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Presentations

Introductions

Mrs Margarida Madalena welcomed all participants on behalf of Professor José Mata, President of the Instituto Nacional de Estatistica (INE), noting that this meeting offered the opportunity to further valuable relationships between academics and experts from national statistical institutes.  Mrs Madalena stressed the importance of the work to develop both ISCO 2008 and the European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC).

Peter Elias thanked INE for hosting this meeting and the staff of the International Relations and Cooperation Unit for their efficiency and excellent collaboration in organising the event.
This note describes the background to and objectives of the meeting and presents summaries of the presentations and subsequent discussions.  Detailed information is given in the relevant appendices.
Background to and objectives of the meeting

(See Appendix 3)

The process of updating ISCO 88 towards ISCO 2008 (henceforth referred to as ‘ISCO 08’) has already begun and the ILO has received responses from many countries to its questionnaire.  The UK team and other partners are currently involved in a project funded by the European Commission under Framework Programme 6 (FP6) to develop a European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC).  An important ingredient for a harmonised ESeC is harmonised occupational information using ISCO 88(COM).  In this context, it is necessary to recognise potential changes in moving from ISCO 88 to ISCO 08.

Social classification provides an important tool for comparative research across the European Union (EU) and this meeting gives an opportunity for countries to consider how ISCO 88 might be modified to make a better fit with the proposed harmonised social classification.  It is the view of the team developing the ESeC that its work and that of the ILO in revising ISCO are closely related activities.

The aim of these regional meetings is to focus on those areas of ISCO 88, its definitions, categories and problems of implementation, that are important in the context of social classification.

This is the second in a series of four such meetings.  The first took place on Oslo on 7 June; the third will be held in Athens on 23 September, and the final meeting is likely to be held in Luxembourg at a date to be arranged in October/November.

ISCO 2008: Current status of work to revise ISCO 88
(Peter Elias – IER, University of Warwick) (see Appendix 4)

Due to illness the ILO official responsible for the work programme leading to the revision of ISCO 88 had been unable to attend this meeting.  Peter Elias summarised the current status of the work programme, basing his presentation on the report of the United Nations Expert Group (UNEG) Meeting held at the UN in New York on 24-25 June 2005.  A copy of this report had already been circulated to participants.  
The objective of the present meeting was to consider those aspects of the revision process which impinge upon the definition and construction of ESeC.

Following his presentation of the report of the UNEG meeting, Peter Elias made the following observations:

· The Technical Sub-Group (TSG), to be chaired by the ILO, had a very limited membership that did not reflect the experiences associated with the implementation of ISCO 88 across the EU.  In particular, the countries of the EU, both individually and collectively, represented one of the world’s largest populations which had sought to implement ISCO 88 either as their national classifications or as the statistical standard through which occupational information was interpreted for policy purposes at the supra-national level.
· The proposed composition of the TSG was dominated by English-speaking countries, which might reduce the linguistic diversity.
· The timetable that the UNEG had set the TSG failed to reflect the enormity of the tasks that lay ahead, not just in terms of the collection of evidence to inform the revision of ISCO 88 but also the work required to update and publish ISCO 08 in sufficient time for the revised classification to be adopted within the EU for the next census round.
· In particular, it was noted that the UNEG had highlighted the lack of a long-term strategic plan underlying the maintenance of ISCO.  This created difficulties for all EU member states in harmonising their work to implement revisions to ISCO at both the national and supranational levels.
Development of the European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC)

(Eric Harrison – ISER, University of Essex) (see Appendix 5)

Eric Harrison described the work that he and Professor David Rose at the University of Essex were coordinating to develop the ESeC.  He explained the background to and aims of the ESeC project and the conceptual basis and structure of the ESeC at its various levels of disaggregation. Position in the ESeC is defined by occupation, status in employment and labour market position.  The project to develop a harmonised social classification has now reached the stage where there would be the validation of a draft ESeC by European partners in the FP6 project and experts in a number of NSIs.  This validation process will culminate in a conference in January 2006, probably in Lisbon, to which those NSIs who have responded to the project are being invited.  In mid-2006 the Warwick team will organise a workshop for NSIs which will explore the potential of implementing the ESeC as a national classification and for comparative purposes.

