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Introductions

On behalf of Mrs Judit Lakatos, Mrs Elizabeth Lindner welcomed all participants to the meeting.  Attention was drawn to the importance of the development of harmonised statistics across the European Union and she reminded participants of the earlier work conducted under the TACO PHARE Programme which had led to the adoption of ISCO 88(COM) by most Central/Eastern European countries.
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 temporarily returned to Australia.  Apologies were also offered by Peter Elias on behalf of the UK Office for National Statistics who had decided not to participate in this meeting, given their role on the ISCO Technical Expert Group.

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 element of this work is harmonised occupational information using ISCO 88(COM), the variant of ISCO 88 used within the European Union.  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 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.  The programme of work to develop a harmonised social classification is particularly relevant, because a harmonised socio-economic classification could provide useful indications of variations across the enlarged Union in social and economic conditions and associated life chances.
This is the fourth and last in this series of meetings.  The first took place in Oslo on 7 June; the second in Lisbon on 15 September; and the third in Piraeus on 23 September.

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:

· The initial proposals for membership were limited to a few countries, including only one EU member (UK).  This had now been expanded and Eurostat was represented on this body.  He was pleased to report that the Eurostat representative was present at this regional meeting.  Full details of the membership of the Technical Expert Group (TEG) would be circulated to participants following this meeting and would be included in the final, summary report.  
· It was his view that 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).  Validation reports are being submitted by mid-December, and the validation process will culminate at a conference on 19-20 January 2006 in Lisbon.  An ESeC User Guide will be available during spring 2006, and in late June 2006 the ESeC team will organise a workshop in Bled, Slovenia, for NSIs which will explore the potential of implementing the ESeC as a national classification and for comparative purposes and act as a showcase event for the ESeC.

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.  The importance of ISCO as a tool for European social classification lay in the need for the underlying occupational information on which the ESeC builds to be comparable across the EU.  Hence, 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 of consulting widely across all relevant European countries was now reaching its final stage.  The first regional meeting in Oslo 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; countries invited to the third meeting held in Piraeus were Greece, Cyprus, Austria, Germany and Switzerland; this final meeting covered the countries of Central/Eastern Europe in addition to the remaining Western European countries – Ireland, Netherlands and the UK.  In total, 25 European countries had participated directly in the four regional meetings.
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 an 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 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.  This is one area of the classification where comparability across countries of the EU is poor.
A second problem for the classification of managers relates to the use of 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.  Alternatively, we could propose 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 terminology used in different countries.  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 terms of the type of work associated with their constituent tasks.  Many occupations have some supervisory responsibilities, but those of particular concern are those whose principal task is to supervise.  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 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 sector-specific.  Consideration should, therefore, be given to whether to retain this category.

Country Presentations

BULGARIA
(Galia Stateva – National Statistical Institute) (See Appendix 6)

After describing the Bulgarian National Classification of Occupations established in 1996 (NCO 96), based closely on ISCO 88, and the institutional framework within which it operated, the Bulgarian expert went on to explain the decision to begin updating NCO 96 in 2005, in advance of the updating of ISCO 88.  The reasons were associated with the need to reflect changes in the economy and national occupational structure resulting from the transition to a market economy.  In particular, classification problems were encountered in the area of professional and ICT occupations, and in the combining of different tasks and duties to form new jobs.  NCO 96 had 160 additional unit groups that did not correspond to ISCO 88 and this created problems of compatibility at the unit group level.
Problems of classification were outlined, including the need for additional information beyond the job title to classify many jobs, the links between ISCED levels and ISCO codes especially to distinguish between major groups 7 and 8, and the use of bureaucratic job titles in the public service sector.
In terms of the specific questions posed by the UK team:

· problems were encountered in distinguishing between professional and associate professional occupations;

· there were a large number of managers of small firms in Bulgaria, partly resulting from the fact that own account workers considered themselves to be managers even without one employee;
· supervisors should be separately identified because their tasks and responsibilities were different from those they supervised;
· Corporate vs general managers – the NSI followed the ISCO 88(COM) rule that drew this distinction on the basis of the number of employees, and favoured retaining this since it reflected the different skills and responsibilities of the two groups.
Suggestions for updating ISCO 88:
· more detailed explanatory notes for specific unit groups associated with technological developments;

· better rules for using ISCO;

· guidelines are needed for countries on how to develop national indexes of occupational titles

CZECH REPUBLIC
(Helena Cesana – Czech Statistical Office) (See Appendix 7)
After a brief description of the Czech national occupational classification (KZAM-R) which is the 1996 ISCO-based classification extended to a fifth digit to meet specific national requirements, the expert addressed the questions raised by the UK ESeC team.

