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Coordinators’ Agreement, representing a summary of decisions reached at the Paris meeting, is attached at Appendix C.

Copies of the presentations associated with several of the sessions specified in the Agenda (see the Paper numbers which follow) are available on the restricted area of the project website (www.iser.essex.ac.uk/esec).  Selected comments, decisions and agreed action points not covered in Appendix C arising from discussion are reported below.
Introductory Session
In David Rose’s absence, the introduction was made by Peter Elias.  The main goal for the two day meeting was to establish the mechanisms by which to arrive at a common interpretation of ESEC and the method by which it will be operationalised.  There was a need to focus on the broader conceptual issues and agree the broad structure of the classification.  Interpretations of the categories will differ because of differences in national circumstances.
	
	Action Points/ Notes/References

	30 March - Finalising the Matrix
The ESeC matrix  
(David Rose and Eric Harrison– ISER, University of Essex) 

 (See Papers 1.0, 1.1, 1.2 and Matrix document)

The aim of the session was to highlight the main issues raised between partners regarding the Matrix.

Problem areas identified were higher (1) and lower (2)managers; technicians (higher (2) and lower (7)); supervisors; lower service/sales/clerical occupations (6) and intermediate (3); lower service/sales/clerical (6) and routine occupations (9); lower technical (8) and routine occupations (9).

For managers, ER data scores for OUGs in minor groups 121, 123 and for sub-major group 13 are lower than would be expected for classes 1 and 2, respectively.  Consideration was given to resolving this by increasing establishment size bands.  The reason for the larger proportion of managers in the UK cf other European countries may be associated with differences in organisational structure, but laxity in use of the title was certainly a factor.
The idea of creating an intermediate technician level was considered but given the nature and small size of this group it was agreed this was unnecessary and they should be assigned to class 5 (ISCO major group 7).

The distinction between higher/lower supervisors had been identified as problematic, and the question of whether supervisors should be placed in the same or a higher category than those they supervise was discussed.  The views were expressed that, if the evidence is strong that they should be in a separate, higher group, that is where they should go, otherwise, they should be assigned to the same category as those they supervise; that consideration must also be given to a workable solution if the quality of information is poor; and that knowledge of the particular national circumstances would affect decisions on where to place supervisors.
With regard to lower services and sales workers, discussion focused on secretaries where de-skilling and re-skilling had taken place whilst many new job titles had become common (e.g. administration assistant, PA) in this and similar clerical occupational areas.  One of the weaknesses of ISCO 88 was that it reflected the terminology of the 1960s and ‘70s.  Country-specific investigations were needed to assist in positioning these occupations between classes 3 and 6.
National differences were also evident with regard to the employment relations of care workers.  With this large and growing group, careful consideration was needed in how to operationalise the differences.  The guiding principles needed to be clear, but each country must look at its own circumstances in applying those principles.  These potential empirical differences might be further explored in validation studies.  In particular, the employment relations for this group may vary markedly between the public and private sectors.
For skilled or lower technical occupations in the UK, for example, very few ‘skilled’ occupation groups have employment relations which would merit them being placed in class 8 rather than class 9.  Many occupations in this area had been much affected by technological change.  Further consideration would be given to this area of the classification.

	See item 3, Appendix C
See item 4, Appendix C
See item 3, Appendix C

	The ESeC statistical compendium
(Rhys Davies and Peter Elias – IER, University of Warwick)

(see Paper 1.1 and Appendix D)


The Compendium is a descriptive analysis of the operation of ESeC classes as currently defined within two sources of data: ECHP, EULFS, and is intended to give people external to the project a chance to see what we are doing.  Discrepancies between the two data sources and between countries within one data source gave cause for concern, and consideration must be given to whether these were data or classification problems.  Genuine differences in occupational structure might also be the reason for some differences.  However, if we cannot produce data we can recognise for one country, we cannot produce reliable cross-country comparable data.  Response bias might be another cause of discrepancies; these must be investigated.  We must be reasonably secure about the information before it goes on to a website.  A solution might be to ask Eurostat for more years and more variables, and built a compendium based on EULFS (whose strengths and weaknesses are familiar).  Less is known about ECHP, which should be used with caution – for construct validation, and for dynamic analysis.  
The view was widely expressed that both data sources should be used in validation studies for comparative purposes.  PE would draft a checklist to send to all countries to agree, then request LFS data for 1996, ECHP for 1994.  The Census might be another source to assist in eliminating differences in distributions.  What differences remain might be attributable to differences in class structure between countries, or to interpretation of categories across countries.  The latter is a more difficult problem.  If problems are perceived to lie with ISCO 88, another mechanism must be found to create ESEC classes.

	

	Pierre Biscourp Presentation
(See Appendix E)
General issues relevant to the French situation highlighted in this paper were:-
Life employment contracts – a feature of the French system, one which may not continue indefinitely, though there was a strong desire to retain this information for the time being.

