Chk
	Employees - 43% in isco group 7 (craft and trades-bricklayers, carpenters, plasterers, painters – one third of total); most of rest in major group 8 (incl. over one third of total who are drivers – lorry, bus, taxi).

Life chances would definitely put the major group 7 in with lower technical;  Major group 8 subset would be at least ESeC Semi-Routine.

	Routine occupations
	Semi-Skilled
	4.3%

OK

Chk

Chk

OK
	Employees; 41% are waiters/ waitresses/ bartenders – probably ok as ‘routine’. 44% part-time.

8% in major group 7 (craft/trades; biggest=6.5% are butchers/fishmongers – skill involved here (7411). (Cso86=meat curers etc).

About one third in major group 8 (incl some drivers of car/van/tram)

15% in major group 9 – these ok

	Lower supervisory & lower technical occupations
	Unskilled
	1.8%

Chk
	85% employees. Of the employees, 80% in major group 9 (routine occs) = construction and maintenance labourers-roads, dams etc. (cso86=labourers nec).

Why are these lower technical, if labourers?

	Semi-routine occupations
	Unskilled
	1.5%

OK
	All employees; 72% in maj group 5; 15% in maj group 8; 5121 housekeepers=20%; 5131 child care workers=20%; 5133 (home-based personal care workers) 14%; 5220 (shop sales) 15%;

On cso86, 56% coded as domestic servants & related.

Not much to choose between – probably better classified as semi-routine - tend not to be closely supervised.


The differences between the Irish Social Class schema and ESeC reflect a number of factors:

(a) the greater emphasis placed by ESeC on employment relations (self-employment, employing others, managerial/supervisory role);

(b) The distinction drawn in ESeC between higher and lower managerial positions (reflecting ISCO’s distinction between ‘general’ and ‘corporate’ managers, or groups 12xx and 13xx);

(c) the blurring of the lines (in terms of the nature of the labour relations) between white-collar and blue-collar occupations that has accompanied the growth of the services sector in the economy.  The white-collar/blue-collar divide underlies the distinctions made in the Irish Social Class scheme to a greater extent than ESeC.

Nonetheless, there are a number of fairly sizeable occupational groups which seemed to be ‘mis-assigned’ in terms of what we would expect, a priori, to be the predominant labour relations and employment contract. This particularly affects the craft and related trades workers classified as semi-routine or routine and the drivers classified as routine.  In order to investigate whether these jobs had mostly ‘lower technical’ or ‘routine’ characteristics, the LII data was used to investigate their occupational circumstances more closely. 

The first step, in the absence of employment relation scores, was to select a number of indicators likely to be indicative of the ‘service relationship’ . These are shown for ESeC as a whole in Table 2.  The main focus is on job characteristics that differ for those in Classes 6-8.  They are intended to capture job security and non-monetary rewards to employees.
Table 2:  Job Conditions by ESeC (Percentage within Class)

	
	Part-time
	Un-employed 3+ months before job
	Training/ education required
	Member of pension scheme
	Casual work
	Employer offers health care
	Dis-satisfied with job security

	1  Large employers, higher managerial & professional occs
	8
	10
	87
	68
	0
	35
	14

	2  Lower managerial and professional occupations
	8
	13
	81
	63
	2
	20
	13

	3  Intermediate occupations
	13
	16
	75
	44
	3
	20
	12

	4  Small employers & own account workers (exc agri etc)
	8
	24
	62
	34
	0
	11
	21

	5  Employers & self-employed in agriculture, fisheries etc
	14
	4
	27
	21
	0
	0
	23

	6  Lower supervisory & lower technical occupations
	6
	21
	60
	36
	7
	11
	17

	7  Semi-routine occupations
	29
	25
	37
	27
	13
	13
	17

	8  Routine occupations
	20
	26
	33
	23
	11
	6
	21


Classes 7 and 8 show a greater level of job insecurity than class 6: a higher percentage of part-time workers, slightly higher percentage unemployed before beginning the job, higher percentages in casual work (with no contract).  Those in Class 6 are twice as likely to require education or training for the work and are more likely to be members of a pension scheme.

Table 3 shows the same characteristics for the ‘disputed’ occupations. The number of cases available for detailed occupational analysis is small, ranging from 19 to 79, so the results should be treated with caution.

Table 3:  Job Conditions for Specific Occupations (Percentage within Occupation)

	
	Part-time
	Un-employed 3+months before job
	Training/ education required
	Member of pension scheme
	Cas-ual work
	Employer offers health care
	Dis-satisfied with job security

	7122  bricklayers & stonemasons
	0
	2
	82
	35
	1
	2
	21

	7124  carpenters & joiners
	2
	8
	72
	14
	1
	7
	13

	7129  building frame etc trades workers nec
	8
	34
	39
	32
	17
	34
	42

	7133  plasterers
	0
	30
	58
	19
	2
	0
	8

	7141  painters etc workers
	2
	3
	75
	47
	14
	0
	16

	7212  welders & flamecutters
	0
	31
	86
	31
	0
	4
	11

	7411  butchers fishmongers etc food preparers
	0
	10
	55
	31
	0
	0
	25

	8322  car taxi & van drivers
	5
	45
	34
	45
	11
	0
	34

	8323  bus & tram drivers
	2
	0
	47
	75
	2
	12
	49

	8324  heavy truck & lorry drivers
	1
	29
	37
	28
	0
	3
	13

	8332  earth-moving- etc plant operators
	0
	19
	23
	22
	10
	0
	18

	9312  construction & mainten-ance labourers: roads dams etc
	12
	25
	27
	52
	24
	17
	20


The craft and trades workers have a lower percentage of part-time workers, than typical for semi-routine or routine occupations, and (apart from painters and other building frame workers) are less likely to be in casual work. They are also more similar to lower technical workers (Class 6) in requiring training for the job. Bricklayers and carpenters are less likely than any of the others in Classes 6-8 to have been unemployed before the present job.  On the other hand, carpenters and plasterers tend to fare less well than the average lower supervisory/lower technical worker in terms of pension.  In Ireland (as in the UK), many occupations in the 71xx and  72xx categories have a high percentage self-employed.  Given that self-employment is an option for these skilled trades, employers are forced to make employment conditions more attractive in order to recruit and retain them. (Perhaps the low ERS of employees in these groups in the UK arises because the job is seen as a stepping stone or stop-gap?)

On balance, given that the training needed for these occupations requires that the worker have discretion, they should probably be assigned to Social Class 6 (Lower supervisory/lower technical).

The next disputed group consists of drivers.  The percentage of part-timers is low, but (apart from bus and tram drivers) the risk of unemployment prior to the job is on the high side
 and casual work is close to the average for (semi) routine occupations for car and van drivers and diggers.  Bus and Tram drivers do well, since most of them work for the various split-offs from the former semi-state Transport Company: they are highly likely to be in a pension scheme.  Their high levels of dissatisfaction with job security probably reflects ongoing discussions about privatisation (which has not proceeded as far in Ireland as in the UK).   On balance, in the current Irish context, bus (and the smaller number of tram drivers) probably fit better in Class 6 (lower technical); car, taxi and van drivers, lorry drivers and diggers should probably be in Class 7 (Semi-routine).

The final occupational group, construction and maintenance labourers: roads and dams, look very like the typical member of class 8 – apart from their much higher levels of pension coverage.  This undoubtedly reflects the fact that many of them are employees of the local authorities.  However, this is changing with the greater privatisation of road building.  Moreover, the group has a relatively high proportion of casual workers.  This group should be assigned to Class 8 (routine).

Notes on Major Occupations

Table 4 shows the top 100 occupations (ISCO code) in Ireland (according to the 2000 LII survey, N=4641) and the percentage of  cases in each one.  Altogether these account for about 84 per cent of occupations.  It also shows the percentage of part-time workers (20 hours or less per week) and self-employed in each category for cells where there are at least 30 cases.   Finally, it shows the predominant ESeC assignment (usually the one for non-supervisory employees, except where there is a high percentage of self-employed).

Where two codes appear in the ESeC column, separated by an arrow, we would suggest a different assignment based on the earlier notes. So, for instance, 8( 6 means that the Beta Matrix assigns a code of 8, but we feel the employment relations are more similar to class 6.

