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The transformation of work? A guantitative evaluation
of the shape of employment in Europe

An introduction to the research reports from the quantitative research of WORKS

1. Introduction

The core focus of WORKS is on changes in work caused by global restructuring. These
changes concern first of all shifts in employment, job growth and job decline related to the
global restructuring of value chains. This restructuring implies that economic activities
can be relocated from one location to another or that they can be hived off by one com-
pany to be performed by another. A major research question of the WORKS project is
therefore to what extent such sectoral and geographical shifts in employment are indeed
taking place in the EU.

Second, there are changes in the nature of the work, which globalisation might cause.
These are not easily predictable. On the one hand, it is expected that increased competi-
tive pressures will lead to greater technical and commercial innovation, which will in turn
require a more flexible, skilled and motivated workforce. On the other, flexibility might
become a tool used by employers to extract more value from their workforces. Thus, flexi-
bility is a double-edged concept. Occupations and industries that form part of the “knowl-
edge society’ are expected to be especially subject to these sorts of contradictory pres-
sures, because of the huge new investments they require, because they are particularly
competitive sectors, but also because knowledge can itself be used as a tool either to im-
prove or more closely control the nature of the work people do.

The research produced in the frame of the quantitative work of WORKS, which ad-
dresses these issues through the analysis of a number of European micro-level datasets,
appears in four separate reports, each produced by one research institute and each based
on one dataset. In this introduction to these reports we establish the context for these
through a discussion of some of the literature and then review the main findings of the
reports to see what light they throw on the central issues.

There is a very substantial literature on changing work conditions and changing em-
ployment patterns. Overall it would appear that there is little evidence for a general and
consistent trend on shifts in employment and on change in the nature of work, in par-
ticular of a negative nature. Further, there is no clear-cut national convergence in respect
of change on a number of dimensions, nor a consistent means of grouping types of coun-
tries in a way which is consistent over time and across different dimensions. Rather, we
mostly observe a high level of national specificity.

We test these conclusions from the quantitative literature through the linked empirical
chapters, which provide new research based directly or indirectly on the key concepts.
The datasets used for the research are:
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the EU Labour Force Survey: this is used first to provide basic facts on sectoral and geo-
graphical shifts in employment throughout Europe and second to investigate various
aspects of work flexibility, in particular to examine trends in these;

the European Working Conditions Survey: analysis of national variation in work com-
plexity, independence in time allocation, work intensity and quality of working con-
ditions. The analysis is cross-sectional but looks at more than one point in time;

the European Household Community Panel: as this contains panel data, it is used to look
at aspects of individual-level change. The analysis focuses primarily on job skills and
on occupational switching over the career.

The main results of each report can be summarised as follows.

2.

Tracing employment in business functions (HIVA-K.U.Leuven)

The aim of this part of the analysis on the EU Labour Force Survey is to measure the
effects of global value chain restructuring on employment in the European Union. In
line with the qualitative research of the WORKS project, the business function is used
as the main unit of analysis. A business function is defined as a unit of activity that
can be categorised within a value chain: a cluster of technologically and economically
distinct activities which are usually performed together. Business functions refer to
both core and support activities in value chains.

The main conclusion that can be drawn from the analysis is that several business
functions are increasingly performed within specialised service sectors. Evidence has
been found of a shift of specific business functions from sectors in which they are “pe-
ripheral” to the production process, towards sectors in which they constitute the core
activity. The most obvious example of this trend has been found in IT services and lo-
gistics, but this shift can be observed also in marketing and sales, and legal and finan-
cial services.

In the sectors and occupations under study no evidence is found of a major shift of
business activities from the old to the new member states. However, this is partly due
to the limitations of the data which do not permit the tracing of a sector or country to
which a business service is supplied.

In several sectors the core occupations were traced and the employment evolutions in
these activities estimated. A growing share of employment in core activities within a
sector indicates the increasing importance of these activities in the sectors, a decreas-
ing share a growing relative importance of secondary activities. A growth in the im-
portance of core activities is found in several sectors, for example, in the IT sector in
both the old and the new member states. Evidence of a decreasing share of core ac-
tivities has been found in Textile and clothing. Figures show that the huge employ-
ment decline in this sector goes together with a considerable reduction of the share of
core production workers within the sector. This means that for Textile and clothing
companies located in Europe, the importance of previously supporting activities has
increased in terms of employment. Most prominent in this respect is the growth of
R&D related employment.
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New forms of work organisation and time use (IRES)

There has been a substantial increase in temporary employment in the EU-15 over the
period analysed (1997-2005). As a proportion of overall employment growth, this is
especially large in Germany, Portugal and some other countries, while it has declined
in Denmark and the UK.

In the EU-15 countries, part-time work as a percentage of total employment increased
slightly from 1995 to 2005, from 16% to 20%, but cross-country variation is far greater
than variation over time, with part-time work forming 5% in Greece and 46% in the
Netherlands at the end of this decade.

The percentage of female part-time work in total employment was also fairly stable
over this period on average. Though it increased considerably in some countries, for
instance Austria and Belgium, in others it was stable, or in the case of Sweden, fell. In
the new member states, part-time work as a percentage of total employment on aver-
age fell slightly between 1997 and 2005.

From 1995 to 2005 there was a roughly 50% increase in the proportion of employees
on shift-work in the EU-15. This fell in Belgium, and slightly in some other countries,
but rose markedly in several others, notably Greece, Ireland and Portugal. However,
countries do not vary much by the probability that workers have a fixed working
schedule.

Self-employment is a potential indicator of insecure employment, as it might force
people to find their own work. On the other hand, it can be an indicator of increasing
entrepreneurship (which is one of the Lisbon goals). Although it is also possible that
poor markets force people out of self-employment, here the focus is insecurity derived
from changing work conditions rather than from economic downturns. However,
from 1996 to 2004 self-employment as a percentage of all work was stable in the EU-
15. The biggest changes occurred in countries with generally high levels, such as
Greece and Spain, where it fell, but it remained stable in other countries where self-
employment is high, such as Italy and Portugal. Self-employment declined as a pro-
portion of total work over the same period, from 28% to 24%.

Trends in working conditions in the EU (CEE)

Mapping of the national distribution of a number of indicators (work complexity, in-
dependence in time allocation, work intensity and quality of working conditions)
shows little consistency suggesting that national groupings are difficult to discern.
However, two Scandinavian countries (Denmark and Sweden) and the Netherlands
provide a specific pattern in terms of working environment. In these countries jobs are
complex, provide learning opportunities and the quality of working conditions is
high. In contrast, some Mediterranean countries (Greece, Portugal and Spain) are
characterised by low quality of working conditions and weak job complexity (routine
jobs).



THE TRANSFORMATION OF WORK?

The distribution of some work features shows that there are considerable differences
in work organisation between the EU-15 and the twelve candidate and acceding
countries. In general, jobs in the latter countries are less complex, less intense and the
quality of working conditions is lower.

On average in EU-15, there was a significant decrease in complexity of work between
1995 and 2000. This means that in 2000, European workers have less possibility of
choosing or changing their order of tasks and methods of work; their jobs involve a
lower degree of solving unforeseen problems, complex tasks or learning opportuni-
ties. Simply speaking, jobs have become more routine on average in the EU-15 during
the five year period between 1995 and 2000.

At the same time, work in the EU-15 has become more intense. This intensification is
mainly market-driven: the pace of work is more and more dependent on the direct
demands of customers and clients. In contract, technical constraints, those linked to
automatic speed of a machine or numerical production targets, haven’t changed sig-
nificantly. The percentage of European workers whose job involves working at very
high speed and to tight deadlines has slightly increased (from 56% to 58% and from
54% to 57% respectively).

There is no evidence of any improvement or deterioration of quality of working con-
ditions in the EU-15 during the analysed period.

The determinants of work experience depend relatively little on national institutional
differences but seem rather to derive from individual-level characteristics, many of
which can be taken to be typical or certain types of job.

A study of skills and occupational switches (ISER)

The analysis in the report utilises household panel data in order to measure change in
people’s working circumstances over their career. It makes use of the European
Community Household Panel, the British Household Panel Study, and the German
Socio-Economic Panel.

The focus of the research is the widespread argument that the nature of work is
changing, in particular becoming less stable, and more intense. The research adds to
the more common analysis of trends in aspects of work such as unsocial working
hours, job intensification, and reduced job tenure, analysis using a measure of relative
skills (overqualification) and career flexibility, but also includes measures of job satis-
faction. The aim is to see whether overqualification and rapid career moves are a sig-
nificant part of the occupational scene in Europe, and to see whether career changes
are associated with change in job satisfaction.

The results show no decrease in job satisfaction at the aggregate level over time in any
country, with the possible exception of Italy. Factors which explain dissatisfaction
with work, in virtually all countries, especially include the nature of employment
contracts. People with fixed-term contracts or in casual work are especially likely to be
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dissatisfied with their work, but this improves if they move to other jobs. A high pro-
portion of workers in Europe feel overqualified for the work they do. This is especially
high amongst people with fixed-term contracts or in casual work.

4. There is a very high degree of occupational change in Europe in the aggregate and, on
average, over people’s careers. This varies enormously by country, being especially
high in Belgium, especially low in France. Most of this movement is sideways or up-
wards, but some is also downwards. The factors associated with such occupational
moves, whether sideways or up or down, again in particular include being in fixed-
term contract or in casual work.

5. IT workers were isolated in the final analysis because IT work is deemed by some to
be the epitome of highly flexible work. This was not found to be the case in either
Germany or Britain - the two countries for which this could be tested - relative to
some other professions. Further, while it is possible (in Britain) to enter IT with lower
than average skills for the job, suggesting some downgrading of the work these peo-
ple do, this did not apply to IT workers more than to workers in some other profes-
sions.

6. Conclusions

On the basis of these analyses we can conclude that there have been some consistent
changes in work caused by global restructuring. On various measures we can detect a
significant change in the nature of employment in Europe over the periods of time stud-
ied. These are not very substantial but probably larger than we would expect from some
of the literature. Some of these effects can be interpreted as having negative consequences
for the welfare of workers.

The report on employment changes in the European Union finds that restructuring of
value chains causes important sectoral and occupational shifts. Several business functions
are increasingly performed within specialised service sectors. Evidence has been found of
a shift of specific business functions from sectors in which they are ‘peripheral’ to the
production process, towards sectors in which they constitute the core activity. On the
other hand, in the sectors and occupations under study, no evidence has been found of a
major shift of business activities from the old to the new member states. Hence, the hy-
pothesis that the latter are becoming a ‘back-office” for companies in the old member
states, could not be confirmed in the frame of this research. Finally, evidence has been
found of a strengthening of core businesses in several sectors, while in others there has
been a shift from core to secondary activities.

While there is little evidence from the published evidence so far available of a trend
within Europe towards increased job flexibility, especially of the sort that might be pre-
dicted on the assumption of a negative effect of globalisation, we do find some evidence, if
not very powerful, of such effects. The report on trends in European employment finds an
increase in temporary work, shift work and part-time work in most countries. The report
on European working conditions, which in common with the above also looks at aggre-
gate trends, finds some deterioration on some indicators. The report on individual-level
change using panel data finds that both dissatisfaction with work and skill mismatches
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are widespread, and while tending to be overcome through career switches, thereby con-
tribute to the overall prevalence of work flexibility. People need to move in order to im-
prove their working lives, which are under pressure.

However, even if economic and technological change is influencing the welfare of indi-
viduals, it is difficult to discern an overall trend which can be described as overwhelm-
ingly negative. There are negative effects to change, but also signs that as long as econo-
mies continue to grow, these are to some extent and partially been compensated. Some of
the indicators we have described do not necessarily entail a loss of welfare.

If the reports find evidence of increasingly flexible and uncertain work across a range
of countries and dimensions, they cannot point to a single model of change or of adapta-
tion. There seems to be no convincingly useful means of grouping countries, so that we
cannot argue for national fypes of response. Rather, there are some national similarities
but these are not consistent across all dimensions of change. There is no single European
experience but also, even though overlaps certainly exist, no clear-cut set of experiences.

Only greater investment in adequate European-wide data with comprehensive cover-
age of all aspects of employment and employment conditions can fully answer some of
the critical questions with which this set of reports has been concerned.

Malcolm Brynin (ISER, University of Essex, UK)
Monique Ramioul (HIVA, Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium,)



Executive summary

1. The analysis in the report makes use of household panel data in order to measure
change in people’s working circumstances over their career. It makes use of the Euro-
pean Community Household Panel, the British Household Panel Study, and the Ger-
mans Socio-Economic Panel.

2. The focus of the research is the widespread argument that the nature of work is
changing, in particular becoming less stable, and more intense. The research adds to
the more common analysis of trends in aspects of work such as unsocial working
hours, job intensification, and reduced job tenure, analysis using a measure of relative
skills (overqualification) and career flexibility. It also includes measures of job satis-
faction. The aim is to see whether overqualification and rapid career moves are a sig-
nificant part of the occupational scene in Europe, and whether career changes are as-
sociated with change in job satisfaction.

3. The results show no decrease in job satisfaction at the aggregate level over time in any
country, with the possible exception of Italy. Factors which explain dissatisfaction
with work, in virtually all countries, especially include the nature of employment
contracts. People with fixed-term contracts or in casual work are especially likely to be
dissatisfied with their work, and this declines if they move to other jobs.

4. A high proportion of workers in Europe feels overqualified for the work they do. This
is especially high amongst people with fixed-term contracts or in casual work.

5. There is a very high degree of occupational change in Europe in the aggregate and, on
average, over people’s careers. This varies enormously by country, being especially
high in Belgium, especially low in France. Most of this movement is sideways or up-
wards, but some is also downwards.

6. The factors associated with such occupational moves, whether sideways or up or
down, again in particular include being in fixed-term contract or in casual work.