Information required to code to 3 digits of ISCO was not available in many sources relevant for ESEC.  It was recognised that the French proposals were not necessarily transferable to other countries.
Supervisors – It was costly to add a new variable to distinguish supervisors in many surveys the French planned to use.
The 10+ size band was not appropriate to the French situation.
The purpose of the matrix was to summarise the situation across various countries, rather than as a rigid framework which all must use.

In discussion it was recognised that all countries faced problems, some of which are deep-rooted for France particularly, largely because of the difficulty of relating PCS to ISCO 88 COM.  If we have good guidelines for ESEC, each country can make its own decision about how to achieve it.  The matrix is not necessarily the best approach in every case.

Using life employment as a fundamental device to create the ESEC, however, would give rise to considerable problems for other countries.  

	

	Outstanding operational issues
(David Rose’s paper presented by Eric Harrison)

(see Papers 1.2 and 1.3 and Appendix F) 

Discussion among participants (notably on farm size, treatment of unemployed, students) is reflected in the Coordinators’ Agreement at Appendix C.

	

	Round-up session
From the summary of the preceding discussion the Coordinators’ Agreement (see Appendix C) was drawn up and agreed during this final session of the day.

	

	31 March – The Validation Studies

	

	Presentation by INSEE
(See Appendix G)

Issues arising from the presentation included: (i) the possibility of using 4-digit (rather than 2-digit) data coded to PCS (sources could be the Census and FQP);  (ii) certain occupations may be allocated differently according to PCS and ISCO definitions, which could indicate a change in the table de correspondences between PCS and ISCO 88(COM);  (iii)  a query was raised regarding the desirability of introducing other variables such as age, gender in those situations where it is thought such a variable has a systematic link with the nature of the employment relationship.
	

	ESRI plan for validation study of the ESeC
(see Appendix H)

The main idea behind this validation plan (currently based on the beta version rather than version 2 of the matrix) is to look at the relationship between life chances and ESeC classes on a cross-national, comparative basis.  No attempt had yet been made to explain discrepancies, but at this stage the aim was to see whether the results look sensible.  Clearer patterns of deprivation are apparent than for poverty.  Suggestions were made for further analysis which would be checked when the validation was made on version 2 of the matrix.

	

	Some plans for validation of ESeC by the Swedish team
(see Appendix I)

Questions following the presentation related firstly to the European Social Survey:  how many countries in the ESS have coded to both national occupational classifications as well as ISCO?  Peter Elias would explore this further, since such dual coding to ISCO and to national classifications would be a valuable source of additional information on the interpretation of ISCO.  It was further suggested that, rather than be overwhelmed with detailed data, countries should be grouped e.g. geographically or, perhaps more usefully, according to those countries using ISCO directly as their national classification vs. those who do not; or comparing East/Central European countries who have started with completely new occupational classifications vs. Western European states.

	


	ESEC validation plan pursued by the German Team (see Appendix J)

and Crosswalk KldB/ISCO 88(COM) (see Appendix K)
Following the presentation of the validation plans based on various data sources, the initial results from an experiment with German Microcensus data compared with other data sources were presented.  In terms of future validation plans, there was a need to examine results – particularly those that appeared problematic – and to carry out further work on the social survey which used ISCO at 4 digits.  

	

	Unemployment risks in four European countries: a further attempt of testing the validity of the ESEC scheme (Italian team)
(See Appendix L)

Following the initial exercises presented at the earlier meeting in London, this phase presented a comparative analysis using ECHP data for several countries (UK, Germany, Sweden and Italy), aiming to examine whether the ESeC schema is sensitive to the issue of unemployment risk based on job stability.  In discussion following the presentation, the issue of mobility between classes was raised, and it was suggested that clarification was needed because of the competing risks of unemployment inherent within different classes: for example, by looking at who is likely to experience unemployment at some time within a particular class.

	

	UK Validation Plans (ISER team)
Attention was drawn to the balance to be made between the conceptual process of developing an ESeC (version 2.1 now decided) and the practicality of a classification which would apply across 25 countries.  Using ESS for validation would maximise the number of countries who might be interested and involved.  The UK mapping was moving towards the EGP as a model rather than NSSEC.  
UK also needs to look again at the mapping from SOC 2000 to ISCO.  Attempts have been made to address the ‘too many managers’ problem for the UK.  The latest version of the national occupational classification (SOC 2000) had adopted a narrower definition of the occupation ‘manager’.  Despite this, significant differences remained which appeared to inflate ISCO sub major groups 12 and 13.
PE highlighted the importance of the ESeC website as a long-term resource for those who, after the ESeC project has finished, wish to find out about how to construct an ESeC for different purposes.  A repository area will be available within which the code and syntax each team writes for a particular dataset will be stored.  It will permit others to replicate work or apply to different situations.  It was, therefore, very important that all keep accurate descriptions (preferably as SPSS or Stata code) of what has been done and how.