· A new sub-major group 14 was suggested to classify managers in the informal sector, sole traders and those with no more than one employee.

· It was proposed that sub-major group 12 might be sub-divided for corporate managers in establishments of 20-999 employees, and 1000 and above employees.

· A strong desire was expressed to have supervisors separately identified, but this should be restricted to those whose tasks and duties justified being separately identified.  It was also recommended that a better definition within ISCO of the tasks and duties of supervisors would assist in resolving confusion caused by linguistic differences.  While those who supervised activity within a limited area of work might be classified to major groups 3 to 7, it was suggested that high level supervisors might be classified to major group 2, in recognition of their level of skill and responsibilities.

· It was recommended that nurses who now required a high level of education should be classified in major group 2.  Teachers are classified in major group 2, except for such occupations as driving instructors, language school teachers etc. who are in major group 3.

· Difficulties were evident in assigning those occupations requiring technical skills between major groups 2 and 3.  Better descriptions within ISCO were required to clarify this area.  Furthermore, better and more sub-divisions within major group 3 were required to deal with the expansion of jobs in the associate professional/technician area.

(Dalibor Holy - Czech Statistical Office)
This presentation focused on the principal users of KZAM, the purposes for which it is used, and the links between users and the user group.  This group has extensive contact with users via email and telephone calls, seeking out errors and suggesting changes to improve the classification of occupations.  The work of the advisory body on statistical practices was outlined.  It was observed that updating the classification in 2008 represented a major challenge.  The main objective for the Czech Statistical Office would be to ensure that the national classification was updated to reflect the labour market situation of the Czech Republic in the context of the rapid changes taking place.  There was also a need for coordination in the way ISCO was used in the Labour Force Survey, Earnings Survey and in job vacancy statistics, while recognising the different requirements of different users.
(Vladimir Smolka – Trexima Zlin) (See Appendix 8)
A brief description was given of the role of Trexima and its place in implementing ISCO within the Czech Republic and in the Slovak Republic.  It is a principal user of ISCO 88, collecting quarterly wages data by occupation from enterprises with more than 1000 employees.  From 2006, all enterprises with more than 250 employees will be included in this survey.
In terms of the questions posed by the UK ESeC team:

· Trexima reported a problem for employers in implementing the ISCO 88 rule to identify corporate managers from general managers
· Supervisors were distinguished (as reported during the first Czech presentation) via the fifth digit level of KZAM;

· Nurses were generally classified to major group 3, although from 2004 some nursing occupations required a university level education, and these occupations had been moved to major group 2;

· Teachers were classified to major group 2, with minor group 234 being sub-divided to distinguish several groups for specialist subjects.
A further problem identified by Trexima related to incompatibility of various sources of information in different surveys.  In comparing data from the Labour Force Survey (where classification is based on information provided by individuals) and the employer survey, it was evident that the results depend significantly on who is providing the information – individuals or employers.  The issue of job title inflation was significant in this context.
HUNGARY
(Márta Záhonyi  – Hungarian Central Statistical Office) (See Appendix 9)
The presenter works in the Census Department which is one of the major users of the national occupational classification (HCO) which is based on ISCO but with some differences (notably, a more detailed breakdown) to reflect national circumstances.  In addressing the questions raised for the meeting, the following observations were made.
· Corporate Managers and General Managers were distinguished using the ISCO 88(COM) rule based on the number of employees.  It was emphasised that managers of very small businesses with 1 or 2 employees were not classified to major group 1 but, for instance, to major group 5 if the business is a shop.
· Supervisors are characterised as managing production and the daily activity of workers, estimating workloads and assigning tasks to workers, coordinating tasks and carrying out quality control.  Problems were encountered, however, in distinguishing those whose principal tasks and duties were supervisory from those who had some supervisory responsibilities but these did not constitute their principal tasks.  To help resolve this problem, additional questions were asked in the 2005 micro census about whether the job involves managerial or supervisory tasks (and respondents are given a description of these tasks).  The results had not yet been analysed, and it was possible that the new questions would make coding more difficult.

