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Introduction

This document summarises the key points from our earlier comments on the validation reports. It also contains requested actions for all teams as we prepare for the Lisbon meeting.
We can conclude from the reports that the V3 matrix has worked reasonably well, but that the problems detected are the familiar ones we also reported on to the Paris meeting (see Paris papers 1.1 and 1.2). In short, there remain problems with (1) the class allocations and the operational procedures for managers and supervisors; (2) the class allocation of technician occupations between classes 2 and 6, i.e. between service and mixed forms of employment relations; (3) the class allocation of clerical, services and sales occupations between classes 3, 7, 8 and 9, i.e. between mixed and labour contract forms; (4) the allocation of ‘facharbeiter’, i.e. of ‘skilled’ occupations between classes 8 and 9; and (5) the related issue of genuine ER differences between countries in the class allocations of some OUGs.
In addition three other issues have been raised by the reports: (1) class allocations of OUGs for ‘false’ or ‘trailing zero’ cases and for OUGs that are described as ‘not elsewhere classified’ i.e. with 4-digit codes ending with 9; (2) the relations between the 4-, 3- and 2-digit versions of ESeC and the difficulties of applying ESeC at each level; and (3) the extent to which there is a hierarchical component to ESeC. We deal with each issue in turn.

Managers and Supervisors
Two positions emerged from the reports concerning operational procedures for managers. The French team suggested an increase in the size rule used to distinguish class 1 from class 2 and the Swedish suggested that the rule should be abandoned, as it was in the UK validation study. 
In the UK report, we demonstrated that the ISCO size rule for distinguishing OUGs in sub-major group 12 from those in 13 is apparently not understood by ESS coders. The same problem is apparent on the UK LFS as a result of crosswalk problems from SOC2000. This is why we did not consistently follow this rule in class allocations for V3. In any case, the 1-9, 10+ rule is not ideal for managerial class allocations. If we are to change the ESeC faute de mieux size rule, we would again recommend 1-49 and 50+. 
Alternatively, we could simply remove the managerial columns from the matrix and allocate each OUG in ISCO 12 to class 1 or 2 in the employee column on the basis of the best available ER evidence and allocate all ISCO 13 OUGs to class 2. Note that for those coded to a managerial occupation, supervision is irrelevant – when asked, most managers will say they supervise others, but we cannot second guess coders: They are still managers if coded to ISCO 12 or 13. Hence, for each OUG in ISCO major group 1 the supervisor column will have the same class value as that for employees. So, just as with ISCO major group 2 class allocations where ‘a professional is a professional…’, so for ISCO major group 1 it will be a case of ‘a manager is a manager…’. The supervisory column will only apply to OUGs from ISCO major group 3 onwards.

Assuming we all accept the current V3 allocations for ISCO sub-major groups 12 and 13, the effect of this operational change on the size of classes 1 and 2 will be almost neutral: on the ESS, 124 cases out of 2830 would switch from class 1 to class 2 and 142 from class 2 to class 1. 

Please let us have any comments on these suggestions. Do you favour a size rule or removal of managerial columns; or do you have an alternative suggestion?
Equally, are you content with the ‘professional is a professional is a professional’ rule, as set out in our detailed response to the German team’s report (UK comments p.18)?
Other problems were identified in the operational procedures for supervisors. As the UK report showed, the ESS supervision question produces false positive answers and thus very high numbers of ‘supervisors’, as do all similar questions (as the Swedish team noted), although ignoring managers who say they supervise reduces the numbers, of course. For some datasets, as in the case of the German report, there is no easy way to identify supervisors at all.
The Swedish team decided to allocate supervisory status only where those who said they had supervisory duties also had at least three subordinates. This is another faute de mieux procedure, of course, but not all datasets will have this information, either. Short of having more reliable supervision data, based on a question such as ‘is supervision of others your main job task?’, we can see no satisfactory answer to the dilemma we face. Where there is an unreliable supervision question, as on the ESS (and soon the LFS), the Swedish approach could be taken. In the absence of information on N of subordinates, we simply have to accept the unreliable measurement of supervision. In the absence of any information on supervision, either we accept that we cannot implement this part of the ESeC model or researchers might resort to procedures similar to those used by the German team. If supervisors cannot be identified, classes 2 and especially 6 will reduce in size and classes 3, 7, 8 and 9 will increase. Of course, this also tends to happen as we move from 4- to 3- to 2-digit forms of ESeC.
Again, please let us have your observations and any alternative solutions you may have to offer.

