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Iniroduction

In 1999, as part of its Statistical Harmonization Programme, Eurostat {(the
Statistical Office of the European Com munities) commissioned an Expert
Group to make recommendations for the development of a new statistical
tool for understanding differences in social structures and socio-economic
inequalities across the European Union (EU). In its subsequent report to
Eurostat (Rose et al. 2001) the group recommended the development of a -
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commaon socio-economic classification for all EU Member States based on
“the concept of employment relations (see below) and ontlined a work
programme to achicve this objective.

A research project to develop a prototype version of a harmonized
European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC) commenced in 2004, funded
under Framework Programme 6, and was completed in 2006. This project
involved a consortium of two National Statistical Institutes (NSls), the UK
Office for National Statistics (ONS) and the French National Institute for
Sratistics and Economic Studies (INSEE), and academic researchers from six
countries: Germany, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden and the UK.
Most of the other EU NSIs, as well as additional academic experts from
across Europe, participated in the two project conferences and also provided
written advice (see below and also the project website for further details:
www.iser.cssex.ac.ul/research/esec). At a Eurostat meeting in Luxembourg

I September 2006, it was recommended that NSIs across the EU should seek
to implement the classification, subject to the resolution of a number of
outstanding statistical issues. These included the need to align the ESeC with
changes in national occupational classifications arising through the intro- ¢
duction of the new 2008 version of the International Standard Classification
of Occupations (1ISCO), the harmonized classification used across the EU for
reporting occupational statistics (see Elias and Birch 1994a, 1994b).

While Eurostat has, quite appropriately, taken responsibility for the final
stages of the work involved in implementing the ESeC as a harmonized
variable within the European Statistical System, the success of this indicator

toe Levuehario mie nadareranding nf ineanalities across the EU depends upon
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demonstrating, its value as an analytical tool. That is the fundamental
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purpose of this book. The chapters that follow are all written by members
of the ESeC consortium and report the findings of their work for the project.

In this chapter we set the scene in terms of both ESeC and the rest of what
follows. In the second section, largely for the benefit of non- amﬂa:mm.om we
begin with a discussion of terminology regarding socio-economic classifi-
cations (SECs) and the particular form that ESeC takes. This is followed, in
the third and fourth sections, by an account of why ESeC is necessary and
why a clear conceptual basis is crucial if an SEC is to be a useful statistical
and social scientific instrument. In the fifth and sixth sections respectively,
we explain the conceptual underpinnings of ESeC and describe its nunmmozmm
rules and varianss. In the final three sections of the chapter we examine
validation issues in relation to ESeC asa ‘precursor to mAEEE:m the plan of
ﬁrm voowu discussing the other chapters and drawing some nonnmcm_omm We

commence with an explanation of what we mean by a socio-economic
 classification.

1
§

What is a ‘socio-economic classification’?

The term ‘socio-economic classification” (SEC) is merely a descriptive one;
that is, in and of itself it has no theoretical, conceptual or analytic status
whatsoever.! Consequently it may be applied as a generic term for a variety
L1 of different measures designed to reflect how societies are stratified. Social
stratification refers to social Em@:mminm nrmﬁ Emwﬂ be mﬁmzvcﬁmm to the way a
manQ is o_.mmEng to its socio-economic mq:nﬂ:.m. mmom all rm:w in

! common the idea that in market economies it is mark; osition, and

especially position in the occupational division: of labour, ér.n_.. is funda-
mental to the gefieration of social inequalities. The life- chances of individuals’
and families are largely determined by their position in the labour market;

T ey

andjoccupationjis taken to be its central indicator; that is, the occupational |

becomes how we use occupation as an indicator of social position in terms

6f an SEC.~Twao broad mm.?ownrmm exist, reflecting different mﬁunnﬁm of

inequality! First there are occupational scales which tend to measure the
- distributive aspects of inequality, and. secotid, there are nmﬁnmonmn schemas
“intended to measure relational as well as distributive issues.c=

As Ganzeboom and his colleagues (1992) have noted, soci M ientists have

become divided between those who favouricategorial m_umamnrmm;o socio-

economic classification and those who prefer ¢ no:ﬁ_mcozm measures: That is,
some favour SECs that divide the population iit6 " discrete ‘number of
categories or social positions. Others prefer measures that allow for ‘an
unlimited number of graded distinctions between occupational groups’
which assume thart ‘differences between occupational groups can be captured

in one dimension’ represented by a single parameter (Ganzeboom et al.
1007. 2 A\ Wa chall heiafly avamina thees fwn annraaches. while noting

serdcture i§viewed as the spine of the stratification system. The n_:mmﬂo: then |

—_—
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that each uses occupational information for its derivation (for further
discussions of the different rypes of SEC see Lareau and Conley 2008: ch. 1;
Svallfors 2006: ch. 2; Rose 2005; Ganzeboom and Treiman 2003; Bergman
and Joye 2001; Hauser and Warren 1997).

American research post-1945 led to attempts to construct quantitative .
socio-economic scales, scores or indices, generally referred to under the

umbrella term of socio-econamic status or SES measures. At first sight, these
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continuous measures might he seen as more avowedly “socio-economic® in
the sense that they combine information on occupation, education and
income, i.e, they summarize social and economic variables relating to
occupations. Their primary aim is to reveal the distributive aspects of social /
inequality (see Egidi and Schizzerotto 1996). For mxm_jﬁmm Duncan’s (1961) ,
Socioeconomic Index’ or SEI brought together ‘social’ (in this case status or
prestige) measures of occupations with educational and income measures in
an attempt to predict status from information on education and income.
In Duncan’s view, the SEl made a link berween occupation on the one hand
and education and income on the other. Thus, the overall status of each
occupation was simuitaneously estimated in terms of both its social and
economic statuses. Thereby, the correlation of status with education and
income became a matter of definition. This type of approach AnoEEo:E
associated with the status mﬁg:LﬁEEEOF:Q research) remains the

commonest explicit description of a socic-economic measure {and, con-
fusingly for what follows, is often termed a measure of class position in the
USA: see Lareau 2008). An internationally comparable SEl measure has been j;
developed (see Ganzeboom et al. 1992).

However, there is another tradition in socio-economic classification that
is rather different from Duncan’s synthetic, unitary approach. Many social -
scientists would prefer to see occupation, education and income as separate
dimensions relating to social stratificarion. Indeed, it is the synthetic rather
than gradational aspects of SES measures that worry many analysts, i.e. the
constrnetion of indices that combine education, income and occupation
rather than exploring their interconnections via multivariate analysis (see
Lareau 2008: 11-12 and passini). Hence, the alternative approach is one
which sees individuals as being distributed across a range of pasitions in the
social structure in terms of social and economic power and thus also

N concentrates on the relationalaspects of inequality as well as_the digtributive
w
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ones., In other words, individuals possess certain resources by virtue of the

positions they occupy and consequently face a _range of possibilities and

,,mm:mm_g.m_;:ﬁm in terms omnrmz. erﬁ:c:m,.;mﬁrcmm E_Emrd.mno:%mniumm
Jresources, and thus stmilar structural positions, will share comparable
\@Omm%;_znm and constraints in terms of ‘life-chances’ {e.g. chances for
/educational attainment, health, material rewards, economic security and
\ﬁOnS_ mobility). ,_,rnmnmop.m they may also be expected to act in similar ways.
\Accordingly, in this approach, the structural base of social power provides

S

m a link between the organization of society and the position and behaviour
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of individuals’ {Breen and Rottman 1995a: 455, emphasis added; see also the Eﬁunﬁ of social and economic policy on different monmm_ mﬂozumg.mm.m e.g.
Wright 2008; Egidi and Schizzerotto 1996; Goldthorpe and Marshall Mwm,&. . Omr.EQ Office 2009; Manza and Brooks 2008; Aldridge Ncowm Egidi and
While there are many bases of social power, such as race, gender and moQ.m_ Schizzerotto .._ww.m" MNG...MMP sce u_m.o Marshall et al. 1997), an W.mmﬂ should
status, it is generally agreed among sociologists that the most important in prove a useful diagnostic tool in this regard. Moreover, as Grais (1999: 1)
modern market economies is that of social class, _i.e. social power based on u has observed:
T market or economic power (see e.g. Crompton 2008: ch. 2; Wrighr 2008, ) ) ) ) ] . ) )
| 2005; Marshall 7997: ch.1; Scott 1996; Breen and Rottman 1995b). Thus, Classifications of the socio-economic categories (SECs) in use in a certain
| “we can also see categorial sacial class measures as being ‘socio-economic’ number of European Union Member States have demonstrated their
classifications. n broad explanarory capacity and acted as an wnparalleled integrating
Social class is fundamental to the distribution of life-chances in industrial factor in social statistics at national level. A harmonised European :
and post-industrial societies. The classes themselves (i.e. the categories n_mmmumnm:o:. o.m S0CI0-ECONOIMIC categories mo:_n_ _u._m% the same unifying A
within a class schema) are seen as ‘sets of structural positions. Social . _.o_m by mz.uﬁ.n__:m a common _m:m:mm.n for improving m._.a integration of |
relationships within markets, especially within labour markets, and .E.:Es social statistics within the Community, horizontally in each Member |
firms define these positions. Class positions exist independently of individual State and vertically at European fevel. ,
occupants of these positions. They are “empty places™’ Amaammmm: 1991: 72, . . . . i
emphasis added). Empirical research then addresses the 1ssue of how : There is, however, a tension between the requirements omZm._m, who Hm:.m
structural position, as objectively defined in this manner, affects life-chances.. : to mmnrné theory .m:ﬁ_. favour a mm.:mn: or empiricist socio-economic
This tradition is one influenced by the theories of both Marx and Weber (see ; nmmmm_mnmmos for univariate and _u_wm:.mﬁn descriptive .m:m:\m_mw and those of
Lareau 2008: 19, n. 17). Again, a comparable international measure has : academics who need a more mvmn_mn instrument which captures the class
been developed, commonly known as the Erikson-Goldthorpe-Portocarero : concept and may be used for multivariate explanatory analysis. Although
;MOE lass schema (sce Erikson and Goldehorpe 1992) and ESeClis a new : ‘ ] ESeC may be used descriptively by NSIs, it is because of this latter purpose