7. IT workers were isolated in the final analysis because IT work is deemed by some to
be the epitome of highly flexible work. This was not found to be the case in either Brit-
ain or Germany - the two countries for which this could be tested. Further, while it is
possible (in Britain) to enter IT with lower than average skills for the job, suggesting
some downgrading of the work these people do, this did not apply to IT workers more
than to workers in some other professions.
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1 Introduction

Our intention in this report is to extend the discussion of change in the nature of employ-
ment through consideration of factors not usually considered in the literature on changes
in the nature of work, or at best treated as marginal. Our reason is simple. Many of the
indicators traditionally used to measure the extent of occupational change, in particular
whether these can be assessed as primarily negative or positive, are in fact extremely dif-
ficult to interpret. For instance, in the case of the amount of time people work descriptive
statistics alone can tell us little. If working hours are going up, or part-time work is rising,
it is not clear without measures of individual preferences (and these themselves can be
difficult to interpret) whether these changes are good, bad, or merely neutral. The same
applies to indicators of contractual arrangements. For instance, although it is reasonable
to describe a rise in fixed-term contracts as essentially negative for workers, in any single
country this might be associated with other changes which have the reverse effect. In the
UK fixed-term contracts are uncommon compared to some other countries (describing 6%
of employees in 2004 compared to an average 13.6% for the EU 15: European Commission
2005), but nevertheless in overall terms employment protection is weaker. This also
means that single indicators of employment protection (Auer and Cazes 2003) are difficult
to use as measures of employment change because their component parts might work
against each other over time.

It is often assumed that policies designed to increase productivity are at least poten-
tially exploitative, and therefore reduce individual welfare, but of course this need not be
the case. Our concern in this empirical report is with three factors which say something
about both the use of labour and its welfare effects. One is skill utilisation. The growth of
the knowledge society implies increasing demand for skills and increasing efficiency in
their use, so that skill utilisation will always be high. If, in contrast, we believe that the
economy does not work like this, and that knowledge-based work processes can have
negative effects on workers (for instance, through rapid obsolescence of skills or the re-
placement of high-level skills by routine, computerised functions), then we might expect
some and perhaps growing under-utilisation of skills. Institutional factors are also im-
portant. The introduction to the Work Package 9 set of reports placed considerable em-
phasis on the possibility of national convergence, but skill production is an area where
national institutions make a big difference, as education systems have very strong histori-
cal, and therefore nationally specific roots. The use of skills might, in the cause of produc-
tivity improvements, be subject to convergence, but which skills are available in the first
place varies enormously across countries. This paper seeks to address whether it is possi-
ble to develop a means of understanding national differences in the employment effects of
the knowledge society through changes in the use of skills.

The second area we examine is satisfaction with work and different aspects of work.
While this has been assessed in the literature in respect of what it says about the nature of
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CHAPTER 1

occupational change (are the effects on average positive or negative in respect of work
satisfaction?), it is not a commonly used indicator, and least of all, longitudinally. Our
view is that if we are to interpret changes in the nature of work as either good or bad for
people then we should take account of what they tell us through the best measures we
have available of how people view their work.

Our third indicator is occupational mobility. Usually this is interpreted as inter-
generational changes in occupational status or wages or, within generations, in terms of
the effect of social background on career. Here, while we look at career, we do so not in
relation to social background but rather as a potential reflection of changes in work flexi-
bility. We are not therefore primarily interested in social upgrading, or the reverse, but
rather in the extent people move across occupations or industries. This is of interest be-
cause it describes a type of flexibility. This is often thought of in terms of distinct ele-
ments - numerical flexibility (greater employer control over the numbers employed, or
their hours) and functional flexibility (greater manipulation of work processes). However,
many aspects of such changes are ambiguous. We do not know if they stem from changes
in demand or supply. Here instead we consider career flexibility, but we define this not as
job mobility (changes in occupational status relative to parents), or as job turnover, but as
switches between occupations or industries over an individual’s career. While this can
also contain positive and negative elements, it seems likely, because skills are less easily
transferable across occupations than across jobs, that such movement can be the result of
occupations becoming relatively unattractive. Indeed, in an analysis of American data
Parrado, Caner and Wolff (2007) compare two periods with differing levels of aggregate
‘turbulence’ in the economy and find that this is reflected in individual change, with
greater movement across occupations and industries in the more turbulent period.
Moreover, it is the lower paid, who, controlling for age, education and other characteris-
tics, tend to move most (though this applies to men more than to women). We argue that
if the rate of movement across occupations or industries is high then this is a further indi-
cator of a relatively flexible sector or country, regardless of what other indicators, for in-
stance measures of job tenure of atypical hours, tell us.

The purpose of our analysis is to look at individual-level change over time, to measure
the extent of flux but also to assess both its antecedents and its effects. The data we use are
mostly from the European Community Household Panel (ECHP), which contains infor-
mation on individuals and households in fifteen European countries: Austria, Belgium,
Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
Portugal, Spain, Sweden and UK. Collection of the ECHP started in 1994 with twelve
countries; Austria, Finland and Sweden joined in waves 2, 3 and 4 respectively. The da-
taset contains only eight waves of data since its collection stopped in 2001. Germany, Lux-
embourg and the UK collect national household panel data independently of the ECHP;
the ECHP data for these countries is a sub-sample of the much longer running national
surveys. Some of our analysis utilises the extra information in two of these datasets: the
British Household Panel Study (BHPS) and the German Social-Economic Panel (GSOEP).

14



2  Skill utilisation and job satisfaction

In this section we look at two issues: the distribution and value of skills, which tell us
something about the value of work in an objective sense, and the factors that are associ-
ated with variation in job satisfaction, which give us a measure of the subjective value of
work. We link these with an analysis of overqualification - whether people feel that their
skills themselves are valued. First we look at education. This is rather crudely defined in
the ECHP with only three levels generally available, which we simply call ‘high’, “me-
dium’, and ‘low” (though its contributing datasets, such as the British and German panels,
provide information on all qualifications achieved, while years of education can also be
calculated). Occupational and industry classifications are also detailed in the British and
German panels but not in the ECHP. After some very minor combination of categories we
end up with nine occupational groups and eighteen industries. These are listed in the An-
nex.

21 The value of education and work

We begin this section with an assessment of the value of skills across countries, before
moving to our main analysis of the distribution and causes of overqualification and of job
satisfaction. We do not provide figures for the distribution of education in these ECHP
countries, as tables based on much bigger numbers are available in a variety of official
sources. However, we have no reason to believe that any sample bias in the ECHP sam-
ples is a problem for analysis of the inter-relationship between variables, especially where
weights are used, as here. Our concern is also with the returns to education rather than in
its distribution. Does a degree generate the same proportional return in all countries? If
s0, we can assume some sort of international convergence in the relationship between
skills and employment. In fact, we have already indicated in the introductory report quite
substantial variation in the returns to education across Europe with, for instance, the re-
turn in Ireland twice that in Norway in 1995 (Harmon, Walker and Westergaard-Nielsen
2001: 11). Do we get the same sort of results with our data and our educational indicators?

211 The returns to education
We replicate the standard form of research using the Mincer equation:
Inwi=a+ P Xi+ e (4.1)

in which In w; is the natural logarithm of yearly wages. Among the explanatory variables,
the matrix X;; contains the characteristics of individual i at time t. These are: age, years of
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CHAPTER 2

potential work experience (computed as age of the individual minus the age at which
he/she started his/her first job), a dummy for women, dummies for education, a dummy
for whether the job is in the public sector, dummies for industries, dummies for the type
of contract (e.g. permanent, temporary, efc.), and dummies for the wave (year) of inter-
view. Finally, &; is the error term.

The “true’ return to education for individual i can only be estimated when data on co-
horts are available (Heckman et al., 2003). Estimates of the return to education computed
using cross-section data, which are commonly used in the literature, should be interpreted
as the average return to education in f of different cohorts of individuals. But in practice
the returns vary across an individual’s age - an effect which can be exploited using panel
data, that is, data which contain several measures from each individual over time of edu-
cation, wages and other factors. In general, we expect thereby to control for variation
which is specific to the individual over time. We therefore compute returns to education
by exploiting the panel nature of the data using a random effect panel estimator (Baltagi,
2001). In this case the error term &;; can be decomposed into two parts: €;; = u;: + a;. Where
a; is a time-invariant individual-specific component, and u;: is assumed to be uncorrelated
over time. The advantage of this estimator is that it might reduce the problem of individ-
ual heterogeneity and indirectly of endogeneity in education. The model is estimated
separately by country; the most interesting coefficients are shown in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1  Returns to education by country, panel estimator (dependent variable is log of wages)

Germany Denmark  Nether- Belgium  Luxem- France UK
lands bourg
Some education 0.104# 0.110# 0.040¢# 0.098# 0.248+# 0.074+# 0.123¢#
(0.011) (0.013) (0.010) (0.015) (0.020) (0.009) (0.013)
High education 0.276* 0.169* 0.127# 0.318* 0.546* 0.337# 0.145*
(0.014) (0.015) (0.011) (0.020) (0.027) (0.016) (0.013)
Work experience -0.009# -0.021# 0.010* -0.001 -0.003 -0.001 0.000
(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)
Overall R2 0.277 0.295 0.366 0.351 0.517 0.356 0.237
Observations 31 885 14 051 24 949 10774 5305 22 876 26 948
Ireland Italy Greece Spain Portugal Austria Finland
Some education 0.141# 0.117# 0.129# 0.116#* 0.191# 0.234# 0.178#
(0.015) (0.008) (0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.017) (0.022)
High education 0.288# 0.334# 0.235# 0.289# 0.607# 0.485* 0.451#
(0.021) (0.016) (0.016) (0.013) (0.019) (0.034) (0.026)
Work experience -0.011# 0.007# 0.003 -0.001 -0.003# -0.006" -0.017#
(0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)
Overall R2 0.393 0.354 0.393 0.407 0.403 0.289 0.349
Observations 14711 30 659 15 539 27 055 27130 17 568 13 972

Robust standard errors in parenthesis; Significant at 10%.

* Significant at 5%, # significant at 1%; other explanatory variables: age, years of potential work experience, a
dummy for women, a dummy for whether the job is in the public sector, dummies for industries, dummies
for the type of contract (e.g. permanent, temporary, etc.), and dummies for the wave (year) of interview.
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SKILL UTILISATION AND JOB SATISFACTION

As expected, the results in Table 2.1 show that having some or high education has a posi-
tive effect on wages. All these coefficients are statistically significant at one per cent. Hav-
ing high education pays the most in Portugal, Austria and Finland, while it seems to pay
the least in the Netherlands, Denmark and the UK. Having a medium level of education
seems to pay the most in Austria, Portugal and Finland, while it seems to pay the least in
the Netherlands and France. The highest differences between the coefficients of ‘some’
and “high” education are in Portugal, Finland, and France where the difference is 0.416;
0.273; and 0.263 respectively. The smallest differences are in the UK (0.022); Denmark
(0.059); and the Netherlands (0.087), suggesting that reaching a high level of education in
these countries entails a relatively small benefit compared to obtaining only ‘some” edu-
cation. While the difference in effect between the middle and higher levels of education is
rather slight, and lower than that found in other studies, this might be because most
studies do not use longitudinal data. The coefficient for higher education in the UK is es-
pecially low, but this might in part reflect the fact that people are somewhat more likely in
Britain to under-use their degrees than is the case in some other countries. It is also possi-
ble that cross-sectional results underestimate the true value of school-level qualifications.

Perhaps the most important point to note is that the returns to higher education, which
is the variable which most clearly denotes the value of knowledge, varies considerably
across countries. Knowledge, at least as codified and disseminated through universities,
does not have the same value in all countries. We said earlier that we wish to examine
variation in the returns to education across Europe rather than in its distribution. How-
ever, these are connected, as institutional differences produce differing proportions of,
say, people with degrees. Some of the variation, which is quite different to the variation
shown by Walker et al in their analysis referred to above, is probably the result of the de-
gree of rationing of higher education. In systems with small sectors of higher education
the returns are likely to be higher. Thus, we cannot assume convergence within Europe of
the relationship between education and employment. Institutions shape this relationship.

Another element of this relationship is the extent to which people are educationally
matched to the job they do. Education systems vary in the extent to which they enable ef-
fective matches to take place. We consider this in terms of subjective indicators: do people
feel their skills are matched to the job (which, given the differing distributions of and re-
turns to education in Europe, shown above, is likely to vary across country), and are they
satisfied with their jobs? We look at the latter first.

21.2 Job satisfaction

Most people gain a great deal of satisfaction from their work and from the challenges this
poses for the use of their skills. We might expect variation in job satisfaction by country
on the basis of what we know from processes of national change (for instance, perhaps
those most subject to the effects of globalisation would be expected to show the lowest job
satisfaction) and over time. This might also be linked to variation or decline in the ability
of people to use the skills they have for their work.

The ECHP asks workers whether they are satisfied with different aspects of their job.
The answer is given on a six-point scale ranging from “not at all satisfied” to “fully satis-
fied’. Table 2.2 shows the proportion of workers that are dissatisfied with their jobs in

17



CHAPTER 2

terms of earnings, job security, type of work, number of hours worked, working times
(e.g. night shifts) and work environment, as well as overall.

Because of different social norms across countries, a cross-country comparison of satis-
faction itself is not appropriate, but it seems reasonable to compare national differences in
change. An increase in the proportion of dissatisfied workers might point to worsening
working conditions, while a decrease in that proportion might point to improving work-
ing conditions or to workers” adaptation to a new environment. The proportion of work-
ers dissatisfied with their earnings in fact seems generally to decrease, with the exception
of Denmark and Italy, where it remains stable. The proportion of workers dissatisfied
with the level of job security also tends to decrease, with the exception of Italy, where it
seems to increase. The proportion of workers dissatisfied with their type of work de-
creases or remains stable in almost all countries. Again, the only exception is Italy, where
more people are becoming dissatisfied with their type of job. In a similar way, the pro-
portion of workers dissatisfied with the hours worked, as well as the proportion of work-
ers dissatisfied with their working times increases only in Italy. Finally, the proportion of
workers dissatisfied with their work environment seems to increase only in Italy and
Spain.

