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I have preferred unlike the other partners in the project to present my remarks in an unified form, not following strictly the minutes of the meeting prepared by Malcolm and HIVA Q&A document. Most if not all of the addressed topics are related to the European Labour Forces Survey (EU-LFS).

How I tried to explain in the Colchester meeting we face many  different problems regarding the time series with sector/profession “detailed” specifications extracted from the EU-LFS. Then I’ve realised  some additional features that have to be taken into account. Here I produce a synthetic list:
1. the EU-LFS has evolved time (and so the national surveys albeit in a not perfectly synchronised way);
2. the different national LFS have been harmonised to a point (e.g. “number of digit” availability, NACE encoding); 
3. the sample size varies greatly at national level  (from 10 to 350 thousands) also if we don’t consider “small countries” like Luxembourg (see EUROSTAT, The European Union labour force survey: main characteristics of the national surveys and LFS Users Guide. 2005);
4. we face a “confidentiality issue” regarding the relationship between EUROSTAT and the national statistical institutes: that confidentiality inhibits the diffusion of the data we are interested in (i.e. detailed sector/profession) as anonymised individual dataset (“microdata”) and even the  sample “actual figures” for the cross-tabulations which is still possible to ask for;
5. we are facing a reliability issue regarding “low figures” of employed population in cells in the NACE/ISCO cross tabulation   (flag a= “not significantly different from zero” and flag b = “significantly different from zero but we don’t really know how much”); the reliability factors can possibly gives EUROSTAT guidance on cross-tabulations that are susceptible  to divulgation and those which are not.
6. we face a “statistical significance” issue because lacking the crucial information on sample “cells” actual figures we cannot test the statistical significance of observed differences (between countries & in the course of  time) bar using somehow the flag a/b thresholds that regard the (estimated) employed population and not the sample;

7. the existence in the EU-LFS of data with missing or mistaken classification is slowing down the statistical job (it is not really a “rough” database but it isn’t a “clean” one either);
8. we totally miss in the EU-LFS data on countries crucial as destination point in the delocalisation paradigm (Romania, Bulgaria and Turkey) or (for Poland) the data exist but are of problematic comparability;
9. we miss entirely “economic” data on sectors in the LFS survey; 

10. the micro-data option closed if we decide to maintain the NACE-2 digit/ISCO-3 digit option, we have to ask EUROSAT additional information in the NACE-2/ISCO-3 framework if we want to address at least some of the research themes advanced in the HIVA Q&A note. 
Point 10 is probably crucial for the project advancement. Let me describe briefly the issue. The NACE two-digits/ISCO three-digits cross-tabulation can theoretically reaches a maximum of about 6.8 thousands records for each country and each quarter (see Table 1). The actual records’ number  are not really so high because many crosses are not existent (e.g. “models” in “mining of metal ores”) and so we don’t find them in the files EUROSTAT has provided us. But they are still in the order of thousands. If we add to the ISCO/NACE cross tabulation  information on (e.g.) gender and employees/self-employed divide we quadruple probably the amount of records, adding also the information on part-time/full-time we multiply the original NACE/ISCO records’ number eightfold, and so on. And in these latter examples we’ll likely have mainly “not empty” cells. Thus the actual records  numbers are bounded to be close to the theoretic ones. The records’ amount can easily outnumber the entire samples size at national level (and asking EUROSTAT for something like that seems, given the premises, a not-starter).
Table 1

	Classification level 
	Number of items 
	Notes

	NACE_1
	17
	See Classifications.xls

	NACE_2
	62
	

	NACE_3
	224
	

	 
	 
	

	ISCO_2
	27
	

	ISCO_3
	111
	

	ISCO_4
	372
	

	Cross tabulation
	Maximum amount of records  theoretically  present  in each  country/quarter
	 

	NACE_1/ISCO_2
	                         459 
	EU  LFS Eurostat micro-data 

	NACE_2/ISCO_2
	                      1.674 
	

	NACE_2/ISCO_3
	                      6.882 
	

	NACE_3/ISCO_4
	                    83.328 
	Data provided us by EUROSTAT


We could ask EUROSTAT for separate datasets linking NACE 2 digit – ISCO 3 digit with one “other relevant variable” (e.g.: gender, age) at a time. The most obvious obstacle is that we are anyway likely to hit quite often the “glass ceiling” of confidentiality and the EUROSTAT answer would be predictably a very conditional and patchwork-like “yes and no” (but mainly “no”) especially when the variables present articulate answers (e.g educational attainment). But we would face also a technical problem originating from working on a different datasets or every additional variable. Aside these two issues we would anyway face an insurmountable problem given the absence of information on the links between the additional variables. For instance we can’t know this way how many (and which)  woman are part-timer or with a fixed-term contract, and so on. And at the end of the day these not light efforts would likely to produce only a noticeably amount of difficult-to-connect tables.
So, which viable solutions we have at our disposal for moving beyond the descriptive analysis of “pure” employment data albeit with sectoral and professional specifications? I have envisaged  four options. These are not logical but practical alternatives facing the objective constraints every project has to live with.
A) We could ask EUROSTAT for including in the  NACE-2/ISCO-3 framework information on “averages” (e. g. % of women, average local production unit employment size, etc.). We couldn’t still know how many woman are part-timer etc. but the picture would be far richer than the “pure employment” one and without the technical nuisances I’ve tried to explain just above. The main cons are that;

we still are likely to hit more often than not the “glass ceiling” of confidentiality and that for not-dichotomic variable  we can incur in a considerable loss of information especially  if the arithmetic average is not a good enough synthetic indicator.

B) It is substantially a second-best in respect of B). We could switch to a 2×2 framework (go for NACE and ISCO both two-digit) in asking the additional “averages” information. The pros  are that we are less likely to break the confidentiality constraint and/or fell below the significance thresholds (“flags”). I reckon that the loss of information (the cons) is acceptable  considering the fact that ISCO two-digit still gives us valuable information on the “real nature” of sectors (see the relevant sheets in the classifications.xls file). Moreover we can do inter-sectors comparisons better with ISCO-2 digit than we can with ISCO-3 digit because the latter is still very sector specific. Obviously we would  pay (as in B) the penalty of the “reduction to average” of not-dichotomic (or reasonably  “dichotomisable”  variables). 
C) We could buy and use  the EU-LFS anonymised  individual dataset .

The main cons are: 
the administrative feasibility (us & them), including the time-span needed to obtain the database, of such an option:

the sectoral level available (NACE 1 digit); the ISCO 2 digit seems less a problem; for the reason exposed above;
the risks deriving from the approach to a partially new and most likely complex database.

The pros are:

the opportunity  to conduce an advanced statistical analysis;

the real chance to address most if not all of the questions posed by the HIVA Q&A  document (otherwise we have to downplay our ambitions);

the  relaxation of a too tight operative dependence from EUROSTAT.
D) We could read the sectors employment features also through economic indicators drawn from the Structural Business Statistic source that can be easily consulted on the EUROSTAT website. The data at national level are generally available and updated. Time-series are from 1995 onward  and cover sectors C-K (Industries and Business services). I think that this kind of work could be useful for WORKS purposes (also without an in-depth  econometric work) combined with point C) option.
I did my best to clarify the research’s options we face. The first and more relevant choice we have to do is about the  EU-LFS anonymised individual datasets. This move will affect decisively the quantitative pillar output.
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