· Nurses were classified to major groups 2 or 3 according to skill level.  The criteria were: assisting the physician (major group 2); working at the bedside (major group 3).

· The same distinction is drawn in respect of teachers – i.e. they are classified to major groups 2 or 3 according to skill level.  Problems were encountered in classifying teachers outside the education system – e.g. vocational trainers in companies, language teachers.  This was a highly heterogeneous group, and it was increasing in size and complexity.

· Technicians presented a particular classification problem in the Hungarian context, since the title ‘technician’ refers to educational attainment rather than the type of tasks performed.
An account was given of the plans to update the HCO, the rationale for doing so (to reflect social and economic change), with the objective of producing a user-friendly classification.  Wide consultation with various experts and within ministries was being undertaken, along with an examination of Census survey forms and job vacancies and jobs lists from major employers.  Experience from the 2001 Census showed that the classification of managers was too complex, there were problems of distinguishing between major groups 2 and 3, and that new occupations in ICT, business and financial services, public administration, media and quality assurance were not well defined.
Work would be undertaken to establish a Hungarian socio-economic classification, working with the Social Statistics Department.  This would be based on the ESeC, using the documentation made available.  The 2001 Census data would be used to quality test the new classification.

NETHERLANDS
(Mies Bernelot Moens – Statistics Netherlands) (see Appendix 10)

The national classification of occupations in The Netherlands (NSCO 1992) is not based on ISCO 88, but there is extensive experience of computer-assisted mapping from the national classification to ISCO.  NSCO 1992 is a highly structured classification.  Inadequacies in ISCO 88 from a Dutch perspective were detailed, particularly for the purposes of matching supply and demand within the European labour market.  These related to issues of skill level, areas of the classification characterised by highly heterogeneous minor groups and ‘not elsewhere classified’ groups (because new occupations are not well defined within ISCO 88).  Inadequacies in the definitions of ISCO 88 were observed particularly in the area of agricultural occupations from the Dutch point of view.  

Suggestions were offered as to how these problems might be addressed, and attention was drawn especially to the need for better unit group descriptions in ISCO 2008.

ROMANIA

(Irina Popa – National Statistical Institute) (see Appendix 11)
Since it was first established in 1991, the Romanian Occupational Classification (COR) has twice been updated to reflect the changes experienced in the Romanian labour market since the early 1990s.  Based on ISCO 88 and ISCO 88(COM), the fifth and sixth digits of COR are added at the national level, and there are some additional minor and unit groups compared with ISCO 88.  
With regard to the questions raised by the UK ESeC team in preparation for this meeting, COR follows closely the ISCO rules for assigning managers to major 1, supervisors to those they supervise and technicians to major group 3.  Whilst nurses are classified to major group 3, teachers are in major group 2.

SLOVAK REPUBLIC

(Monika Parimuchova – Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic)(see Appendix 12)
This presentation provided information on the development of the classification which was established in 1993.  It includes an alphabetical list of job titles and a conversation table to the previous classification of occupations.  The classification has been developed in close collaboration with Trexima Bratislava.  It has a six level structure, the first four digit levels harmonised with ISCO 88(COM) and the fifth and sixth digits elaborated to meet specific national requirements.  A section on methodology is also included with the classification structure and index of occupational titles.
National experience of producing occupational information based on ISCO 88(COM) was used in responding to the ILO questionnaire last year.  In relation to the classifying of managerial occupations, the need for better explanatory notes was identified, along with a strong desire that supervisory occupations should be separately distinguished, both from managers and from those they supervise.  The view was also expressed that there was a need to distinguish corporate managers from general managers/managers of small enterprises.