:
w2
5. <

instantiation of it. It is therefore this approach to the meaniiig of the term Qe w

that ESeC is not contaminated_by education or income measures. That is, it
. . H I . ~ [ - Il ™
‘socio-economic classification’ that we advocate in what follows. This form % | is a pure class measure: ‘one concept, one measure’ is the rule that ESeC

of SEC, a typological classification, aims ‘to_arrange a set of entities into t follows. This allows mnm.amamm researchers to mwﬁ_.oﬁ.w how wﬂmﬂ we are from
) oroups, mo.ﬁ_wmﬁnmnrmﬂo:ﬁ:_mgmm,m@m:ﬁmmﬁoée_m from all other groups, the goal c.m greater equality mjn_ why. How are mon_m.; _:nn_.cm__rmm mm:mmmﬁm@m
"'but each group is as internally homogeneous as possible’ (Bailey 1994). We How far is social structure (in terms of the ways in which employment is
" expand on these points later. We may also note that a number of NSIs in the sacially organized) implicated? How might inequalities be reduced? To begin
Furopean Economic Area employ this typological approach in their own ” to tackle mr.nmn questions, we need a Qmmm,mnmzo: _“rm.ﬂ is authoritative
official sacio-economic classifications which they use to illustrate the social ”_H through having an appropriate conceptual basis for reflecting labour market
patterns associated with a variety of life-chances such as health, education, . positions m:n_ _.:wm.nm this crucial aspect of social organization. We shall
_ deprivation, poverty and so on (see Grais 1999 Appendix 2). However, until : develop this point in the next section. . —
now there has not been an equivalent European classification which would ; So, to be truly :mm?.r ESeC &:.EE not only help us to describe but m_mo.ﬂo
" allow researchers to compare the relationship berween social organization . W:B.__Eﬁm:& _62 socio-economic position relates to am._mﬁ_:w key social
* and life-chances cross-nationally. This is what ESeC provides, but why is it indicators, variables and social domains (see Part HI of this volume; and see
. needed? .. Breen and Rortman 1995a, 1995h; Goldthorpe and Marshall 1992), These
’ : comprise not only the sixteen indicators identified for the Eurostat Statistical
. £ Harmonization Programme (see Ostby et al. 2000; Everaers 1998), but also
Why is an ESeC needed? ”. those analytic benefits of an ESeC identified by NSIs and experts during the
Taking the approach to SECs that we advacate, a harmonized ESeC may be ESeC Eo_.mn.ﬁ. ,;mmm. include ﬂrm.:d?.oé:.wm:n of social statistics for the
used by NSIs to provide univariate and bivariate tabulations for both = purposes of international comparison and dialogue.

comparative and (where a national SEC is lacking) national purposes

Among the areas where the ESeC should prove to be a useful dis-
relating to other key variables such as income, health status and education.

criminatory analytic tool for both policy and academic purposes are: fertility,

. m?‘run is, the ESeC should be a vehicle wit Twhich We Tifay monitor social mortality, morbidity, consumption, social behaviour, education, equal
> 5D f structure and social change, one of the most crucial purposes of social . opportunities in age, gender and ethnicity, labour market processes, income,
b 5% Ve T Ra s lar Toiven that naliriciang are generally concerned with social exclusion, social stratification, social reproduction, mobility and
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various cultural practices. In all of these areas, a common measure such as

ESeC will allow us to see if the effects on life-chances of social organization,

. in_the sensc_of strucrural position in the labour market, are significant

and whether class is changing in importance over time. ESeC should thus

provide a common linguage fof international compatisons in relation to
tthese issues.

" Apart from the analyses reported in Part IIT of this boolk, we can point to
a range of other relevant investigations using SECs in central policy fields
such as education (e.g. Breen ef al. 2007, 200%a, 2009b; Lupton et al. 2009;
Frikson and Jonsson 1996); health (e.g. Sassi 2009; Atherton and Power
2007; Erikson 2005b; Krieger et al. 2005;* Drever e al. 2004; Fitzpatrick
2003; Kunst 1996; Ostberg 1996; Vagero and Lundberg 1995; Kunst and
Mackenbach 1994); poverty (Whelan and Maitre 2008; Layte and Whelan
2002; Layte et al. 2001); social mobility (Breen 2004; Erikson and
Goldthorpe 1992); and employment (McGovern et al. 2007; Qesch 2006;
Gallie et al. 1998; Elias and McKnight 1997, 2003). We can also indicate
some more general comparative work regarding SECs and their uses (e.g.
Lareau and Conley 2008; Goldthorpe 2007c, passin; Svallfors 2005, 2006;
Marshall et al. 1997; Egidi and Schizzerotto 1996).

Tn summary then, we can say that ESeC should serve as a general back-
ground variable in social statistics as well as an explanatory tool in basic and
applied social research. It will therefore have a wide field of applications for
both NSIs and academic researchers. Tt will be applicable to a range of
national and international datasets, given its principal purpose as a means
for international comparison and explanation. As one respondent to Grais®
(1999) questionnaire pu it:

Most rigorous analyses of trends in employment and unemployment
require the introduction of an occupational class variable, both for its
intrinsic importance and as a control for the analysis of other factors.
Tn the growing arca of comparative European research, the lack of a
comparative SEC severely hampers the progress which can be made in
research.

—

'The importance of conceptual approaches

We have several times mentioned the importance of a clear conceptual
approach and now we expand on the reasons for this. If we wish to use ESeC
to examine life-chances across different national populations and show what
the cross-national patterns of life-chances revealed by its application mean,
it must be clear what it is measuring. A clear conceptual basis is a sine qua
non for a comparative classification such as ESeC. Grais (1 999: Annex) notes
two contrasting approaches to the derivation of SECs by National Statistical

Institutes (NSIs}: the ‘theoretical® and the ‘intuitive/fempirical’. The lacter are
v mmarimrmim T e wiane thace arae never decirahle even in a _._Du.mg._x_.b_
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context. However, they are rendered possible because, to an astute inside
observer, national social structures are ‘visible’. This is not so when we wish
to create SECs that are applicable cross-nationally and are thus comparative
in purpose. Only an explicit conceptual approach will suffice.

We shall return to this martter later in relation to measurement and
broader methodelogical issues and the concerns of Parts [ and I of this book.
For now we will observe that although almost any sensibly derived intuitive
SEC will have the capacity to display variation, it will not have analytic
transparency. That is, without a clear conceptual rationale, we shall not be
able to understand the causal pathways which lead to the regular patterns
revealed by the use of an SEC in research (that is, the processes that generate
empirical regularities: see Breen and Rottman 1995a). In addition, if we
cannot get a handle on causal pathways, then it is not apparent how recom-
mendations can be provided on relevant policy actions that might address
these persistent variations. Examples include the difficulties encountered in
setring targets for reducing health variations between states that can be
linked to achievable policies and, more generally, in developing policies to
target deprived groups. Needless to say, any SEC must also be used and
interpreted correctly by analysts if the benefits of analytic transparency are
to be realized, as we explain throughout the book.

Obviously, a clear conceptual rationale does not thereby remove all
barriers to explanation, Nor everything can be explained in terms of what a
particular SEC is measuring. As we noted earlier, there are many forms of

social stratification, only one of which, social class, is measured by ESeC.

Nevertheless, we would argue that a conceptually clear, properly constructed™
and well-validated SEC removes some barriers to the explanation of both |
empirical regularity and cross-national variability in respect of issues such as |
the distribution of life-chances and welfare. Tt also facilitates a focus on other |
variables when searching for explanations of remaining differences. .

Finally, the lack of a conceptual rationale renders the task of validating a
classification impossible and of maintaining a classification over time much
harder, if not impossible. As we shall explain in the final sections of this
chapter, validation involves both demonstrating that a measure does indeed
measure what it is supposed to (criterion validity) and that it usefully
discriminates other variables in theoretically predicted ways {construct
validity). In addition, once (criterion) validated, a measure may be re-vali-
dated to assist with maintenance over time. While NSIs might under-
standably be less concerned with the explanatory issues relating to a clear
conceptual base, they should be concerned about the maintenance aspects
of SECs.

We will now turn our attention to ESeC itself. We begin with its con-
ceptual underpinnings before discussing its operationalization, outlining and
describing its categories and their variants, and illustrating how the classes
are derived in relation to the underlying conceptual model,



10 David Rose, Eric Harrison and David Pevalin
The ESeC classes explained

Conceptual basis

As mentioned earlier, ESeC is based conceptually on the widely-used EGP
social class schema (see Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992; cf. Breen 2005). The
primary distinction made by EGP is that between: (1) enployers, who buy the
labour of others and assume some degree of authority and control over them;
(2) self-employed (or ‘own account’) workers, who neither buy labour nor sell
their own labour to an employer; and (3) employees, who sell their labour
and thus place themselves under the authority of their Edﬁ_owoa Any SEC
based on employment relations (i.e. which defines positions in terms of social
relationships at work) must include these three basic class positions. Why
these positions cxist should be obvious for any society based on the
institutions of private property and a labour market. Tn addition, in ESeC we
have allowed for a fourth basic class position, the ‘excluded’, i.e. those who
are barred from an employment relationship because they have never worked
(involuntarily) or are long-term unemployed. We now need to see how these
positions may be further differentiated for the purposes of developing a useful

analytic classification. We begin with employee positions.

Employees

In the EU Member States, employees account for anything up to 90 per cent
of the active population. Clearly, however, they do not all hold identical
class positions. That is, employers do not treat all employees alike in respect
of the explicit and implicit terms of employment contracts. There is
differentiation in employers’ relationships with employees. Thus, crucial to
our conception of an ESeC is a further level of distinction relating to the
employnient relations of employees. How, therefore, do we make conceptual
distinetions fo reflect this and hence to produce class differentiation among
employee positions?

To state that there are quite diverse nEEBS._Q: relations and conditions

among employees is another way of saying that they, occupy different labour

market situations and work E:S&D:m as mxmﬁmmmn& through employment

A et R o et et g N TR S

income, economic “SECHEity And prospe Qw of economic advancement./ Work

Fation Tefers primarily to location in systems of authority and control at
work, m_ﬁroﬁmr degree of autonomy at work is a secondary aspect (see
Loclewood 1958/1989). Hence, in this conceptual construction, as we shall
see in the final sections of this chapter, variation in employment contracts

- provides the main basis for establishing ESeC’s construct validity, The ESeC

' categories must thus distinguish broadly different positions (not persons)

as defined by social relationships in the workplace (i.e. by how employees

are regulated by employers through employment contracts) (see Goldthorpe
ANNTTAL

no:ﬁqmnﬁm meomq Emmwmw situation Jma:mﬁmm to issues such as source of |

M.

The European Sacio-economic Classification: a prolegomenon 11

Employees are thus subdivided into classes according to the type of
contract they have with, and thus the way their work is regulated by,
employers. Two basic forms of contract or employment regulation are
distinguished: the labour comtract and the service relationship. Each is seen
as a response by efiployers to-certain problems or moral hazards they
face in ensuring employees perform as required (see Goldthorpe 2007a for
more details; cf. McGovern et al. 2007; 19-28). Summarizing OoEnroH@m,m
argument, different modes of regulating employment emerge on account of
two contractual hazards faced by employers: those of work monitoring and
human asset m.am.mmn&_ These problems may accur to a greater or lesser
extent depending on the kind of work and positions to which employees are
contracted.