Overall, it appears on the basis of these data that these conditions have not deteriorated
in any country, with the interesting exception of Italy. However, even in this case the per-
centage saying that overall they are dissatisfied with their job remains exactly the same
over time.
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Table 2.2  Percentage of workers dissatisfied with different aspects of their job

Country Earnings Job security Type of work Hours worked Working times ~ Work environment Overall
1996 2001 1996 2001 1996 2001 1996 2001 1996 2001 1996 2001 1996 2001

Denmark 23 23 19 14 10 9 13 12 13 11 14 11 8 7
Netherlands 19 14 21 11 9 10 14 14 11 10 20 20 7 8
Belgium 30 28 23 18 15 14 17 18 16 16 21 20 17 16
France 47 39 29 21 12 11 25a 22 20 20 22 22 17 14
UK 28 26* 27 20 18 18 27 25 20 18
Ireland 35 23 22 15 12 11 17 11 13 9 13 11 16 13
Italy 53 54 30 33 27 31 31 35 29 33 31 34 33 33
Greece 61 52 40 35 37 32 37 33 35 34 40 33 45 36
Spain 59 51 34 29 26 22 35 35 28 27 27 29 28 25
Portugal 65 54 30 21 20 17 27 21 22 16 18 14 29 21
Austria 23 19 14 10 6 4 12 10 10 7 9 6 7 6
Finland 31 26 26 20 17 14 19 17 16 16 20 17 13 12
Mean 40 34 26 21 17 16 23 21 18 17 20 18 20 17

*1997.
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We do not observe an aggregate decline in satisfaction with the work people do, including
with job security. Given that the majority of people do not change jobs over this period,
this implies that those in the same job do not detect any worsening of their situation on
average. But it is possible that at the individual level we can observe a relationship be-
tween the work people do, including its degree of security, and their satisfaction with
work. Who, then, is more likely to be dissatisfied with their job? We compute a probit
model in which the dependent variable is a dummy that has value one for all those work-
ers who declare that they are dissatisfied with their job in general, and zero otherwise.
Among the explanatory variables we include age, gender, education, whether the job is in
the public sector, occupation groups, industries, whether the worker has supervisory
tasks, the type of contract, and the year of the interview. Our main interest is in the effect
of being in some sort of insecure contract. The results are shown in Table 2.3.

First, we note some results for some of our control variables. For instance, it is clear that
workers employed in the public sector are less dissatisfied (more satisfied) with their job
than other workers, with the possible exception of those in the UK. Workers employed in
intermediate and non-supervisory jobs seem to be more likely to be dissatisfied than
workers who have supervisory tasks. Amongst occupations, only professionals seem to be
less likely to be dissatisfied than managers; all other occupations seem to be more likely to
be dissatisfied. In Denmark, the Netherlands and Ireland most differences across occupa-
tions are not statistically significant, suggesting that in these countries the probability of
being dissatisfied with one’s job is equally distributed across occupations.

Far more important, however, and now turning to our main point of interest, is that
workers in fixed-term, casual, and other atypical jobs are more likely to be dissatisfied
than workers in permanent jobs. This strongly suggests that these conditions are the result
of constraints, not of choice. Most of these people presumably find it difficult to obtain
better, more secure work.
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Table 2.3  Probability of being dissatisfied with the job, by country

Denmark Nether- Belgium  France UK Ireland Italy Greece Spain  Portugal Austria  Finland
lands

Age -0.003 0.004 0.002 0.005 0.003 -0.009 0.027# -0.012# 0.004 -0.009# 0.033# -0.011
Female 0.073 0.050 -0.074 -0.017 -0.227# 0.055 0.044 0.059 0.035 0.264# -0.063 0.064
High education -0.089 0.037 -0.053 0.149" 0.178# 0.196" -0.336* -0.344# 0.107# -0.173 0.174 0.331#
Some education -0.037 -0.112" -0.002 0.114+# 0.118¢# 0.085 -0.148+# -0.210# 0.102# -0.056 -0.037 0.171"
Public sector 0.038 0.003 -0.084 -0.263# 0.103 -0.202# -0.235# -0.530# -0.172# -0.245# -0.212# -0.090
Work experience -0.008 -0.004 -0.004 -0.001 -0.005 0.006 -0.023# 0.006 -0.004 0.010# -0.032# 0.006
Intermediate 0.225" 0.092 0.260* 0.281# 0.139# 0.262# 0.374# 0.192" 0.272# 0.157 0.169 0.328*#
Non-supervisory 0.270# 0.206# 0.528+# 0.538+# 0.171# 0.296* 0.694+# 0.500# 0.401# 0.388# 0.333# 0.519#
Fixed term 0.080 0.250¢# 0.130 0.242+# 0.142" 0.169" 0.318¢# 0.508+ 0.254+# 0.366" 0.425# 0.023
Casual work 0.380* 0.397" -0.061 0.176" 0.415# 0.819# 0.696* 0.480# 0.951# 0.649* 0.169
Other -0.214 0.023 0.193 0.458# 0.351# -0.308 0.212# 0.573# 0.074 -0.062
Occupation
Professionals 0.000 -0.090 0.181 -0.053 -0.014 -0.236" -0.087 -0.133 -0.048 0.113 -0.348" -0.011
Tech. & ass. prof. 0.061 -0.119 0.406* 0.080 -0.008 -0.058 0.025 0.006 0.123 0.054 0.078 0.430*
Clerks 0.102 -0.015 0.427# 0.242" 0.142" 0.003 0.232" 0.112 0.307# 0.133 0.259" 0.404*
Service & shop -0.183 0.054 0.591+# 0.474# -0.042 -0.029 0.337¢# 0.233 0.327# 0.354" 0.271* 0.348#
Skilled ag./fish 0.007 0.020 0.565 0.288 0.406" 0.405 0.633# 0.647# 0.326" 0.705# -0.044 0.612
Craft & related 0.101 0.072 0.418* 0.326* 0.071 -0.066 0.518+# 0.326* 0.405# 0.417# 0.312" 0.536#
Ops. & ass. 0.179 0.014 0.523# 0.358# 0.229# 0.192 0.431# 0.398# 0.480* 0.340" 0.640* 0.701#
Elementary occ. 0.325 0.171 0.697+# 0.693# 0.284+# 0.196 0.744# 0.682# 0.658# 0.637# 0.616* 0.668*
Economic sector
Electricity etc. 0.452 0.203 -0.196 -0.237 0.609# 0.351 -0.215 -0.251 -0.445# -0.103 -0.287 -0.392
Manuf. food etc. 0.806* 0.101 0.229 -0.047 0.501" 0.397" -0.143 -0.200 -0.227# 0.012 0.176 0.316
Manuf. textiles 0.278 0.753+# 0.286 0.316 0.668# 0.629¢# -0.140 -0.028 -0.156 0.059 0.071 0.221
Manuf. paper 0.558 0.210 0.231 0.131 0.700# 0.464" -0.418+# -0.443" -0.238" -0.098 -0.152 -0.113
Manuf. petr. etc. 0.386 0.225 0.118 -0.145 0.610# 0.179 -0.178 -0.385" -0.354# -0.039 0.058 -0.198
Manuf. metal 0.800* 0.150 0.270 0.069 0.607# 0.371" -0.311# -0.403" -0.415# 0.041 -0.064 -0.046




Table 2.3  Probability of being dissatisfied with the job, by country. Continued

Denmark Nether- Belgium  France UK Ireland Italy Greece Spain  Portugal Austria  Finland
lands
Other manuf. 0.594" 0.298 0.200 -0.168 0.648¢ 0.252 -0.153 -0.244 -0.395# -0.092 -0.266 -0.165
Construction 0.345 0.057 0.177 -0.128 0.275 -0.000 -0.086 0.132 -0.319¢# 0.092 -0.181 -0.300
Wholesale etc. 0.923# 0.064 0.355 -0.003 0.606* 0.283 -0.251# -0.263 -0.294# -0.081 0.006 -0.036
Hotels, restaurants 1.182# 0.363 0.383 -0.107 0.660# 0.364" -0.494+# -0.138 -0.161" -0.328+# 0.085 0.183
Transport etc. 0.934# 0.075 0.212 -0.110 0.619# 0.263 -0.302# -0.364" -0.243¢# -0.146 -0.119 -0.235
Financial inter. 0.479 0.228 0.231 -0.193 0.691# 0.313 -0.625# -0.508¢# -0.458# -0.417# -0.660" -0.210
Real estate efc. 0.500" 0.122 0.281 0.044 0.602# 0.337" -0.390# -0.283 -0.152" -0.139 0.047 0.059
Public adm. 0.620" 0.219 0.255 -0.062 0.459" 0.445¢# -0.332# -0.287 -0.421# -0.249" -0.106 -0.085
Education 0.426 0.042 0.270 -0.325 0.337 0.167 -0.534# -0.394" -0.710# -0.454# -0.390 -0.319
Health, social 0.783#* 0.026 0.192 -0.138 0.265 0.295 -0.482# -0.312 -0.529¢# -0.544# -0.081 -0.235
Other social 0.542 0.261 0.365 -0.083 0.528+# 0.243 -0.272# -0.121 -0.353¢# 0.038 -0.159 -0.409
Observations 12708 25215 10759 23 286 27 765 15111 30 948 16 289 28 837 28153 18103 13 812

Significant at 10%, * Significant at 5%, # Significant at 1%; Other explanatory variables: dummies for year of the interview.
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It is nevertheless possible that where people can change their contract type, their work
situation improves. We therefore compute a probit model to analyse the impact of
changes in the characteristics of the job on the probability of an increase in job satisfaction
(represented by a move upward on the six points satisfaction scale). However, we do not
examine changes in the job as such, as our ultimate interest is in the occupational struc-
ture, and even a high level of job turnover need not alter this. The results are shown in
Table 2.4.

Both a change of occupation and a change of economic sector seem to increase the
probability of an improvement in satisfaction, though change of sector seems to have a
bigger impact than a change of occupation. The interaction between these two terms
(shown in the third row) is often not statistically significant, with the exception of the UK,
Ireland, Spain and Portugal, where the coefficients are positive and rather large. The coef-
ficient of the interaction term is instead negative and statistically significant at ten per cent
in Greece. Thus, in some countries changing occupation is more beneficial in some eco-
nomic sectors than in others. It is also of note that an increase in wages (in percentage
terms) has a statistically significant impact only in Greece and Portugal.

However, our main interest is in seeing if moving to a permanent position has a posi-
tive impact. It does so in all countries. This in fact seems more important even than im-
proved wages. Thus it is changes in the type of work people do, reflected in migration to a
new occupation or industry, but also including moves to permanent contracts, which lead
to improvements in job satisfaction.

Overall, therefore, we observe no trend towards decreased job satisfaction over this
short period, but insecure contracts are certainly associated with low job satisfaction,
which is likely to improve considerably if people move to better (more permanent) con-
tracts. There can be little doubt that jobs which are not permanent cause unhappiness at
work.
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Table 2.4  Probability of becoming more satisfied with the job, by country

Denmark  Nether- Belgium France UK Ireland
lands
Different occupation 0.382+# 0.052 0.005 0.194 0.117# 0.037
(0.136) (0.031) (0.051) (0.084) (0.030) (0.046)
Different sector 0.439¢# 0.150# 0.054 0.673# 0.260* 0.025
(0.107) (0.050) (0.062) (0.110) (0.034) (0.050)
Different occ. & sector -0.266 0.121 0.126 -0.174 0.153# 0.178"
(0.200) (0.076) (0.098) (0.171) (0.058) (0.083)
Change hours worked -0.001 -0.004" 0.000 -0.002 -0.002 -0.000
(0.004) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)
Change in wages 0.001 -0.005 0.009 0.000 -0.002 0.003
(0.015) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.003) (0.011)
Change supervisory 0.092 0.035 0.056 0.032 0.107# -0.017
(0.067) (0.044) (0.067) (0.044) (0.038) (0.053)
Change to permanent 0.149 0.033 0.323# 0.089 0.276# 0.204#
(0.094) (0.058) (0.093) (0.086) (0.067) (0.062)
_cons -0.557# -0.499# -0.362¢# -0.459* -0.494+# -0.345¢#
(0.020) (0.014) (0.026) (0.014) (0.014) (0.019)
Max. likelihood -3142 -8 059 -2918 -6 731 -9 048 -4762
Observations 5146 12 861 4424 10 641 14 169 7194
Italy Greece Spain Portugal Austria Finland
Different occupation 0.065 0.220¢# 0.003 0.099# 0.120# 0.082
(0.040) (0.070) (0.031) (0.036) (0.043) (0.078)
Different economic sector 0.080 0.296* 0.065 0.159* 0.239# 0.297#
(0.044) (0.087) (0.037) (0.045) (0.050) (0.091)
Different occ. & sector 0.113 -0.300" 0.143" 0.137 -0.077 0.219
(0.074) (0.147) (0.063) (0.079) (0.085) (0.155)
Change hours worked 0.002 0.003 -0.001 -0.002 -0.001 -0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Change in wages 0.010 0.043# 0.003 0.013 -0.001 0.000
(0.010) (0.014) (0.002) (0.007) (0.010) (0.002)
Change supervisory 0.051 0.103 -0.092" 0.057 0.076 0.072
(0.038) (0.064) (0.039) (0.068) (0.043) (0.060)
Change to permanent 0.263# 0.334# 0.130#* 0.248# 0.320# 0.184"
(0.053) (0.061) (0.040) (0.047) (0.066) (0.076)
_cons -0.336# -0.391# -0.061*# -0.764* -0.563# -0.486*
(0.012) (0.016) (0.015) (0.013) (0.017) (0.019)
Max. likelihood -10108 -5079 -8 130 -8 443 -5 851 -3 654
Observations 15 238 7762 11767 15 424 9499 5800

Robust standard errors in parenthesis; Significant at 10%, * Significant at 5%, # Significant at 1%; other ex-
planatory variables: Dummies for year of the interview.

