European Commission Sixth Framework Programme

Citizens and Governance in a Knowledge based Society

Development of a European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC)

Project Co-ordination Committee – Second Consortium Meeting, INSEE, Paris, Room 539, Fifth Floor, 18 Boulevard Adolphe Pinard, March 30-31, 2005

Agenda Item 1: Finalising the Matrix
Paper 1.1:  Problematic Areas of the Matrix

Introduction

The decision table (Paris ESeC Decision Table.xls) is not, perhaps, the easiest of documents to absorb, especially since it incorporates both the Beta and 2.1 matrices. This paper aims to summarise the main issues we need to resolve. The same or similar problems occur which ever of the two matrices we finally decide upon, although most people seem to prefer 2.1. Even so, I felt I had to keep Beta in the decision table in the expectation that this would be less confusing than if I ignored it, given that this is the matrix most of you commented on. Nevertheless, in my view I think we should concentrate on decisions relating to the V2.1 class values.
The decision table summarises all the responses which you and other experts sent to me on the matrix. The full responses have been amalgamated in Paris paper 1.0.doc (previously distributed). The decision table indicates what decisions we need to make for all the ‘problematic’ OUGs and offers alternatives in each case. 
However, to try and simplify things, I have created a new matrix 2.1.1 (see ESEC Matrix V2.1.1.xls). This gives my interpretation of which class codes should be changed from the original V2.1, which should be country variable and which we have to resolve. You should therefore cross-refer from 2.1.1 to the decision table. I suggest we do the same in the meeting.

Behind most of the detailed decisions lie a set of principled issues. If we can resolve these, many of the decisions on the matrix will fall into place.

Five problematic areas of the matrix

There are five areas where we have problems:

1. Managers

2. Technicians

3. Supervisors
4. Lower services, etc occupations

5. ‘Skilled’ or lower technical occupations

Managers
Who are the real managers? How do we know? As the decision table shows, we have:

(a) lower ER scores than we would expect for Class 1 for some OUGs in minor group 122;

(b) much lower ER scores than we would expect for Class 2 for most OUGs in minor group 131

There are a number of possible solutions. 
First, for OUGs in 121-123, we could extend the size bands. As Paris paper 1.2.doc shows, it is managers in organisations of 50+ employees who are most clearly in Class 1. This would allow us to follow UK practice, discussed in paper 1.2, and argue that some OUGs are inherently Class 1 and others Class 2, something which the results shown in table 6 of Paper 1.2 (for employment relationship scores – ERS - by organisational size) seems to permit, although this is less easily achieved with ISCO 88 than it was with the UK SOC2000.

Second, some teams have suggested that many cases in sub-major group 12 are really supervisors, not managers. If this can be established, we could, of course, open up the supervisor cells with, I assume, a value of Class 7 or 2 (higher supervisors) or even 3 (intermediate supervisors – see below) in matrix 2.1. I prefer Class 2 for all but 1210 Directors and Chief Executives.
Minor group 131 presents an even greater problem, with ER scores in the main that indicate Class 7 lower supervisory occupations, or at best Class 3 intermediate white collar occupations, rather than lower managers in Class 2. 
The Swedish team has suggested that the distinction between lower managers and supervisors is an unnecessary one. I am not sure the problem is resolved, as they suggest, by collapsing the MAN<10 and SUP columns, but I infer that they would allocate most of the OUGs in 131 to supervisory status. Certainly we should open up the supervisor cells with a value of 7, but we could also have 7 in the cells for MAN<10 for most of the OUGs in 131. Only OUG 1317 would seem really to qualify as Class 2, lower managers. However, I still think (with the German team) that Class 2 is the most sensible option for MAN<10, despite the ER scores.
In addition, I think we should open all the cells for managers and enter values that seem most sensible for each. Effectively this allows employment status (particularly organisational size) to over-ride the OUG, of course. Given what is shown in Paper 1.2, tables 1 and 5, this seems the right strategy, especially for Minor Groups 121-123.

So, for managers we could:

1. Change the size rule by adding a column for 50+ and changing MAN 10+ to MAN 10-49, but will this work on all the datasets we are using? What size cut-offs do they each use? It will work with LFS, but ECHP? ESS? If we are over-riding OUG, this is less of a problem. We could have size bands of 1-19, 20-49 and 50+, which I believe would work for all the datasets. Am I correct?
2. Open the supervisor and all other cells for both 121-3 and 131;
3. Allow values of 7 rather than 2 for some (most?) of 131 MAN<10.