Proposed changes to the V3 matrix for ISCO major groups 3-9
As a result of the criterion validation studies, a number of changes to the matrix have been proposed by the French, German and Swedish teams. The most detailed analysis may be found in table 8 of the German report and our response to this (pp.20-22 of our comments on the validation studies; and see also pp.13-15 in response to the Swedish report). In addition, we still need to deal with the ‘facharbeiter’ (‘skilled’ occupations) issue, affecting allocations between classes 8 and 9.
Taken together, suggested changes may be summarised as follows.
Technicians in classes 2 and 6

We list below those technician occupation unit groups that we all seem to agree should be in either class 2 or class 6 and those where there is dispute. We agree with the Swedish and German teams that 3113/4 should be re-allocated from class 6 to class 2.
Class 2


Class 2 or 6?


Class 6

3112



3110



3122

3113



3111



3123

3114



3118



3131

3115



3133



3132

3116



3210



3139

3117



3211



3220

3119



3212



3221

3120



7245 (6 or 8)


7242

3121







7244

3145
3213

In the second column, the position of 3110 and 3210 will depend upon how we allocate other OUGs in minor groups 311 and 321 and how we deal with trailing zero OUGs (see below). So really we are only concerned with the allocations of 3111 ‘chemical and physical science technicians’, 3118 ‘draughtspersons, 3133 ‘medical equipment operators’, 3211 ‘life science technicians’, 3212 ‘agronomy and forestry technicians’ and 7245 ‘electrical line installers etc’. As we noted in our comments, UK ER data would suggest that 3118 should go to class 6, as should 7245, but that others should remain in class 2. 

Please let us have your views, preferably supported by evidence relating either to ERs (as the German team has done) or crosswalks. How we deal with this matter will substantially affect the sizes of classes 2 and 6 given that the OUGs involved are quite large. We are especially concerned that you examine your crosswalks to see what sorts of occupations go to these OUGs. In particular, 3133 ‘medical equipment operators’ may have different national interpretations.

Clerical, services and sales occupations in classes 3 and 7
Again we can list OUGs according to agreed and non-agreed class allocations.

Class 3
Class 3 to 7?

Class 7
Class 2 to 6? (supervisors)

4115

4132


4113/4

4113

4120

4133


4131

4211

4121

4190


4215

4122

4210


4222/3

4141

4211

4143/4

4212

4221

4220

Here, we would be content to re-allocate 4132/3, 4210/11/12 to class 7. We would also be willing to put supervisors in 4113 and 4211 into class 6. It is 4190 ‘other office clerks’ that concerns us. In the UK this is a very large OUG and is dominated by clerical grades in national and local government. It is thus, and must remain, class 3 in the UK. 
Please look at your crosswalk and then give us your views on the class for 4190. France and Sweden say class 7, Germany and the UK class 3.

4220 is ‘client information clerks’ in the UK and is used for call centre operators and agents and customer care occupations, also we think class 3 on the basis of UK ER data. This is another large OUG.
As for 4220, does this OUG exist in your crosswalk? If not, where do call centre and customer care occupations go in your crosswalk?
As for other lower clerical, sales and services occupations in class 7, it has been suggested that 5122 ‘cooks’ go from class 8 to 9, 5123 ‘waiters, bartenders, etc’ go from class 9 to class 7 and 5132 ‘institution-based care workers’ go from 7 to 3. These are all large OUGs and so we must be careful what decisions we make.
5132 is a case where each of us needs to look at our crosswalk. In Germany, 5132 refers to medical assistants and hygienists which in the UK are in 3221 and class 3 (3222 does not exist in the UK crosswalk). 5132 in the UK refers to house parents, nursing assistants, dental nurses and non-paramedic ambulance staff, hence class 7.
Please look at which occupations go to 5132 and let us have this information. Does 5132 look like class 3 or class 7 for your country?