Table 4: Top 100 Occupations (ISCO88) and per cent part-time, per-cent self-employed


	Occupation
	Part-time %
	Self-employed %
	Per cent of Occup-ations
	Un-weigh-ted N
	ESeC*

	5220  shop salespersons & demonstrators
	33.0
	2.7
	6.0%
	244
	7

	6121  dairy & livestock producers
	15.8
	96.0
	4.8%
	194
	5

	4190  other office clerks
	16.0
	0.0
	2.7%
	111
	3

	2230  nursing & midwifery professionals
	18.6
	0.0
	2.3%
	92
	2

	5123  waiters waitresses & bartenders
	48.0
	0.0
	2.2%
	92
	8

	8324  heavy truck & lorry drivers
	0.8
	9.9
	2.1%
	84
	8(7

	4115  secretaries
	16.7
	1.8
	2.0%
	81
	3

	1314  general managers wholesale & retail trade
	0.0
	52.8
	1.7%
	67
	2

	2320  secondary education teaching professionals
	19.0
	0.0
	1.6%
	66
	2

	4121  accounting & bookkeeping clerks
	23.3
	0.0
	1.6%
	65
	3

	9211  farm-hands & labourers
	23.7
	7.6
	1.6%
	64
	8

	9132  helpers & cleaners in establishments
	65.5
	0.2
	1.6%
	64
	8

	9312  construction & maintenance labourers: roads dams etc
	11.7
	0.0
	1.4%
	57
	6(8

	7137  building etc electricians
	0.0
	19.8
	1.4%
	56
	6

	2331  primary education teaching professionals
	2.7
	0.0
	1.4%
	56
	2

	2411  accountants
	2.1
	6.4
	1.4%
	55
	1

	3415  technical & commercial sales representatives
	2.4
	10.6
	1.4%
	55
	2

	4222  receptionists & information clerks
	32.0
	0.0
	1.3%
	52
	7

	5132  institution-based personal care workers
	18.0
	0.0
	1.3%
	52
	7

	7124  carpenters & joiners
	1.1
	29.6
	1.2%
	48
	8(6

	1210  directors & chief executives**
	12.2
	37.6
	1.1%
	47
	1

	7231  motor vehicle mechanics & fitters
	3.8
	42.4
	1.1%
	46
	6

	5122  cooks
	13.3
	0.0
	1.1%
	46
	6

	1319  general managers nec
	4.7
	30.5
	1.1%
	45
	2

	5131  child-care workers
	45.8
	10.2
	1.0%
	41
	7

	6130  market-oriented crop & animal producers
	4.1
	97.4
	0.9%
	38
	5

	4131  stock clerks
	5.4
	0.0
	0.9%
	37
	7

	8290  other machine operators & assemblers
	0.0
	6.4
	0.9%
	35
	8

	9313  building construction labourers
	6.6
	8.3
	0.8%
	34
	8

	1315  general managers restaurants & hotels
	11.3
	45.3
	0.8%
	34
	4

	3431  administrative secretaries etc associate professionals
	2.4
	0.0
	0.8%
	31
	2

	7212  welders & flamecutters
	0.0
	2.8
	0.8%
	31
	7(6

	4211  cashiers & ticket clerks
	21.7
	0.0
	0.8%
	31
	3

	9322  hand packers & other manufacturing labourers
	5.2
	3.2
	0.7%
	30
	8

	5162  police officers
	0.0
	0.0
	0.7%
	30
	3

	2131  computer systems designers & analysts
	---
	---
	0.7%
	30
	1

	3439  administrative associate professionals nec
	---
	---
	0.7%
	29
	2

	2310  higher education teaching professionals
	---
	---
	0.7%
	29
	1

	7122  bricklayers & stonemasons
	---
	---
	0.7%
	29
	8(6

	1231  finance & administration department managers
	---
	---
	0.7%
	28
	1

	9141  building caretakers
	---
	---
	0.7%
	27
	7

	2132  computer programmers
	---
	---
	0.7%
	27
	1

	8322  car taxi & van drivers
	---
	---
	0.7%
	27
	8(7

	Occupation
	Part-time %
	Self-employed %
	Per cent of Occup-ations
	Un-weigh-ted N
	ESeC*

	5141  hairdressers barbers beauticians etc workers
	---
	---
	0.6%
	26
	8

	5133  home based personal care workers
	---
	---
	0.6%
	26
	7

	9131  domestic etc helpers cleaners & launderers
	---
	---
	0.6%
	25
	8

	5169  protective services workers nec
	---
	---
	0.6%
	24
	7

	2142  civil engineers
	---
	---
	0.6%
	24
	1

	6124  mixed -animal producers
	---
	---
	0.6%
	23
	5

	7233  agricultural- or industrial-machinery mechanics & fitters
	---
	---
	0.6%
	23
	6

	7141  painters etc workers
	---
	---
	0.6%
	23
	8(6

	8323  bus & tram drivers
	---
	---
	0.6%
	23
	8(7

	3152  safety, health & quality inspectors
	---
	---
	0.5%
	21
	2

	7133  plasterers
	---
	---
	0.5%
	21
	8(6

	7121  builders traditional materials
	---
	---
	0.5%
	21
	4

	110  armed forces
	---
	---
	0.5%
	21
	3

	3114  electronics & telecommunications engineering technicians
	---
	---
	0.5%
	20
	3

	7411  butchers fishmongers etc food preparers
	---
	---
	0.5%
	19
	8(6

	7129  building frame etc trades workers nec
	---
	---
	0.5%
	19
	7(6

	8332  earth-moving- etc plant operators
	---
	---
	0.5%
	19
	8(7

	7136  plumbers & pipe fitters
	---
	---
	0.5%
	19
	6

	4122  statistical & finance clerks
	---
	---
	0.5%
	18
	3

	1316  general managers transport, storage & communications
	---
	---
	0.4%
	18
	2

	4142  mail carriers & sorting clerks
	---
	---
	0.4%
	17
	7

	4212  tellers & other counter clerks
	---
	---
	0.4%
	17
	3

	8271  meat- & fish-processing-machine operators
	---
	---
	0.4%
	17
	8

	1222  department managers manufacturing
	---
	---
	0.4%
	17
	1

	1233  sales & marketing department managers
	---
	---
	0.4%
	16
	1

	6113  gardeners, horticultural & nursery growers
	---
	---
	0.4%
	15
	6

	2149  architects engineers etc professionals nec
	---
	---
	0.4%
	15
	2

	5121  housekeepers etc workers
	---
	---
	0.4%
	15
	7

	2221  medical doctors
	---
	---
	0.4%
	15
	1

	8283  electronic-equipment assemblers
	---
	---
	0.4%
	14
	7

	1317  general managers business services
	---
	---
	0.3%
	14
	2

	2412  personnel & careers professionals
	---
	---
	0.3%
	14
	1

	7213  sheet-metal workers
	---
	---
	0.3%
	14
	7

	1312  general managers manufacturing
	---
	---
	0.3%
	13
	2

	8221  pharmaceutical- & toiletry-products machine operators
	---
	---
	0.3%
	13
	7

	4113  data entry operators
	---
	---
	0.3%
	13
	3

	7422  cabinet-makers etc workers
	---
	---
	0.3%
	13
	8

	7412  bakers pastry-cooks & confectionery makers
	---
	---
	0.3%
	12
	6

	1120  senior government officials
	---
	---
	0.3%
	12
	1

	3340  other teaching associate professionals
	---
	---
	0.3%
	12
	7

	9151  messengers package & luggage porters & deliverers
	---
	---
	0.3%
	12
	8

	6100  market-oriented skilled agricultural & fishery workers nec.
	---
	---
	0.3%
	12
	5

	Occupation
	Part-time %
	Self-employed %
	Per cent of Occup-ations
	Un-weigh-ted N
	ESeC*

	2421  lawyers
	---
	---
	0.3%
	12
	1

	3449  customs tax etc government associate professionals nec
	---
	---
	0.3%
	12
	2

	7341  compositors typesetters etc workers
	---
	---
	0.3%
	12
	6

	4133  transport clerks
	---
	---
	0.3%
	12
	3

	8282  electrical-equipment assemblers
	---
	---
	0.3%
	12
	7

	9152  doorkeepers watchpersons etc workers
	---
	---
	0.3%
	12
	8

	2141  architects town & traffic planners
	---
	---
	0.3%
	11
	1

	3432  legal etc business associate professionals
	---
	---
	0.3%
	11
	3

	4223  telephone switchboard operators
	---
	---
	0.3%
	11
	7

	2419  business professionals nec
	---
	---
	0.3%
	11
	2

	3433  bookkeepers
	---
	---
	0.3%
	11
	3

	1311  general managers agriculture, hunting forestry & fishing
	---
	---
	0.3%
	11
	2

	2359  other teaching professionals nec
	---
	---
	0.3%
	10
	2

	1313  general managers construction
	---
	---
	0.3%
	10
	4

	9321  assembling labourers
	---
	---
	0.3%
	10
	8

	2113  chemists
	---
	---
	0.2%
	10
	1

	2144  electronics & telecommunications engineers
	---
	---
	0.2%
	10
	1

	8171  automated-assembly- line operators
	---
	---
	0.2%
	10
	7

	7135  glaziers
	---
	---
	0.2%
	10
	8(6

	7241  electrical mechanics & fitters
	---
	---
	0.2%
	10
	6


* in cases where the occupation is split, the dominant ESeC is given.

