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Introductions

Mr Ioannis Tzougas, Director of the Organisation, Methodology and International Relations Division, welcomed all participants to the meeting on behalf of the Secretary General of the National Statistical Service of Greece (NSSG), Mr Emmanual Kontopirakis.  He outlined the purpose of the meeting and stressed the importance of work to integrate the development of both the European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC) and of this opportunity to contribute to the updating of the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO).
Peter Elias thanked the NSSG for hosting this meeting and the staff of the International Relations section for their help in organising the event.
After the participants had made introductions, Peter Elias offered apologies for absence from David Hunter (Australian Bureau of Statistics and ILO consultant), who had met with last-minute administrative difficulties which prevented his attendance.  Apologies were also offered by Statistics Austria.  An unavoidable clash of meetings had prevented the Eurostat officer from participating on this occasion.

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).  For many EU countries, an important element of this work 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).  This meeting gives an opportunity for countries to consider how ISCO 88 might be modified to reflect occupational and organisational changes and 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 third in a series of four such meetings.  The first took place in Oslo on 7 June; the second in Lisbon on 15 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)

Owing to the absence of the ILO consultant, 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 20-21 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:

· On the basis of the information presented in the note describing the work of the proposed Technical Expert Group (TEG), it appeared that the TEG would have 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, collectively, represented one of the world’s largest populations which had sought to implement ISCO 88, either as their national classification or as the statistical standard through which occupational information was interpreted for policy purposes at the supra-national level.
· The timetable that the UNEG has set the TEG does not 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 for the next census round.
· It was noted that the UNEG had identified the lack of a long-term strategic plan underlying the maintenance of ISCO as potentially problematic.  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 summarised 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 outlined 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 of validation of the draft ESeC by European partners in the FP6 project and by experts from academic institutions and a number of National Statistical Institutes (NSIs).  This validation process will culminate at a conference in January 2006, probably in Lisbon.  In mid-2006 the ESeC 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.
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 the ESeC team 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; the Lisbon meeting involved Belgium, France, Italy, Portugal and Spain; the final meeting was planned for October or November, to include the UK, Ireland and Netherlands and countries of Central/Eastern 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 variant version (ISCO 08 (COM)) for supranational comparative purposes; but in order for this to be achieved a coordinated input to the updating process of ISCO was essential. 

Current work to coordinate an EU response is limited by the fact that it is being undertaken within the context of the closely related FP6 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 is made in ISCO 88 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 particularly successful, often because the quality of occupational information used for coding purposes.

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 certain countries (e.g. 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 Shop Owners/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 Professionals
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 had been expressed by experts during an earlier regional meeting that occupational categories should not be sectorally specific.  Consideration should, therefore, be given to whether to retain this category.

Country Presentations

SWITZERLAND
(Urs Meier – Swiss Federal Statistical Office) (See Appendix 6)

In his presentation ‘Updating ISCO 88 – Swiss Position’, the Swiss delegate described work done by the Swiss Federal Statistical Office to maintain a detailed occupation database, consisting of approximately 18,000 job titles encountered in various surveys and the census of population.  Each occupational title is related to a variety of nomenclatures including ISCO 88.  To achieve the distinction between certain unit groups in submajor groups 12 and 13, additional information on establishment size and sector of activity is required.  It was argued that this approach provided an easy and accessible method of coding from job titles to ISCO 88(COM) in a wide variety of surveys and by external users.
A number of problem areas were outlined where this approach led to ambiguities in the coding process.  Particular attention was drawn to job titles such as ‘project manager’ and ‘team manager’ which could not be positioned within unit groups of major group 1 and which were, therefore, classified at the major group level only (effectively, 1000).  It was argued that a new submajor group should be provided within major group 1 to facilitate coding to a more detailed level for such job titles.  

Another area of concern was with job titles that indicated a supervisory function, but where little detailed information was available via the job title (e.g. ‘foreman’, ‘shift foreman’).  Currently, such job titles are also coded to the major group level in major group 1.  It was argued that the current practice of coding supervisory occupations into the unit groups associated with the jobs being supervised should continue.  If information on the number of supervisors is required it was suggested that this should be collected as an additional variable.
Various comments were made about the nomenclature of ISCO 88 and the problems that had been encountered in using the French and German translations of ISCO 88(COM).  These problems were particularly acute in major groups 2 and 3.

A number of suggestions were made about the inclusion of new IT-related occupations in ISCO 08.  These included ‘computer scientist’, various web-related job titles and the need to identify IT support technicians.

In conclusion it was argued that ISCO 08 should consider carefully the situation that applied in countries that transcoded directly from job titles to the occupational classification without further reference to additional information such as job descriptions or tasks performed.  It was also recommended by the Swiss delegate that careful consideration be given to the equivalence of the different language versions of ISCO 08.

GERMANY
(Alois Macht – German Federal Statistical Office) (See Appendix 7)
Following a description of the way in which the German classification of occupations had accommodated ISCO 88 via the incorporation of a fourth digit in the national classification, the German delegate described in some detail the difficulties that the German Federal Statistical Office had experienced in classifying supervisors within ISCO 88(COM). The distinction was drawn between two types of supervisor: those who carried out the tasks and duties of the jobs they supervised in addition to controlling work done by others; and those who mainly plan, control and direct work done by others.  It was recommended that a separate classification category in major group 1 be established for this latter group, possibly via a new submajor group within major group 1.  The former group were classified with those they supervise.
Other points raised covered the basis for coding those involved in nursing care, teachers in secondary education and the training of technicians.