Following this presentation, the importance of work to develop a harmonised ESeC across the EU was noted, particularly insofar as this helps with our understanding of variations in health, the life course and of social and economic inequalities.  For most countries of the EU information classified to ISCO 88 would form the building blocks for ESeC, along with information on establishment size and status in employment.  It is for this reason that the plans to revise ISCO 88 in particular areas would impact significantly on the future interpretation of ESeC and its ability to facilitate comparisons of socio-economic structure between countries of the EU.  The French representative made the observation that mapping from the French national classification (PCS) to ISCO is problematic.  This is the reason why the validation of ESeC in France will be based on the national classification of occupations.
ISCO and ESeC: Where do we need to focus our efforts?
(Margaret Birch – IER, University of Warwick) (see end of Appendix 4)

In the context of Eurostat’s request that we assist via the FP6 ESeC project with the coordination of an EU response to the work to revise ISCO88, the process was underway of consulting widely across all relevant European countries, based on information from a number of sources and via this series of regional meetings.  The Oslo meeting in June covered NSIs and other experts in occupational classification in the Scandinavian countries and the Baltic States; Lisbon would be followed by a third meeting in Athens in late September, covering Greece, Cyprus, Germany, Austria and Switzerland; the final meeting was planned for October or November, to include the UK, Ireland and Netherlands and countries of C/E Europe.
The ILO view that developing countries are the main users of ISCO was challenged:  ISCO 88 (COM) is the European variant of ISCO 88 and many EU countries use ISCO88 directly as their national classification.  Given the similarity between ISCO 88 and ISCO 88(COM), it was hoped that by contributing to the updating of ISCO 88, the countries of the EU would avoid the necessity of developing a European Union variant of ISCO 08 for supranational comparative purposes; but in order for this to be achieved a coordinated input to the updating process was essential. 

Current work to coordinate an EU response is limited by the fact that it is being undertaken within the context of a closely related project – the development of an ESeC.  The focus must be on those areas within ISCO88 which are critically important as far as ESeC is concerned – but these also happen to be problem areas for ISCO88 and the updating process to ISCO 08.  These are noted below.
The distinction between ISCO sub-major groups 12 and 13 (corporate managers and general managers/managers of small enterprises).  
The distinction has been drawn because the nature of these occupations is regarded as different.  But there is a problem of operationalising this distinction. Neither the ISCO 88 definition based on the number of managers in the enterprise, nor the ISCO 88(COM) definition based on the size of the establishment has been successful.  We have not yet found the solution because the quality of information is poor.

A second problem for the classification of managers relates to language.  In a number of countries job title inflation is seen to be problematic – the job title ‘manager’ is used too widely.  If we can improve the definition of managers, we may find the distinctions easier to draw.  Or should we consider abandoning the distinction between submajor groups 12 and 13?

The classification of supervisors.  
There are areas of overlap and confusion between some managerial and supervisory occupations, partly based on the language used.  Several EU country experts have expressed concern about the ISCO 88 approach which classifies supervisors with those they supervise, because these supervisory occupations are seen as different in content.  Many occupations have some supervisory responsibilities, but those of particular concern are those whose principal task is supervisory.  These appear in certain areas of work: manufacturing, sales, construction.  Can we propose a solution?
The distinction between major groups 2 and 3 (Professional and Associate Professional/Technical Occupations)