Monitoring.problems-are particularly difficult when the amount and
quality of work cannot be scrutinized directly or easily, as in the case of
higher professional and higher managerial occupations. This situation can
easily be contrasted with, for example, assembly line work which, with
its standardized work tasks and fixed production pace, may be easily
monitored.

Asset m.@mn&nau mncerns the amounts of job- or organization-specific
skills, expertise and knowledge (‘human capital’) required by employees
and/or the investments by the employer in employees’ work competences.
Where amounts are high, both employers and employees are encouraged to
be interested in long-term employment relationships. -

Different forms of employment relationship are conceived as ﬁmzm
responses to the weaker or stronger presence of monitoring and asset
specificity issues in different work situations. Worl situations with low
monitoring problems and low asset specificity can be adequately and
efficiently handled by a ‘labour contract’ in which a quantity of labour is
purchased on a piece- or time-rate basis, the most typical example being the
case of *unskilled’ (*manual’) work. In contrast, for work situations with
high monitoring problems and high asset specificity (e.g. higher professional
and higher managerial work), the ‘service relationship’ is a more adequate
and better suited response; that is, a contractual exchange of a relatively
long-term and diffuse kind in which compensation for service to the
employing organization comprises a salary and important prospective
elements, such as salary increments, occupational pensions, expectations of
continuity of employment {or at least of employability) and promotion and
career ovvo:m::_mn

Modified versions of these basic forms of employment regulation are ES?
to occur with lower technical (*skilled’) occupations and routine non-manual
occupations (lower sales, services and clerical) in the case of the labour
contract; and lower level professional and managerial occupations and
higher level technicians in terms of the service relationship. That is, the
service relationship and labour contract may each be actualized to different
degrees (see Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992: 43; Goldthorpe 1997: 42).
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. T A third, intermediate or ‘mixed’ form of employment regulation, that
M combines elements of both the Tabour contract and the service relationship,
{_is also identified by Goldthorpe. Mixed forms are especially prevalent in
large, bureaucratic organizations and are typical for clerical occupations, as
well as for some sales and service, technical and lower supervisory occu-
pations, in the intermediate classes 3 and 6. Figure 1.1 {adapted ?Eﬂrw

Goldthorpe 1997: 118) illustrates the assumed class-specific work situation |

and the contractual response for the labour contract (the working classes in |

7, 8 and 9), the service relationship (the professional/managerial/higher

technician classes 1 and 2) and mixed forms (classes 3 and 6). Table 1.1 !

outlines the ESeC classes themselves. Chapter 4 provides some analysis of |

how the ESeC classes actually relate to their assumed positions in Figure 1.1

{and cf. McGovern et al. 2007: 69-80}.° . . SR o
Finally, it should be noted that the contrast berween the service

relationship and the labour contract is ideal-typical. In the real world, actual

employment relations may only approximare these types. This is not only
why we recognize the third (‘mixed’) form of intermediate employment
regulation, but also why we should recognize in the actual classification

‘attenuated’ forms of both types (e.g. classes 2 and 8). Erikson and

Goldthorpe {1992: 42) have also noted that the distinction between the

service relationship and the labour contract is similar to the conventional

distinctions made in several European countries. France distinguishes
between cadres or employés and ouvriers; Germany between Beanite or

Angestellte and Arbeiter; and the UK between staff and workers.

Specificity of human assets

Intermediate rmanual high Professional/managerial
1
2
Difficuity
of low high
monitoring
q 3
Working class low iniermediale non-manual

Figure 1.1 Difficulty of monitoring, specificity of human assets and the ESeC
classes
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Table 1.1 The European Socio-economic Classification

ESeC class Contmon ternm Employment
regnlation
1 Large employers, higher grade Fligher salariat Service relationship

professional, administrative
and managerial occupations

2 Lower grade professional, Lower salariat Service relationship
administrative and managerial (madificd)
occupations and higher prade
technician and supervisory
occupations

3 Intermediate occupations Higher grade . Mixed

white-collar 3
worlers <

4 Small employer and self- “ Perite bourgeoisie Not applicable
employed occupations or independents
{exc. agriculture, eic.)

5 Self-employed occupations Petite bourgeoisie Not applicable
(agriculture, etc.) “or independents

6 Lower supervisory and lower ‘Higher grade ™~~~ Mixed

technician occupations ! blue-cotlar workers |

7 Lower services, sales and Lower grade white- ™Labour contract

clerical occuparions collar woskers Amodified)

8 Lower technical occupations® “Skilled workers” Labour contract
(modifed)

9 Routine occupations?® Sermi- and Labour contract

non-skilled workers

10 Never worked and Unemployed Not applicable
long-term unemployed

Nate

a I analysts wish to identify agricultural workers separately from others, classes 8 and 9
may be subdivided into 8a, 8b, 9a and 9b. In each case subclasses 8b and 9b wouid be
for farm workers. ISCO minor groups 608 and 610-613 go to 8b. 614 and 615 could
go here if analysts wished ro include forestry and fishing workers in 8b. 15CO 220 and
921 form class 9h. Readers should note that in cases where we refer to minor groups
ending with a zero (e.g. 600, 610, 924, this refers ro the convendon that this code is
employed where it is not passible (either because of lack of infermarion or because of the
need ra ensure respondent anonymity) to code occupation more precisely to a particular
minor group.

m.:ﬁ_,ouﬁ.m and the self-employed

ESeC must also separately identify categories for the other two basic class
positions: employers and the self-employed. Employers need to be divided
between ‘large’ and ‘small’. The distinction here is between employers who
delegate at least some managerial tasks (‘large’) and those who tend to
undertake these tasks themselves {‘small’}, Similarly, owing to their different
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market and work situations, we must also distinguish between professional
and non-professional small employers. This latter consideration also applies
to the self-employed.

The excluded

The fourth basic position in the ESeC model is for those involuntarily
excluded from paid employment. This category was not specified in the EGP
schema. The excluded comprise the Jong-term unemployed and those who
have never worked but would wish to.

So we can summarize atl of the above by the following brief descriptions.
In the next section, these will be related to a discussion of the ESeC
classes.

The labour contract

Labour contracts involve a relatively short-term and specific exchange
between employers and employees of money (a wage) for effort. This is the
situation which pertains for the whole working class, although its most basic
form is found in the case of ‘non-skilled’ occupations, with modified (i.e.
slightly more favourable) forms for ‘lower white-collar’ and ‘skilled’ work.
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over classes 3, 6, 7, 8 and 9 in terms of greater long-term security of income;
being less likely to be made redundant; less short-term fluctuation of income
since they are not dependent on overtime pay and so on; and a better prospect
of a rising income over the life course (see Goldthorpe and McKnight 2006;
cf. Chapters 4 and 8, this volume). Nevertheless, we should not become
obsessed with the idea thar classes must form a hierarchical order. When
analyses indicate that classes do not fit the assumed hierarchy, this may signify
that other mechanisms are at work which require further investigation.

Operationalizing the model

‘We ohserved previously that the form taken by classifications such as EGP
and ESeC 1s one of socio-economic positions as defined by employment
relations (i.e. of empty places and not of persons). It is in this sense that the
classification is a schema, a conceptrual construction. To convert it into an
empirical instrument, we need an algorithm that maps occupations and
employment statuses on to the schema’s caregories; that is, we need a
derivation matrix. In turn, to create this algorithm we require data on
employment relations for each combination of occupation by employment
status within the matrix. Only then can we allocate people to the empty
places and subsequently validate the classification (see Goldthorpe 1997).

\ ,m..# - _” Ny s . n_ t nm. nm.‘ + - ol
p@ 1€ 1m o@umso: required to operationalize fm,n ESeC model relates to

occupationyemployment status and, mainly for"employers, size-of estab-

The service relationship '\ Tishment or organization. Occupations are coded to ISCO-88 (COM), the
The service relationship, however, is typical for higher managerial, pro- - harmonized EU occupational classification. A simple emplGyment status
fessional and senior administrative positions, with a slightly less favourable } variable is constructed to distinguish between mﬁmmﬁmmw%m.mﬂ_hqum%wmmm&u
form in the lower levels of managerial and professional groups. This form /  managers, supervisors and employees. Size of organization is used to
of contract involves a longer term and more diffuse exchange in which ) _m:jm&m:.‘_umw«mmm_,‘_mwmww:a‘mym:im:,_v_oﬁa and, in some cases, between
employees render service in return for both immediate and future com- { higher and-lower.managers. All of this iriformation is readily available in
pensation. U most datasets on which reseatthers would be likely to want to use ESeC (see |

—

Chapters 2 and 3 for more detail; cf. Harrison and Rose 2006).

Mixed or intermediate forms of employment regulation

Other types of employee, for example, clerical and technical workers and
lower supervisors (i.e. higher grade white- and blue-collar workers) are
defined as intermediate in terms of employment regulation, having contracts
with elements of both the service relationship and the labour contract.

The ESeC classes described

The model we have outlined gives us the classes shown in Table 1.1. Since the
schema is designed to capture qualitative differences in employment
relationships, ‘the classes are not consistently ordered according to some
inherent hierarchical principle” (Erikson and Goldthorpe 2002: 33). However,
en far ac averall eennamic statns is concerned. classes 1 and 2 are advantaged

i Yy - B . . ] . “
‘ESeC?’) or with only information on occupation {Simplified ESeC’)

Each combination of occupation, employment status and size is then
assigned an ESeC class position. For employees, supervisors and managers
this position was initially determined by the average combined scores of
employment relations indicators taken from UK Labour Force Survey data
{see below and Chapter 2; cf. Rose and Pevalin {(with O'Reilly) 2005: ch. a).
For employers, size of organization is the determining factor for allocations
berween classes 1 and 4. A class derivation matrix table is constructed with
ISCO occupational groups in the rows (r) and employment status and size
information in the columns (¢). Class allocations for each » by ¢ combination
are given in the cells. Relevant SPPSS syntax based on the matrix is supplied to
researchers so that they may then derive the classes from data on occupation,
employment status and establishment size. As we shall see in Chapters 2 and
3sthe classes may also be constructed in the absence of data onsize (*reduced

o
1]
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The non-employed

Leaving aside those we rwfmm\nmm;mn_ the excluded (the never worked and
long-term unemployed in/class 10)} most of those not in paid employment,
such as the retired, the shori-ferm unemployed, the sick and disabled, are
classified according to their last main occupation. Full-time students could
potentially be_treated- similarly if desired, by reference to part-time
employment, for example, but we do not think this very useful and prefer

e e P N, ~,

them not to be included in ESeC. The class positisirof students 1§ best seén

B I N -

in ferms of that of the family of origin and thus the household reference
person in the family home (HRP: see Chapters 3 and 13, this volume;
Harrison and Rose 2006: 18; cf. Rose and Pevalin 2003: 21-24}. Those
married or living as such and looking after the home could also be classified
in respect of their former main occupation. However, the longer they are in
this situation, the more they will come to depend upon another household
member for their life-chances and so (contrary to our original advice given
in Harrison and Rose 2006: para 3.2), they should perhaps rather be given
the class of the HRP. Thus, it is possible to classify most of the adult
population within the ESeC (and see Chapters 3 and 13, this volume), but
researchers must think about how they classify both the excluded and the
other non-employed in relation to the research problem being examined (see
e.g. Chapters 9 and 10, this volume).