2.1.3 Overqualification

Another measure of effectiveness in employment is whether people do work for which
their education is suited. Where they have more education than is necessary for a job, this
is often called ‘overqualification’. It is usually measured by asking people what qualifica-
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tions they need to do their job (though exactly how this is asked varies considerably
across surveys). If this is higher than their actual qualifications then they count as over-
qualified. Overqualified workers earn a premium relative to matched workers in the same
job, but suffer a penalty relative to matched workers with the same qualification (e.g.
Card, 1999; Hartog, 2000). Overqualification is especially interesting in the context of the
WORKS projects not only because it indicates potential mismatching between workers
and jobs, which suggests problems with job search (a long-standing concern amongst
economists), but because it might indicate structural changes which might push people
into jobs for which they have excess qualifications. The reasons might include the transfer
of jobs to cheaper labour in other countries; feelings of insecurity as a result of economic
changes which drive people to take any available job, at least when they are young; a
need to acquire excess education as an insurance against possible job failure; job losses
followed by subsequent returns to work at a lower level than previously, for instance by
women or older people; and the knock-on effects of those who are overqualified taking
jobs away from those less qualified than themselves (‘bumping down’); finally, there
might also be a process of deskilling so that, for example, graduates are hired to do work
which through managerial or technological change is less demanding than in the past.

There is very little comparative data on overqualification, which is an important con-
cept in the skills debate. In Table 2.5 we show the distribution of this in four European
countries and by educational level, based on data from the Framework 6 eLiving survey.
This is measured simply by comparing the qualification held to that considered by the
individual as necessary for their job, so that having a higher qualification than needed
counts as overqualification.

25



CHAPTER 2

Table 2.5  Proportion of matched, over- and under-qualified workers and their hourly wages

Britain Italy Germany Norway
% Pay % Pay % Pay % Pay
Underqualified
Needs degree 3.4 19.5 3.7 12.6 2.5 21.9 45 19.2
Needs HSL certificate 1.8 14.5 21 10.5 4.5 14.5 2.8 18.1
Needs LSL certificate 1.6 10.9 1.8 5.8 5.2 14.2 1.8 15.5
Overqualified
Has degree 6.2 17.3 6.5 11.9 3.4 19.3 10.4 19.8
Has HSL certificate 114 13.2 7.6 8.5 13.6 12.3 51 17.7
Has LSL certificate 15.4 11.5 5.1 6.4 10.6 11.0 6.2 16.6
Matched
Has degree 18.2 21.3 13.0 17.4 7.0 17.7 46.7 21.6
Has HSL certificate 7.5 16.1 3.5 12.2 11.8 17.0 41 18.5
Has LSL certificate 5.9 11.7 54.8 8.1 16.4 13.3 15.9 16.5
Has low/no qualification 28.2 10.8 1.9 8.2 25.0 10.9 2.6 15.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
% overqualified 33.0 19.2 27.6 21.7
% graduates overqualified 25 33 33 18
% HSL overqualified 53 60 49 48
% LSL overqualified 69 8 36 23
Observations 1225 909 1369 611 1408 847 1700 1396

Quite apparent in this table are two profiles of overqualification. Britain and Germany
have a relative excess at the middle and lowest levels, the other two countries higher up.
Only in Norway, where 10.4 per cent of workers are overqualified with a degree out of the
total of 21.7 per cent of the workforce who are overqualified, does higher education con-
tribute to around half of all overqualification. In no country are more than one third of
graduates overqualified. The proportion of people with higher school-leaving certificates
who are overqualified is always much higher than one third, while it is at least one third
in three countries even at the lower school level. Especially taking into account absolute
numbers, overqualification seems to be more predominant at the school than the degree
level. This suggests that if there is a problem of mismatching it is not caused by the ex-
pansion of higher education but by people in lower-level occupations finding appropriate
work. The greatest competitive pressures are therefore relatively low down in the occu-
pational structure.

Although there are different (and debated) ways of measuring overqualification (see
e.g. Hartog, 2000), in the ECHP overqualified workers can only be identified as those who
answer ‘yes’ to the question ‘Do you feel that you have skills or qualifications to do a
more demanding job than the one you now have?’. A disadvantage of this way of meas-
uring overqualification is that of its subjectivity: workers are classified as overqualified as
long as they feel that they are. However, this is in line with our interest in job satisfaction,
and our argument that we must take seriously what workers think about their jobs. This
question is not asked in Germany, Luxembourg or the UK. These countries therefore drop
out of our analysis.
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The proportions of overqualified workers by country are shown in Table 2.6. Since
these proportions do not vary much over time, we only show them in 1996 and 2001. The
proportion of workers who feel overqualified is rather high in all countries, and varies
from 40 per cent in the Netherlands, to more than 65 per cent in Belgium and Finland.
However, the absolute values are probably not that significant, though we note that the
proportion of workers who feel overqualified decreases in France, Ireland, Italy, Greece,
Portugal, Austria and Finland, and seems to increase substantially only in Spain (while in
all other countries there is almost no change). This is perhaps contrary to what we would
expect if the re-organisation of work makes workers worse off. At least we do not see this
in terms of a feeling of being overqualified, though it might also be that people are getting
used to it and therefore adapt their expectations.

Table 2.6  Percentage of workers who feel overqualified, by country and wave

1996 2001
Denmark 62 60
Netherlands 41 40
Belgium 65 66
France 54 50
Ireland 57 49
Italy 53 46
Greece 62 51
Spain 57 63
Portugal 55 37
Austria 63 54
Finland 66 63

We would expect overqualification to vary by economic sector if industrial pressures are
such that the skills of people working in different sectors are valued differently. Because
of the small number of observations in each group we combine all countries, though in
reality it is unlikely that economic sectors behave in the same way in all countries. The
proportions of overqualified workers by industry and waves are shown in Table 2.7.
Looking also at Table 2.6 we can see that the decline in overqualification is more consis-
tent across sectors than across countries. In no sector does it increase, but there are major
country differences, with an increase in Spain and a big decrease in Portugal. It seems,
therefore, that sectorally we have a picture of greater convergence. However, it is also
possible, as the analysis is based on two cross-sections rather than the panel version of the
data, that people in sectors where they are overqualified can in time switch to one where
they can find a better job match.
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Table 2.7  Percentage of workers who feel overqualified, by economic sector and wave

1996 2001
Agriculture, hunting and forestry, fishing 44 41
Mining and quarrying and electricity, gas and water supply 57 55
Manufacture of food products, beverages and tobacco 56 47
Manufacture of textiles, clothing and leather products 44 35
Manufacture of wood and paper, publishing and printing 58 52
Manufacture of chemicals efc. 56 48
Manufacture of metal products, machinery and equipment 56 49
Other manufacturing 58 55
Construction 49 44
Wholesale/retail, repair of vehicles and goods 61 56
Hotels and restaurants 61 53
Transport, storage and communication 61 54
Financial intermediation 65 57
Real estate, renting and business activities 59 55
Public administration and defence, compulsory social security 61 55
Education 57 50
Health and social work 53 47
Other community, social and personal service activities 58 52

We can test this directly by looking, first, at whether the feeling of being overqualified is
consistent across sectors in all countries, and second, at changes in the feeling of being
overqualified controlling for other factors. We compute a probit model in which the de-
pendent variable is the overqualification dummy, which has value one if the worker feels
overqualified, and zero otherwise. Among the explanatory variables we include age,
women, education, whether the job is in the public sector, occupation groups, industries,
whether the worker has supervision tasks, the type of contract, and year of the interview.
The results are shown in Table 2.8.
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Table 2.8  Probability of feeling overqualified, by country

Dep. variable Denmark Belgium France Ireland Italy Greece Spain Portugal Austria Finland
Overqualification dummy

Age -0.041# -0.028# -0.015# -0.005* -0.024# -0.016# -0.017# -0.018# -0.016# -0.045#
Female -0.7444# -0.570# -0.438# -0.124* -0.220# -0.102* -0.033 0.059 -0.061 -0.361#
High education 0.658# 0.540# 0.622# 0.841# 1.140# 0.953# 0.778# 0.590# 0.509# 0.491#
Some education 0.367# 0.212# 0.198# 0.552# 0.593# 0.674# 0.565# 0.489+# 0.342# 0.236#
Public sector 0.205 -0.037 -0.098 -0.120 -0.141# -0.312# 0.097* 0.130# -0.039 0.047
Intermediate 0.314 -0.033 0.094 -0.089 0.020 -0.076 0.028 0.030 0.130 -0.041
Non-supervisory 0.668# -0.064 0.323# 0.083 0.236* -0.046 0.306# 0.088 0.195* 0.221*
Fixed term 1.285# 0.245* 0.530# 0.261# 0.4404# -0.034 0.4494 0.129 0.435# 0.385#
Casual work 1.269# 0.279* 0.531# 0.192* 0.264* -0.009 0.423# 0.083 0.397# 0.206
Other arrangement 1.598# -1.261 0.472* 0.060 0.353* -0.122 0.392# -0.314* 0.259 0.167
Occupation

Professionals 0.901# -0.035 0.309# -0.032 0.132 -0.401# 0.225# -0.195 0.220% 0.297*
Tech. & assoc. prof. 1.492# 0.173 0.136 0.134 0.161 -0.308* 0.323# -0.148 0.483# 0.375#
Clerks 1.858# -0.003 0.524# 0.123 0.187 -0.186 0.490# 0.074 0.593# 0.714#
Service & shop 0.223* -0.002 -0.023 -0.017 0.063 0.072 -0.123# -0.178* 0.042 0.034
Skilled ag./fish 0.168 0.005 -0.141# -0.294# -0.229# -0.090 -0.214# -0.373# -0.155# -0.018
Craft & related -0.233* 0.107 0.039 0.061 0.116* 0.081 0.081# 0.062 -0.018 -0.103
Ops. & assemblers -0.048 0.685* 0.2984# -0.102 0.112* 0.150# -0.026 0.297 0.046
Elementary occ. -0.013 -0.079 -0.014 -0.062 0.084 0.044 -0.063 0.019 0.189
Economic sector

Electricity supply etc. 0.355 -0.349 0.198 0.105 0.254 0.321 0.080 0.271 -0.184 -0.023
Manuf. food etc. 0.703 -0.132 0.079 0.034 0.299* 0.313 0.163 0.405# 0.023 0.473
Manulf. textiles efc. 1.058 -0.220 0.055 0.353 0.118 0.147 0.349# -0.319# -0.185 0.657*
Manuf. paper etc. 0.219 -0.120 0.388 0.024 0.068 0.124 0.225* 0.062 0.064 0.377
Manuf. petroleum efc. 0.855* 0.102 0.211 0.087 0.337* 0.092 0.223* -0.005 -0.008 0.481
Manuf. metal n.e.c. 0.581 -0.135 -0.009 0.164 0.093 0.005 0.067 0.102 -0.041 0.252




Table 2.8  Probability of feeling overqualified, by country. Continued

Dep. variable Denmark Belgium France Ireland Italy Greece Spain Portugal Austria Finland
Overqualification dummy

Other manufacturing 0.307 0.046 0.175 0.355* 0.300* 0.063 0.264# 0.191 -0.213 0.229
Construction 0.424 -0.223 -0.070 -0.044 -0.019 0.124 -0.006 0.020 -0.168 0.058
Wholesale etc. 1.016# -0.119 0.252 0.317* 0.265* 0.331 0.236# 0.286# 0.097 0.501*
Hotels, restaurants 0.730 0.119 -0.062 0.384* 0.507# 0.506# 0.194* 0.134 -0.064 0.574*
Transport efc. 0.556 -0.036 0.086 0.329* 0.220 0.351 0.242# 0.485# 0.153 0.363
Financial inter. 0.236 -0.235 0.367 0.097 0.115 0.279 0.208* 0.383# -0.084 0.392
Real estate etc. 0.705* -0.127 0.193 0.178 0.252* 0.270 0.177* 0.202 -0.416* 0.286
Public adm. defence 0.848* -0.213 0.146 0.160 0.213 0.250 0.244+# 0.146 -0.027 0.283
Education 0.689 -0.268 -0.085 0.214 0.211 0.123 0.083 -0.031 -0.156 0.138
Health, social work 0.350 -0.356 -0.317 0.132 0.090 -0.076 -0.147 -0.027 -0.214 0.190
Other social services 0.615 -0.162 -0.022 0.528# 0.369# 0.306 0.286# 0.148 -0.228 0.189
Observations 12 639 10 553 23175 14774 30733 16 287 28 763 28118 17 499 12 648

Significant at 10%, * Significant at 5%, # Significant at 1%; Other explanatory variables: dummies for year of the interview.



SKILL UTILISATION AND JOB SATISFACTION

The results suggest that young workers feel overqualified more often than older ones; in
all countries workers with high education - and in almost all countries also workers with
some education - are more likely to feel overqualified than workers with lower levels of
education. Also, having spent more years in education seems to increase the probability of
feeling overqualified, ceteris paribus. This does not support the earlier finding that over-
qualification is greater at lower levels of education (though here we are dealing with more
subjective perceptions, and those with low levels of qualifications might not feel it is pos-
sible to be overqualified for the work they do). Men are more likely than women to feel
they are overqualified, although such difference is not statistically significant in all coun-
tries. There seem to be some differences across occupations: clerks; service and shop
workers; and to a lesser extent technical workers and associate professionals; assemblers;
and workers doing elementary occupations, seem to feel overqualified more often than
legislators, senior officers and managers. The differences across economic sectors seem to
vary a lot across countries, and do not allow the identification of clear patterns.

Our main interest, though, is in the association between overqualification and job secu-
rity. Having a fixed-term contract, casual work or other non-permanent job agreement
generally has a big impact on the probability of feeling overqualified.

We have seen that overqualification declines consistently across economic sectors. This
implies the possibility that people switch the industry in which they work in order to find
a better job match. We test this directly in Table 2.9 where we use a probit model to ana-
lyse which changes in job characteristics are more likely to end the feeling of being over-
qualified. Both a change of occupation and a change of economic sector can end the feel-
ing of being overqualified (though the interaction term is negative, suggesting that there
is no cumulative effect of changing both occupation and sector). Changes in the number
of hours worked has a positive impact in most countries; only in Spain is the coefficient
negative and statistically significant. Surprisingly, changes in wages seem to have a nega-
tive - and statistically significant - impact in Belgium and France. Finally, moving from
temporary to permanent contract seems to have a positive impact. This is statistically sig-
nificant only in some countries but suggests that overqualification is not a desired out-
come.