As for 5122 ‘cooks’, their UK ER scores would justify either class 7 or class 8, but not class 9 as the Germans have requested. 5123 ‘waiters etc’ have very low ER scores in the UK and hence are in class 9 for that reason. The Germans say class 7. Of course, there are many part-time and casual workers in both these (very large) OUGs.
Please let us know, with reasons, whether you think 5122 should be in 7, 8 or 9; and whether 5123 should be in 7 or 9.

Associate professional occupations

Here the major concerns are 3152 ‘safety etc inspectors’, 3340 ‘other teaching associate professionals’, 3224 ‘optometrists and opticians’, 3415 ‘technical and commercial sales representatives’, 3419 ‘finance and sales associate professionals’, 3429 ‘business service agents nec’ and 3460 ‘social work associate professionals’.

In our comments on the validation reports (p.11), we have noted that 3340 should be dominated by driving instructors. This is why we allocated it to class 6. 

Please look at  which occupations go to 3340and which dominate in your country and report back to us.

On p.15 of our comments we discussed how differently 3152 is interpreted in Germany and the UK. 

Please look at which occupations go to 3152 in your country and report back to us. In particular are routine inspectors included along with occupations which require much higher qualifications such as factory inspectors, occupational hygienists and safety officers, statutory examiners and environmental health officers? If not to 3152, where do routine inspectors go in your crosswalk? Where do, e.g., environmental health officers go if not to 3152?

3224 ‘optometrists/opticians’: in the UK crosswalk ‘ophthalmic opticians’ go to 2229 ‘other health professionals nec’ and thus class 2, but ‘dispensing opticians’ go to 3224. Contrary to what we said in our validation report comments, we think we made a mistake here and agree with the Germans that 3224 should be class 3. 
Is this how your crosswalk works for opticians? We would suggest that if 3224 includes ophthalmic opticians, there may be a case for it being in class 2. Please let us have your views.
3415, 3419 and 3429 may be subject to different national interpretations. Like the Germans, we think 3415 should be class 3. In the UK, 3419 refers to occupations such as financial analysts, public relations officers, marketing associate professionals, as well as business and related associate professionals, all of which would be in class 2 for the UK. 3429 is not in the UK crosswalk.

Again, please look at your crosswalks and let us know which occupations predominate in 3415, 3419 and 3429.

3460 in the UK covers community and youth workers and housing and welfare officers and is clearly class 2 in ER terms.
Again, please look at your crosswalks and let us know which occupations predominate in 3460.

Other large OUGs
Two other large OUGs are the subject of dispute: 2470 ‘public service administrative professionals’ and 8323 ‘bus and tram drivers’.

Please look at our observations on 2470 on p.21 of our comments. There may be crosswalk problems. Let us know which occupations predominate here, i.e. does 2470 largely comprise higher grade public servants?

8323 seems to be nationally variable in ER terms. Do you favour class 8 or class 9 for this OUG?

Facharbeiter
This issue has not been resolved. The UK report indicates international variability when we examine all the ‘class 10’ occupations together. The German team have accepted that some OUGs in the class 10 group should be in class 9 and not class 8, but they have also asked that other class 9 OUGs be changed to class 8. In the latter case, they rely on very small numbers and so we would not wish to make changes on this basis. 
In light of the UK report, what suggestions do you have with regard to the V3 matrix class 10 OUGs? Robert Erikson has suggested we might look at wages for these OUGs, presumably in relation to the class 8 and 9 means. Any other ideas? Please let us know which, if any, of the class 10 OUGs are in the top 100 in your country by size.