Notes on Farmers

Farming is an important component of the Irish occupational structure, with roughly 7 per cent of adults farming as their main job. In Ireland, farmers have been assigned to social class categories based on the acreage farmed, as noted above. 

In the following, we examine whether numbers employed are related to farm size for the different types of farm enterprise.  Farm type is based on the FADN classification and was assigned to the data by Teagasc (the agricultural research agency) based on information about soil type (derived from a map of the farm location by the interviewer and soil type maps), numbers of different types of livestock, and acreage under different crops.  In general, farm incomes per acre tend to be highest for dairy farmers, particularly dairying specialists, followed by Tillage farmers (who tend to have the highest acreage).  The position of sheep farmers has been variable but tends to have been higher than that of cattle farmers in recent years.  

The tables are based on rather a small number of cases (N=340), where the person’s main job is as a farmer and the respondent is the household member providing the information on the farm.

Table 5 shows that there is no clear relationship between farm type or soil type and the Irish Social Class categories (which do quite well in distinguishing farms on the basis of income).  The relationship to farm size is definitional – the classes for farmers are based on farm size (although the definition is based on acres and the table shows hectares of utilised agricultural area).

Table 5: Farm Characteristics by Social Class (row percentages) (N=340)      

	
	1  Hi prof/ man
	2  Low prof/ man
	3  Oth non-manual
	4  Skilled manual
	5  Semi-skilled manual

	Farm Type
	
	
	
	
	

	1  Dairy
	9%
	33%
	33%
	23%
	3%

	2  Dairy+
	10%
	54%
	19%
	4%
	14%

	4  Cattle
	0%
	20%
	34%
	32%
	14%

	5  Cattle+
	4%
	22%
	31%
	21%
	23%

	6  Sheep
	9%
	20%
	46%
	7%
	18%

	7  Tillage
	47%
	26%
	25%
	1%
	0%

	9  Unknown
	0%
	0%
	52%
	48%
	0%

	Soil Type
	
	
	
	
	

	1  Best
	13%
	34%
	29%
	12%
	12%

	2  Good
	2%
	27%
	35%
	25%
	11%

	3  Hill farms
	15%
	26%
	23%
	10%
	26%

	Size (hectares of uaa)
	
	
	
	
	

	1  <10
	0%
	0%
	1%
	12%
	87%

	2  10-20
	0%
	1%
	6%
	77%
	16%

	3  20-30
	0%
	8%
	90%
	2%
	0%

	4  30-50
	1%
	56%
	44%
	0%
	0%

	5  50-100
	12%
	82%
	5%
	0%
	0%

	6  100+
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Farm income (mean IR£pa)

	    37,564 
	   17,091 
	       8,825 
	          4,248 
	  1,634 


Table 6 shows that the majority of farmers in all categories except Tillage (which accounts for only about 5 per cent of farms) have no regular employees. Over 80 per cent of all farms have no regular paid employees and most of the rest (18 per cent) have 1-4 employees.  Moreover, there is only a weak relationship between the Irish Social Class categories and presence of employees.  

In terms of farm incomes, there is a clear distinction between those with no employees and those with 1-4 paid employees, but this does not capture important variations in socio-economic circumstances on the basis of whether or not there are regular paid employees.

Differences in life chances are clearly best captured by some combination of farm size and farm type.  How these would conceptually be incorporated into the ESeC, with its focus on labour relations, however, is another day’s work.  A self-employed farmer, with no regular employees but owning a large number of acres, is clearly in a stronger position than a self-employed carpenter
.  The strength of the position derives from ownership of an asset and the strong tradition of political organisation among farmers in Ireland.   On the other hand, those operating small cattle farms are in a very different position.  

Some further investigation into casual and seasonal employees is possible based on additional information collected on the farm questionnaire (on number of casual workers employed in the last year etc.), but I’m not sure this approach holds much promise.  Apart from anything else, it would add to the information requirement for the construction of ESeC. 

If size is to be used as a criterion to distinguish ‘large’ and ‘small’ farmers, some work is needed to determine the most appropriate thresholds.  The acreage underlying the Irish Social Class categories for farmers would need to be reassessed at this stage, given the move towards larger farms overall.  Moreover, some farmers (e.g. market gardeners, mushroom, poultry and pig farmers) are probably better treated as the self-employed generally, since the amount of land farmed does not reflect the intensity of production.
Table 6: Farm Characteristics by Number Employed   

	
	How many employees: Category

	
	1  None
	2  1-4
	3  5-19

	Farm Type
	
	
	

	1  Dairy
	81%
	17%
	2%

	2  Dairy+
	64%
	36%
	0%

	4  Cattle
	92%
	6%
	2%

	5  Cattle+
	91%
	9%
	0%

	6  Sheep
	92%
	7%
	1%

	7  Tillage
	24%
	70%
	6%

	Soil Type
	
	
	

	1  Best
	71%
	27%
	3%

	2  Good
	85%
	14%
	1%

	3  Hill farms
	99%
	1%
	0%

	Size (hectares of uaa)
	
	
	

	1  <10
	92%
	8%
	0%

	2  10-20
	90%
	10%
	0%

	3  20-30
	94%
	6%
	0%

	4  30-50
	77%
	19%
	4%

	5  50-100
	67%
	33%
	0%

	6  100+
	43%
	50%
	7%

	Social Class
	
	
	

	1  Hi prof/man
	51%
	41%
	7%

	2  Low prof/man
	74%
	24%
	2%

	3  Oth non-manual
	89%
	11%
	0%

	4  Skilled manual
	96%
	4%
	0%

	5  Semi-skilled manual
	87%
	13%
	0%

	Farm Income LY (mean IR£ pa)
	          9,744 
	   20,540 
	        22,005 

	Total (Row per cent)
	81%
	18%
	1%


Comment from Anton Kunst on ESeC V2.1

I have looked at the new scheme. I have only a few comments. I will not yet go into much detail, as I would like to spend my energy on this during and shortly before the Paris meeting. I'm fully sure, however, that if several acknowledgeable people agree with this change, I would agree with this change as well.

From the position of a 'user' of this scheme, I would be happy with this change. First of all, I am happy with the removal of the small class of supervisors, which often interrupted otherwise more or less continuous social gradients in health. Second, the consistent distinction between technical/supervisory occupations on the one hand and sales/services/clerical occupations on the other hand, makes the classification more transparent to a lay user. It also makes sense to those who are accustomed to think in non-manual versus manual terms, which seems to persist in the distinction between classes 1,2,3,6 versus 7, 8, and 9.  In short, this revised scheme may be easier to promote among its potential users, including those working in the field of public health.

But, most importantly, the revised scheme still seems to be derived consistently from the underlying principles set out in your previous work.
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a) Introduction

The validation exercise of ESeC in the Greek context is confronted first of all with the absence of systematic work on OUG differences concerning discretion and supervision. Therefore all subsequent suggestions etc cannot be adequately supported by this kind of required evidence. [We can explore the possibility of mobilizing the National Statistical Service of Greece (NSSG) in order to have at least some kind of ex-post validation of ESeC Classes by some additional module in the local LFS].