To sum up this section, we find that the feeling of being overqualified is quite wide-
spread in Europe, though it varies quite a lot by country. Perhaps the most important
factor associated with this feeling is work governed by some sort of insecure employment
contract. Movement out of such a contract is often into work where qualifications are bet-
ter matched to the job to be done.
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Table 2.9  Factors associated with movement from feeling overqualified to not being overqualified

Denmark  Nether- Belgium France Ireland
lands
Different occupation 1.399# 0.257# 0.416* 0.432¢# 0.250#
(0.141) (0.033) (0.056) (0.082) (0.048)
Different industry 1.518# 0.294# 0.377# 0.514# 0.270*
(0.114) (0.053) (0.070) (0.106) (0.052)
Different occupation & industry -1.429# -0.043 -0.296* -0.559+# -0.207"
(0.204) (0.079) (0.105) (0.169) (0.086)
Change hours worked 0.015" 0.010# 0.009" 0.001 0.001
(0.007) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002)
Change in wages 0.040" 0.003 -0.039" -0.022 0.016
(0.018) (0.005) (0.019) (0.011) (0.008)
Change supervisory position -0.019 0.080 0.012 0.039 0.191#
(0.138) (0.048) (0.079) (0.047) (0.055)
Change to permanent contract 0.521# 0.014 0.233" 0.128 0.049
(0.126) (0.063) (0.099) (0.090) (0.068)
_cons -2.393# -1.346# -1.478¢% -1.241* -1.295#
(0.051) (0.016) (0.033) (0.015) (0.022)
Max. likelihood -589 -5 683 -1873 -4 989 -3 510
Observations 6 958 16 887 5884 14 279 9632
Italy Greece Spain Portugal Austria Finland
Different occupation 0.899+# 0.232¢# 0.122¢# 0.401# 0.302# 0.152
(0.040) (0.067) (0.031) (0.036) (0.045) (0.085)
Different industry 0.946* 0.302# 0.195# 0.309* 0.285# 0.285#
(0.044) (0.086) (0.036) (0.046) (0.053) (0.099)
Different occ. & ind. -0.946# -0.252 -0.090 -0.230# -0.266# -0.037
(0.073) (0.142) (0.060) (0.078) (0.089) (0.170)
Change hours worked -0.001 0.004 -0.003" -0.001 0.000 0.007"
(0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Change in wages -0.021 0.011 0.002 -0.002 -0.000 -0.001
(0.016) (0.013) (0.002) (0.004) (0.009) (0.002)
Change superv. pos. 0.060 0.088 0.021 -0.005 0.144+# 0.015
(0.048) (0.062) (0.039) (0.072) (0.045) (0.068)
Change to permanent -0.008 0.241# 0.085" 0.040 -0.013 0.017
(0.070) (0.059) (0.040) (0.054) (0.075) (0.088)
_cons -1.749* -1.130# -1.112¢ -1.323¢# -1.244¢ -1.231#
(0.018) (0.017) (0.016) (0.015) (0.019) (0.022)
Max. likelihood -4789 -4 276 -7 409 -6 464 -4 437 -2 547
Observations 20 896 10 595 17 619 18 941 11 864 7153

Significant at 10%, * Significant at 5%, # Significant at 1%; Other explanatory variables: dummies for year of

the interview.
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3 Occupational and industrial mobility

People change jobs in order to improve their employment position, but also of course for
personal reasons. In the latter case, more often for women than for men, the job move
might not be an improvement. In addition, some job moves will be involuntary, for in-
stance as a result of redundancy. Thus, while one might expect most job switches to have
a positive effect on individual welfare, certainly a proportion will not. In the case of
switches across occupations, even though these might be broadly similar (for instance a
professional person becoming a manager), or in the case of moves across industries, the
risks are probably higher - the move entails a change of job plus a change in the type of
job. Yet despite this, a high proportion of people switch occupations. In the US, this is
between 15% and 25% of men within a roughly ten-year period, though the percentage for
women is lower (Parrado, Caner & Wolff 2007: 443-4). Moreover, as already mentioned,
such moves seem to be associated with a loss of earnings, suggesting some sort of invol-
untary component, and we have argued above that some occupational fluidity is associ-
ated with the search by individuals for a better job match, whether in terms of skills or of
a desire for job security and higher job satisfaction. This fluidity therefore represents a
sort of “turbulence’ in the system which presumably in turn reflects the extent to which
the system of employment provides people with the sort of work they want. For this rea-
son we believe that occupational fluidity is an important measure of the degree of ‘flexi-
bility” within the system - but where this fluidity has a mostly negative connotation. In
general we assume that movement across occupations is inefficient, whether from a per-
sonal or a productivity point of view.

In Table 3.1 we examine the degree of stability in a number of occupations (fairly
broadly grouped) and industries for those people working at both time points (therefore
excluding all moves in and out of the labour force). Three countries - Austria, Finland and
Luxembourg - are excluded as they do not enter the ECHP in wave 1. Table 3.1a shows
changes over two years (waves 1-3). This shows considerable stability and little difference
across occupations (with the exception of elementary occupations which therefore reveal
greater upward mobility). There is also rather little difference between countries, with the
exception of the UK, which reveals the greatest occupational change. Thus, we can see
that in the UK there is very considerable flexibility. It is also of note that France, with its
high level of job protection, shows very little occupational change over this period.

This picture of stability alters when we examine change over seven years (waves 1-8).
Not only has there by now been a great deal of change but this varies far more by both
occupation and country than previously. In the case of the former, only professional peo-
ple show a high level of stability (average percentage 75.4). The least stable are those in
elementary jobs (45.9%), who have presumably therefore migrated to more demanding
jobs. Other average percentages range from 56.2 (technical) to 67.0 (skilled). In terms of
countries we now see an unexpected shift in the rankings. While France retains its high
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level of stability (average 79.5% across occupations), and Germany remains quite high on
65.6%, Belgium (44.1%) shows less stability than the UK (57.5). Italy is also less stable than
the UK at 54.9%.

Table 3.1c shows the degree of switching across industries. Again there is a high level
of stability by country over this short timescale, with France the most stable at 98.9% and
the UK the least stable at 90.5%. The position over the longer period, shown in Table 3.1d,
is again much more varied, with big differences between sectors. Industries dominated by
the private sector show much more change than the public sector service industries such
as education and health. However, finance is also relatively stable. All these of course re-
quire a high level of job-specific skills for many of the occupations they typically contain.
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Table 3.1a Percentages of workers remaining in same occupations wavel-wave 3

Germany Denmark  Nether- Belgium France UK Ireland Italy Greece Spain Portugal
lands
Senior manager 89.3 90.0 92.6 93.2 95.2 84.2 92.8 96.2 91.2 93.6 99.2
Professional 93.8 95.5 94.5 95.5 96.3 86.6 97.6 96.2 98.3 97.8 96.3
Technical 924 91.8 925 94.7 96.6 77.1 91.6 97.2 94.4 92.3 97.7
Clerical 93.2 92.8 94.1 96.7 96.6 822 88.8 96.8 97.3 93.9 93.7
Service 93.2 86.6 91.8 94.0 97.1 85.1 84.3 94.4 922 89.3 92.1
Skilled 95.5 88.8 93.7 89.6 96.0 82.8 90.1 94.2 93.9 93.3 93.0
Less skilled 95.3 83.1 92.0 89.1 94.6 84.0 90.7 94.7 90.9 92.5 94.7
Elementary 89.2 76.5 88.8 92.0 94.9 76.3 84.8 86.8 91.7 86.6 89.9
Table 3.1b Percentages of workers remaining in same occupations wavel-wave 8
Germany Denmark  Nether- Belgium France UK Ireland Italy Greece Spain Portugal
lands
Senior manager 44.6 77.0 52.9 50.3 82.1 63.8 712 43.0 49.2 524 38.3
Professional 79.2 80.4 68.0 53.9 80.7 63.0 81.1 78.8 81.8 81.4 81.6
Technical 73.7 76.1 56.5 39.5 78.4 52.2 52.9 43.4 442 59.2 41.7
Clerical 67.5 77.6 54.8 62.9 82.4 61.9 64.1 754 69.6 43.9 66.3
Service 63.2 70.8 45.0 48.6 78.7 60.6 54.8 54.9 62.8 62.2 52.8
Skilled 74.8 74.8 67.1 375 82.7 63.8 59.7 61.7 74.8 65.5 742
Less skilled 67.3 70.2 67.5 40.3 77.5 57.4 60.7 47.1 68.3 58.8 57.2
Elementary 54.7 58.2 38.2 20.0 73.6 37.0 43.5 35.2 51.4 48.5 444




Table 3.1c  Percentages of workers remaining in same industries wavel-wave 3

Germany Denmark  Nether- Belgium France UK Ireland Italy Greece Spain Portugal
lands
Farming/mines 84.6 82.2 94.4 85.6 96.2 87.4 87.1 96.9 97.3 85.9 88.2
Food industry 824 93.9 96.6 90.0 924 79.9 90.0 92.6 84.8 92.2 87.6
Textiles 80.8 100.0 100.0 922 92.0 82.4 91.8 96.3 94.6 93.8 90.0
Wood/ paper 92.0 86.1 93.8 87.4 96.9 823 914 91.7 81.7 95.0 92.7
Chemicals 922 79.0 82.0 98.1 96.5 87.6 94.0 93.5 87.7 90.1 91.9
Machinery 94.9 89.9 921 92.6 95.3 79.1 75.7 90.6 93.5 90.2 924
Construction 91.8 91.8 94.7 83.8 93.4 73.0 88.1 94.1 94.2 87.7 93.4
Retail 89.3 83.4 92.8 87.0 95.9 82.8 824 923 89.4 83.2 924
Hotels 79.4 80.7 77.9 88.4 95.4 73.8 87.2 91.5 86.2 89.3 829
Transport 94.5 85.0 95.0 96.3 97.6 86.6 93.5 95.8 96.1 94.5 96.0
Finance 97.5 95.5 94.4 98.6 99.0 88.8 95.1 99.0 98.1 95.0 99.8
Property 84.9 83.1 88.3 85.6 94.1 73.5 77.6 86.0 84.7 85.8 79.4
Public admin. 95.2 86.2 96.0 98.0 98.1 88.2 98.7 97.8 99.1 97.6 98.3
Education 94.2 93.2 96.5 96.6 96.5 94.4 96.2 99.4 97.9 97.7 98.3
Health 97.1 94.2 97.6 97.4 98.9 90.5 97.7 97.3 97.7 97.1 95.4




Table 3.1d Percentages of workers remaining in same industries wavel-wave 8

Germany Denmark  Nether- Belgium France UK Ireland Italy Greece Spain Portugal
lands
Farming/mines 67.0 68.3 80.3 60.7 88.8 44.8 46.1 69.0 82.3 59.2 74.5
Food industry 60.7 66.0 78.7 38.7 76.7 52.9 57.7 54.2 64.2 714 77.0
Textiles 48.3 72.5 45.7 48.6 79.4 35.4 46.8 71.8 67.7 76.1 75.5
Wood/ paper 71.5 62.9 87.0 414 75.8 50.7 63.9 40.6 67.4 62.9 64.8
Chemicals 62.6 63.4 69.0 59.7 89.3 55.3 51.8 53.9 64.5 54.6 61.6
Machinery 72.0 55.7 55.0 50.0 85.3 50.3 21.6 55.6 72.0 67.6 63.3
Construction 66.4 83.8 96.3 55.4 84.0 49.0 51.0 62.6 73.6 75.2 75.5
Retail 65.3 67.7 62.6 51.8 84.2 54.9 45.8 54.2 68.9 63.5 66.2
Hotels 34.2 45.6 52.0 56.0 79.8 39.8 48.7 74.7 74.6 69.4 64.3
Transport 68.0 70.9 74.2 73.5 93.2 73.6 774 73.6 80.1 73.6 67.5
Finance 86.1 77.0 81.8 92.8 89.6 70.3 95.1 82.9 90.7 96.6 78.3
Property 49.7 70.8 66.5 25.3 79.2 47.5 44.5 33.9 57.5 57.0 43.1
Public admin. 81.6 73.9 773 65.4 90.9 71.7 85.1 75.6 84.3 71.6 85.6
Education 83.1 82.0 91.3 87.0 86.9 80.4 85.9 91.1 91.4 86.1 85.5
Health 92.9 74.8 88.7 824 92.8 78.2 89.5 714 91.5 84.7 81.2
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Some of this change is positive - the result of normal career progression - and this needs
to be taken into account. Our main interest, however, is in measuring the extent of moves
that appear to be less positive. Those switching occupations (and perhaps industries), are
transferring skills and experience into a new domain, where, even if this benefits the new
working environment, some loss for the individual results - through obsolescence or at
least through some sort of re-learning. This happens too with any job change, but where
this occurs within occupations (for instance, a teacher changing schools) this is less than
where the change is into a different occupation (for instance, from teaching into clerical
work). Many women might be forced into this situation through family responsibilities,
but if the pressure is partly external, then it should apply to men too.

To test this, while this is not a study of occupational mobility, we show in Table 3.2 the
distribution of change for each country, using a simple measure of upward and down-
ward mobility (e.g. clerical to associate professional, elementary to semi-skilled, both
count as upward). The form of analysis is different from before, where we wished to show
the extent of change over a long period of time (across several waves). Here the measure
is of change across pairs of waves (where, therefore, most individuals appear in the analy-
sis more than once), which produces different figures for stability. Upward mobility is al-
ways greater than downward mobility, and indeed the latter is rather small. It is not
therefore the case that occupational change is indicative of high levels of downward mo-
bility. On the other hand, we are dealing here with very short timescales. Cumulatively,
the numbers of people affected by downward mobility are far from insignificant at least in
some countries such as the UK.