Information about how the classification is implemented was presented by the expert from Trexima Zlin (see Appendix 8 and the text for the second Czech presentation, above).
SLOVENIA
(Erika Znidarsic – Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia)(see Appendix 13)
In describing the development and implementation of the Slovenian national occupational classification (SKP), based on ISCO 88, attention was drawn to the wide consultation that took place during its preparation and its extensive use within the Slovenian context.  The SKP consists of a classification structure defined to the level of seven digits, occupational group descriptions and a systematic and alphabetic coding index of job titles.  Quality control of its implementation in surveys indicated a degree of consistency in its use across different data sources within Slovenia.
In addressing the specific questions posed by the UK ESeC team the following points were made:

· Managers are distinguished from those with managerial responsibilities, normally by reference to principal tasks.  Misclassification can occur if the only information that is available is the job title.

· Distinguishing between corporate managers and general managers is by reference to the number of employees (1-9, 10+) and is considered to be important, but prone to error.

· Supervisors in some areas of activity need to be distinguished from those they supervise but should be located within the same area of the classification (not in a separate sub-major group).  The distinction between supervisors and managers was also seen as important, since their roles, tasks and duties are different.

· Whilst nurses are currently classified in major group 3 according to SKP, it is recognised that the complexity of their work has increased over the past decade and, in line with other health-related occupations such as physiotherapists, occupational therapists etc., there is now a requirement for university-level education.  Consideration needs to be given, therefore, to whether these occupations previously classified to major group 3 should be in major group 2.

· No particular problem was identified in classifying teachers according to the subject taught.

· Difficulties were encountered in the classifying of technicians because of the changing and increasing technical complexity of these jobs.  Better definition and descriptions of occupations within major groups 2 and 3 was required in the update to ISCO 88.

Attention was finally drawn to the linguistic problems associated with occupational classification, with the use of foreign words that were potentially ambiguous in meaning when used within the Slovenian context.

It was reported that a special coordination group, with responsibility for updating ISCO 88 and SKP, had been established of experts in occupational classification and its implementation from a number of institutions in Slovenia.
EUROSTAT
(Omar Hardarson – Unit F2 Labour Market Statistics)(see Appendix 14)

Omar Hardarson had now been appointed to represent Eurostat on the Technical Expert Group (see Appendix 4) set up to assist the ILO with the updating of ISCO 88.  Eurostat’s key objective in this process was to obviate the need for an EU variant of ISCO 2008 – that the international standard should be directly implemented within the EU.  This implied attention to be given to those aspects of ISCO 88(COM) that diverged from ISCO 88: the operational definitions of Corporate vs General Managers, senior level occupations in public administration (notably, ISCO 88(COM) unit group 2470), and the simplification of agricultural occupations in major group 6.

Furthermore, Eurostat shared the aims of the UN and the ILO in producing an occupational classification that better reflected the changes in occupational structure since ISCO 88 was created – in particular, to deal with the ‘new’ occupations resulting from developments in ICT.  The need for clearer guidelines was also recognised, particularly since some of the new job titles could be misleading (due in part to job title inflation).
Attention was drawn to the relationship between skill level and the classification of jobs.  In some fields (notably in agricultural occupations in major groups 6 and 9) the correlation between formal education and occupation was less important than skills acquired on the job.  In other areas, the focus should be on ensuring that, for instance, jobs classified to major group really are professional jobs requiring high level educational attainment.
He presented information developed from the cross-tabulation of data on highest educational levels and ISCO 88(COM), derived from the Spring 2004 EU Labour Force Survey.  At the EU-wide level, there did appear to be a reasonable degree of consistency between occupational structure and the highest educational qualifications of the employed (e.g. major group 2 has the highest proportion of workers at ISCED levels 5a or 6, followed by major groups 1 and 3).  The lowest level of qualifications was found among those employed in major groups 7 and 9.  Some variations within major groups were also noted.

When this same statistical information was examined by country, quite significant variations were noted.  For workers in major group 6 it was noted that some countries had the majority at ISCED level 32 whereas others had the majority in level 11.