Further details about operationalization are on the project website and
in the ESeC User Guide (ibid.) which also explains how a household-
level ESeC may be created {op. cit.: 18; see also Chapters 3 and 13, this
volume; cf. Bakker and Jol 1997; Erikson 1984). We will now examine the
classes in more derail and see how each is typified by a particular form
of employment relationship, Example occupations are also given for each
class.

The ESeC classes

Class 1: Large employers, higher grade professional,
administrative and managerial occupations: ‘the higher salariat’

Large employers are allocated to class 1 on the assumption that their
businesses involve a similar degree and exercise of managerial authority to
that of higher managers. In this sense, they are seen as different from small
employers in classes 4 and 5. Nevertheless, it might still be asked why large
employers are placed in the same class as higher managers and professionals
rather than in a separate class. Partly it is because they are too small a group
for separate analysis (less than 0.1 per cent of those in employment). Equally,
the majority are not ‘heroic’ capitalists. Most employ fewer than 50 people.
In addition, ownership and control are difficult to disentangle in larger

businesses. For example, owners of companies may be formally employed as
trmanamare’ nf them Thar ic the dietinetion hetween heing an emnlover and
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a chief executive or a managing director is often blurred. For all these
reasons, it makes social scientific as well as pragmatic sense to include large
emplovers in class 1. Because of the 1SCO size rule used in its major group
1 {see below and Chapter 2), faute de mieux a size rule of 1-9 and 10+
employees is used to distinguish small from large employers.

Higher grade professional occupations: Since they have both high levels of
asset specificity and are difficult for the employer to monitor, these occupa-
tions are regulated through a service relationship. Examples of professional
occupations which would be typical of class 1 are lawyers, medical practi-
tioners, scientists, higher education teaching professionals and professional
engineers. The self-employed and small employer higher professionals are
allocated to the same class as employees in their profession; that is, we regard
professional status as paramount. Professional self-employment is different
in nature from non-professional self-employment. Professionals who are
self-employed generally have more control over their market situations than
do non-professionals. They also share more in common with employed
professionals than with self-employed non-professionals; and in many
professional occupations there is often movement into self-employment or
partnership as careers progress.

Higher grade administrative and managerial occufrations: Again, and for
similar reasons to higher professionals, regulated via a service relationship,
the most typical occupations in this part of class 1 are chief executive officers,
other company directors and the most senior levels of the Civil Service or
state bureaucracies. For other managerial occupations it is much more
difficult operationally ra distinguish higher from lower grade positions,
However, ISCO Minor Group 123 (‘specialist’ managers) is more likely to
have a preponderance of higher grade managers {e.g. finance managers).

Class 2: Lower grade professional, administrative and managerial
occupations: higher grade technician and supervisory acenpations:
‘the lower salariat’

In the case of lower professionals, skills are more readily transferable and
less organizationally specific. Hence they do not have the full service rela-
tionship but a modified form of it. Most educational, welfare and healeh
professionals (e.g. schoolteachers, social workers, nurses, medical ancillaries)
are thus allocated to class 2, as are aircraft pilots and journalists for other
examples. The self-employed and small employer lower professionals are
also allocated to class 2.

For administrators and managers (and also Figher grade supervisors) asset
specificity is likely to be high in the sense thar people in such occupations
possess an elevared degree of organization-specific knowledge. Here the
modified service relationship derives from the fact that work is more
routinely monitored. Of course, people working in these occupations will
often have career ladders that, if successful, would take them to more senior
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positions in class 1. Production and operations managers secem to be good
examples. All managers in small (<10 employees) organizations are also in
class 2.

Higher grade technicians are more similar ro lower grade managers; that
is, it is the degree of asset specificity rather than difficulty of monitoring
which is paramount and leads to a modified service relationship. Examples
would be computing technicians, physical and engineering science tech-
nicians and civil engineering technicians.

Class 3: Intermediate occupations: ‘higher grade white-collar
(“rou-mannal”) workers’

This class contains some elements of the service relationship, although
overall the form of employment relationship is mixed. The problem here for
the employer is not asset specificity but monitoring. Positions in this class
exist on the borders of bureaucratic structures and share similar conditions
to managers and administrators in terms of being salaried, having incre-
mental pay scales and some autonomy with regard to time. Typical occu-
pations here include most clerical work (but see class 7) and administrative
assistants, occupations which invelve working alongside managers and
professionals in anciflary roles. There is no career structure comparable to
that found in classes 1 and 2 (other than, perhaps, into supervisory or very
junior (*Arst line’: see Hales 2005} managerial class 2 positions}. Often these
positions involve employees in adhering to and carrying through bureau-
cratically defined rules with little in the way of discretion but some emphasis
on efficiency.

Classes 4 and §: Small employers and self-eniployed in
non-professional occupations: ‘petite bourgeoisie or independents’

Small employers and the self-employed form two of the basic positions in the
class schema. Employers buy labour and so have some authority and control
over employees. The self-employed neither buy nor sell labour. Small
employers are distinguished from large employers by the size rule 1-9 and
10+ employees. However, professional and higher technician small
employers and self-employed go to the same class as employees in their occu-
pation (classes 1 or 2). Hence class 4 refers to non-professional occupations
(excluding agriculture, etc.) only. Class 5 covers the self-employed and small
employers in agriculture, fisheries and forestry.

Class 6: Lower supervisary and lower techuician occupations:
‘higher grade blue-collar {“mamual”) workers’

This class, like class 3, has a mixed form of employment regulation, but in
distinction from class 3, class 6 has mixed regulation because of problems
emnlavers have with asset specificity (i.e. emplovees in class 6 possess an
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important element of organization-specific skills, especially in terms of
knowledge of organizational needs). For this reason, some facets of an
internal firm labour market operate for these occupations.

Lower supervisors are found in occupations which, for employees, would
place them in classes 7, 8 or 9. Again they have a certain degree of asset
specificity. Lower technicians have greater organization-specific skills than
other ‘manual’ employees. Typical occupations are telegraph and telephone
line installers, precision instrument makers and electronics fitters.

Class 7: Lower services, sales and clerical occnpations: lower
grade white-collar (“nan-manunal”) workers'

This class is regulated via a modified labour contract. The precise reasons
for this situnation may not be immediately apparent since, prima facie, it
might be thought that there would be no real monitoring problems for
occupations in this class, nor any great issues of asset specificity. However,
this class does have raised levels of both asset specificity and monitoring
problems. It is possible that the expansion of the service and retail sectors
and the high amount of part-time employment in many occupations in this
class has led to a worsening of overall employment contracts compared with
class 3, where many of these occupations might once have been placed (e.g.
retail assistants, in many countries the largest of all the ISCO occupational
unit groups}, but nevertheless better contraces prevail here than in class 9.
Equally, for many occupations in this class there may be some positive
employment relations effects of working in large organizations in the public
and private sectors. Typical occupations are shop workers (retail assistants)
and care workers.

Class 8: Lower technical vccupations: ‘skilled workers’

A modified labour contract is also typical for occupations in class 8. IHere
the employer has some monitoring problems with employees in terms of
work quality, but asset specificity is also high. There might be a need to
induce employees to invest in developing skills that are important to the
employer and so to retain their services. Those working in ‘skilled’ or lower

technical occupations are thus likely to have organization-specific skills

and/or skills in short supply in the labour market. For all these reasons, some
modifications to the basic labour contrace are required. Typical occupations
in class 8 would be tool makers, fitters, plumbers and locomotive drivers.

Class 9: Routine occupations: ‘semi- and non-skifled workers’

In this class, a basic labour contract prevails since there are no real issnes
relating to either monitoring or asset specificity. Work is paid for by either
the piece or by time (hourly paid). Both the quality and quantity of work are
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readily monitored and employees are easily replaced without serious loss of
productive value to the employer. Having nothing beyond statutory notice
periods, they are also easy to lay off. Typical occupations here include
cleaners, labourers, drivers of motor vehicles, assemblers, machine opera-
tors, porters and messengers.

Class 10: Never worked and long-term unemployed: ‘unemployed’

This class is defined in terms of involuntary exclusion from employment
relations. Thus, members of this class seek work but have either never been
employed or have been unemployed for a considerable period of time (six
months or more is what we recommend, although the EU uses a 12-month
rule). If analysts do not wish to implement this class, then the long-term
unemployed are reclassified to their last main paid job and the never worked
to their household class.

The non-employed

Reiterating our earlier comments, in order to improve population coverage,
ESeC treats those who are not currently in paid employment by allocating
them via their last main paid job. Thus, for most non-employed persons (the
unemployed, the retired, those on government employment or training
schemes, the sick and disabled), the normal procedure is to classify them in
this way. The main exceptions to this rule are those looking after the home
and full-time students who are given their household class {indeed students
are best excluded from ESeC); and the never worked/long-term unemployed
who go to class 10 (see above).

Nine, six, five and three class models

Runciman (1990) once asked ‘How many classes are there?” Not being
essentialists {see below), Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992: 46) gave a nominal
response to this question: ‘As many as are required for the analytic purpose
at hand.” ESeC follows this advice: It is an instriment de travail (cf. Chapter
13). Hence, as illustrated in Table 1.2, the principal 10-class. model may be

, K ——l g e et
collapsed to nine, six, five or three classes. Ateachi stage of collapsing, We

respect the basic divisions between the three forms of employment regu-
lation; we never collapse across these and only the three-class model
eliminates a self-employed/small employer class, The nine-class model does
not operationalize the never worked and long-term unemployed in class 10.
In the six-class model, classes 1 and 2 are combined into a single ‘salariat”

class; classes 3 and 6 combine into an ‘intermediate employec’ class; classes

4 and 5 become a single class of *small n‘mwww@ﬁmmm‘m: umfmmwm{iﬂﬁmﬁ%w classes

7, § and 9 remain as separate classes. To make the five-class model, classes

] 5 and 6 in the six-class model are combined into a single class of ‘lower
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Table 1.2 Collapsing ESeC from 10 to 6 to 5 to 3 class models

E8eC class 10-class 6-class S-class 3-class
version version?’ version version
Higher safariac 1 1+2 142 ¢ 1+2
_ Lower salariat 2 e
Higher white collar 3 346 346 - 3444546
Petite bourgeois 4 445 445,
Small farmers 5
Higher grade blue collar 6 g o By
¢ Lower white collar 7 7 7 7+8+9
i Skilled manual 3 8 8+9
; Semi-/mon-skilled 9 9
“Unemployed {10) {10) {10} (1,
Note

* A 7-class version could be created by not combining classes 1 and 2, of course.

technical and routine occupations’. In relation to the 10-class model, the
three-class model combines classes 1 and 2 = salariat; 3, 4, 5 and 6 =
intermediare; 7, 8 and 9 = working class. Class 10 may be added as an
additional category in any of the models, if desired. However, note thar class
10 is 7ot a dump code for cases which cannot otherwise be classified.