My discussion is therefore necessarily restricted to the impact of the employment status structure on several large OUGs (or aggregates). Very briefly, the great number and the small average size of Greek firms is reflected in the structure of employment status with only 66% of employees, 18% of self-employed, 11% of employers and 5% of family help. This structure of firm size and employment status affects employment regulation mainly by reducing the intricacies of the supervision hierarchies and by rendering most managerial positions to lower supervision. The impact obviously concerns the supervised as well, rendering more difficult the differentiation between CSs 6, 7 and 8. Second order effects of the reduced importance of large corporations relate to the ways business services are structured (more self-employed professionals and less employed within corporations or in specialized firms). Suggestions in b) are mostly, if not uniquely, triggered by such considerations. 

The mapping of Greek occupational categories (STEP-92) to ISCO88 (COM) in relation to the proposed SCs for the 4-digit OUGs has shown that the rearrangements of ISCO which have produced STEP-92 are problematic since they often aggregate OUGs that are proposed to be classified in different SCs. This is of course a local problem hindering, however, prospective comparative analysis. [We can also explore the possibility of sensitizing the NSSG in operationalising the full STEP-92 structure (since the 4-digit categories that do not aggregate ISCO 4-digit categories are not currently operational) in its future surveys and censuses]. 

b) Suggested changes for problematic SC affiliations of OUG and employment status combinations and supporting evidence

	ISCO88(COM)
	Suggested change and evidence (in ESeC_Greece.xls unless otherwise specified)

	1314
	Managers of small enterprises in wholesale and retail trade
	The overwhelming presence of SE and SENO indicates that this category is mainly constituted by small entrepreneurs-managers. They should be placed in SC 4 rather than 2 (like 1315). 

	1300
	Managers of small enterprises nothing else specified
	Same as above. In fact all the managers of small enterprises should fall into class 4 by Greek standards.

	
	
	

	2149
	Architects, engineers and related professionals not elsewhere classified
	Engineers in the Greek labour market are necessarily holding a 5-year diploma and equally protected by the Technical Chamber of Greece. Although there are a number of differences between specialties, these do not affect the work situation to the extent of placing them in different classes. They should be brought to SC 1.

	
	
	

	2359
	Other teaching professionals not elsewhere classified
	A very important number of teaching professionals work in small private preparatory schools for higher education and in small private language teaching institutions or give private lessons under precarious conditions. They should rather be placed in SC 3.

	
	
	

	2460
	Religious professionals
	The bulk is lower clergy without specific education requirements. Rather SC 3 than 2.

	
	
	

	3110
	Physical and engineering science technicians
	The overproduction of engineers in respect to the number of assistants (7 / 2) has induced many engineers to perform tasks normally assigned to assistants and have reduced the latter to lower tasks and poorer work conditions. Suggestion to place them in SC 3 rather than 2.

	
	
	

	3143
	Aircraft pilots and related associate professionals
	Developments in the industry (proliferation of jobs and automation) have brought pilots much closer to ship’s deck officers. Maybe SC 2 rather than 1 [not a suggestion based on Greek evidence].

	
	
	

	3411-9
	Securities and finance dealers and brokers, etc
	Not in a context of a very developed finance industry. Almost one in three working in jobs coded 3411-9 are not employees, with many free-lance agents. Rather SC 3 than 1 or 2. Therefore no suggested change for the broader category, but for most of the individual categories that the Greek classification system does not distinguish anyway.

	3421-9
	Trade brokers etc
	Same as above. The ratio of employees is even lower in this case.

	
	
	

	4213
	Bookmakers and croupiers
	Some 55% are SE or SENO holding small bookmaking neighbourhood shops related to a host of state lotteries and games. Rather SC 4 than 7. 

	
	
	

	5113
	Travel guides
	Certainly not SC 8. Usually trained for at least 1-year after secondary education with an emphasis on archeology (sites and museums). Most often working on free-lance basis. Suggested placement in 3 or at least 7. 

	
	
	

	5141
	Hairdressers, barbers, beauticians and related workers
	40% not employees. Therefore, even between employees the ‘routine job’ ones are bound to be less than half, sine they must be up to providing a more or less integrated service in small, low staffed shops. Suggested placement in 6 or 7.

	
	
	

	5161-3
	Fire-fighters etc
	The sole difference of these categories with the next is the guarantee of employment. Does this justify assigning them respectively to categories 3 and 7? No suggestion.

	5169
	Protective services workers not elsewhere classified
	Same comment.

	
	
	

	6100
	Skilled agriculture and fisheries workers nes
	Most employees under intense supervision in small family exploitations. And family help within traditional hierarchical relations both in terms of generation and gender. For these employment statuses SC should change to 8, which does not alter OUGs’ placement as a whole (5) since SENO are the majority. 

	
	
	

	7121
	Builders
	Most employees under intense supervision in small businesses working immediately under the boss (usually of the same profession) within informal contracts. The extensive presence of immigrant labour is a further indirect indication. Suggestion: Place under 6 instead of 4.

	7122
	Bricklayers and stonemasons
	Same as above.

	7100
	Extraction and building trades workers nes
	Same as above for most categories under 7100.

	
	
	

	7311-3
	Precision-instrument makers and repairers etc
	Half of non-employee status. Suggestion SC 4 instead of 6.

	7422
	Cabinetmakers and related workers
	Same as above. Suggestion SC 4 instead of 8.

	7434
	Furriers and related workers
	Same as above. Suggestion SC 4 or 6 instead of 7.

	7437
	Upholsterers and related workers
	Same as above. Suggestion SC 4 instead of 8.

	8321-4
	Motorcycle drivers etc
	Same as above. Suggestion SC 4 instead of 8. Most taxi drivers and many lorry and bus drivers own their vehicles. Taxi and bus companies are usually associations of individual vehicle owners.

	8332
	Earth-moving and related plant operators
	Same as above. Suggestion SC 4 instead of 8.

	
	
	

	9111
	Street vendors
	The lowest of the low. Usually belonging to minority groups (esp gypsy). Usually SENO (which in this case means mainly that they don’t have the guarantee of a labour contract). Semi-legal or illegal operations. Suggestion: CS 8 instead of 7.

	
	
	

	9142
	Vehicle, window and related cleaners
	Definitely SC 8 instead of 4. Are you really suggesting 4 or is this a typo?

	
	
	

	9212
	Forestry labourers
	In more or less all ‘elementary’ (ISCO) occupations the discretion and supervision are minimized due to the very small size of firms and the omnipresence of the entrepreneur as head worker that routinizes their content. Suggestion: SC 8 instead of 5.

	9312
	Construction and maintenance labourers: roads, dams and similar constructions
	Same as above. Suggestion: SC 8 instead of 6.


c) 100 top OUGs and OUGs with 50%+ in part-time employment

See worksheet ‘100 largest OUGs’ in the EseC_Greece.xls file.

See worksheet ‘Part-time’ in the ESeC_Greece.xls file. The table contains a cross_tab of the detailed Greek occupational classification categories by weekly working hours for the total active population and for employees in particular. It is only an approximation to part-time employment since the latter has been very much under developed and not institutionalised in Greece, being fiercely opposed by trade unions. It was only recently that the public sector has put on the market for the first time a number of part-time jobs. 

Following the National Statistical Service of Greece (NSSG) LFS data, part-time employment has practically remained unchanged between 2000 and 2004 to less than 5% of total employment. Moreover, only 30% of those in part-time employment wished for that type of work relationship while the majority wished for a full time job but could not find one. Furthermore, one third of this part-time employment does not refer to employees but to self-employed and helpers in family businesses. (http://www.statistics.gr/gr_tables/s301_sjo_1_dt_q1_04_y.htm). 

d) Farm size categorization

Farms in Greece are numerous with reduced size (the smallest average size in EU15) reflecting a small family business dominant structure. 