In conclusion, Omar Hardarson expressed the view that the required adjustments, corrections and improvements to guidelines, explanatory notes and definitions of ISCO did not amount to a major overhaul which, in his opinion, was neither desirable nor feasible.

Peter Elias responded to this presentation, noting that it is encouraging to see the correspondence between occupational groups and education levels.  However, he pointed out that when more detailed comparisons are examined, many problems become evident (e.g. agricultural, technician and managerial occupations).

OPEN DISCUSSION

Peter Elias opened the wider discussion with experts, noting that ISCO needs to serve several purposes and have certain characteristics.  These are: 
(i) for statistical information, describing occupational structure, trends, for statistical description or as indicators – e.g. for the ESeC; 
(ii) for job matching – hence the expansion of national classifications to five or six digits.  The hierarchy of the classification is from the very broad description down to very detailed level to classify a job; 
(iii) the classification must reflect the national situation in different countries.  Links between occupational classification and educational requirements are very important.  However, education must not be used in the process of coding and classifying, but to help define and distinguish categories (e.g. nursing jobs specified at different levels, for which we can use education to determine categories); 
(iv) the need to maintain the classification regularly in the light of structural organisational and technical changes; 
(v) a requirement for continuity and stability in order to observe changes through time; and
(vi) for cross-national comparison of occupational structure, to identify and understand differences between countries.  For this purpose it is essential to have a common interpretation of the international standard classification of occupations, for transparency in its implementation and for a detailed understanding of the terminology and linguistics involved in its national context.  All of this implies a need for regular exchange of view and information, and for detailed discussion about the classification, about implementing the concepts of skill specialisation and skill level, examining what kind of work is done.
In answering a question on the scope for an EU Regulation for ISCO, the Eurostat expert emphasised that the legal framework within the EU must function is to harmonise and coordinate.  Regulations are binding on member states, but an occupational classification needs to be adapted to serve the national situation in each country; a Regulation (cf. NACE) is, therefore, inappropriate in this situation.  Peter Elias suggested that a Directive  might be feasible, but noted that this would require much more resource to be put into occupational classification within the EU, and very little indeed had thus far been devoted to this task.
A query was raised from the Czech team regarding the fact that an ISCO code is assigned to the job, whereas skill cannot be separated from the work done (e.g. two kinds of nurses, one with degree, and one without).  In responding, Peter Elias acknowledged that different perspectives on occupational classification are evident if you are taking information from an employer vs. a job holder: former may deflate, latter inflate job title and content.
In replying to a question from Statistics Netherlands regarding whether an occupational code plus information on employment status is sufficient to make a position in ESeC, Eric Harrison replied this was the case, to some extent.  

A further question from Statistics Netherlands related to whether the distinction between a labour contract and service relationship is different in different countries.  Eric Harrison answered that the theoretical distinction is the same but that countries have different approaches to these contracts – e.g. within the French a lifetime contract exists; in some countries it is much easier to make employees redundant than elsewhere.  Therefore, the numbers under a labour contract vs. service relation will vary according to the national approach.  Also, the degree of control that a specific job offers over the tasks involved in that job is not necessarily consistent re labour contract/service relation.

An observation from the Hungarian expert pointed to problems with identifying the type of labour contract because this information is not readily available in surveys, and increasing job flexibility made the situation even more difficult.  Eric Harrison agreed that one of the major problems is the availability of information on employment relations.  In the UK, a question had been asked on the LFS to assess the nature of the employment relations associated with different occupations.  It was recognised that much more information on the variety and nature of employment relations in various countries is needed.  Attention was, however, drawn to the idea that the labour contract and service relation are not categories but are at two ends on a spectrum.

Summary and Conclusions (see Appendix 15)
For the information of participants in this fourth and final regional meeting, key points arising from the earlier three regional meetings were presented.  These are shown at Appendix 15.  Attention was drawn to the significant similarity in the issues discussed and the views expressed by the participants in the present meeting with those from other countries.  This indicated that the approach taken to organise meetings of groups of countries had been justified.  It was, however, not necessarily the case that there were distinct similarities or differences between regions.  
In what follows, the association of a country with a specific point of view does not imply that this is unique to that country, but that the issue (which may well be shared with many other countries) was particularly strong within the national context.