The derivation of the ESeC model

Given the distinctions in the model between emplovers, the self-employed,
employees and the excluded; and the further distinctions within the cate-
gories of employers (large and small, professional and non-professional), the
self-employed (professional and non-professional) and employees {according
to employment refations), class derivation is as given in Figure 1.2.

The validation of ESeC

Once derived using the methods described earlier, the ESeC had to be
validated; that is, two crucial issues required to be demonstrateg m.mnmww; had

L

to be shown that ESeC is an adequate measure of employment Felations (as
defined and discussed earlier} and that it has .ERn:m:.x\..mwauwwmmbn.orm
categories, each as different as possible from one another. Second, we had
“to establish that ESeC adds value by offering an improved undefstanding of
other variables (such as health, income, employment, poverty and education
variables). The first issue is that of criterion validgtion and the second of
gonstruct validation, Construct validation would also involve other issues,
such as an assessment of ESeC as a comparative measure. In addition, of
course, we had to show that ESeC has operational palidity; that, in simple
operational terms, it ‘works’ in the sense that it can be constructed and
deployed on a variety of datasets. Chapters 2 and 3 are those primarily
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Figure 1.2 The conceptual derivation of ESeC
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concerned with this issue, although most of the chapters are also refevant to
it. Chapters 2 and 4 to 7 are germane to criterion validity and other related
measurement issues. Construct validity is examined in Chapters § ro 12.

However, again, aspects of all types of validation are touched upon in mosty”

chapters. Further details about the three forms of validity may be found in
Rose and Pevalin (with O’Reilly) {(2005: Appendix 8).

Operational validity

As noted earlier, ESeC has to be derived from existing harmonized European
variables and as a result can only be operationalized within the limits that
these allow (see Rose 2005). By far the most imporrant is ISCO-88 (COM).
This is the harmonized variable that is included in the main comparative
datasets covering the European Research Area: the Labour Force Survey
(LES), the European Community Household Panel (ECHP) and its successor,
the Survey on Income and Living Conditions {EU-SILC), as well as in the
European Social Survey (ESS), all of which are discussed in Chapter 3 as well
as in subsequent chapters which use them in analysis. Individual EU Member
States initially code to their own national occupational classifications. In the
majority of cases, these are based very closely on ISCO, but in a few cases,
for instance, the UK, Ireland, France, the Netherlands and Germany, there
is a more distinct national classification that may be ‘mapped’ directly on to
ISCO through a conversion table or ‘crosswall’ (see Chapter 2; cf. Rose et
al. 2001: ch. 8).
ISCO organizes occuparions into a hierarchical framework. At the lowest |
level is the unit of classification, a job, which is defined as a set of tasks or
duties designed to be executed by one person. Jobs are then grouped into:

occupations according to the degree of similarity in their constituent tasks *

and duties. As shown in Table 1.3, ISCO has four nested tiers reflected in the

numbering of the occupational codes: -

(e

1 Major groups form the top-level, broad definitions of occupation,

providing the first digit of the ISCO code.

Sub-major groups form the second-level definition of occupation,

providing the first two digits.

3 Minor groups are at the third level of definition, providing the first three
digits.

4 Unit groups give the most detailed definition of occupation, providing
the complete four-figure ISCO code.

2

In practice, datasets usually contain ISCO coded to fewer than four digits.
This can happen for a number of reasons: respondents may supply insuffi-
cient information for the most detailed coding at QUG leve! ta be achieved;
codes may be aggregated to comply with rules on confidentiality; crosswalks
may not allow such precise coding. These and other measurement issues

-
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Table 1.3 Hierarchical structure of 15C0-88 (COM)

Major  Sub-major  Minor  Unit Group title

group  gronp group  group
1 Legislators, senior officials and
managers
12 Corporate managers
122 Production and operations managers

1222 Productions and operations managers
in manufacturing

relating to operational validity are discussed in more detail in Chapters 2 and
3. Here we would simply note that the ISCO coding problems are the reason
why the ESeC derivation matrix uses three-digit 1SCO minor groups. We
shall return to the chapters relating to operational validity in the final
section.

Criterion validation

A measuring instrument ‘is valid if it does what it is intended to do. An

indicator of some abstract concept is valid to the extent that it measures

what it purports to measure . . . Validity concerns the crucial relationship

between concept and indicator” {(Carmines and. Zeller 1979: 12). In the case
| of the ESeC, theréfore, we need to know that it is a Hmmmo:;v:\ ;Q@J@cim

index of the no:nmmn:imw ation of z:w class structure set out in previous

‘Sections, There are two methods by which the ESeC ¢ould have been
| Constructed in order for its criterion validity to be assessed.’

The. first method would have involved a special data collection exercise
across the Whale EU in which we directly measured employment relations at
the level of QUG/employment status combinations. This could have been
achieved only through a large survey such as the EU-LFS, yielding sufficient
cases for national analyses at the QUG level. This would clearly have been
a costly exercise and would have taken some considerable time to arrange
with Eurostat and NSIs and then initiate, even if funding could have been
found and agreement reached. It would have entailed the measurement and
¢  analysis of aspects of mEEO%EmE relations such as form of remuneration,
job security, career opportunities, job autonomy, occupational perquisites,
and so on, i.e. explicit and implicit aspects of employment contracts as

::mmzm_ﬂn: for mrm n_.man_o: of the UK National Seatistics Socio- mnouo::n

vmmm mmm_mzma to ESmEm ﬁrm extent to E_:n: Onn:_umﬂo:m may | rm mnoz@ma

Al

AP S ——

hapter 2). An exercise such as this would have
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example, the adequacy of a size cut-off of 10 employees between large and
small employers. We could also have examined whether a special employ-
ment status category is required for part-time employees or for the public
sector. This sort of exercise is feasible, as demonstrated in the UK case (see
Rose and Pevalin (with O’Reilly) 20035; Rose and Pevalin 2003; O’Reilly and
Rose 1998), but was not logistically possible within the resources available
to us or the influence we had.

The second method would involve, first, the construction of an ESeC
derivation matrix in which each cell is assumed ro be_internally homo-

geneous in terms of employment relations. The best available evidence from

official and academic data on terms and conditions of employment, as well

as advice from experts in NSIs, sociology, economics and industrial
relations, would then guide the acenal allocation of ESeC values to the cells.
However, this method entails a greater degree of subjective judgement and
guesswork than the alternative one of directly measuring employment
relations. For this reason, once the matrix is created, it has to be subjected
to criterion validation using independent data. An \Siw:n exercise of this
kind would be mmm_m:mm to see how far the ESeC schema, as operationalized
in this way, succeeds ‘in capturing empirically the differentiation of classes
that it is mﬁuﬁommm to capture conceptually’ (Goldthorpe 1997: 42). This was,

in fact, the method we used, as explained in subsequent chapters.

Of course, we were fortunate in having a measure similar to ESeC that had
already been created and validated using the first method of collecting
employment relations data at the level of occupational groups, the UK NS-
SEC. We were also able to build on previous European research aimed at
developing a comparative measure of social structure similar to ESeC, the
Comparative Analysis of Social Mobility in Industrial Societies (CASMIN)
project which produced EGP (see Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992; cf. Chapter
13, this volume). Given the broad similarities of market economies and
occupational and industrial structures across the EU, we expected thar
employment relations would also be similar. Thus, it was reasonable to begin
by creating an ESeC derivation matrix with cell values based on UK
employment relations data.

How could the resulting ESeC then be validated? Here we employed a
similar exercise to that conducted by the CASMIN team. The matrix was
submitted to experts from across the FU Member States as well as
consortium members. These individuals were supplied with the fullest
possible brief about the proposed ESeC, including details of the UK
validation exercises that underpinned the deaft ESeC derivation matrix. This
was crucial so that each expert, when examining the matrix allocations, had
the correct allocation criteria in mind (rather than their own, possibly
fallacious ones). The experts then independently examined the matrix and
flagged any allocations they thought incorrect for their state. In these cases,
they were requested to provide evidence in line with the allocation criteria.
They each supplied a report that was examined by the consortium. In

i
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addition, consortium members undertook initial validation studies using the
UK-based ESeC matrix which revealed various problems that needed to be
addressed. We then held a conference of the consortium and all the member
state experts to discuss outstanding issues from both the validation studies
and the experts’ assessments before finalizing a matrix to be used in the
second round of validation studies,

However, subjecting ESeC to the test of independent data in order to see
if it measures the concepts that underlie it in terms of employment relations
was not an casy task. The exercise revealed the limitations of existing cross-
national data {see Chapters 2, 3, 3 and 6).

Employment relations indicators

As the previous discussion of the conceptual model suggests, the most

important indicators of the type of employment regulation contained or

implied in contracts are form of | paymeiit (incremental salary against weekly
wage calculated by time . worked oF ‘ payment by the piece), perquisites {final
salary pension, private healthcare, company car, profit- related bonuses,
etc., or none of these), control over working time/pace of work (whether
this is determined mainly by the mE_u_own_. or the employee);.job. security
(for example, length of notice required to terminate contracts, protection
against redundancy} and promotion/career opportunities (an internal
organizational career ladder), i.e. the types of measure that were used to
construct the UK NS-SEC (see Chapter 2; Goldthorpe 1997). However,
such indicators are not readily available in either European or national
datasets.

Hence, two different types of indicator were used to validate ESeC, as will
be seen in Chapters 2, 4 to 6 and 13: (1) indicators that capture the weaker
or stronger presence of the basic problems of monitoring and asset speci-
ficity; (2) indicators that relate to the assumed response to these problems,
i.e. indicators for the assumed contractual relationship, given by a labour
contract or a service relationship.’ Examples include:

1 Measuring aspects of the autonomy employees have in their work

situation to indicate the presence of monitoring problems at their place

of worl.

Measuring the qualifications required from employees and the training

given in order to indicate the extent of asset specificity immanently

required for performing work tasks.

Measuring career praspects and long-term employment that are

understood as core elements of the presence of a service relationship

contract.

4 Indicators of the presence of piece-wise or time-related compensation of
work in order to examine the presence or absence of lafiour contract
elements in contractual arrangements.