The NSSG uses the following categorization in terms of farm size: 

Number of farms by size (1999-2000)
	Size groups
	Farms with cultivated land 
	Agricultural land

	
	number
	%
	stremmas*
	%

	total
	852.466
	100,0
	36.786.643
	100,0

	up to 4,9 stremmas*
	103.346
	12,1
	281.838
	0,8

	5 - 9,9 stremmas
	113.145
	13,3
	764.728
	2,1

	10 - 19,9 stremmas
	169.184
	19,8
	2.319.587
	6,3

	20 - 29,9 stremmas
	11.843
	13,9
	2.800.105
	7,6

	30 - 49,9 stremmas
	143.098
	16,8
	5.375.792
	14,6

	50 - 99,9 stremmas
	126.746
	14,8
	8.578.825
	23,3

	100 - 199,9 stremmas
	56.862
	6,7
	7.710.873
	21,0

	over 200 stremmas
	21.955
	2,6
	8.954.895
	24,3


*1 stremma = 1.000 sq. meters = 0,1 ha

(http://www.statistics.gr/gr_tables/table71_gr.htm) 

 (original in Greek)

Average farm size: 4,31 ha in 1991 and 76% of farms below 5 ha. Smallest farms in EU15 (Sivignon et al., 2003: 98).

e) Greece’s occupational classification mapping to ISCO

The NSSG has adopted a new classification of occupations in 1992 under the name of STEP-92 (NSSG, 1995) and has used it on a large scale for the first time in the 2001 census. It is a variation of ISCO88(COM) with which it has the following broad correspondence:

	Occupational groups
	ISCO88(COM)
	STEP-92

	1-digit level
	10
	10

	2-digit level
	27
	46

	3-digit level
	111
	210

	4-digit level
	372
	401


The main operational level is the 3-digit level, as the 4-digit level is simply used as further clarification of the content of the former (no possibility therefore to disaggregate data from 3-d to 4-d). 

The 2-digit and 3-digit ISCO88(COM) categories have been subdivided to produce more numerous 2-d and 3-d categories in the STEP-92 classification in the effort to be more adapted to the specificity of the Greek labour market (NSSG, 1995) and to give a more or less full account without operalitonalising the 4-digit ones. Although the adopted subdivisions have generally respected the ISCO divisions, the aggregations are often problematic since there has not been any concern about social class consistency, while comparability was supposed guaranteed because of the common starting point and the preservation of a common 1-digit level. The adopted subdivisions of ISCO categories usually refer to sectorial differences (namely type of crop or livestock for crop growers and livestock raisers) and to local peculiarities (for instance separating the teaching staff of the former ‘polytechnic’ schools from university staff and making a special category for the numerous staff of the preparatory schools for higher education).

The mapping of STEP-92 [3-digit] to ISCO88(COM) is provided in the ESeC_Greece.xls file (worksheet ISCO_STEP). The different situations of correspondence between the two can be summarized as follows:

	matching
	color identifier in .xls file
	# of OUGs

	3-d STEP to 4-d ISCO88(COM) [perfect match]
	no color
	126

	3-d STEP to group of 4-d ISCO88(COM) in common SC
	yellow
	115

	3-d STEP to group of 4-d ISCO88(COM) in different SCs
	dark yellow
	137

	3-d STEP non existent in 4-d ISCO88(COM) 
	light blue
	14

	4-d ISCO88(COM) non existent in 3-d STEP
	magenta
	2


The most problematic cases in terms of the prospective constructions of ESeC classes from Greek STEP-92 data reside in the 137 cases of 4-d ISCO88(COM) categories aggregated into 3-d STEP categories destined to be classified in different SCs.

f) Views on questions raised in ESeCClasses.doc

1) The +/- 10 rule: The great number of small firms and consequently of managers-entrepreneurs makes necessary the adoption of a first cut at 0-2 (or at least at 0-3) in order to separate the small employers of quasi self-employed status and the lower supervisors from small employers and managers respectively. The 50+ category would contain a very small number (10+ is at 1,1% and 0-9 at 9,9%). A cut at 20 or 25 would be more appropriate, but the introduction of a higher upper limit for the Greek context is much less important than the introduction of a new lower limit. The introduction of a new lower limit is more important for distinguishing small employers from quasi self-employed or own account workers than for separating managers from lower supervisors, since in the 0-9 size category the managers who are not managing-entrepreneurs are, in most cases, bound to be lower supervisors.

2) Size distinctions in the agricultural sector: Farm size measurement in Greece is discussed in d) above. In terms of the problem of distinguishing between large, medium and small employers, I would consider leaving the question to each NSI as an inadequate approach since many peripheral NSIs (including the Greek one) do not have the means (in many a sense) to do this properly and I would be surprised if the end result would have any consistency. I would much rather favour a procrustean top-down solution on the basis of some elementary combination between farm size and employment size after you gather the relevant data from most countries. This could be a temporary stage permitting the NSIs to refine their classification approaches within some frame of commensurability. 

[I have some difficulty with the logic of distinguishing agriculture related positions on what seems a sectorial logic in a classification which is guided by the combination of employment statuses and employment regulation. I don’t see the justification of reserving such a special treatment for agriculture, unless this sectoral division coincides with a high degree of specificity coming out of the UK Employment Relations Scores or similar source.]

3) Lower sales, services and clerks (LSSC). New class 6?: I do not have the required data to formulate a valid opinion on this issue. I am sending data from the 2001 census regarding LSSC OUGs  and namely the gender ratio, the age structure, an approximation of the part-time rate and the combinations the major lower sales OUG forms with other occupations within households of two actives for some insight into the LSSC local profile (details in EseC_Greece.xls). It appears at first sight at least that the profile is not similar to what you report for the UK. Women are the majority, especially in some OUGs, and age is rather young but part-time is not very present (but it is neither in the Greek labour market in general). Intra household combinations of OUG 53 (lower sales) show an important link to occupations in ISCO 1-digit OUG 1 (16,1%), 2 (4,5%) and 3 (8,2%). However 15,6% of the link to OUG 1 refers to small entrepreneurs and managers and presumably to family businesses. The bulk of the link is with OUGs 7, 8 and 9 (37,2%) and 4, 5 (27,8%).
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Introduction

The currently used Finnish occupational classification Ammattiluokitus-2001 (AML01) is intended to be as much compliant to ISCO88 (COM) as possible. However, as a Finnish specialty Statistics Finland uses five-digit coding. Thus in fact in many cases the classification is more detailed than the original ISCO. There are slightly over 150 occupational codes which are coded on five-digit level. There should not be big problems if only 4-digit level codes are used as being equivalent to ISCO88 (COM). 

The problem is that especially the original instructions of ILO give quite a bit possibilities to different interpretations in a such a manner that, as will be shown, the occupations with a certain coding end up to very different classes that they are intended. In certain cases the interpretation may actually differ so much that it may be worth to ask whether this has been done in purpose or whether it is a question of human error of those who have done the classifications.   

In principle Finnish Socio-Economic Classification 1988 (FSEC88), which is currently being used, differentiates small-employers ad bigger ones. However, it seems to be that the level of measurement of this variable greatly differentiates from dataset to another, depending of in how detailed level the occupational relations are used. The same applies to the differentiation of farmers with or without employees. The size of farm has not been applied in this distinction, only whether farmers are employers or not. Basically the Statistic Finland has very extensive databases, thus in principles they can combine any information from Censuses, tax or any other official registers to any new datasets. Usually extensive combining is not done because of expenses and personal data protection issues, but the information needed for ESeC classification should be easily obtained. The farm size would probably be this kind of information, but it is not really used at the moment.

Comparisons

The following classification comparison is done with the year 2000 data from Finnish Longitudinal Census Data File 1950-2000, which uses AML01, applying four-digit level codings. 

If compared to the provided classification matrix, I found the following ISCO-groups to be such that would not necessarily fit to suggested ESEC-group:
	2419
	Cannot be found from ESeC matrix. Problematic, however, in Finnish classification; a sort of “dump”-category. 

	2446
	Not mostly a group 1 occupations, mostly class 2 (mostly only slightly specialised social workers, although the group also includes some occupations with administrative independency or higher specialisation).

	2470
	Again a ”dump”-category not having equivalency in ESeC Matrix.

	3460
	Some big groups of occupations within this ISCO-group would make the ESeC-group 3 more appropriate. 

	3480
	An ad hoc hunch that group 3 would fit better. 

	5121
	Would suggest group 6; Quite clearly only heads of housekeeping & restaurants in Finnish scheme.

	5122
	Would actually put these into the group 6– in Finish classification most of the persons in group lack the supervisory aspect. 

	5169
	Would suggest group 8; Most occupations in this group involve routine work that requires very little education and little or no discretion at all.