Table 3.2a Percentages of workers moving up, down, or staying the same occupationally across pairs of

waves
Germany Denmark  Nether- Belgium France UK Ireland
lands
Down 1.7 1.9 2.3 14 0.6 3.6 1.9
Same 714 61.8 68.6 59.1 72.9 69.9 66.7
Up 26.9 36.3 29.1 39.4 26.5 26.6 314
Observations 48 046 21483 39312 18 354 33 932 40290 25157

Table 3.2b Percentages of workers moving up, down, or staying the same occupationally across pairs of

waves

Italy Greece Spain Portugal Austria Finland
Down 1.1 0.6 1.8 1.7 1.0 0.9
Same 74.2 732 64.9 73.7 724 67.2
Up 24.8 26.2 33.2 245 26.6 31.8
Observations 52572 36 490 45511 47 953 23293 23 512
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The above figures probably show the minimum degree of stability. It is possible that some
occupational changes are more apparent than real, for instance as a result of miscoding by
survey staff or respondents describing their job slightly differently on different occasions.
We can check this, however, because the data contain the start date of the current job. As
every change of occupation must entail a job change we can eliminate those changes of
occupation not accompanied by a change of job (though where people fail to recognise a
promotion as a job change, the data occupation change might in fact be correct). Also, we
fail to take into account moves in and out of employment, which clearly adds to the over-
all picture of change. When we do this, and again analyse change across pairs of waves,
we get a picture of considerable general movement in some countries. To save space we
do not tabulate these but rather give the most extreme examples. The UK has the least
stability, with 69.4% not making any change across pairs of waves once possibly spurious
occupational changes are eliminated. Thus, as many as 30% of the working-age popula-
tion make some sort of change year on year. Of these, 13.5% change occupation. This is by
the highest figure in Europe, compared to the next highest, of 8.5% in Denmark and just
over 6% in the Netherlands and Spain.

3.1 Factors associated with national occupational flexibility

We have placed a great deal of emphasis on the measurement of what can perhaps be
called “occupational flexibility’, arguing that this provides a good indicator of the overall
state of occupational change, especially in a comparative context. The amount of occupa-
tional change varies enormously across countries. Now we discuss these changes in more
detail through the use of multivariate analysis. We do this in two ways. First, we under-
take analysis of the factors associated with change in occupations. Second, we look at up-
ward and downward mobility. Our concern is to see how far this process of change is
driven by negative factors such as job insecurity, low job satisfaction, or overqualification
- factors which we indicated above tend to go together and which might therefore change
together. What factors are associated with occupational changes? We compute a probit
model of the probability of an occupational change, to understand who is more likely to
change occupation. The dependent variable is one for those who change occupation group
from one year to the other, and zero for those who stay in the same occupational group
(including those who have no job change or sideways changes). We use a random effects
model in order to control as far as possible for individual-level sources of variation which
cannot be measured. Finally, we run these models for each country separately. While
there is some advantage in pooling countries, at least if the hierarchical structure of the
data is taken into account statistically, for instance through multi-level models, we prefer
to show the structure of the data in each country. Our earlier results showed that the
14 European countries that we analyse are in some cases rather different. Even multilevel
models, which explicitly account for groupings of individuals living in the same country,
assume equality of the slopes of most of the explanatory variables. (As before, it is not
possible to compute the overqualification variable for Germany and the UK, so these two
countries drop out of the analysis.)

The results of these country by country analyses are shown in Table 3.3. In terms of
demographics, the table suggests that women, married people, older people, and those
with a lower education seem to be less likely to change occupation, as are people with no
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supervisory tasks. Thus, occupational change is primarily associated with people in rela-
tively advantaged positions who are still upwardly mobile. This partly confirms the pre-
vious analysis, though the table also indicates that people with higher wages have a lower
probability of changing occupation. In the case of particular occupations, although there
are large differences across countries, it seems that in general clerks, service and shop,
craft and related workers have a lower probability of changing. On the other hand, tech-
nical workers and associate professionals, but also people working in elementary occupa-
tions have a higher probability. As for industrial sectors, the table shows a relatively low
probability of an occupational change for those working in construction, transport, stor-
age and communication, public administration and defence, health and social work.
These sectors therefore seem relatively stable in terms of employee turnover.

In terms of our main focus of interest, those who are relatively satisfied with their job
seem to be less likely to change occupation, while those who feel overqualified and those
with a fixed-term or other non-permanent contract are more likely to change. Thus we
again find instability caused by uncertain or negative aspects of work. Furthermore, even
though occupational change varies enormously by country, a number of central factors
have a fairly consistent association with occupational change whatever the country. Oc-
cupational change occurs for much the same reasons.
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Table 3.3  Who is more likely to change occupation? Random effects probit regression

Explanatory = Germany Denmark Nether- Belgium  France UK Ireland Italy Greece Spain  Portugal Austria  Finland
variables lands

Age -0.008 -0.026" -0.004 -0.003 -0.024+# -0.014+# -0.015 -0.005 -0.004 -0.003 -0.010# 0.020" -0.018"
Experience 0.003 -0.004 -0.004 -0.003 -0.002 -0.000 0.009 -0.003 -0.005 -0.003 0.004 -0.022# 0.008
Married -0.054 -0.115 -0.016 -0.093 -0.031 -0.031 -0.120" -0.105# -0.063 -0.139+# -0.094# -0.030 -0.020
Sex -0.065 -0.269# -0.151# -0.199¢# -0.195# -0.082 -0.097 -0.206* -0.068 -0.173# -0.085" -0.297# -0.062
Wages -0.000# -0.000" -0.000# -0.000 -0.000 -0.000# -0.000# -0.000# -0.000# -0.000# -0.000" -0.000" -0.000#
Job satisf. -0.214# -0.066* -0.066* -0.089*# -0.082# -0.048¢# -0.026" -0.007 -0.040# -0.040" -0.050# -0.055"
Overqualif. 0.084 0.124# 0.045 0.181# 0.106" 0.006 -0.037 0.087# 0.062" -0.001 0.199#
Some edu- -0.139¢# -0.175° -0.042 0.040 -0.074 -0.049 -0.044 -0.156* -0.107 -0.021 -0.087 0.175 -0.117
cat.

No eduction 0.008 -0.195 -0.025 0.012 -0.075 0.042 -0.186" -0.196# -0.097 -0.091 -0.124 0.279* -0.143
Intermediate -0.114 0.071 -0.090 -0.122 0.119* -0.018 -0.097 0.107 -0.219# -0.141 -0.063 -0.262#
Non-superv. -0.112 -0.228¢# -0.426# -0.135 -0.158+# -0.165" -0.233# -0.014 -0.325# -0.251# -0.098 -0.364+#
Fixed term 0.340# 0.579# 0.406* -0.039 0.529# 0.269# 0.134 0.355#* 0.109 0.063 0.221# 0.128 0.340#
Casual work 0.399# 0.398+# 0.229 -0.024 0.427# 0.148 0.220* -0.027 0.234# 0.212# 0.183 -0.009
Other arr. 0.743# 0.042 0.514# 0.142 0.092 0.210 0.150 0.152" -0.073 0.124
Occupations

Professionals  -0.596* -0.244 0.153# 0.030 -0.133 0.092 -0.609# -0.657# -0.446# -0.339+# -0.749+# 0.493#* -0.130
Tech., assoc. -0.373# -0.064 0.147# 0.439# 0.076 0.291# 0.241" -0.031 -0.016 0.344# -0.203 0.171 0.067
Clerks -0.360* -0.096 0.202# -0.191 0.086 -0.004 -0.201" -0.589+# -0.455# 0.172 -0.541# -0.158 0.154
Service, shop  -0.437# 0.118 0.084 0.227 0.121 -0.020 -0.238" -0.209 -0.438# -0.283# -0.374# 0.087 0.049
Skilled ag. -0.604+# -0.163 -0.167 0.356 0.429 0.254 0.630* 0.122 -0.045 0.380" -0.789+# 0.106 0.074
Craft efc. -0.743# -0.161 -0.288# -0.001 -0.164 -0.059 -0.275 -0.278" -0.506# -0.400# -0.911# -0.353# -0.078

Assemblers -0.464# 0.056 -0.078 0.321* 0.094 0.003 -0.283* -0.034 -0.503# -0.149 -0.711# -0.221* 0.023
Elemen. occ. -0.189" 0.382" 0.243¢# 0.376#* 0.358" 0.452# 0.375# 0.193" -0.235 0.170" -0.538# 0.238" 0.221




Table 3.3  Who is more likely to change occupation? Random effects probit regression. Continued

Explanatory ~Germany Denmark Nether- Belgium  France UK Ireland Italy Greece Spain  Portugal Austria  Finland
variables: lands

Sectors

Mining etc. -0.437" -0.703 -0.335 0.741 0.170 -0.363 0.512" 0.084 -0.282 0.323" -0.441# 0.195 0.423"
Man. food -0.421" -0.092 0.139 0.096 0.220 0.060 0.519* 0.265" -0.246 0.279" -0.022 0.312 0.047
Man. textiles ~ -0.204 0.265 0.209 0.620 0.251 -0.072 0.561# 0.226 -0.432 0.381+# 0.066 0.150 0.097
Man. paper -0.510# -0.208 -0.049 0.343 0.126 -0.097 0.300 0.232 -0.309 0.170 0.034 0.140 0.111
Man. coke -0.429* -0.342 0.053 0.335 0.314 -0.081 0.247 0.336* -0.449 0.145 0.049 0.335 0.122
Man. metal -0.410* -0.207 0.129 0.445 0.113 -0.250 0.503# 0.111 -0.058 0.260" -0.233 0.172 -0.120
Other man. -0.129 0.196 0.068 0.465 0.152 -0.113 0.563# 0.216 -0.065 0.278+# 0.054 -0.021 0.351
Construction  -0.574# -0.125 -0.355 0.167 0.134 -0.521# -0.047 0.167 -0.543" -0.105 -0.346# -0.059 -0.147
Wholesale -0.225 -0.058 -0.069 0.374 0.130 -0.162 0.228 0.080 -0.459" -0.026 -0.203" -0.047 -0.060
Hotels, efc. -0.130 0.078 -0.082 0.095 0.176 -0.214 0.264 0.307" -0.386 -0.317# -0.694+# -0.057 0.165

Transportetc.  -0.428+# -0.172 -0.307 0.571 0.055 -0.445" 0.188 0.051 -0.483" -0.312# -0.228" 0.020 -0.107
Financial int. ~ -0.856# -0.137 -0.037 0.384 -0.139 -0.354 0.472# -0.126 -0.661*# 0.147 -0.398# 0.007 -0.026

Real estate -0.425# -0.009 -0.022 0.146 0.232 -0.152 0.432# 0.300" -0.522" -0.184 -0.173 0.052 0.111
Public ad. -0.496# -0.298 -0.180 0.329 -0.001 -0.196 0.037 0.010 -0.564* -0.186 -0.229* 0.134 -0.085
Education -1.098# -0.130 -0.864+# -0.118 -0.094 -0.607# -0.077 0.003 -1.351# -0.688# -0.472# -0.267 -0.321
Health etc. -1.004# -0.313 -0.330" 0.113 -0.045 -0.509# 0.151 -0.046 -0.744# -0.254" -0.057 0.121 -0.304
Social serv. -0.457# -0.238 -0.168 0.582 -0.008 -0.254 0.272 -0.024 -0.520" -0.319# -0.311# 0.102 -0.076
Max. lik. -7 501 -1 656 -8 577 -2 685 -2264 -10 067 -3770 -6 209 -2175 -9126 -8 198 -5 004 -2 603

Observations 23 163 7720 18126 5790 16 464 20 505 8 584 22472 11 336 18 799 20411 12 836 9071

Significant at 10%, * Significant at 5%, # Significant at 1%; other explanatory variables: dummies for year. Reference category for occupations: Legislators, senior offi-
cers and managers; reference category for sector: Agriculture, hunting and forestry and fishing.
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We can summarise these results in terms of the main factors associated with instability.
The core contributory factors would seem to be those which describe (from the respon-
dents” point of view) unsatisfactory or uncertain work: being in a fixed-term contract, in
casual work, or overqualified, or having relatively low job satisfaction. These are more
important and consistent in their effects than demographic factors or either the occupa-
tion or the industry in which the respondent works. This confirms the results of our ear-
lier tables, where we showed that these factors tend to go together. The outcome suggests
that occupational fluidity has a great deal to do with people seeking a job that suits them
and in which they feel secure. In the process, however, they increase the rate of occupa-
tional flexibility.

In this sense the latter is an indirect measure of a more deep-lying instability. It applies
whether the actual change involves upward, downward, or sideways mobility. As we
have seen, in fact most of this appears to be upward mobility. Is this as simple as it seems?
In Table 3.4 we focus on this direction of change (compared to all others who move either
down, sideways, or who do not move at all) using a random effects probit model. We
then do the same for downward moves. We find that it is best to view these tables to-
gether as, surprisingly perhaps, the factors that drive upward mobility also drive the re-
verse.

We focus in this discussion only on our four variables of interest - job satisfaction,
overqualification, fixed-term work, and casual work. All the coefficients in the case of job
satisfaction are negative in respect of upward mobility while eight of the twelve coeffi-
cients are negative for downward mobility (though these are not always statistically sig-
nificant in either table). Thus, high job satisfaction is negatively associated with a move
either up or down (though more consistently so in the latter). Those with high job satis-
faction tend to stay in the same occupation, those with low satisfaction to move to higher
status jobs, though some also move down. We find the same polarisation in the case of
overqualification. This is strongly associated with upward mobility in most countries, so
that many people in fact move into better, more demanding jobs where they are no longer
overqualified; but in several countries some of the overqualified move downwards,
thereby presumably becoming even more overqualified. It seems therefore that overquali-
fied describes for some people a process of continuing job failure. The results for fixed-
term work and for casual work show the same sort of division. Some people in such work
move up, some down.