This issue has been highlighted by the ILO as of particular concern for China and India where economic growth has resulted in an expansion of occupations in these areas.  Because of a perceived difficulty in distinguishing between Professional and Associate Professional occupations, the proposal has been made to consider merging these major groups.  It was evident, however, that the distinction between major groups 2 and 3 was an issue in EU countries, too.  One reason for this was the changes brought about by developments in IT. 
The classification of shopkeepers
This had been identified as a problem area by a number of European countries in relation to ISCO 88 and ISCO 88(COM), where classifying small shopkeepers with managers in submajor group 13 was regarded as inappropriate.  Consideration needed to be given to whether, for example, they should be classified with sales occupations in major group 5, even though some tasks and duties were managerial in nature.  This presented potential problems for cross-national comparisons at the major group level.
Public Service Administrative Professional
Countries of the EU had identified a need for a separate unit group in Major Group 2 for administrative occupations within the public service where there was a requirement for a high level qualification.  The ILO had stated that other countries did not see the need for this unit group; concern was also expressed by some experts during this meeting that occupational categories should not be sectorally specific, while others were in favour of a separation between public service administrative professionals and business occupations.  Consideration should, therefore, be given to whether to retain this category.

In response to a question raised following this presentation, it was confirmed that voluntary work would not be defined within ISCO or ESeC.
Country Presentations

PORTUGAL

(Arminda Brites – INE) (See Appendix 6)

The occupational expert from INE presented details of recent work to revise and review the Portuguese classification of occupations (CNP/94).  She highlighted the nature of the revision process and the extent to which these activities were coordinated across all stakeholder organisations.  Examples were given of recent work to modify the structure of major group 6, noting particularly some of the weaknesses in the definition of unit groups of ISCO 88 within this major group.

SPAIN

(José Manuel Reyes Andres – INE) (See Appendix 7)
Jose Reyes presented information about the development of CNO-94, the Spanish national occupational classification based on ISCO 88(COM).  He drew upon the experience of this classification over the last ten years, focusing on the areas identified as problematic for both ISCO 88 and ESeC.  In particular he drew attention to the difficulties of developing a satisfactory way of drawing the boundary between managers of small and large organisations.  He also indicated the importance that INE had attached to the identification of supervisors.  Two sub-major groups have been identified within major groups 7 and 8 for the classification of construction foremen and plant team leaders.  
Following this presentation participants discussed the use of information on qualification to assist both in the definition of occupational categories and the classification of jobs to these categories.

ITALY

(Aldo Scarnera – ISTAT)

Mr Scarnera gave a broad overview of the programme of work which had led to the implementation of the Italian national classification and which linked directly to ISCO 88(COM).  He drew attention to a number of points including the definition of managers and the distinction between professional and technical occupations.  In particular he indicated that ISTAT had no clear need to identify supervisors within their national classification.  

He continued by outlining a programme of work which would provide a significant amount of information for a future revision of the Italian national classification.  This would be similar to work conducted within the USA (O*NET) and would involve a large survey of occupational unit groups defined at the fifth digit level of the Italian national occupational classification.  Approximately 20 detailed job interviews would be conducted for each occupational unit, providing up to 500 variables per job interview.  Preliminary results from this large-scale survey were projected to be available from June 2006 and final results in 2007.
BELGIUM

(Astrid Depickere – INS) (See Appendix 8)

This presentation reported upon the wide use of ISCO 88 within official and non-official statistical sources in Belgium.  This experience is noteworthy because of the need to provide coding procedures in both French and Flemish, thereby addressing directly some of the linguistic problems encountered within both these languages, resolving these within a common statistical instrument.

In her presentation Ms Depickere drew attention to the following specific points:  
Definition of Managers & treatment of supervisors: 

· There is no generally accepted definition of ‘management level’ (kaders / cadres) in Belgium, is very company specific.

· There is a link with leadership, but this is not sufficient as a criterion. 

· Linguistic difference within Belgium: 


in French no distinction between manager and director (=‘directeur’)


in Dutch the two exist

· Overestimation of management jobs: respondents overestimate themselves + companies are very creative with job titles that indicate responsibility (manager, supervisor, responsable, coordinator,…). E.g. floor manager.  Link between job title and job content can be very weak. 