	6123
	Would suggest these are farmers' locums who actually work for communities and thus have service contract similar to policemen and firemen- 

	7121
	Not usually selfemployed.

	7124
	Not usually selfemployed.

	7141
	Not usually selfemployed.

	7220
	Missing from ESeC-matrix – would put to group 6, 7 or 8.

	7242
	Many of the occupations not clearly service-contract – however, a big group with lot of variation. 

	8120
	Why not 8?

	8150
	Would put to 8 as default - mostly routine work unless more specified with four digits.

	8274
	Why would this require less discretion that for example 8251?

	8320
	Missing, would put to group 8.

	9141
	Not sure why this qualifies to 7...

	9312
	Not sure why this qualifies to 6, would put to 7 or rather to 8.


Note that most of the problems occur in the cases of manual occupations. 

From the “problem”-groups picked up in the task-paper I would like to take up the following ISCO-groups: 

- 3225 – mostly animal seminologists in Finnish classification, who need to have at least occupational degree in agriculture => would put to group 3

- 3228 – in Finland it is practically impossible to get into this group without proper education (nowadays polytechnic level) => would no doubt put to group 3 

- 3433 is a problematic group in Finnish classification – includes both book-keepers and accountants, but also less specific stock clerks (from which some are included also in 4131. Thus again a very mixed group, from which some should probably be classified into group 2 or even group 1 (for example city book-keepers). But maybe group 3 is a good compromise.

- 5141 cannot say this group is “subject to full external controls”. Note also that in Finland the hairdressers are often self-employed (in a sense that they officially work under own business name) although they work in saloon that belongs to somebody else – they officially only rent the hairdressing seat. 

- 6129 includes mostly animal attendants, some of them trained

- No four-digit-level under 815 in Finnish classification

- 8332 is indeed an oddity, would put them to same group with 8331/3

I must say that going through the “problem cases” list indeed underlines the difficulty of separating groups 7 and 8 meaningfully from each others. Some kind of solution could be to integrate some kind of skill-level distinction in order to separate them.

There are very few occupations in which the amount of part-time work exceeds half of the persons. The list of ISCO88-titled occupations having at least 50 % part-time work is the following:
	ISCO
	% of part-time workers

	2229 
	50.0

	3414 
	50.0

	3474 
	50.0

	4211
	50.0

	5149 
	50.0

	7424 
	50.0

	7432.
	50.0

	9111 
	50.0

	9162 
	50.0

	9210 
	50.0

	4213 
	53.8

	7321 
	66.7

	9113 
	66.7

	3434 
	68.0

	3229 
	75.0

	3472
	75.0

	9151 
	77.0

	2454 
	80.0

	9131 
	80.0

	9152 
	81.8

	6154 
	100.0

	8321 
	100.0


Together these occupations cover only 1.04 percent of all the occupations. The list was drawn form the Labour Force Participation Statistics of Statistics Finland, which last year covered 23.647 cases. If the smaller datasets are used, it is usual not to cover any occupations which would suffice the criteria. The groups that you would have expected to find in this list, the ISCO-group 5220, is indeed probably the single most important occupation for part-time work (along with ISCO-group 9132), but the percentage of the part time workers even in that group is only 44.7 (and in 9132 only 31.6).

General comments on the classification

I think that in Finnish case the +-10 employees would be adequate criteria. There would not be too many managers in a typical study that would end up having more than 50 employees. If a higher limit is chosen, a more practical limit in the case of smaller countries would probably be 25+ employees, although even this in most studies would be too high limit in practise.

In the case small employers the limit of 10 employees should work fine, although most of the cases would probably end up having 2-6 employees. I would also suggest using the employer criteria rather than the hectare or number of livestock criteria, because the information is more often available. I am, however, a bit more concerned about the classification of small employers from the area of construction – as shown in matrix by 7121, 7124 and 7141. I am not sure how well this group qualifies as a “petit bourgeois” group especially when they have, say, five or less employees. The fact that they usually work as sub-(or sub-sub- or sub-sub-sub) contractors means that the work itself is very strictly supervised by other companies and that the level of discretion is very limited. Those who were previously foremen are now self-entrepreneurs on this area of industry.
I would very gladly welcome any changes to the ESeC classification which would make it possible to distinguish manual and non-manual work especially in the case of routine and semi-routine work similarly you suggest in class description paper. Unless this differentiation is done, I fear that a major part of the explanatory power of class would be lost. 

For example, with the current configuration I would not apply the classification into a study of inter- or intragenerational social mobility. In the Finnish case and in many other countries (in fact in most of them) the patterns of mobility are still very much dependent of whether the origins or previous occupations are in manual or service work. 

Also, in the societies in which the class system is strongly “gendered”, like in Finland in a sense that women tend to work much more likely in routine non-manual occupations than men, much of the class related gender differences could not be explained with class differences and class-related processes. 

Further, if the intragenerational mobility is studied with ECHP-dataset on the overall Euro-level, the preliminary results of the author suggest that the major part of the dynamics within the occupational career is indeed explainable with how persons previously working in manual routine work change to routine service sector work OR manual supervisory work. I think much of this “flow” would be simplified too much with current ESeC classification – the result would probably be that occupations are changed from routine to non-routine, supervisory work.  

I would also hesitate to use the current form of classification in the study of many “cultural” outcomes of class classifications. These can still in many cases be found to largely depending on the manual-service-class distinction (for example in the case of consumption). Even if this will not be the case in the near future, the possible change would still remain unobserved. There are researchers who would have applied ESS-dataset if the manual-service distinction would have been easily derived form the data, but who turned into using other datasets after short tests with the ESeC-based classification.

Further, I do not believe that the explanations of the differentiation of EGP Class IIIb from manual classes can be explained with part-time work. I would rather argue that work itself in these groups differs very much according to the type of skills required in them. I can imagine that person in routine non-manual work can easily apply the skills needed for a particular job to another same type of work, but in manual occupations these learned abilities cannot be straight transferred to another job quite as easily (which actually make the latter skills less valuable when being unemployed). In general, the classification principles lack the skills-dimension altogether which may be worth to consider at least in order solving some distinction problems between certain groups (something like level of abstractness of work etc.). 

I understand that my argument here is not necessarily put too clearly and I am more than willing to clarify it if needed. Further, I must admit that the analysis done here has been done in a bit of haste so it may be that my findings are partly or even completely because of misunderstanding followed from not being able to use as much time into this that I originally wished (well, you can see it from the language also…). I am more than willing to help on these subjects also in the future.

Dear Jani

I have now read your paper. Thanks very much. It is very helpful and thought provoking.

With regard to the manual/non-manual divide, I agree that this should be preserved. So we have come up with a second matrix (attached). As you will see, it places IIIb type occupations in Class 6 and keeps manual and non-manual occs separate in class terms. We are still working on it, but what do you think about it in principle?

Best wishes

David

From: Jani.Erola@tukkk.fi [mailto:Jani.Erola@tukkk.fi] 

Sent: 02 March 2005 16:51

To: rosed@essex.ac.uk
Subject: RE: European Socio-economic Classification

Yes, in my opinion this seems much better, both intuitively as well as empirically speaking. It would probably solve most or all the problems I mentioned in my general comments.

I am still wondering about the group 4 - should the manual/non-manual distinction also be possible to make there? Well, I am not really sure whether that is really needed, that's something that cannot be distinguished with other classifications, either. It's just that the group as a whole does not fit to my idea of "petit bourgioisie", plus that may have some interesting implications to class research. At least the motives of being selfemployed should be found to be very different depending of that distinction. 

Best,

Jani

Comment from Switzerland on ESeC

Dominique Joye, http://www.sidos.ch
You will find here some comments and details for the ESeC in Switzerland.

· For the details, in the file “tableaux.xls”, where the data come from the Swiss 2000 census, there is:

· the OUG according their numerical importance;

· the OUG according part-time/full-time

· the OUG according the level of formation

· the OUG according the self-employed/employee distinction

· For the matrix, I have made some comments directly in the file ESECMatrixBeta_oug_ch.xls, in the sheet beta by OUG

I have tried to operationalise your algorithm on the Swiss 2000 census with the following results:

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	GB
	CH
	CH adapted
	CH adapted, 20 as threshold size of enterprises

	1
	Large employers, higher managerial and higher professional occupations
	17.8
	17.6
	21.2
	21

	2
	Lower managerial and lower professional occupations
	17.1
	21.2
	16.7
	16.8

	3
	Intermediate occupations
	14.2
	17
	12.9
	12.9

	4
	Self employed and small employers (non-professional exc agric etc)
	7.8
	6.6
	6.6
	6.8

	5
	Self employed and small employers in agriculture etc
	0.9
	2.2
	2.2
	2.2

	6
	Lower supervisory and lower technical occupations
	10.3
	12.9
	13.6
	13.6

	7
	Semi-routine occupations
	16.4
	12.7
	17.5
	17.5

	8
	Routine occupations
	15.5
	9.8
	9.2
	9.2


Notes : 

1) there was a lot of missing values for occupations in the Swiss Census and the information on the size of enterprises was also not the best possible one.