This leads to three basic conclusions. First, the system has a tendency to ‘clear’. Most
people become matched to better jobs over time. Second, while most occupational
changes consist of upward mobility, this it seems is often from a low start: that is, many
people are in insecure jobs where they are overqualified and have low job satisfaction;
most tend to work their way out of this situation during their careers. Third, some do not,
and for these people things can get even worse over time. Finally it is worth pointing out
that we observe no clear country patterns to these effects. For instance, in respect of inse-
cure work the results for Germany, Italy, the UK, Ireland, the Netherlands and Portugal
are all similar.
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Table 3.4

Who is more likely to move upward? Random effects probit regression

Explanatory Germany Denmark Nether- Belgium  France UK Ireland Italy Greece Spain  Portugal Austria  Finland
variables lands

Age -0.004" -0.023# -0.008# 0.001 -0.024# -0.010# -0.001 -0.006# -0.003 -0.003" -0.002 -0.001 0.078
Married -0.041 -0.086 -0.018 -0.058 0.012 -0.067" -0.167# -0.076" -0.072 -0.091# -0.057 -0.027 -0.081
Sex 0.030 -0.097 -0.022 -0.169# -0.096 0.009 0.089" -0.149# 0.072 -0.004 -0.059 -0.151* 0.138"
Job satisf. -0.181# -0.025 -0.052# -0.092# -0.034+# -0.038" -0.013 -0.031 -0.043# -0.011 -0.035 -0.026
Overqualif. 0.360* 0.100* 0.043 0.259* 0.121#  -0.007 -0.066 0.089# 0.089# 0.053 0.212#
Some educ. -0.041 -0.130 0.185* -0.066 0.065 0.003 0.037 0.018 -0.083 0.026 0.054 -0.045 0.144"
No educat. -0.014 -0.123 0.231# 0.007 -0.001 0.027 -0.049 -0.028 -0.128 -0.094# -0.112" 0.040 0.131
Fixed term 0.222+# 0.448+# 0.248+# 0.080 0.424+# 0.116 0.159 0.396# 0.155 0.089¢# 0.145¢# 0.046 0.239¢#
Casual work 0.185 0.443* 0.190 -0.061 0.279# 0.141 0.308¢ -0.080 0.089 0.310# 0.086 -0.060
Other arr. 0.900# 0.104 0.347 0.115 0.179 0.205 -0.059 -0.008 -0.043 -0.011
Sectors

Mining etc. -0.232 -0.246 -0.264 0.662 0.733 -0.186 -0.113 -0.145 -0.157 -0.032 -0.218 0.312 0.194
Man. food -0.260 0.235 0.087 0.318 0.746 -0.063 -0.045 -0.124 -0.005 -0.165 -0.038 0.281 -0.159
Man. textiles -0.126 0.579 -0.072 0.506 0.977* 0.010 -0.105 -0.046 -0.289 -0.088 0.037 0.170 -0.544
Man. paper -0.278 0.088 0.065 0.593 0.797 -0.020 -0.242 0.009 -0.268 -0.127 0.003 0.112 -0.030
Man. coke -0.151 -0.477 0.181 0.466 0.835 -0.148 -0.360" 0.011 -0.232 -0.164 -0.009 0.546# 0.051
Man. metal -0.237 -0.270 0.085 0.655 0.615 -0.178 -0.036 -0.207 0.062 -0.078 -0.157 0.250 -0.183
Other man. -0.066 0.346 0.048 0.496 0.760 -0.079 0.044 -0.098 -0.345 -0.057 -0.024 0.058 0.161
Construction -0.451# 0.018 -0.188 0.349 0.665 -0.351" -0.316" -0.168 -0.403 -0.263¢# -0.124 0.040 -0.179
Wholesale -0.120 0.120 0.026 0.459 0.605 -0.232 -0.349# -0.226" -0.300 -0.302# -0.147" 0.051 -0.062
Hotels, efc. -0.248 0.270 0.178 0.303 0.746 -0.161 -0.114 -0.247 -0.374 -0.570# -0.539+# 0.060 0.274
Transport etc. -0.163 0.180 -0.086 0.540 0.857" -0.261 -0.108 -0.219" -0.246 -0.268¢# -0.068 0.115 -0.110
Financial int. -0.415# -0.122 0.130 0.325 0.598 -0.183 0.054 -0.461* -0.550" 0.076 -0.110 0.095 -0.039
Real estate -0.214 0.063 0.137 0.402 0.876 -0.119 -0.008 -0.156 -0.171 -0.182" -0.085 0.221 -0.001
Public ad. -0.191 0.056 0.078 0.420 0.590 -0.088 -0.315" -0.251# -0.324 -0.153 -0.004 0.348 -0.113
Education -0.661# -0.215 -0.604# 0.069 0.578 -0.534# -0.894# -0.052 -1.220# -0.852# -0.305# 0.224 -0.591#
Health etc. -0.547# -0.031 -0.033 0.310 0.591 -0.273 -0.418¢# -0.181 -0.417 -0.455# 0.175" 0.355 -0.333
Social serv. -0.210 0.125 0.006 0.691 0.521 -0.246 -0.209 -0.197" -0.149 -0.258+# -0.261# 0.253 -0.183
Max. lik. -4 815 -976 -5 540 -1858 -1385 -6 479 -2516 -3 959 -1199 -6 293 -4 820 -3 036 -1526
Observations 23163 7731 18128 5815 16 474 20 518 8 647 22 534 11 336 18 805 20 435 12 869 9078

Significant at 10%, * Significant at 5%, # Significant at 1%; Other explanatory variables: dummies for year. Reference category for occupations: legislators, senior offi-

cers and managers; Reference category for sector: Agriculture, hunting and forestry and fishing.



Table 3.5  Who is more likely to move downward? Random effects probit regression

Explanatory Germany Denmark Nether- Belgium  France UK Ireland Italy Greece Spain Portugal Austria  Finland
variables lands

Age -0.000 -0.024# -0.003 -0.002 -0.017# -0.006# -0.005* -0.005* -0.005 -0.001 -0.002 0.001 -0.002
Married 0.015 -0.047 -0.013 -0.109* -0.051 -0.022 -0.012 -0.099* -0.007 -0.056 -0.010 0.003 -0.064
Sex 0.076* -0.161" -0.012 -0.178* -0.032 -0.073* -0.085 -0.179# -0.054 -0.060 0.009 -0.125# -0.046
Job satisf. -0.137# -0.051# -0.009 -0.049 -0.022* 0.000 -0.038# -0.015 0.006 0.008 0.019 -0.034
Overqualif. -0.144* 0.026 -0.013 -0.049 0.003 0.027 -0.053 0.064" 0.026 -0.031 0.109

Some educat. -0.075 -0.027 -0.045 -0.049 -0.066 0.011 0.055 -0.100 -0.218# 0.031 0.103 -0.082 0.063
No education 0.014 -0.143 -0.145# -0.082 0.046 0.090# -0.022 -0.021 -0.213* -0.149# 0.013 -0.094 0.074

Fixed term 0.280# 0.434# 0.151 0.040 0.534# 0.160* 0.079 0.279# 0.137 -0.043 0.159# 0.091 0.373#
Casual work 0.062 0.353* 0.274 0.235 0.234* 0.046 0.265# 0.051 0.074 0.174* 0.434 -0.093
Other arr. 0.589 0.002 0.190 0.128 0.172 0.138 0.175* 0.202# 0.078 0.343
Sectors

Mining etc. -0.279 -5.934 0.058 0.403 -0.281 -0.323 0.063 0.000 -0.466 -0.020 -0.451# 0.081 0.297
Man. food -0.293 -0.599* 0.071 -0.116 -0.695* -0.344* -0.017 0.134 -0.458 -0.042 -0.042 -0.052 -0.187
Man. textiles -0.252 -0.066 0.290 0.282 -0.608 -0.308 0.204 0.070 -0.483* -0.014 -0.040 0.259 0.313
Man. paper -0.260 -0.682 0.049 -0.150 -0.605" -0.209 0.035 0.007 -0.285 -0.166 -0.004 -0.045 -0.067
Man. coke -0.281* -0.420 0.092 0.056 -0.306 -0.319* 0.009 0.289* -0.477 -0.281+# 0.023 -0.030 -0.119
Man. metal -0.169 -0.247 0.005 0.034 -0.720# -0.332* 0.176 0.143 -0.228 -0.087 -0.041 0.126 -0.104
Other man. -0.044 -0.014 0.067 0.139 -0.538" -0.222 0.126 0.144 -0.027 -0.202* 0.082 -0.038 0.105
Construction -0.261" -0.355 -0.230 0.108 -0.648# -0.447# -0.224 0.045 -0.439* -0.287# -0.250# -0.110 -0.124
Wholesale -0.104 -0.321 -0.053 0.099 -0.529+# -0.326" 0.069 -0.177 -0.512* -0.317# -0.137* -0.103 -0.045
Hotels, etc. 0.107 0.033 -0.051 -0.056 -0.555* -0.291* 0.113 0.107 -0.323 -0.369# -0.257# -0.093 -0.137
Transport etc. -0.253 -0.632* -0.278" 0.105 -0.786# -0.508# -0.164 -0.123 -0.556* -0.504+# -0.190* -0.091 -0.279
Financial int. -0.497# -0.230 0.108 0.182 -5.694 -0.336* 0.343* -0.100 -0.324 -0.090 0.035 -0.009 -0.053
Real estate -0.106 -0.246 0.149 0.003 -0.505* -0.245 0.111 0.230* -0.451 -0.178" 0.140 0.162 0.007
Public ad. -0.256* -0.368 0.024 0.143 -0.581# -0.234 0.059 -0.214* -0.452* -0.331# -0.024 0.113 -0.017
Education -0.902# -0.130 -0.473# 0.015 -0.638# -0.511# -0.329 -0.330# -1.211# -0.732# -0.030 0.006 -0.380
Health etc. -0.534# -0.366 -0.083 0.259 -0.661# -0.294 0.056 0.077 -0.531* -0.382+# 0.116 0.291* -0.218
Social serv. -0.218 -0.433* 0.026 0.097 -0.621# -0.297 0.198 -0.097 -0.411 -0.397# 0.174* -0.001 -0.011
Max. lik. -4 280 -773 -5191 -1 798 -761 -5 839 -2106 -3 549 -1 160 -5774 -4 869 -2 976 -1165

Observations 23163 7731 18128 5815 16 474 20518 8 647 22 534 11 336 18 805 20 435 12 869 9078

Significant at 10%, * Significant at 5%, # Significant at 1%; Other explanatory variables: dummies for year. Reference category for occupations: legislators, senior offi-
cers and managers; Reference category for sector: agriculture, hunting and forestry and fishing.



CHAPTER 3

3.2 Mobility of IT workers

The theme of our argument so far is that it is difficult to view occupational change in re-
cent years simply as a reflection of technologically biased social upgrading which gives
people new opportunities to both use and be rewarded for their talents and education.
This is partly because there is so much movement across occupations and industries,
which we assume limits the accumulation of skills in at least some cases, partly because
some of this is socially downward (though only a small proportion), and partly because
the factors that drive people to change occupations include indicators which imply escape
from bad jobs (rather than from any job to a better job). Some evidence for this is supplied
by the association we observe between this occupational movement on the one hand and
overqualification, low job satisfaction, and insecure employment on the other. To test this
further we focus now on a specific occupational group, IT workers, whom we would ex-
pect to face high demand for their technical skills. Do we see the same sort of associations
in their case?

It has often been argued that specialist IT work is a type of occupation where skills are
highly in demand. Job moves for IT workers are therefore a good means of career pro-
gression, with the result that commitment to organisations, which are often not in the IT
industry (e.g. work as a software manager for a supermarket chain), is relatively low.
Those with the right skills can exploit the overall market shortage and shop round for
jobs, leading to above-average intra-organisational mobility. Such ‘boundaryless’ careers
could even suggest a possible basis for managerial control, if IT specialists were able to
form a cadre or elite source of skills. However, this ‘ascendancy theory” as it has some-
times been called, has been found to be unrealistic because the very mobility of IT work-
ers militates against their forming a stable core. At the same time, people in IT occupa-
tions might find their progress constrained through the pace of innovation itself, which
inhibits stable or easily agreed assessments of the value of their work or skills (King et al.,
2005; Rose 2002). It has also been argued that the technologies associated with some new
skills are subject to rapid obsolescence either directly, or indirectly through replacement
by more cost-effective technologies or uses of technology (McMurtrey et al., 2002).

These critiques suggest that the view of IT workers as some sort of dominant group,
achieving this dominance through their technical skills, falls down partly because as soon
as IT workers extend their skills outside the IT profession they are no longer part of that
profession. Their mobility, if they truly are as mobile as suggested, is a weakness. It is
therefore important to test the true extent of mobility in and out of the occupation. Ta-
ble 3.6 shows the proportion of moves in and out of IT. The data are based on the BHPS
and GSOEP, both of which form part of the ECHP but which provide more detailed occu-
pational data in the original surveys (three rather than two digit ISCO - necessary to
identify IT).
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Table 3.6  Percentage of stayers, movers and leavers in selected professions over pairs of waves (GSOEP

and BHPS)
IT Accountancy Personnel Engineering

GSOEP

Stayers 57.7 452 68.3 63.3

Leavers 19.1 29.2 14.6 18.0

Joiners 23.2 25.7 171 18.7

Observations 2 740 1403 414 7438
BHPS

Stayers 473 55.9 33.5 38.1

Leavers 254 27.8 32.8 30.5

Joiners 27.3 26.3 33.7 31.3

Observations 1535 2043 535 1976

The table measures change as transitions across pairs of years and shows the proportion
of people staying in, or moving in or out of IT work, in comparison with three other (ar-
bitrarily chosen) professions, in both countries. (The figures are in fact based on pooled
pairs of waves, and so the observations are person-waves rather than individuals. In other
words, people can and do appear more than once over time.) For the moment the analysis
ignores different types or levels of IT work, and it also does not reveal whether people
move from or into unemployment rather than from or into other work. The concern is to
test the relative degree of flux in IT.