	

	NSIs, ISCO 2008 and Eurostat
(see Appendix M)

A proposal was presented to link elements of the ESeC project with the early stages of consultation regarding the development of ISCO 2008 by organising a series of regional meetings with NSIs and other interested parties.  This proposal was subject to approval by the Eurostat working group ‘Labour Market Statistics’ which would meet in early April.  
Leila Anupold, representing Eurostat, emphasised this important opportunity, via the ESeC project, for EU member states to influence the development of ISCO and bring about a closer alignment between national occupational classifications and the international standard.  Time was short to submit proposals to the ILO (who could accept suggestions only until the end of 2005).  Areas of ISCO requiring significant improvement included the treatment of technical and IT occupations - job descriptions, and job titles were an issue even at major group level.
Participants agreed on the importance of influencing the development of ISCO 2008, especially for countries using ISCO 88 as their national classification.  It was also important as a comparative statistical device leading ultimately to decisions on resource allocation within the European Union.
It was, however, emphasised that, in the context of ESeC, assistance in the development of ISCO 2008 would be restricted to those areas of direct concern for the development of ESeC.  At the same time, these regional meetings would also be extremely useful in publicising the ESeC project to NSIs and encouraging participation by as large a number of member states as possible.  The information gained will eventually be fed through to the ILO in a coordinated way via Eurostat.


	

	Administrative Issues
The six-month stage in the project was approaching, and participants were asked submit information to ONS on timesheets, expenditure incurred thus far, and progress with various work packages.  This would help ONS to identify problems at an early stage.  These were internal checks, but it should be borne in mind that ONS had a duty to report to the EC if any significant changes to the work plan were likely.  

The project would be formally audited by the EC at 12 and 24 months.  These audits would focus on finance: particularly the adequacy of timesheets and valid evidence of money spent.  All costs of the project must be properly recorded, even if teams did not propose to claim those costs from the project budget.  Twelve months from the commencement date of the project, all cost statements must be sent to ONS (Jack Eldridge and Dave Small), countersigned by the appropriate authority within each team’s institution.
Timesheets must identify the project, the name of the person carrying out the work, and the relevant work package.  Each timesheet must also be countersigned by the project manager or, in the case of the project manager’s timesheet, by e.g. the head of department.  It was agreed that all partners would work on the basis of 130 hours per person-month.
Auditors would have the right to audit the activities of each partner’s home institution, in addition to the ONS as coordinator.

Some variation on resources spent on work packages was quite acceptable and was normal practice, but major shifts in resources should be reported by ONS in advance.  It was, therefore, vital for all partners to keep ONS informed of any major changes of this kind.
As soon as approval had been given by Eurostat for the ISCO 2008-related regional meetings, JE would inform the EC and seek their formal agreement (though this had already been given on an informal basis).

All partners were asked to provide a formal receipt of the advance payment made by ONS.  The receipt should be signed by the appropriate authority and forwarded to JE/DS at ONS.


	

	Timetable to Naples and Naples Budget
(see Appendix N)

The timetable indicated the critical dates which need to be met in order to meet the project deadlines:  

· 29 April for comments on this meeting to ISER, which should be specific and supported by any evidence available

· 15 April for brief notes on final validation plans, ensuring coordination of those plans, avoiding any possible overlap by prior agreement on who will do what.  The note should detail what you aim to address in the validation study, methods used, data sources and expected outcomes, together with a short summary;
· following receipt of the above material at ISER, DR, EH, PE etc. will produce and disseminate in May the final version of the matrix at various levels of use (simple through to more elaborate);

· draft reports on validation studies to ISER by 30 September;

· plans for the July 2006 workshop would begin in October 2005.  The current proposal was for a meeting in Athens in July 2006, although some of those present favoured a cooler location at that time of year.  It had been chosen because of relatively low travel and accommodation costs, geographical accessibility for all member states.  However, comments would be taken into account and alternative locations would be considered.  A possible clash with a major sociological conference in Durban would also be checked out.

It was observed by a number of those present that late availability of ESS data would create difficulties in meeting the timetable for submitting reports to ISER by end September 2005.  It was pointed out that the Naples conference was critical from the point of view of the timetable.  Whilst it was acknowledged that the timetable should not absolutely drive the work programme, every effort must be made to achieve the deadlines set.  

Budget Issues
Attention was drawn to DR’s email concerning the budget for Naples and the need to vire resources initially earmarked for partners’ travel costs.  All were urged to respond to DR, indicating where initial allocations might be underspent.  Such resources should be made available for using for the Naples conference and the final workshop (when we may need to subsidise C/E European states, for example, to encourage wider participation).  

The regional meetings might also generate the need for some additional funds.

Transfer of resources between teams and any virement from, for example, salaries to travel and subsistence, required notification to and approval by the EC.

	

	Round-up Discussion
Appendix C would be included with the notes from the meeting and various other appendices, and all material would be circulated to participants for comment prior to putting on the restricted area of the ESeC website.

PE and EH would report back to DR at ISER the discussion that had taken place over the very productive two day meeting.

All participants had a substantial amount of work to do following the meeting, but the goals were achievable.

Dominique Goux and INSEE were thanked warmly for providing the venue for the meeting and for arranging an excellent conference dinner.

All participants sent their good wishes to David for a speedy recovery.
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