Portugal – Critical of structure of major group 6.  Attention was drawn to the vast amount of expertise within the Portuguese team that might be exploited to consider agricultural occupations for ISCO 2008.
Spain – A strong desire to identify supervisors and foremen and distinguish between them.  This related to specific areas of the classification (notably, construction, sales, clerical and some engineering occupations) where there is a distinct role for foremen or supervisors.  It was widely recognised, however, that significant discontinuity with past practice would result from such a change.
Italy – Problems distinguishing between managers and professional and technical occupations in major groups 2 and 3 were a particular problem.  However, the Italian expert reported a major project to be undertaken, similar to the US O*Net, planned to commence in 2006.  This would provide the Italian Statistical Institute (ISTAT) with much better definition of occupations, more accessible to the wide community of data producers and users.
Belgium/Switzerland – Dual language coding clearly illustrates cultural and linguistic problems of comparability.  Examples of comparability difficulties had been highlighted by the Belgian expert, and attention was drawn to how such knowledge and expertise might be exploited to inform the updating of ISCO 88 for better cross-cultural and cross–linguistic understanding.  A similar situation pertained for Switzerland, as was evident from that presentation.  The experience of those who were experts in occupational classification and had an intimate knowledge of more than one language was invaluable.

 – Evidence of job title inflation.  This was an example where Belgium’s and Switzerland’s experience of dual and triple languages offered an extra perspective on a frequently identified trend in occupational information.
France – The French national classification has different conceptual basis from ISCO 88.  This has given rise to substantial doubts about the comparative nature of occupational information because the mapping between PCS and ISCO is not very good.  Other examples where national classifications are not based on ISCO should be carefully examined for comparability problems (i.e. Germany, Ireland and UK).
Sweden – Evidence of job title inflation for managers and technicians.  The Swedish expert had been able to provide a useful and informative list of specific examples to illustrate the extent of the problem.
Norway – Difficult to distinguish between professional occupations and managers. This difficulty was partly linguistic – in common with many other languages, the word ‘Professional’ does not exist in Norwegian.  The problem is compounded by the fact that many professionals, having reached a high level in their career, have become managers, but in line with cultural practice have retain a title that might classify them either in major group 1 or 2.
    
 – Supervisors are identified at the fifth digit level.  A similar practice is widespread across Europe where countries have identified a national need to distinguish supervisors from those they supervise.  The question might therefore be posed as to whether this should be recognised within the International Standard.
Lithuania – Concern about the large number of jobs classified to major group 2.  The reasons for this are associated both with job title inflation but also to the fact that it has been the custom in Lithuania to give precedence to the educational qualification an individual holds: when asked about their job, many will reply with information on their qualifications.
Latvia – Concern about the classification of managers in small enterprises.  In common with several other European countries, Latvia had a high proportion of small enterprises (0-9 employees).  Better definition of managers vs. supervisors would be helpful in the codifying of occupations in this area.
Finland – comparison with the Swedish classification practice revealed various anomalies.  This may well be evidence that the process of harmonisation is currently not successful and a codification problem exists, since the experts’ view is that occupational structure of the two countries should show broad similarities.
Estonia – problems of distinguishing between managers and supervisors and between managers and professionals.  This echoes similar problems identified in this region.
Denmark – desire to identify supervisors but difficult to distinguish from junior managers.  The issue raised is the boundary between junior managerial and supervisory occupations, for which better occupational definitions and guidelines might offer a resolution.
Switzerland – The important question was raised: what do you do if the only piece of information you have is a job title?  Ideally, a classification of occupations will work with this single piece of information; but it seems this is often insufficient to make a good classification – we need to find out what kind of work is done in order to codify a job.

Germany – Would like to establish a high level supervisory occupation in major group 1, and a low level elsewhere in the classification.  In the case of Germany, specific job titles are attached to these levels.  
Greece – Keen to have supervisors separately identified, but there is concern regarding the practical implications of doing this.  The need to distinguish supervisors was in particular areas such as production and sales.
Cyprus – Again, strong support was voice for identifying supervisors in specific areas, and for identifying working proprietors.
In reflecting on the presentations and discussion during the Budapest meeting, Peter Elias observed that the above summary points drawn from the three previous regional meetings were substantially reinforced.