Is IT special? In fact, all four professions show a great deal of turnover, and are there-
fore, in terms of membership, fairly unstable over time, and IT is not exactly a classic ‘re-
volving door” occupation. In Germany it is less stable than either personnel or engineer-
ing, but more so than accountancy. In Britain it is, if only by a slight margin, the most sta-
ble profession. Thus, rather than witnessing the dispersion of IT expertise in the labour
market though occupational migration, IT is if anything almost a ghetto. It is difficult to
see to what extent the occupation could be a basis for ‘ascendancy’ given the volatility
that we observe, but at the same time we cannot view this, relatively speaking, as a
boundaryless occupation. Finally, although IT reveals greater flux in both countries, it is
far greater in Britain. Institutional and cultural factors would also appear to play a role.

The term profession rather than occupation has been used in respect of the last table
because these groups contain several different types of job, and profession, although an
inadequate label, is a looser description. In the case of IT, with ISCO 88 this group in-
cludes IT department managers (ISCO code 1236), designers, analysts and programmers
(2131/2 and 9), and technical or associate professional (3120-2). In Table 3.7a we now
show flows between these categories and in or out of any IT job, using GSOEP data.
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Table 3.7a Percentage flows into IT occupations and from outside IT across pairs of years (GSOEP)

Year 2 Managers Analysts Technical
Year 1
Non-IT 19.8 30.4 28.5
Managers 62.3 0.6 0.8
Analysts 12.8 61.3 4.0
Technical 51 77 66.8
Observations 144 951 1132

The table shows the origins of each occupational category in the IT profession from one
year to the next, including the proportion drawn from outside the profession altogether.
Each column therefore shows what sort of job in any year workers in a particular type of
job were doing in the previous year (though ‘non-IT” includes not working). Taking man-
agers as an example, 62.3% were managers the previous year, which means that over one
third were not. Of the new entrants, slightly more managers are brought in from outside
IT rather than promoted from the other IT categories, while for analysts the route is over-
whelmingly external. In IT, recruitment from other types of work is the rule. Here the re-
volving door is more apparent.

Table 3.7b shows the same analysis for the BHPS. For a start we can see that the BHPS
contains far more IT managers than the GSOEP, amounting to as much as 25% of all IT
workers compared to 7% in the case of Germany. This difference is likely to reflect a
higher propensity of people in Britain to describe their job as managerial than in other
countries. On the other hand, the data show that a higher proportion of IT workers has a
degree than in Germany, so this could be a realistic self-assessment. Whatever the prob-
lems of comparing countries on the basis of such self-reports, it is clear that this is likely to
be consistent over time, and over time we can see that there is a much higher recruitment
from outside than in the case of Germany. It would appear, therefore, that in Britain it is
much more likely that new skills in IT are bought “off the shelf’. Far from being a domi-
nant profession, IT is characterised by considerable churn.

Table 3.7b Percentage flows into IT occupations and from outside IT across pairs of years (BHPS)

Year 2 Managers Analysts Technical
Year 1
Non-IT 35.9 30.9 57.1
Managers 50.9 43 1.9
Analysts 12.5 63.8 14
Technical 0.7 1.0 39.6
Observations 286 661 195

We have looked at entry into in descriptive terms. Now we seek to model the factors asso-
ciated with entry into IT occupations (unfortunately, as a result of small numbers, disre-
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garding the different occupational levels shown in Table 3.7). To do this, we again con-
trast outcomes with those for some other professional occupations as in Table 3.6. We un-
dertake the analysis using event history modelling. This allows us to control for the vari-
able time people in the sample are ‘at risk’ of entering the occupation. That is, people en-
ter the occupation at different times in the sampling period. We of course, at least with
these data, know nothing about previous occupational transitions or how long those en-
tering these occupations were in other jobs, unemployed, and so on. This period of time is
“left censored’.

The purpose of the analysis is not only to compare the factors which are associated
with the probability of entering one of these four types of job in general terms but specifi-
cally to compare the role of overqualification, which we have found above to be important
in encouraging people to change occupations. Now we wish to see whether entry into IT
jobs is associated with overqualification. Broadly speaking, if demand for technical skills
is such that supply has difficulty keeping up, as is often assumed, then we would expect a
tendency towards underqualification, as those with the necessary aptitudes but not the
qualifications are absorbed and subsequently trained to the right level. If there is no
problem in supply, and perhaps even excess, then we would expect some overqualifica-
tion. Unfortunately, although we can compare IT to other professions in each country we
cannot directly compare the two countries, as the BHPS in fact carries no specific measure
of overqualification. For this reason, we use what is called the ‘empirical’ method to cal-
culate the variable in the British analysis. This requires calculating the average education
of people in that job (in the sample). People who are overqualified are those who have
above this average. We define average in fact as “typical” or modal. It is important to note
that this applies to a type of job, not to a work organisation. We cannot tell whether the
person is working with people generally of a higher or lower level of education. Further,
given that a common qualification of those in these occupations is a degree, overqualifi-
cation measured in this sort of way is in fact impossible where this is the case. We there-
fore analyse underqualification, that is, cases where people have below the average for the
job. We should also point out that as the BHPS is much smaller than dedicated labour
force surveys, the average might carry some measurement error, though the sorts of edu-
cational distributions we actually observe in the sample are unsurprising.

Of course, those about to enter a specific occupation can only be over or underqualified
for this job when they arrive there. In modelling these transitions into the job we are
therefore in a sense examining the role of future over or underqualification. Where, for in-
stance, we find that the probability of entry is higher for the overqualified than for the
underqualified and suitably matched then it is possible to suggest that the occupation at-
tracts overqualified people. That is, there is a route into the profession for those who have
higher qualifications than is typical in the job. In the case of the BHPS the relative nature
of the construction of the variable makes for a particularly interesting interpretation,
though more tenuous. If a specific type of job attracts people who are underqualified, this
implies some imbalance in skill relationships such as deskilling. If people currently in a
job have more qualifications than new entrants, then this suggests that this type of job is
being deskilled. Presumably new entrants are required to learn on the job rather than
have a traditionally expected qualification. It is also of note that such imbalances cannot
be corrected over a career when people get promoted, as promotion would only increase
the extent of underqualification. However, a deskilled job is not the same thing as a
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deskilled worker. The person who is underqualified may well feel a great benefit in doing
work of a higher educational status.

We begin with the more easily interpreted German results. These are shown in Ta-
ble 3.8a. A coefficient of one means there is no effect. Over one indicates a positive effect
(the probability of it occurring is greater than of it not occurring), while under one shows
a negative effect. No model is provided for entry into personnel as numbers were too
small (so, for comparative reasons, this group is left out of the BHPS analysis too). The
models are very limited, including only one occupational indicator, workplace size (as we
cannot assume that entry into an occupation depends on knowledge of the type of place
where the person will be working, though in two models there is a tendency to enter
larger organisations). However, standard demographic measures are included, and of
most interest is that while entry into IT and engineering is mostly male (as would be ex-
pected), entry into accountancy is mostly female. Also of note is that entry into all three
professions is, despite the variety of jobs described (including equipment operators in the
case of IT), decidedly graduate. This makes the over and underqualification results espe-
cially interesting. New entrants into IT are likely to be overqualified and unlikely to be
underqualified. The same applies to accountancy. However, new engineers are likely to
be neither - they will be matched to the job they do. Overall, therefore, it would appear
that engineering requires graduates who also do graduate work, but IT and accountancy
require graduates some of whom might not do graduate work.

Table 3.8a Event history models of entry into three occupations, proportional hazard models (GSOEP)

IT Accountancy Engineering

Age 0.97*** 0.99 0.97%**
Male 3.04(*) 0.42%** 3.15%**
Married 0.74* 1.05 1.05

Has degree 2.62%% 1.45* 3.12%*
Workplace size 1.18%** 0.95 1.20%**
Overqualified 1.82%** 1.43 0.57%**
Underqualified 0.28** 0.27** 0.32%**
Events 342 196 536

wx 1 < 0,001 ** p < 0.01 % p < 0.05 (*) p < 0.1.

Precisely as in the German case, the British results show a predominantly male entry into
IT and engineering but female into accountancy which also, as in Germany, is the least
graduate, and in fact in Britain is not primarily graduate. Workplace size also has the
same general relationship with entry (though the actual figures cannot be compared be-
cause the scales for the German and British variables are different). Finally, when we look
at underqualification, accountancy is again the odd one out in Britain, showing a reduced
tendency to entry without average qualifications, while in the other two professions, es-
pecially in engineering, underqualified entry is common. However, as already indicated,
these figures cannot be compared to Germany as the basis for the calculation of the vari-
able is entirely different, while in addition, the baseline in the German analysis is matched
individuals while in the BHPS the baseline includes both matched and overqualified peo-
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ple. Finally, the relationship between actual and average qualifications is constrained by
the way that underqualification is calculated, so that we cannot be sure how independent
these effects might be. Nevertheless, it seems reasonable to infer that even while new en-
trants into both IT and engineering are likely to be graduates some will be underqualified.
The implication is a fairly skewed or polarised entry.

These results suggest that entry into IT works very differently in the two countries. In
Germany there is an emphasis on having too much eduction, perhaps to ensure entry in
the first place but also an adequate job. Entry into IT in Britain seems less formal, less cre-
dentialed. This seems to fit in with the greater fluidity found in the earlier tables in and
out of IT in Britain compared to Germany. Institutional differences do seem to play a role.
Technology is not primary.

Table 3.8b Event history models of entry into three occupations, proportional hazard models (BHPS)

IT Accountancy Engineering

Age 0.96*** 0.97%** 0.98***
Male 1.15(%) 0.35%** 2.70%**
Married 0.61* 0.57* 0.77

Has degree 1.70%+* 0.48** 411+
Workplace size 1.01 0.89** 1.10%*
Underqualified 3.73%** 0.54%* 29.78***
Events 360 439 540

w5 < 0,001 * p < 0.01* p < 0.05 () p <0.1.
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4 Conclusions

In the introduction to the WP9 report we considered the significance of fairly traditional
ways of looking at work flexibility and also at the knowledge value of work, finding in
the literature some but nevertheless limited support for the idea that employment gener-
ally has become less secure. There is no clear trend in this direction. However, it is diffi-
cult to separate trends from cycles, and job security depends primarily on a buoyant
economy, which broadly describes much of the period reviewed here. Further there are
some slight indications of greater flexibility at work, above all in terms of job intensifica-
tion.

We also cannot, on the basis of a review of the literature, see any clear national group-
ings in whatever changes are occurring. Rather, each country seems to have its own tra-
jectory, and this might also have different dimensions which are not nationally consistent.
The area where we can least usefully try to impose some sort of international structure on
outcomes is in the production and use of skills. These seem nationally highly specific.

Empirically we have sought to go beyond the limitations which previous analysis has
come up against in discussion of work flexibility and the value of work through two
broadly related methods. First, we have looked at skills in terms of the degree of fit with a
job. We find that this varies considerably by country and by occupation. More important,
those who are least likely to feel they are doing the work for which they were trained are
likely to be in relatively insecure employment. To this we added analysis of job satisfac-
tion. Again we find that those who are least satisfied are likely to be in insecure work.

Second, we have examined a form of flexibility, comprising switches between occupa-
tions and industries, which we consider tells us something different about the nature of
work, as one would imagine that individual investments in an occupation, therefore also
the costs of transfer across occupations, might be high. When we look at the degree of
changes between occupations and industries we find that some countries exhibit far more
flexibility than others, though it is not clear that there is any obvious national pattern to
this. But, even though many moves might be entirely voluntary and appear to involve
upward mobility, it suggests that employment insecurity cannot be measured solely by
job tenure or type of contract. There is a considerable degree of flux even in the basic at-
tachment people have to the type of job they do. That some of this tenuous connection has
negative implications is suggested by the fact that job satisfaction rises when people
switch either occupations or industries. This implies that we should pay more attention to
career than we do to the specific conditions people face at any single point in time. The
primary focus of this report has indeed been on career. Even if job tenure - a more com-
mon measure of job insecurity - is not reducing substantially it is possible that people’s
careers are affected in other ways which either force or encourage them in quite large
numbers to change the type of work they do.
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Our final analysis has shown that in occupations like IT where skills are in high de-
mand, entry into the profession is especially fluid. This indeed suggests that people with
these skills can not only change jobs easily but change occupations. IT is a sort of currency
which can buy this sort of mobility. But this also means that new jobs in IT come from
primarily outside the occupations rather than through promotions. Skills are bought of
the shelf. However, IT is not actually distinctive in this respect. It is not special, as any
high-level skills convey the same advantage. In fact, more important is that in terms of
occupational turnover in general, of the two countries studied, Britain is far more fluid
than Germany, even to the extent that it is perhaps possible to make one’s way in IT in
Britain without adequate qualifications, whereas in Germany IT workers are likely to be
overqualified.

In summary, looking at indicators of the nature of work - the skills required, and the
stability of work within an occupation - we find a widespread tendency to occupational
instability, fed to some extent by people in insecure work who presumably change the
type of work they do in order to better themselves. Job insecurity, low job satisfaction,
and a feeling of being overqualified all tend to go together. But we also find very consid-
erable national variation in this tendency. This makes the determination of clear Euro-
pean-wide changes very difficult, but it also suggests that some countries do better than
others in avoiding the most negative forms of instability.
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Annex:. ECHP occupations and industries

Occupations

W 0NN W=

Legislators, senior officers and managers
Professionals

Technical and associates professionals
Clerks

Service and shop workers

Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
Craft and related

Operatives and assemblers

Elementary occupations

Economic Sectors

00NN

Y U
WWNIO Ul WN RO

Agriculture, hunting and forestry, fishing

Mining and quarrying and electricity, gas and water supply

Manufacture of food products, beverages and tobacco

Manufacture of textiles, clothing and leather products

Manufacture of wood and paper products, publishing and printing
Manufacture of coke, refined petroleum, chemicals, rubber and plastic product;
Manufacture of metal products, machinery and other equipment

Other manufacturing

Construction

. Wholesale and retail trade, and repair of vehicles, personal or household goods

. Hotels and restaurants

. Transport, storage and communication

. Financial intermediation

. Real estate, renting and business activities

. Public administration and defence, compulsory social security

. Education

. Health and social work

. Other community, social and personal service activities, extra-territorial organisations
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