In concluding his presentation, the German delegate identified a number of problems associated with ambiguous job titles such as ‘engineer’, ‘manager’, clerk’, etc.  It was noted that ISCO 88(COM) had provided explanatory notes which indicated how such job titles should be coded in the absence of more detailed information.  It was recommended that similar guidance should be provided with ISCO 08.

GREECE
(George Kotsifakis – National Statistical Service of Greece) (See Appendix 8)
The Greek delegate described the variety of statistical sources for which occupational coding was required.  These included the Census of Population, Labour Force Survey, Structure of Earnings Survey and various household surveys.  As ?? of/to these sources, the Labour Force Survey was coded to the Greek national occupational classification (STEP) which was mapped into ISCO 88(COM) at the three digit level.  The Greek national classification differed from ISCO 88 at the fourth digit level in a number of areas, reflecting the specific national situation in Greece.  This was particularly the case for submajor group 13 where a number of additional unit groups have been created.

The presentation focused upon the problem of identifying managers from supervisors.  This was discussed within the context of the new Labour Force Survey regulation to provide information within the LFS on supervisory responsibilities.  Various problems with the application of this regulation were outlined – for example, the cases where job titles can be misleading as in ‘playground supervisor’, in which case the supervision did not involve other employees.
CYPRUS
(Alecos Agathangelou and Andres Markides – Statistical Service of Cyprus) (See Appendix 9)

The delegates from Cyprus gave a detailed presentation of their experience of using various versions of ISCO for the coding of occupational information by the Statistical Service of Cyprus (SSC).  This included their experience with ISCO 68, ISCO 88 and ISCO 88(COM).  They described the various surveys and censuses conducted by the SSC.  Of these, the Census of Establishments was a main source which provided detailed information on occupation.  Coding of occupations took into account a variety of criteria where these were available.  Of these, it was considered that the most important was a good description of the occupational tasks and duties performed.
A number of general problems were raised, including the coding of production supervisors and general foremen, the treatment of sales supervisors, and of working proprietors in wholesale and retail, and in restaurants and hotels.  It was also noted that some of the additional codes included in ISCO 88(COM) to deal with situations where little detail was available about the nature of the job tasks had been helpful.

In relation to the classification of working proprietors, it was argued that a separate occupational category to identify such occupations should be considered.  The Cypriot delegates also argued strongly for the separate identification of supervisors in a number of areas including agriculture, quarrying, manufacturing, public utilities, construction and retail trade.
Various suggestions were also made concerning the revision of ISCO 88 and the inclusion of new unit groups dealing with civil service jobs, IT occupations and the skill level of cooks.  A more detail breakdown of unit group 2470 (Public Service Administrative Professionals) and the separate identification of apprentices were deemed desirable.

UNIVERSITY OF THESSALY
(Thomas Maloutas – Professor of Urban and Social Geography) (See Appendix 10)
Professor Thomas Maloutas from the National Centre for Social Research and the University of Thessaly gave a presentation which focused upon the unique position that Greece occupied within the former EU 15 regarding the nature of employment relations and conditions.  In his presentation he drew upon information from a variety of sources that compared and contrasted the former EU 15 countries.  In particular, it was noted that at 60%, the percentage of employees in the employed population was significantly lower in Greece than in any other of these countries.  It was also noted that the proportion of establishments with fewer than 10 employees was highest in Greece compared with all 23 EU countries.  Given the structural differences in Greece it was, therefore, unsurprising to note the extent to which employees felt they lacked discretionary power over their work situation and the constraints that they felt in terms of other options available to them (for example, changing jobs or starting their own business).  These were important considerations that should be borne in mind when translating from information on occupational structure to a socio-economic classification.  It was important, therefore, that this translation should reflect the specific circumstances which characterise the Greek labour force.
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.

General Discussion and Conclusions
Following a résumé 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.  The use of a size threshold was considered appropriate to make this distinction, given the difficulty in operationalising the ILO definition.  Various size thresholds were discussed, and it was agreed that the current threshold (0-9 versus 10+ employees) represented a good compromise in the different national situations prevailing in South European versus West European countries.
All experts were agreed that there was a need to provide much clearer guidance regarding the way in which these two submajor groups were defined.

Supervisors

There was general agreement about the need to identify supervisors within the revised ISCO.  However, differences emerged about how this might be achieved and the consequent changes in the structure needed to accommodate this.  In the case of Germany, it was argued that there was a need to differentiate between Vorarbeiter (Foremen who work alongside those they supervise) and a special group of supervisors in the manufacturing sector (e.g. Werkmeister), who act as ‘front-line managers.  A new submajor group (14?) was proposed as a possible solution.  Other countries requested separate minor groups within Major Groups 4, 5, 7, 8 and 9 to identify those whose principal task is the supervision of other workers.

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’.

The quality of occupational information

It was agreed by all participants that many of the problems of classification derived from the poor quality of the occupational information used for coding purposes.  The ILO should provide guidance for the treatment of such low quality occupational descriptions.
Shop Owners/Shopkeepers
Experts agreed that this was a difficult area where there was potential for significant variation to arise among countries in their treatment of these occupations.  The critical distinction depended upon the task descriptions associated with such occupations.  Where the descriptions stressed management of the enterprise, then it was appropriate to classify the occupation to submajor group 13.  Where the principle tasks involved other activities such as selling, then classification would be made to major group 5.  Similar consideration should be given to occupations such as butcher, baker etc., where they may be allocated to major group 7.
Linking with ISIC

The broad view of those present indicated that there was not much to be gained by linking to the work programme that had led to the revision of ISIC.

ICT Occupations

Experts agreed that there was a need to conduct a thorough overhaul of ISCO 88 in these areas.

In closing the meeting, thanks were expressed by Peter Elias on behalf of the UK team to the NSSG 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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