She concluded her presentation by stressing that, in the debate on the revision of ISCO 88, it is important to distinguish between real problems in the (theoretical) classification (= every job theoretically belongs to a category, in other words every job should be ‘classifiable’) and problems due to operationalisation of the classification (how to make sure that a job is classified in the category to which it theoretically belongs?).  Operationalising ISCO into a practical measurement instrument is the responsibility of the users, but the ILO should nonetheless think of strategies to improve the practical use of ISCO and, more specifically, the coding process (e.g. a user guide, workshops on the practice of classifying occupations addressed to the users and producers of occupational information).  That the quality of coding is often poor was shown by a methodological experiment of double-coding of occupations into ISCO 88, where different codes were assigned in 2/3 of all cases.

FRANCE

(Cecile Brousse – INSEE) (See Appendix 9)
The presentation from INSEE differed from those of other participants, recognising the fact that the French national occupational classification (PCS) is a socio-economic classification.  Among other criteria, it takes into account categories defined through collective agreements between employers’ federations and trades unions.  The PCS primarily classifies according to the status (employer, self-employed, unpaid or paid family workers, employee) and then according to the hierarchical position of the occupation for the wage-earners (according to collective agreements), and finally according to a functional logic and a public/private sector logic.  Many of the problems associated with the implementation of ISCO 88 within European Union countries were thus not relevant in the case of France.  With this in mind, the issues raised in advance of the meeting by the organisers were addressed in the context of the PCS.  While it was stressed that there is no such notion in the French context as ‘supervisor’, equivalent occupational categories include chefs d’équipe, contre-maîtres, agents de maîtrise.  These occupations are not considered as managers.
EUROSTAT

(Leila Anupold) (See Appendix 10)
The Eurostat official gave a brief summary of enquiries that had been conducted within Eurostat.  These enquiries had sought to determine those areas where it was felt that ISCO 88 was deficient in its representation of recent occupational developments.  While this investigation was not yet complete, a number of important issues had emerged.  Firstly, it was felt that the convergence of telecoms and IT technologies was not sufficiently recognised.  Secondly, the role of research and development and the growth of research occupations could not be adequately reflected within ISCO 88.
An important observation was made concerning the work programme to develop ISIC.  This programme, occupying many person-years of effort, had identified recent sectoral changes in the economies of the European Union and elsewhere.  This work could inform the revision of ISCO 88 by highlighting those sectors where significant changes had taken place, helping to identify new occupational areas.

Summary and Conclusions
Following a resumé of key points from the preceding presentations, Peter Elias summarised and sought agreement on the following main issues.
Managers

The occupational experts were agreed that a distinction should continue to be made in ISCO 2008 between submajor groups 12 and 13.  No clear indication was provided by the experts as to how this distinction should be made but it was agreed that a better operational definition was required.

Public Service Administrative Professionals

It was agreed that the current treatment of this occupational group in ISCO 88 was unsatisfactory, thereby necessitating the inclusion of a separate unit group within ISCO 88(COM).  Experts were of the opinion that the identification of this group with the public service was inappropriate, given the changing nature of the public service within different countries of the EU.  It was suggested that a solution could be accommodated within ISCO 2008 through a revision of nomenclature in the category ‘business professionals’.

Two new topics not included in the agenda for the meeting were raised during the concluding stages of the meeting at the request of the Eurostat official.  These were as follows:

Linking with ISIC

It was agreed that the ILO could gain much relevant information through an examination of the work programme that had led to the revision of ISIC;
ICT and Research Occupations

Experts agreed that there was a need to conduct a thorough overhaul of ISCO 88 in these areas and, specifically in the case of ICT occupations, to consult sector bodies.

Drawing upon Experience within the European Union

A recommendation was made that the ILO and the TSG could usefully draw upon the experiences of many European countries in implementing and using ISCO 88.  
In closing the meeting, thanks were expressed by Peter Elias on behalf of the UK team to INE (in particular, to Mrs Madalena, Mrs Caetano and their colleagues ) for facilitating this meeting, and for its generous hospitality.  Finally, Peter Elias thanked all NSI and other experts for their participation in and valuable contributions to this regional meeting.
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