Conclusions

Participants were asked finally to consider a number of points that arose from the meeting and which would form a basis for part of the synthesis report to be submitted to Eurostat.  The specific points put to participants and on which agreement was sought were:

1. It was agreed that every effort be made to resolve differences between ISCO and its European variant (notably ISCO 88(COM) unit group 2471 Public Service Administrative Professionals, and the distinction between Corporate and General Managers based on the number of employees), with a view to ISCO 2008 being adopted directly by the European Union.

2. The issue of job title inflation must be recognised and ways to deal with this must be sought.  This may be via a comparison of employer/employee perspective on jobs, but fundamentally better information about the constituent tasks of a job was needed.

3. Defining managers was partly a linguistic problem and partly a question of how work is organised in different countries.  In terms of distinguishing between sub-major groups 12 and 13, neither the ISCO 88 nor the ISCO 88(COM) solution had been workable in practice, and a recommendation will be made to the TEG and ILO that attention be given to finding a workable solution.

4. There was a clear and widespread consensus (though not unanimity) regarding a wish to identify supervisors and foremen, if only in specific areas of the classification.  Various ways had been proposed for achieving this: via a new sub-major group; via separate unit groups with a range of major groups; and by using additional digits.  No clear agreement had been reached on this second issue.

5. In classifying working proprietors, especially small shopkeepers and those in agricultural occupations, it is evident that practice varies across countries.  It was important to note that these are enormous groups in some countries, and it was therefore essential to find a better definition in ISCO 2008 to deal with own-account workers.

6. Teachers and nurses were examples of groups of occupations that are positioned between two or more major groups.  This resulted in some inconsistency in the way these occupations are allocated to the classification in different countries.  Better guidelines throughout the classification are needed to improve comparability and harmonisation for ISCO 2008.

7. Technicians present further problems in terms of consistency of coding these occupations which are not at the higher levels of ISCED.  The way in which these jobs are described is changing rapidly, but the reasons are varied: these may be indicative of changes in the content of jobs; or they result from job title inflation; or inaccurate coding.  Again, better guidelines are required.

8. A clear wish to retain within the EU a separate category for Public Service Administrative Professionals had been expressed.  The main purpose of unit group 2471 in ISCO 88(COM) was to identify those high level occupations involving administrative work, and these jobs occurred mainly the public sector.  The concerns of the ILO about associating an occupational group with a specific sector were, however, recognised, and it was agreed that an appropriate solution was to find a unit group for Business Administrative Professionals within minor group 241.

9. Additional work needs to be done on linguistic equivalence, and in this context the FP6 project on Euroccupations, led by a Dutch team but involving several European partners (including Peter Elias and Margaret Birch) would be an important contribution.  The project aimed to create a single index of job titles in all European languages of 1,200-1,500 of the most commonly occurring job titles in those countries represented in the project.

10. A request would be made for a draft structure of ISCO 2008 to be drawn up and made available for comment by experts as soon as possible – preferably in 2006.  The UK team will ensure that this request is put to the ILO.

A draft of the fourth regional meeting report would be circulated to all participants for comment before being made more widely available, to ensure views and discussion has been accurately recorded.

In producing a synthesis report of the whole consultation process over the four regional meetings, it was emphasised that not every view and request expressed by each country could be represented in that report, but every effort would be made accurately to reflect the opinions given.  Compromises would have to be reached on a number of issues where views differed, but there were substantial areas of communality.

In closing the meeting, the UK teams warmest thanks were expressed to Ms Lindner and her colleagues at the Hungarian Central Statistical Office for facilitating this meeting, for their efficiency in making all of the administrative arrangements and their customary generous hospitality.  Sincere appreciation was also offered to all participants for giving up time to come to the meeting, in preparing presentations and making valuable contributions to the discussion.  This high level of participation indicated widespread recognition of the importance of ISCO in the European Union.
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