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Agenda Item 3: Finalising the Matrix: Outstanding operational issues

The ESeC Derivation Matrix

Ultimately, measures such as ESeC are derived via a matrix or look-up table that cross-classifies the variables or constructs required for its operationalization. In its simplest form the ESeC derivation matrix would cross-classify occupation by employment status. Since the ESeC is designed to measure employment relations, each cell of the matrix indicates a class position in terms of the typical employment relations for that combination of occupation and employment status. 

By employment relations, we mean social relationships as expressed through labour market relationships and employment contracts. Each ESeC category should be as internally homogeneous in these respects as possible and as different as possible from all other categories. A key issue is thus how we measure employment relations for different occupations. 
The best available evidence we have on the employment conditions typical for the occupational unit groups of ISCO88 (COM) is from work for the project that produced the new UK SEC, the National Statistics Socio-economic Classification (NS-SeC). That project collected employment relations data on the UK LFS for the unit groups of the UK occupational classification, SOC2000. It was then necessary to relate the unit groups of SOC2000 to those of ISCO88 (COM) in order to examine the UK employment relations data in respect of the ISCO unit groups. This was achieved by the use of the ONS mapping between the two occupational classifications. This allowed us to produce derivation matrices for ESeC with OUGs in the rows and employment statuses in the columns and cell values corresponding to what ESeC values we would expect on the basis of the UK employment relations data. We then ran the UK data against the matrix to check that each ESeC class was internally homogeneous and as different from each other class as possible.

Operationalizing ESeC

In order for an ESeC to be operationalized in line with our theoretical model, at a minimum we require measures not only of occupation but also employment status, including an element of labour market position. In addition, some measure of farm size is necessary, too, in order to distinguish capitalist farmers from other (e.g. subsistence) farmers.  

Status in employment. All classifications such as ESeC distinguish between employers, the self-employed (own account workers) and employees. 

Number of employees. The size cut-off for enterprise size in the non-agricultural sector varies across the national SECs: 1-9, 10+; 1-24, 25+; 1-49, 50+ or combinations of these. However, since ISCO88 (COM) is the harmonised occupational classification, then the simple rule for ESeC has to be that employed by ISCO for managers and employers – 1-9 and 10+. Although, after our initial examination of ESeC data for the UK (see Paris paper 1.2), Paris paper 1.1 suggests that we might use three sizes for managerial status: 1-9, 10-49 and 50+ because we believe this will allow us better to distinguish higher from lower managers in Classes 1 and 2.

Farm size also shows measurement variations in practice, as various comments in Paris paper 1.0 indicate. Most countries do not use this variable. Of those that do, area in acres or hectares is the common measure to distinguish small, medium and large farms, but member states differ in terms of what is meant by ‘small’, ‘medium’ and ‘large’. This issue is not easily resolved, but the simplest way of accommodating farmers in the current matrix would be to put those who employ any full-time non-family labour in Class 1 and the rest in Class 5. 

Labour market position. While measurement of this is variable across member states, we believe it is necessary to distinguish more than activity status. Our theoretical model requires us to discriminate in the matrix between employers (and by size), the self-employed, managers (and by size of enterprise or preferably managerial level), supervisors and employees. Managerial status is dependent on allocation to Major Group 1 of ISCO88 (COM). The initial matrix allocated managers to class solely by reference to size of enterprise. Thus, all occupations in ISCO sub-major group 12 go to Class 1 (higher managers) and all in sub-major group 13 to Class 2 (lower managers). This has now been modified so that organizational size may over-ride OUG for managers, as explained in Paris paper 1.1 and operationalized in ESeC Matrix V2.1.1.xls. In summary, labour market position as measured in the columns of the matrix involves a combination of status in employment (measured by ICSE-93), enterprise size and supervisory status.

In addition to the issues outlined above, other problems we now need to agree relate to:
(1) The treatment of casual employment and the related issue of a minimum number of working hours to qualify individuals for inclusion in the ESeC at the individual level. In London, it was agreed that all forms of paid employment would be included. 30 hours plus constitutes full-time work. For those with 2 or more jobs, the one in which they spend most time will be privileged.
(2) The classification of full-time students. It was decided in London that students could be treated as a class if so desired, but that normally they would be excluded from level 1 of the classification (ESeC Classes) although they will be identified at level 2 (Socio-economic Groups) (but see (3) below). 
(3) The treatment of the ‘other active’ and the ‘inactive’ groups in the classification, i.e. agreement on the classification of groups marginal to or outside the labour market. It was agreed in London that the short-term unemployed, the retired, the sick and disabled and those looking after the home should be classified by their last main job. Unpaid family workers and full-time students would take the class value of the household reference person.

(4) Definitions of managerial level and managerial responsibilities. It was agreed that initially we would follow a size rule, but that further analysis of UK employment relations data might allow this rule to be modified or even over-ridden for some managerial OUGs. This has now been implemented as set out in Paris paper 1.1.
(5) Definitions of public and private sectors, if these are to be elements in the operational algorithm. It was decided not to include sectors in the matrix but the possible importance of sectors will be investigated in some of the work packages 5-11.

(6) Definition of ‘career typical’ jobs for those not currently in paid work is last main job – not simply last job. See (3) above.
(7) For the household ESeC, the rules employed by different NSIs and other survey designers to identify the household reference person (HRP) have to be accepted, of course. The HRP’s class will then be the household’s class. However, in surveys in which occupational information is available for each member of a household, we recommend the use of dominance rules according to the appended table.
It is almost inevitable that problems will arise once we start trying to implement ESeC operational rules on different datasets. If and when problems do arise, please contact the Essex team in the first instance so that decisions can be agreed, communicated to other consortium members and  incorporated in the ESeC User Manual.
Possible Dominance Rules for Assigning Household E-SEC

	SEG
	
Groups

	11
	Large employers

	13
	Higher managerial occupations

	15
	
Higher professional occupations (employers/self-employed)

	14
	
Higher professional occupations (employees)

	12
	
Farmers (large)

	51
	
Farmers (medium)

	52
	
Farmers (small)

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

	53
	
Own account farmers

	42
	
Own account workers (non-professionals)

	54
	
Members of agricultural co-operatives

	23
	
Lower professional occupations (self-employed)

	25
	
Higher technician occupations (self-employed)

	22
	
Lower professional occupations (employees)

	24
	Higher technician occupations (employees)

	21
	Lower managerial occupations

	26
	
Higher supervisory occupations

	31-35 1
	
Intermediate occupations

	71-72
	
Lower supervisory and lower technician occupations

	61-63
	
Lower services etc occupations

	81-82
	
Lower technical occupations

	91-95
	
Routine occupations

	001
	
Long term unemployed

	002
	
Never worked

	05 2
	Students

	
	


Notes: (1) where more than one SEG is included in a row, hierarchy is assumed to be equivalent for all SEGs in the class concerned. (2) For other categories of non-employed, first reclassify to SEG of last main job.
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