=2

W
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We discuss the chapters relating to criterion validity in the penultimate
section,

Construct validation

Once the ESeC matrix was agreed upon, the classification could also be
applied to the analysis of relevant data. Here the issne was whether ESeC
adds value to the explanation of life-chanices, In this respect, does it improve
upon current comparative instantiations of the EGP schema? How does it
compare with existing national socio-economic classifications? How useful
_m it for the investigation of relevant problems? These are issues of con
validation, namely: judging a concept and its measurement in terms of
mm:u::nu_ CONSEUENCEs:

If the variable is intended to reflect a particular construct, to which attach
certain meanings, then hypotheses can be conseructed and tested based
on what we understand about the construct. In other words, ‘construct
validity focuses on the assessment of whether a particular measure relates
to other measures consistent with theoretically derived hypotheses

. nc:nm_.E:m the concepts (or constructs} that are being measured’.
. (Rose and Pevalin (with O'Reilly) 2005: Appendix 8)

Hence, in all construct validation exercises, the following issues had to be
recognized. Conceptually, the ESeC is based on a well-defined sociological
proposition that employment relations and conditions are central to
delineating the structure of socio-economic positions in modern sacieties.
The positions defined by the ESeC categories exist independently of the |
individuals who occupy them at any particular time, but they condition and .
shape the lives, indeed the livelihoods of their occupants. That is, the
economic security, stability and prospects and the life-chances of individuals

‘and Tamilies depend mainly on their position in the division of labour and

on the material and symbolic advantages that derive from it. Thus, for
example, health inequalities are differences between ESeC categories in
respect of EOH._E%Q and mortality. The study of these inequalities renders
the social factors'in the ?.oa:nﬂo: of health outcomes more visible. We are
therefore linking health with social organization. This is vital for a range of
public policy and monitoring issues (e.g. government targets for reducing
social differences in health).

Ta be sure, one may vse other independent variables than an SEC to study
outcomes. mvﬁ:dtmnm that have been used in research include, _:noBm edu-
cation level,-housing tenure and other aspects of oo:n:::u:o: (e.g. car
osa:mar_ﬁw However, as we explained previously, none of these alternatives
measures the basic structuring principles of a market society in quite the way
that an SEC does (and cf. Ostberg 1996: ch.1). Thus, when we pose questions
about how the social strucrure shapes prospects, outcomes or life-chances,
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our SEC variable should prove to be of prime importance, Hence, again, we
need to keep the idea of what the SEC measures analytically distinct from the
possible consequences that the occupancy of a SEC position may give rise to
{e.g. income, consumption or housing: see Breen and Rottman 1993a). This
separation will allow us to examine the mechanisms that link the SEC ro
outcomes.

Take, once more, the example of the relationship between ESeC and health,
as will be discussed in detail in Chapter 10 below. As Rose and Pevalin (2000)
have argued, first, we accept that there may be situations where, for example,
a relationship might diminish or become weaker when other variables are
introduced into a model. Equally, however, we need to be clear about what
this might mean. Second, we also have to think of the basic modelling and
measurement issues, i.e. are our procedures technically correct and appro-
priate to the problem? For example, we should be careful in our analyses
not to set up a ‘variable race’ between different independent variables that do
not have a common metric {(see e.g. Breen and Goldthorpe 199%: 7). Third,
and most importantly, we have to think theoretically before we :a.:b
“statistically. We need an explicit causal of explanatory narrative formed into
téstable hypotheses about the n_mnml\mumu:r relationship. In analyses using
variables such as housing tentiré and income as explanatory variables, we
would contend that these variables are themselves conditioned by ESeC
position. It could certainly be argued that ESeC might have direct relations
with aspects of health; but it might also be mediated via the life-chances that
derive from class position. Introducing life-chance or deprivation measures
into a model investigating the ESeC-health relationship may then be expected
to reduce the direct effects of ESeC position, but it would be a mistake then

to conclude that this reduces the contribution that ESeC makes o our

understanding of health outcomes. On the contrary, sich a finding would be
i line witl a class-cansal narrative. Therefare we need first to think not of
relarions between variables, but of social relationships; and ESeC is, precisely,

 measuring a crucial form of social relationship.

;

Thus, clear causal narratives are vital to construct validation exercises.
Breen and Rottman {1995a: 467) have pointed to the need to *hypothesize
and test a number of different intervening variables thar would represent
alternative mechanisms linking class and outcome’, i.e. specifying causal
narratives. For example, there is growing evidence that the amounts of
control and autonomy a person has at work are important factors in
explaining heart disease (Bosma et al. 1997). The service relationship’s
‘prospective perspective’ associated with secure, career employment among
top managers and professionals has components such as greater control and
autonomy at work, more self-esteem, greater self-care with regard to factors
such as diet and exercise, more choice over medical treatment and so on.
This we have learned, for example, from the Whitehall Studies in the UK
which show that, contrary to popular belief, it is those at the bottom of
employment hierarchies who are most stressed (Bosma et al. 1997; Marmot
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et al. 1991; see also Davey-Smith et al. 1997, 1998). Similarly, Jonsson
(1993) and Jonsson et al. (1996) have demonstrated the capacity of a
classification such as that we propose to display variations in educational
attainment of a theoretically expected kind (and cf. Chapter 12).

What we H.mn_m?mu mrmnmmonu, are :E:r::._.mﬁm m:m:_mmm n_S_,. mroé roé the

‘must ﬁ_Em construct and test m_mﬁ.m:ﬁ EOn_nF &nm_m:ma to _S_ﬁ a _m:mm of
different outcomes with what the ESeC and its components measure. Finally,
it should also be noted that the use of SECs in research is not simply to act
as a proxy for income where income data themselves are unavailable. We
use SECs because they are measures designed to help us identify essential
forms of social relations to which income is merely epiphenomenal.

The contributions to this book

This volume comprises four parts, Part T introduces ESeC and also deals with
issues of operational validity, Part Il is concerned with criterion validity and
other measurement issues in relation to ESeC. Part 1l contains five construct
validation studies. Part IV draws conclusions regarding ESeC in both
retrospect and prospect.

In the remainder of Part I, Chapters 2 and 3 illustrate some of the main
issues involved in constructing ESeC from EU harmonized variables, as well
as the effects on ESeC distributions when we use reduced and simplified
forms of the classification and employ different cross-national datasets. As
such, each of these chapters acts as a supplement for researchers to The ESeC
User Guide (Harrison and Rose 2006). In Chapter 2 we trace the origins of
ESeC in both NS-SEC and EGP and we also relate more details of how ESeC
was developed over the course of the project. There is further discussion of
ISCO-88 (COM) and some of the problems of cross-national occupational
coding and mappings from national classifications inte 1SCO. We then
discuss ESeC’s flexibility, concentrating on how it may be operationalized in
conditions of incomplete information using its reduced and simplified forms.
Using ESS data, we show the consequences for ESeC distributions and the
pleasingly high correspondence between versions of the schema. Switches
between classes as a result of lack of detailed operational information are
largely within rather than across forms of employment regularion. In similar
manner we examine collapsed forms of ESeC (see Table 1.2), Finally, we
discuss the three most problematic groups of occupations for the ESeC
schema — managerial, supervisory and *skilled manual’ — and the decisions
we took regarding their allocations to classes,

In Chapter 3 Davies and Elias concentrate on the AEu__Sso: of ESeC
within three major datasets: EU-LFS, ECHP and ESS. They examine in detail
the information requirements for the creation of ESeC, how far each data-
set can folfil these requirements and with what consequences for ESeC
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distributions. They also discuss the allocation of the non-employed to the
schema and again the distributional outcomes. The problems of dealing with
missing information are also fully aired. Overall, the chaprer shows that
ESeC can be successfully implemented across the principa! European
datasets to produce broadly similar class distributions.

Part I comprises four chapters relating to the measurement of social class
and thus bearing on criterion validation, bur also other relevant matters.
Given that ESeC is a new instantiation of EGP, it makes sense to ask how
the two compare and also whether there is an inherent UK bias to ESeC given
its origins, as explained in this and the next chapter. This is the central issue
in Chapter 4 by Bihagen, Nermo and Erikson. Using ESS darta, they show the
similar class distributions of ESeC and EGP and indicate where they differ
and why. The tighter ESeC definition of class 1 is shown to be beneficial.
Given their shared conceptual base, naturally one would not expect ESeC to
outperform EGP to any significant extene, but it does appear to be a better
measure of employment relations, no doubt because it benefits from the
results of UK employment relations data. It also performs better as an
indicator of wage growth for women; and ESeC class 1 produces a picture
of greater advantages over other classes than EGP 1. When they turn to an
examination of ESeC as a measure of employment relations for different
countries, and thus ask whether ESeC is equally suited to countries with
varying economic and social structures, the results are again promising,.
There is no indication of a UK bias to ESeC.

Chapter 5 asks a similar set of pertinent questions concerning ESeC. Wirth
and her colleagues also go further than Bihagen ef al. in asking whether ESeC
is a good comparative measure. Can it really cope with the range of national
particularities in relation to employment law, practices and cultural
specificities? Again this question is asked against the background of ESe(’s
origins as a UK measure, but this time by using Germany as a critical case
study. Given that Germany is a conservative welfare state and the UK is a
liberal one, and also that Germany has a more regulated labour market,
insticutionally distinct modes of employment relations between different
categories of workers and a very different education system compared with
the UK, can ESeC deal equally with both situations? To test this, Wirth et
al. created a ‘German’ ESeC which takes account of national specificities and
then compared it with the comparative, or as they term it ‘international’
version of ESeC. The differences between the two versions are not that
pronounced. Indeed, the international variant is judged to come close to the
more optimal version for Germany. Of course, by implication Chapter 5
raises the issue of whether ESeC should have a different or specific derivation
matrix for each country (see Lambert ef af. 2005), a point to which we return
in the final chapter.

Chapter 6 is concerned with one of the problematic measurement issues
raised in Part I, namely the operationalization and measurement of super-
visory status.® Pollak et al. show that the proportion of supervisors identified
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in different surveys depends on the wording of the relevant question asked,
as well as the extent to which different countries succeed in implementing it
in cross-national surveys according to the overall rules specified for
harmonizing measures by survey designers. They demonstrate this in relation
to the different harmonization pracedures of the LFS and the ESS. They also
perform their own experiment to investigate alternative ways of operational-
izing supervisory status in surveys, This indicates that a modified form of the
ESeC recommended version (see Chapters 2 and 3; cf. Harrison and Rose
2006) produces fewer false positives in terms of identifying ‘true’ super-
visors, but possibly some false negatives.

It will not take a very perspicacious reader to notice that, in relation to the
rest of this boolk, Chapter 7 is something of a dissenting report on ESeC by
the INSEE group. In order to explain some of the underlying reasons for the
differences berween the INSEE approach to SECs and thar of the rest of the
consertium, it may be helpful at this point to take a short methodological
excursus before we discuss the French chapter in more detail.”