I don’t like 3 above as it would seriously affect the sizes of Classes 2 and 7. There would be hardly any lower managers at all.
V2.1.1 shows the effect of these matrix revisions for managers.
Technicians

EGP distinguishes higher grade technicians, allocated to Class II along with lower managers, lower professionals and higher supervisors; and lower grade technicians, allocated to Class V along with lower supervisors. However, UK ER data suggest that there are also intermediate technicians, i.e. ‘white coated’ workers with ER scores similar to the routine white-collar employees in Class 3 (Lockwood’s ‘blackcoated workers’ of old).

The German team and various others seem to have endorsed this view; the problem is can we agree on which technicians are higher, intermediate and lower? The decision table and V2.1.1 give the details. In this area of the matrix there may be some problems specific to national crosswalks to ISCO, of course; indeed this is a general problem we need to think about. Table 1 summarises the OUGs involved.

Table 1 Higher, Intermediate and Lower Technicians
Higher
(Class 2)
Inter (Class 3)

Lower (Class 7)
3110


3113


3118?
3111


3114


3122
3112


3118?


3123

3115


3119?


3131

3116


3133?


3132
3117


3211


3139
3118?


3212


3225?
3119?


3221


3228?
3120


3225?


7242
3121


3228?


7300?
3133?


7244


7311?
3145





7312?
3210

3213

Supervisors

As with technicians, so with supervisors: EGP distinguishes higher supervisors, generally of white collar workers, in Class II and lower supervisors in Class V. In fact, I think there is also a case for intermediate supervisors in Class 3, especially for some of the ‘EGP IIIb’ occupations in Class 6 and lower technician occupations in Class 7. Again, the decision table and V2.1.1 provide details. Table 2 summarises the OUGs which would have supervisors in Class 3.

Table 2 Intermediate (Class 3) supervisory occupations
3118

3123

4211

4212

4215

5132

7242

7245

7300

7311

7312

9113

Lower services, etc occupations

The innovation in the 2.1 matrix is to regard lower services etc occupations (EGP IIIb) as being a separate class (provisionally Class 6 – see below) rather than one which is part of the routine working class, as in the Beta matrix where it forms part of Class 7. This is something I wish we had done in the UK with the NS-SeC (the chapter from the NS-SeC Researcher’s Guide issued for the meeting - Paris paper 1.3 and Paris paper 1.4 - gives a flavour of the nature of this class). Again, the question is which OUGs belong here. There seems to be a fair measure of agreement – see Table 3.
Table 3 Lower services etc occupations
3340
4111?
4112?
4115?
4131
4211?
4213
4214
4215
4222
4223
5110
5112
5121
5130
5131?
5132
5133
5139?
5142
5143
5149

5161?
5169
5220
9113
9153

‘Skilled’ or lower technical occupations

I was not surprised that some of you queried my allocations here. According to UK ER data, very few skilled occupations have ER scores that merit them being placed in the ‘skilled’ working class 8 (see the decision table). This class is equivalent to EGP VI and forms ESeC Class 8 in V2.1.

I cannot adequately account for why so many skilled occupations in the UK have such low ER scores. I am not aware of any literature in particular that helps with this problem, although there is a general sense that many skilled occupations have been automated and are thus now easier for employers to control, with potential applicants for such jobs in reasonable supply. It might also be relevant that the UK seems to have a higher proportion of self-employed in skilled occupations than other similar countries, hence the default or SC (simplified class) codes which many of you questioned.

So, is this something that is UK specific with only 4% in Class 8? Apart from the German team, few of you seemed to want many changes. Maybe it is the facharbeiter who are different? Again, details are in the decision table and proposed allocations are in the new V2.1.1 matrix. The latest comments from the German team as set out in Paris paper 1.0 have also been incorporated into the decision table and V2.1.1.
Sorting out the classes in version 2

Now I don’t really want to make things more complicated, but there is something else you should be aware of….

In considering skilled occupations, lower technicians and lower supervisors, another issue arises. EGP assumes that lower grade technicians and lower supervisors have similar employment relations and thus places them together in Class V. V2.1 does the same, placing them together in Class 7. However, UK ER data suggest that lower supervisors are more similar to the lower technical or ‘skilled’ occupations in Class 8 of 2.1 and that it is lower technicians who form a separate class on their own, not skilled workers. This suggests the following classes:
Class 6