Apart from the facharbeiter, we only intend to consider changes to the harmonised matrix for the OUGs mentioned above. If you wish to have other OUGs considered for change, let us know which and why. For example, the German team has said 1233 ‘sales and marketing managers’ should move from class 1 to class 2. On the basis of UK ER data, we would not make this change, but there may be national variability.
Other matrix issues

As noted in the UK and Swedish reports, there are problems with ‘false’ or ‘trailing 0’ codes and also some nec OUGs ending with 9. We shall amend the way these are treated in the next version of the matrix (see p.11 of the UK validation report).

Referring to p.36 of our comments on the validation studies, what do you think of the suggestion that we put more effort into a harmonised or ‘international ESeC’ based on 3-digit ISCO, but allow more national variability at the 4-digit level? Anton Kunst is anxious that we don’t have too much in the way of specific national adaptations of the matrix (see p.50 of the UK comments). That might be easier to achieve at the 3-digit level.
With regard to all the above issues with class allocations, please note the Irish team’s comments on the gender dimensions (e.g. p16 of the UK comments). To this we would also add that you might look at differences between full-time and part-time employee ERs. 
When we were constructing the NS-SeC, we examined both dimensions and concluded that neither affected class allocations to the extent that we required columns in the matrix for gender or working hours and thus sometimes different class allocations to the same OUG dependent on these dimensions. Females and part-timers dominated in some OUGs, often in combination, and this accounted for some class allocations, especially with lower clerical, sales and services occupations. Where men and women were in more equal proportions in any OUG, gender and working hours did not significantly affect ER scores.
Hierarchy
Anton Kunst has asked for more guidance on the hierarchical component of ESeC. We have to be careful about this, as Robert Erikson pointed out in his response to the Dutch report (p.47 of the UK comments). However, as noted by Erikson and Goldthorpe in a recent paper, repeated in our ‘ESeC Classes Summarized’ (and also as implied by the dominance rules), classes 1 and 2 do dominate classes 3, 6, 7, 8 and 9 in ER terms. By extension 3 and 6 dominate 7, 8 and 9. Equally as we have suggested on p.46 of our comments, a ‘hierarchical’ element could be included in class 4 and already is included given that there are self-employed and employers in classes 1 and 2.
Please let us have any comments on this issue.

ER Indicators
Given the admitted problems with our ER indicators:

1. Please include in your revised reports and Lisbon papers comments similar to those of the German team regarding the supposed relationship between indicators and the ESeC conceptual model;

2. Do you have data that would allow you to construct age-wage curves (see John Goldthorpe’s paper, p.53 of the UK comments)? If so, consider adding this to your validation studies.
Next Steps

With regard to the validation reports, these are going to have to be revised in light of any changes to the matrix as discussed above. To avoid some extra work, we suggest you need not finalise the reports until after the Lisbon meeting. The reports will then be used as the basis for publications. Do you agree?

However, you will need to turn your draft reports into papers for the Lisbon meeting and you will at least have to take account of any comments you have received with regard to following the V3 matrix when you do this. So some more work may be required at this stage.
What we need in the papers are the highlights or key issues identified by your reports. You can take the ESeC conceptual model for granted since we will do a paper on this. So you need not spend time writing about it in your paper; just refer to ‘ESeC Classes Summarized’, if necessary. Remember that both NSI and Eurostat representatives will be at the Lisbon conference as well as some experts from outside the consortium. The intention is to pre-circulate the papers and for each team to have 30 minutes for their presentation. We will send a note on our plans for the conference next week and invite your comments.

Please let us have your conference paper by DECEMBER 15th. We will then circulate them to all Lisbon participants along with the conference agenda.
Also, let us have comments on the other issues discussed in this paper, and any other matters you wish to raise, as soon as possible and no later than DECEMBER 22nd.

Thanks!
DR and EKH

11/11/05
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