Social scientists are more often in dispute over conceptual issues than any
others. As Goldthorpe (1990} has noted, a conceptual approach such as that
proposed for EGP and ESeC is advanced as a wominal proposition. It
proposes that the world should be viewed in a certain way. This is different
from a hypothesis, which is a real proposition that says the world is a certain
way. It is with hypotheses that we should be ultimately concerned. However,
we need a conceptual schema before we can hypothesize and make relevant
observations. Nevertheless, concepts are tools that must be evaluated. The
best way of evaluating them is in terms of how useful they are. Thus, in
accordance with nominal principles and as already stated, ESeC is an
instrument de travail and should be judged accordingly. Therefore, we need
to ask: How well do our concepts aid the investigation of the problems that
concern us? Do they allow us to pose interesting questions and obtain
illuminating results? This is why construct validation is important. Concepts
must always be judged in terms of their empirical consequences. They are
neither true nor false in an empirical sense.

Opposed to nominalism is essentialisin (alternatively known as realism or
idealisnt: see Popper 1960) where a concept or definition is seen to indicate
the essence of something rather than, as with nominalism, being simply a
matter of convenience. For example, in referring to a ‘socio-economic
classification’, the French tendency is to assume that the term has a real,
intrinsic or essential meaning that may be investigated. This is clear from
Chapter 7 and leads both to the brand of methodological approach to the
construction of SECs and the inductive forms of analysis which the French
team offers. In contrast, we regard a term like ‘socio-economic classification’
as purely instrumental (i.e. words that are merely a useful inscrument of
description), as we explained previously in this chapter.

Another important and pertinent methodological difference between the
French approach and that advocated by other authors in this book is perhaps
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best expressed in the distinction between emic and etic accounts in social
science (see Harris 1980: 29-45; cf. Pike 1967). An emic approach is cul-
turally specific and intrinsic. It concentrates on describing the indigenous
values of a particular society in terms meaningful to actors, again some-
thing clear from the discussion in Chapter 7. An etic approach is culturally
neutral and extrinsic. It applies broader theoretical models applicable
across a number of societies. The French national SEC, Professions et
Catégories Socioprofessionnelles (PCS: see Desrosiéres and Thévenot 2002;
cf. Desrosiéres 1998: 264-268), itself something of a Durkheimian
representation collective, tales the emic form® and EGP the etic one. For
reasons already stated, we believe the latter approach is a sine gra non for
a comparative measure such as ESeC. Emic approaches would prove to be
something of a cul-de-sac in these rerms,

Perhaps we can best encapsulate these latter differences in methodological
approach by reference to the following statement made by a French delegate
at the final ESeC project meeting in Bled:

In its current version the (ESeC) classification is based on very theoretical
denominations. In as much as the proposed tool has a descriptive aim it
will play an important role in social debate. It appears, therefore,
necessary to check that the proposed nomenclature of the classification
is easily understood and that it allows each respondent to classify
himfherself inn the classification. Through ‘pilot’ surveys one would be
able to implement tests of questionnaires capable of measuring the
guality of seff-classification,

(See the Report of Proceedings: 14, emphasis added)’

All of these considerations need to be borne in mind when reading
Chapter 7. Not only do we disagree with the methodological focus of the
French team’s approach to classification in general and ESeC in particular,
however; there are also other aspects of Chapter 7 that concern us. First, the
chapter is not transparent and so the main arguments are often difficult to
evaluate. For example, the cluster analysis of the many sof disant ‘employ-
ment relations’ items is difficult to follow. Precisely what the items are, how
they relate to the different employment relations dimensions, how they were
treated, how the analysis was done, what the results are and how they can
be interpreted are all rather opaque. In its critical tone the chapter also judges
ESeC against claims thar have never been made for it and that no class
schema could deliver, such as capturing and being responsive to dozens of
specific aspects of work conditions. Indeed, the use of 68 variables to
describe employment relations suggests that the French team have examined
employment conditions in general rather than contractual relations.

Second, much is also made of the supposed high mobility rates observed
for those with supervisory status. This is an old issue and, as Chapters 2, 3
and especially Chapter 6 make clear, depends on the form of supervisory
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question asked. Although the French team saw all the findings from the other
validation studies relating to supervision, they do not appear to have taken
them into account. Similarly, the doubts they raise about the extent to which
supervision still exists four court is beginning to become something of a
canard. Referring to French research, Brousse ef al. ask not only whether
supervisioi as envisaged in the EGP/ESeC approach is any longer significant,
but also whether it still exists in reality. This, of course, is a variation on the
‘death of supervisors’ argument which has been promulgated by both post-
industrial and Marxist theorises (as well as many management gurus) for
decades {see Rose ef al. 1987: 7-9). The French ream appears to offer a
combination of the post-industrial and management theories, but there is
other evidence that casts doubt on this position {see e.g. Hales, 2000, 2005;
Drexel et al. 2003; Mason 2000; Gallie et al. 1998: ch. 3). Supervision may
be becoming more complex, but there is cross-national evidence that the role
of supervisors in strategic decision-making is being enhanced rather than
eliminated. There may, however, be some French particularities with regard
to supervisors, as Drexel ef al. {(2003: 5) have noted:

The French sitnarion is characterized by the cuscomary employment of
higher technicians as industrial supervisors; a formal correspondence
between the pay band of the maitrise (the French equivalent to the
industrial supervisor) and the qualification level of higher rechnicians,
laid down in the collective agreements; the necessity to create a balance
between the opportunities the rapidly growing supply of highly qualified
technicians offer and the reduced recruitment capacities of companies,
and the more numerous career opportunities for workers, emanating
from the greater role medium-level positions play in contrast to other
COuntries.

Regardless, there are good grounds for believing that supervision will
always be with us, no matter how difficule it may be to measure. As Rose et
al. have nored (1987: 22):

Industrial sociologists demonstrate repeatedly that capitalist social
relations of production fail to induce great enthusiasm for labour among
the majority of employees. Most routine manual and nonmanual
employees share in a predominantly pecuniary orientation to work, So
long as this is the case then first-line supervisors will remain a functional
necessity rather than an historical anachronism.

Finally, even when it comes to the discussion of the social mobility
patterns revealed in the French analyses, there are problems that arise from
their failure vo separate class prositions from the individuals that occupy them
at any one time.!" Moreover, claims that the ESeC might be undermined
by such findings as the amount of ‘mobility” between classes 7 and 9 for
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occupations such as carers and domestic cleaners show a fundamental
misunderstanding. This is hardly a world-shattering result; indeed, it is
normal. They are very similar occuparions, both are in the working class,
and no doubt there is much exchange between them. However, carers in
class 7 have a modified labour contract, predominantly because they are less
casnalized and more likely to work for large organizations in the health and
welfare sectors. Equally, the pattern of mobility between classes 1 and 2, or
any other similar movements which are berween classes but 1ithin forms of
employment relationship, is what we would expect.'! In this context, we can
usefully recall thar Weber (1920/1968a: 302) once defined social classes in
terms of clusters of ‘class situations within which individual and generational
mobility is easy and typical’.

We now turn to the chapters in Part IIL One element of the enduring
appeal of social class schemas is their abiliry to structure and discriminate in
respect of a range of outcome variables in theoretically predicted ways
(cf. Lareau and Conley 2008). In this volume, Chapters 8 to 12 focus on
five issues respectively: wage growth, poverty and deprivation, health,
unemployment risks, and educational attainment. More derails on the link
between the conceptual model and life-chances may be found in the relevant
discussions by Goldthorpe (2007¢ passim); Goldthorpe and McKnight
(2006); Rose and Pevalin (with O'Reilly) (2005); Rose and Pevalin 2003;
Erikson and Goldthorpe (2002); and Breen and Rottman (19950b).

Recalling the underlying concept of employment relations, inter alia
construct validity tests of a class schema must show that,

membership of the classes it distinguishes, as well as having differing
sources and levels of income, also have differing degrees of stability of
both income and employment and differing expectations as to their
economic futures that together condition both their life chances and
many aspects of their attitudes and patterns of action.

{Goldthorpe 2000: 1578-1579)

In other words, class positions should discriminate in terms of economic
security, economic stability, economic prospects and their consequences.
Chapters 8 to 12 tackle these and related issues in varying and critical
national and cross-national contexts. Chapter 8 deals with stability of
income, Chapter 9 with stability and prospects in respect of poverty and
deprivation, Chapter 11 with stability and security of employment, and
Chapters 10 and 12 with life-chances in relation to health and education,
both of which have strong relationships with livelihood, of course.

In Chapter 8, Bihagen and Nermo provide a direct test of the relationship
between class and income, i.e. the link between class position and economic
stability (see Goldthorpe and McKnight 2006: 116-121). They discuss the
relative success with which ESeC (but also EGP and SEI, the Swedish class
schema) clusters occupations and the outcomes in relation to an analysis of
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wage growth. They conclude that the predictive powers of EGP and ESeC
are very similar, but that the latter is to be preferred because it is more
flexible and wser-friendly, as well as having a better defined higher salariat
class.

In Chapter 9, Watson, Whelan and Maitre examine economie stability and
prospects {see Goldthorpe and McKunighe 2006: 121-129). They use ECHP
data to investigate the constraints and opportunities of class in relation w
poverty and deprivation, In particular they wish to explore the sustained
impact of class posirion as revealed by panel data. Their main hypothesis is
that class will become ever more important as attention moves from low
income to occasional episodes of poverty and deprivation and then to
persistent forms. They also expect class to be more strongly related to
persistent poverty than to persistent deprivation. In their analyses they take
advantage of the hierarchical component of the ESeC schema referred to
previously. Both individual and household measures of ESeC are used in
analysis and they reserve ESeC class 10 for the never worked only, since
unemployment is an important factor affecting their dependent variables.
Here we sec an example of the importance of thinking about the schema in
relation to the problem at hand before analysing data, again an issue we
raised in an earlier section of this chapter. Summarizing the findings in
Chapter 9, class is shown to be more strongly related to lifestyle deprivation
than income and does vary in its effects in the manner the authors had
hypothesized. While the hierarchical aspects of ESeC do have expected
effects, equally its employment status element in relation to the self-
employed and small employers has an impact, too, including in terms of
cross-national variations.

In Chapter 10, Kunst and Roskam, again using ECHP data, look at ESeC
in relation to a key health inequalicy measure (and one also used in the
NS-SEC validation: see Cooper and Arber 2003): self-nssessed health.
Like Watson and her colleagues, they too use both individual and house-
hold measures and ESeC’s hierarchical component (hierarchy having a
particularly strong appeal with health researchers). They note the general
lack of class measures in EU countries, and thus the potential advantages of
ESeC in terms of cross-national and national research on health inequalities
(cf. Krieger ef al. 2005). They also make extremely useful comments
concerning what is required of a measure such as ESeC and how it may best
be used by health researchers. These observations have a more general
application too, of course, and we commend them (see Chapter 13).