2) The adaptation consists to take the matrix as proposed in the file attached.

· The impact of the change of the threshold value for the size or enterprises is relatively small for the frequencies;

· The adaptation gives more 1 than 2, which will perhaps be a problem, if the upper class is too strongly increased, but increases also the number of semi-routine occupation more or less at the same level as GB.

· The routine occupations seems lower in Switzerland, that can be probably explained by another industrial tradition and a greater importance of the tertiary sector in Switzerland but I’m not sure that such a result is not induced by the logic of classification, supposing more routine work for the “blue collars”

In the discussion of the matrix, I have more or less systematically verified the mapping between Swiss classification and ISCO. This mapping is established by the Swiss statistical office and I know no particular document explaining the logic of the correspondence, except that the ISCO attribution is decided at the most desegregated level. 

For the discussion on farm size, in some statistics, it is possible to make a link from the “registre des enterprises” in order to have more information on size, etc. In my opinion, it is very difficult to establish that precisely in “ordinary” surveys. That means that such a criteria will not necessarily be of a great practical use. Furthermore, I think that such details for agricultural position are less and less useful: we can consider agriculture as enterprise and use the same criteria of number of people employed. In my opinion, in the Swiss context, it seems even less and less necessary to keep a special category for peasants and I would suggest fusing class 4 and 5.

Discussion on the number of employees to consider is not easy. I personally share the feeling that 10 is a very low limit. When establishing the Swiss socio-professional categories
 we have used 25. A limit of 50 could be used but, at least in Switzerland, the figures will be very low. An intermediate category is probably theoretically significant but will systematically be recoded with another category when using surveys with limited sample size. 

Discussion between 7 and 8: in Switzerland, formation is largely done through the apprenticeship’s system. In international comparison, it has probably more impact than in other countries.
 It could be used to distinguish between 7 and 8 and in many cases it was used in the examination of the matrix. In many cases also, to use such a criteria show a strong correspondence with the variations proposed in the matrix.

This question of formation could also be used in Switzerland for the distinction between higher professionals and lower professionals: in the first case a university diploma could be required, in the second one another “high school” diploma could be sufficient. Some validation exercises could be necessary because the system of the universities/high school is currently evolving.

I have personally two main problems with the classification. The first one is the position of office employees: most of the big group 4 of the ISCO goes in the class 3. As far as I know the Swiss situation, there are very different relations in such a category. A lot of “secretaries” 4115 are semi-routine jobs. Otherwise, the result of the classification is to maintain too much difference between “blue collars” and “white collars”. For some topics this is meaningful but it can be shown that for others, it is not the case. You mention in this context:

“We are therefore looking at an alternative schema to the one described here and operationalized in the matrix. This would have the same Classes 1-5 as discussed above, but Class 6 would be for lower sales, services and clerical workers only; Class 7 would be for lower supervisors in Class 6 above and intermediate technicians in Class 3 above; Class 8 would be for employees in Class 6 above; and Class 9 could combine the current Classes 7 and 8 or they could be kept separate. These options would certainly be more in line with UK data on employment relations. Views would be welcome on this.”

I totally support such a proposal, that let us play with far more interesting ways to test the class position. If you choose this variant, what I feel very valuable, it would be interesting to keep the differentiation between actual class 7 and 8.

The last problem that I see is the lack of differentiation between “economic” and “cultural capital” in terms of Bourdieu. This is mentioned sometime in reference with new social movements,
 but is also implicitly present when Wright uses skill as well as organizational assets. In some cases, this is a very important criterion. But that is perhaps outside the scope of “employment relation” as defined in your work.

Comments from Henryk Domanski, Poland

1. ESeC will be some move forward in measurement of social position. First progress is that its ambition is cover the whole population. We had always problems with coding respondents not in the labour market when asked about occupational activity during research. Second, it is good from practical point of view that you refer to operativity. Coders should not have problems with assigning respondents to detailed codes of ESeC. What I would criticised is validity of the ESeC. Validity that is to what extent its classification units reflect basic class, stratification, and other social divisions defined in terms of positions on labour market. I found it useful on detailed levels by which I mean three and two-digit codes. The problem is with division into 8 basic classes. Although ESeC is very clear in conceptual terms I see no justification in merging nonmanual with manual occupations in classes 6, 7, and 8. 
The argument for this is that lower nonmanuals and higher manuals share routine tasks. However, it seems that no less than 90% empirical findings - that I know - continue to prove that dichotomy manual-nonmanual remains among the basic dividing line as far as socio-economic position and attitudes are concerned. The ESeC solution is hardly justifiable in post-communist societies (see H. Domanski, 2000, On the Verge of Convergence. Budapest: CEU Press). It is true that in many countries these categories overlap in individual incomes (but not in family incomes) however they still constitute two worlds in terms of conditions of work and almost all that results from it. ESeC even extends the EGP tradition where lower technicians are combined into one class with skilled workers who are supervisors.

Certainly, detailed code of ESeC does not close possibility to distinguish such classes as one would like to do. Nevertheless if it is designed to be a universal and useful standard in the cross-country research it should reflect key divisions. As a potential user of ESeC in the Polish and East European context (not to mention wider scope of cases) I would like to have clerical routine category separated from skilled and non-skilled workers.

2. Farmers. In Polish Sociological Classification there is any subdivision of farmers. We have only separate codes for Farmers – i.e owners of farms (peasants), helping family members, and agricultural labourers. 

Comments from Nikolai Tilkidjiev

Head of the department “Communities and Social Stratification”

Institute of Sociology, Bulgarian Academy of Science

I am sorry my being late with my more detailed response to the ESeC matrix. I would try here to describe my opinion on the suggested materials.

1. As I expressed in my previous letters, the general idea to establish a class-classification schema for the socio-economic categories in all EU member countries (and I guess for new comers in EU) is a great initiative. Sociological (both theoretical and empirical experience) and statistical knowledge reach a sufficient level to allow itself to establish such an important step. Establishing and applying an all-applicable and acceptable classification would be extremely fruitful and prospective base for comparative studies and assessments concerning socio-economic positions of respondents in European countries. It could make quite easier the attempts of researchers to retrieve common convergent trends and regional and other specifics of development of different post-modern societies in Europe. 
2. I accept the conceptual basis of the ESeC (positions defined by employment relations – labour market and work situations and employment contracts, with 3+1 class positions) as a relevant generally also for the post-communist case. Theoretical and empirical distinctions made by some new classical studies like of J. Goldthorpe (Golthorpe and EGP schema, developed by J. Goldthorpe in 1997 and 2000) are quite acceptable and applicable in post-communist countries with some little modifications. There is some sufficient evidence for the last statement – I would like to mention here some publications of Geoffrey Evans
 from the Nuffield College, Oxford, Peter Robert
 from TARKI (Budapest), Henryk Domanski
 from IFS in Warsaw, etc. Additionally, I have had a personal experience proving that there are some enough relevant evidences trying to apply a modified and concise variant of the Goldthorpe schema in Bulgarian case in data comparison with 9 other post-communist countries, analyzing the relations between occupational-class positions and the levels of acceptance of democratic values.
 I guess similar evidences one can find even in Russia today, in spite of the fact that Russian social structure case is always different.