Lower grade technician occupations

Class 7

Lower services, clerical and sales occupations

Class 8

Lower supervisory and lower technical (‘skilled’) occupations

Class 9

Routine occupations

I am assuming that the proposed German Class 10 will be incorporated into Classes 8 and 9 above, depending on what we decide. The final order of classes 6, 7 and 8 would also depend upon the decisions we make and the resulting ER scores for the classes, and Class 6 above might be rather too small and so, in any case, collapse into Class 8. But what do you think? The appendix to this paper gives the details of these alternatives for the V2.1 classes and SEGs. 
So, we have to decide which OUGs go to the lower technical or ‘skilled’ working class (see V2.1.1); and whether lower supervisors should really be included with this latter class in the schema rather than with lower grade technicians. Assuming we do create a supervisory element in Class 3, then supervisors in 8 would have to relate to OUGs in Classes 8 and 9 above only (‘blue collar supervisors’), with supervisors of Class 7 going to either Class 3 or Class 7 itself, the latter being the consequence of similar ERS for both supervisors and employees in most lower services etc occupations.
Finally, I am very aware that we have problems with the nomenclature here: I want to avoid references to skill in the names of classes, but having a lower technical and a lower technician class is rather confusing. Any ideas?! I note that Walter Mueller has christened his Class 10 as ‘qualified workers’, but I also want to avoid references to groups like ‘workers’, ‘managers’, etc, since we are classifying the employment relations of occupations (a structure of ‘empty places’ - positions not people).
Appendix

Possible ESeC Classes and SEGs

ESeC Classes Version 2.1, Level 1
1 Large employers, higher managerial and higher professional occupations

2 Lower managerial and lower professional occupations

3 Intermediate occupations

4 Small employers and own account workers

5 Employers and self-employed in agriculture
6 Lower services, sales and clerical occupations

7 Lower supervisory and lower technician occupations

8 Lower technical occupations

9 Routine occupations

10 Long-term unemployed and never worked

OR (alternative 1) given that lower supervisors have ERs closer to lower technical (skilled occupations)

6 Lower technician occupations

7 Lower services, sales and clerical occupations

8 Lower supervisory and lower technical occupations

9 Routine occupations

10 Long-term unemployed and never worked


OR (alternative 2) if too small N of lower technicians

6
Lower services, sales and clerical occupations

7
Lower supervisory, lower technical & lower technician occupations

8
Routine occupations

9
Long term unemployed and never worked

Underlying E-SEC ‘Socio-economic Groups’ (Level 2)

Class 1 Large employers, higher managerial and professional occupations

11. Employers (other than in agriculture) with 10+ employees

12. Farmers with full-time employees (or ‘large business’ farmers)

13. Higher managerial occupations

14. Higher professional occupations (employees)

15. Self-employed professional occupations

Class 2 Lower managerial and professional occupations

21. Lower managerial occupations

22. Lower professional occupations (employees)

23. Self-employed lower professional occupations

24. Higher technical occupations (employees)

25. Higher technical occupations (self-employed)

26. Higher supervisory occupations


Class 3 Intermediate occupations

31. Intermediate clerical occupations

32. Intermediate technical occupations 

33. Intermediate sales occupations

34. Intermediate service occupations
35. Intermediate supervisory occupations

Class 4 Small employers and own account workers

41. Employers with 1-9 employees (excluding agriculture)

42. Own account workers (non-professional)


Class 5 Employers and self-employed in agriculture

51. Farmers with non-continuous employees (or ‘medium’ sized)

52. Own account farmers (or ‘small’)

53. Members of agricultural co-operatives

Class 6 Lower services, sales and clerical occupations


61 Lower services occupations

62 Lower sales occupations

63 Lower clerical occupations

64 Lower SSC supervisory occupations
OR Class 7 if lower technicians are Class 6 (see below)
Class 7 Lower supervisory and lower technician occupations

71 Lower supervisory occupations
72 Lower technician occupations

Class 8 Lower technical occupations
81 Lower technical craft occupations

82 Lower technical process operative occupations

Class 9 Routine occupations

91 Routine technical occupations
92 Routine service occupations
93 Routine sales occupations
94 Routine production/operative occupations
95 Routine agricultural occupations 

Class 10 Long term unemployed and never worked

101
Long term unemployed
102
Never worked

OR alternative 1 on page 6
Class 6 Lower technician occupations

61 Lower technician occupations

Class 7 Lower services etc occupations

71 Lower services occupations

72 Lower sales occupations

73 Lower clerical occupations

74 Lower SSC supervisory occupations
Class 8 Lower supervisory, and lower technical occupations

81 Lower supervisory occupations
82 Lower technical craft occupations

83 Lower technical process operative occupations

NB: If class 6 too small, combine with Class 8 as in alternative 2 on page 6

Class 9 Routine occupations
91 Routine technical occupations
92 Routine service occupations
93 Routine sales occupations
94 Routine production/operative occupations
95 Routine agricultural occupations


Class 10 Long term unemployed and never worked

101
Long term unemployed
102
Never worked


Other active groups

01 Other unemployed

02 Unpaid family workers 

03 National service


Inactive groups

04 Retired

05 Students (full-time)

06 Children

07 Permanently sick and disabled

08 Looking after home

Not classifiable

00 Not classifiable (occupations not given or inadequately described etc.)
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