Their results show a strong relationship between class and health for men
in all 11 countries considered, but different patterns between Northern and
Southern countries are observed for women. Kunst and Roskam also
introduce income and education measures as controls. While these measures
reduce the effect of class on health, they by no means eliminate the
relationship. They conclude that ESeC performs in a manner which health
researchers will find useful. Fundamental relationships between class and
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health could be identified in all countries, despite their differing labour
market structures. Nevertheless, che patterns revealed for Northern and
Southern countries were different, with more irregular class gradients
observed in the latter. Might this be indicative of a real difference or a
problem with ESeC? We shall return to this issue in Chapter 13.

In Chapter 11, Lucchini and Schizzerotto consider ESeC in relation to
unemployment risks. As Goldthorpe and McKnight (2006: 113) have
observed, the risks of job loss and unemployment are the most obvious ways
in which class positions affect economic security. In the validation of the N5-
SEC, Elias and McKnight (2003) found a strong relationship berween class
and unemployment, just as Gallie ef al. {1998) had previously using the EGP
schema. In similar vein to Chapters 4 and 3, Chapter 11 asks whether such
relationships hold across countries with very different economies, patterns
of labour market regulation and welfare state regimes, the most significant
macro-economic variables affecting unemployment. Using eight waves of
ECHP data, they examine the hypothesis that unemployment risk increases
monotonically as attention moves from the self-employed (classes 4 and 5),
to the service classes (1 and 2), the intermediate classes (3 and 6) and the
working classes (7, 8 and 9). The hypothesis is broadly confirmed by the
analysis. Lucchini and Schizzerotto also suggest that their results cast doubt
on the individualization thesis (see Beck and Beck-Gernsheim 2002).

Chapter 12, by Barone, Schizzerotto and Barone, uses the Iralian case to
study the relationship between class and educational inequality. They ask
whether ESeC can reproduce results that are consistent with what is known
for Ttaly, but also, as in Chapter 4, concentration focuses on a comparison
between ESeC and EGP by inquiring whether the former can replicate the
results previously found when using the latter. In both respects, their findings
are encouraging. Employing data from five waves of the Italian Household
Panel {(ILED), they conclude from their analyses that ESeC does succeed in
identifying features of edncational inequality that are unique to the Italian
case as well as confirming what is generally known for other countries. Given
our earlier comments concerning Chapter 10, this suggests that ESeC may
well be suited to the Southern European case (and cf. Ballarino et al. 2008).
Moreover, they find ESeC superior to EGP and indicate why they think this
might be: an improved operationalization of the underlying employment
relations model. In addition, they suggest that ESeC may be better suited
than EGP to the situation of post-industrial societies.

Conclusions

In this chapter we have discussed the purpose and importance of SECs,
their policy and social scientific uses. We have discussed why an ESeC is
needed and why it is essential that it has a clear conceptual basis. We have
explained the employment relations approach and the associated class
theory. We have described the prototype ESeC schema and shown how it is
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derived. We have also dealt with the central validation issues that are the
concern of subsequent contributions to this volume. Many more details may
be found on the project website.

Of course, ideally, additional research should be undertaken before we can
be completely confident that we have the best possible categorial SEC for the
EU context. In particular we would wish to conduct further criterion and
construct validiry analyses for Southern, Central and Eastern EU Member
Stares. We shall also have to re-base the classification on the new version of
ISCO, ISCO-08. Moreover, we could pursue further analysis on the second
level of ESeC, ‘socio-economic groups’, which separately identify the
component elements of each class so that analysts may look within the
classes as well as between them. All of these matters are discussed further in
Chapter 13. Now, however, in Chapters 2 and 3, we turn to a more detailed
assessment of operational validity.

Notes

L In fairness, we should note that the French team would not agree with this
definition of an SEC, as is apparent from some of their comments in Chaprer 7,
We shall veturn to this macter when we discuss the other chaprers in this book.
The article by Krieger ef al. is particularly interesting since it successfully adapts
the UK NS-S5EC to analyse health disparities in the USA and shows how it
provides ‘a better gauge of access to healeh services and socioeconomic
characteristics than the conventional U.S. occupational classifications based on
status and skill” {2005: 227). This also demonstrates the facility with which an
etic approach (see below), such as provided by the EGI? family of class schemas,
‘travels’ (cf. Goldthorpe 2007a: 122-124).

Using data from the survey Working fnr Britain in the Year 2000 (WiB),
MecGovern ef al. provide a direct test of the vession of the EGP schema as
implemented in the UK NS-SEC. They employed 12 items fram Wil to measure
difficulty of monitoring work and fve items measuring asser specificity to
produce an empirically generated class map to compare with the schema set aus
in Figure 1.1, Scores were obrained for each NS-SEC category on the two
dimensions of the EGP model from regressions in which membership of a
category was predicted by their monitoring difficulty and asset specificicy
indicators. This produced scale scores thar indicate distances between the
NS-SEC groups. Modestly, the authors claim an ‘encouraging’ result for
supporters of the EGP approach. In fact, it is more chan that, Not only was the
model in large part empirically confirmed, in the sense that monitoring difficulty
and asset specificity were positively correlated in the manner suggested by
Figure 1.1, but a stepwise structure emerged between NS-SEC groups (2007: 78,
fg. 3.2). As the authors express ir:

=]

L

In short, the medel of the class stracture | | | is somewhat like a green stick:
it bends ar particular points bue is still continuous. Qccupational groups are
differentiated first according to one principal (sic} and then according ro
another. Groups similar in terms of monitoring difficulty are differentiated
by their degree of human asser specificity; and those with the same level of
human asset specificity are differentiated in terms of moniroring difficalry,
Some occupations seem to belong to one group in terms of one criteria and
a second according to the other. There is nothing ‘contradictory’ about this;
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it is a natural outcome of employers finding it rational to offer different
cantractual conditions to groups who differ along one or more ‘probleny’
dimensions.

{McGovern et al. 2007: 79)

Chapter 4 contains a similar analysis, but one constrained to use more indirecs
indicators of the model’s dimensions than those available to McGovern et al., as
indicated in our discussion of criterion validity below.

4 A third method, proposed by the French ream and discussed in Chapter 7, was
rejected by the rest of the consortium for reasons we have already alluded 1o (a
disinclination towards inductively derived, synthetic measures).

5 For a succinet discussion of some of the problems with proxy measures of
employment relations, see Goldthorpe (2003a} in response to Erilison (2005a).

6 For a discussion of the importance and problems of the measurement of
supervisory status in refation to both official statistics and class schemas, see Rose
et al. (1987},

7 Some of the differences in approach berween the French team and the other
consortium members are illustrated by an exchange available on the project
website: <http:/fwww.iser.essex.ac.ul/research/esecieventsfvalidation-conference/
validation-conference-supplementary> (accessed 10 March 2009). For further
insights into the French approach see Desrosiéres (1991, esp. pp. 206-209).

8 As Maloutas (2007: 445) has observed, the PCS are

tightly linked to the local socio-political context, which attributes particular
importance to collective bargaining in determining occupational status. (For
instance, under the CSP {sic), menial jobs in the public sector have a relatively
uppraded status due to the increased power of collective bargaining.)
Furthermore, their main categories are widely used in the media and everyday
life. This means they arg the major scheme through which French society
shapes its own n_mmm,mimﬁn:mmm.

Again, this helps to illustrate differences between the French team and the rest of
the consareium as revealed in Chapter 7 and also in the documents referred to in
both the previous note and the following one. For an extended comparative and
histortcal discussion of British, American and French traditions in social
classification, see Szreter (1993).

9 Indeed, this whale section of the Report of Proceedings of the ESeC Conference
held at Bled further illuminates the French position {sec pp. 12-14 of <http://
www.iser.essex.ac.ul/research/esec/events/nsi-canference>), For an attempr by
INSEE to discover whether people are able to classify themselves to ESeC see:
<htepidicirea.europa.ew/Public/irc/dsis/ssdfibrary 2l=/task_force_esec/2007_interim_
reportsécvm=compact&sb=Title> (scction 4). Both sites accessed 10 March
2009.

10 1n addition, there are well-known occupational measurement ecrrors {see
Chapter 3) which can be compounded in longitudinal surveys and which might
explain some of the French mobility results. Respondents may describe the same
occupation in different ways at different waves, leading to a change of occu-
pational coding. Equally, different coders at each wave may code the same
occupation in alteenative ways. Whether the French team took these possibilities
into account we cannot be certaing so much in their chaprer remains opague.

11 See Constructing ESeC: A Paper fram INSEE and a Response from the
Consortim: <htipiffwww.iser.essex.ac.ul/research/esec/events/validation-
conferencefvalidarion-conference-supplementarys (accessed 10 March 2009).

2 From derivation to validation

Evidence from the UK and
beyond

Eric Harrison and David Rose

This chapter examines a series of issues relating to the operational and
criterion validity of the ESeC classification. The first section discusses the
derivation of the ESeC and its roots in the UK’s NS-SEC. The second and
third sections deal with the processes involved in adapting a nationally based
classification to produce a comparative instrument based on an international
harmonized framework of occupational measurement, ISCO-88 (COM). In
the fourth section we offer some illustrations of how the schema holds up at
different levels of data quality and precision. The final section focuses on
three groups within the occupational structure, namely managers, super-
visors and skilled workers, which were considered problematic in the
construction of the classification and discusses how these problems were
investigated and resolved.

From EGP to NS-SEC to ESeC

In order to understand how and why the ESeC schema takes the form it does,
it is important to know something about its origins in, and relation to, both
the EGP (Erikson-Goldthorpe-Portocarero) class schema and the UK’s NS-
SEC. Both ESeC and the NS-SEC are new instantiations of the EGP schema.
However, the NS-SEC was created under particular conditions which
required some departures from EGP. NS-SEC replaced two UK government
SECs: social class based on occupation (RGSC, formerly Registrar General’s
Social Class) and socio-economic proups (SEGs). The development of the
NS5-5EC was constrained by the need for sufficient ‘backwards compara-
bility” with the previous SECs to ensure the integrity of the many national
time-series that depended on them. This necessitated the semi- and non-
skilled occupations, which EGP combines in its class VII, be placed in sep-
arate classes. Being unconstrained in this way, ESeC reverts to EGP practice
and combines the semi- and non-skilled in class 9. In addition, EGP class [11b
{a largely feminized class of lower services, sales and clerical occupations)
was constrained to become part of class 6 (semi-routine occupations) in NS-
SEC rather than being created as a separate class (see Rose and Pevalin 2003:
ch 12). Not being inhibited in this way in the EU context, this groun of