3. The distinction between “service relationship” and “labour contract” is also applicable in most of their features in our country (here and later on to be correct I am speaking only for the Bulgarian case). There some specifics: for example, most of the working class categories received also salaries, not exactly wages in the Western type. But it is not so decisive distinction.
4. There are some points for further discussion.  I understand your statement on page 5 under the subtitle “Category names” in the described material that ‘skill has no part in the conception of the ESeC …with an employment relations approach’ – as an attempt not to mix different criteria, and to apply one and the same criterion. But we know well that in reality all is mixed and complicated and it would be better to search such a combination of research criteria in order to catch in the classification most relevant cases. Following my experience, I think it is not so crucially controversial a combination between those two criteria. I am almost sure that a lot of social structure or stratification researchers in post-communist Eastern Europe would insist to apply the criterion of the skill or qualification in order to distinct significant differences of social positions within the large categories. And it could be not because they just accustom to use this criterion before, but because it works when one analyze data from different representative surveys. It is quite obvious when a researcher can try to distinct some categories which accumulate significant different levels of education, incomes, poverty, economic attitudes, cultural preferences and even political orientations. For example, among workers there is a very clear distinction between ‘Skilled workers and technicians, incl. supervisors at a primary level’ and all others ‘Semi-skilled and unskilled workers’. It is clear for Bulgaria, but I am sure the same is in other post-communist European countries, following publications and reports of colleagues. The situation is similar when we have to distinct subcategories among other large categories, like professionals, administrative employees, etc.
5. A question is raised in connection of the criteria for distinction between different levels of employers (larger and small). As we know there are some criteria of the European Commission for distinction between larger/big, medium sized and small business (incl. SMEs) according the number of employees, level of profit, turnover, etc. It is known that these criteria were changed several times in 1990s
. Will we try to ‘build a bridge’ between ESeC and EC of the EU or not? Or it would be quite far and non-consistent goal for ‘our’ ESeC at this stage? I think we have to decide the distinctions between levels of employers in close relation to the levels of managers and to accept the second suggestion made on page 6 (the paragraph on the top). The size rules 1-9, 10-49 and 50+ seem acceptable also 
for Bulgarian case of small, medium sized and large business and respectively – managers.
6. Another point is a contradictory statuses of ‘technical occupations’ within the ESeC (higher technical, intermediate technical, technical self-employed, lower technical – among large and small employers, self-employed, and employees?). According the traditions in Bulgarian sociological classifications, technical occupation are close connected to the ‘skilled’ and ‘high-skilled’ workers and primary supervisors. The people who occupy such occupation usually finished specialized technical education, or higher education and even technical university and work requirements are for the same respectively levels of education. From this point of view for our researchers it is strange to put even a part of technical occupations into higher classes. Such higher technicians like #3110-3117 are ‘laboratory assistants’ and may be it is not just a problem of translation.
7. Thinking the ‘excluded’ basic class position we have to put all possible categories in the case. Besides ‘never worked’ and ‘long-term unemployed’ we have to include all others like: first, all other unemployed (because in the moment of a field survey one can be unemployed but not ‘long term’. Secondly, we have to put also working pensioners, temporary working housewives, working disabled people, etc. I am not sure how it is in the Western countries, but in post-communist countries such ‘economic active’ excluded are an often phenomenon.
8. Speaking more generally, concerning ‘looking at an alternative schema’ (page 12) we have to think to make the next step to set and use an overall Class Schema, including non-economic active, besides economic active categories. In such approach we can overcome the one-side classification and to omit part of ‘excluded’ who are in fact real part of the socio-economic system of each separate European country. Not to speak about the second, ‘shadow’ economy as a ‘universal’ not pleasant partner of the official economy. In other case we have only a part of the ‘cake’/ ‘picture’, a part of a class-stratified body of the society. And as a result – a ‘crippled’ classification.


These were some my preliminary notes. I would be glad if some of them would be interesting for you and your colleagues. Generally, our National Statistical Office applies ISCO’88 with some modification (I am not sure about the result of applying that schema). I have close contacts with some of main colleagues who adapted ISCO’88 to Bulgarian case. If it is necessary I can continue later my notes about the categories of ESeC.
� In the next four tables we treat 7174 as 71, and 8183 as 81 


� In the next tables we treat 3132 as 31, and 3334 as 33. 


� The LII is the Irish component of the ECHP, but has ISCO available to four digits (rather than 1-2 for the UDB).


� Note that for size of firm we were not able to identify firms employing 10 or more (the nearest category is 5-19) so those working in enterprises with 5or more were treated as 10+ in constructing ESeC.





� The high risk of unemployment before beginning the job for lorry drivers may reflect the fact that some long-term unemployed are being re-trained in this area under a state (FAS) scheme.  Purchasing a taxi license has been (anecdotally, at least) a traditional use of redundancy money for former Dublin factory workers.


� About 30 per cent of Irish farms are run on a part-time basis -- as the person’s secondary job.  Moreover, farms tend to be family enterprises so that several household members (typically a couple, possibly with an adult child) may be involved in running it.


� Farm incomes in the LII are calculated, with the help of Teagasc’s annual farm incomes survey, based on the typical income flow to a farm of a given size, soil type and farm system type. It is very difficult to elicit this information directly from respondents.


� Not all farmers would agree.


� This argument wwas developed in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Joye</Author><Year>1995</Year><RecNum>977</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>977</REFNUM><YEAR>1995</YEAR><TITLE>Stratification sociale en Suisse: cat&#xE9;gories socio-professionnelle</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Berne</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Office f&#xE9;d&#xE9;ral de la statistique</PUBLISHER><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Dominique Joye</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Martin Schuler</AUTHOR></AUTHORS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Joye, D. and Schuler, M. 1995 Stratification sociale en Suisse: catégories socio-professionnelle, Berne: Office fédéral de la statistique.�


� This argument was developed in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Levy</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>1037</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>1037</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Rene Levy</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Dominique Joye</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Olivier Guye</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Vincent Kaufmann</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>Tous &#xE9;gaux? De la stratification aux repr&#xE9;sentations</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Zurich</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Seismo</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Levy, R., Joye, D., Guye, O. and Kaufmann, V. 1997 Tous égaux? De la stratification aux représentations, Zurich: Seismo.�, where we have replicated the topological models of  � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Western</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>1196</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>1196</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>M. Western</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Erik Olin Wright</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1994</YEAR><TITLE>The Permeability of Class Boundaries to Intergenerational Mobility among Men in the United States, Canada, Norway and Sweden</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>American Sociological Review</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>59</VOLUME><PAGES>606-629</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Western, M. and Wright, E. O. 1994 'The Permeability of Class Boundaries to Intergenerational Mobility among Men in the United States, Canada, Norway and Sweden', American Sociological Review 59: 606-629.�


� If I’m correct in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Kriesi</Author><Year>1989</Year><RecNum>1269</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>1269</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Kriesi, Hanspeter</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1989</YEAR><TITLE>New Social Movements and the New Class in the Netherlands</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>American Journal of Sociology</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>94</VOLUME><NUMBER>5</NUMBER><PAGES>1078-1117</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Kriesi, H. 1989 'New Social Movements and the New Class in the Netherlands', American Journal of Sociology 94(5): 1078-1117.� for example.


� See: Evans, G. 1996. “Social class and interest formation in post-communist societies.” In: Conflicts about Class, edited by D. Lee and B. Turner. London: Longman; Evans, G. 1997. “Class inequality and the formation of political interests in Eastern Europe.” Arch.europ. sociol. XXXVIII 2:207-234; Evans, G., and C. Mills. 1999. “Are there classes in post-communist societies? A new approach to identifying class structure.” In: Sociology 1, February 33:23-46.


� His article about occupational class structure in 1999.


� See: Domanski, H. 2000. On the Verge of Convergence: Social Stratification in Eastern Europe. Budapest: Central European University Press.


� My attempt was described in the book Tilkidjiev, N. and M. Dimov. 2003. Status Basis of Democratic Consolidation under Post-Communism. Sofia: East-West Publishing house, 148 p. (in Bulgarian), within an international project to the  5th  FP of EC (HPSE-CT-2001-00062). More details about the Democratic Values Project in: � HYPERLINK http://www.democraticvalues.eu.tf ��http://www.democraticvalues.eu.tf� and � HYPERLINK "http://amcd.hit.bg" ��http://amcd.hit.bg� . May be it is not occasional fact that all of us (Peter, Henryk and myself) we have had as a host in a different period of time one and the same colleague – John Goldthorpe in the Nuffield College (understanding and trying to apply this schema in our work).


� See for example: Shkaratan, O. at all. 2003. Social Stratification and its Reproduction in Contemporary Russia. WP7/06, pp. 23-33. (in Russian).


� See: Research and Innovation Support for SMEs, CORDIS, 1997; � HYPERLINK http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise ��http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise� policy
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