NOTE OF WP9 MEETING, COLCHESTER, 8-9 NOVEMBER 
1. Research underway plus future plans
CEE
Ekaterina gave a comprehensive account of the work she, Emmanuelle and Nathalie have done using the Working Conditions Survey.  Everyone seemed supportive of the approach taken.  Some comments/suggestions were raised:

· How can the analysis contribute to assessment of country differences?

· Do some of the changes noted (eg in work autonomy) reflect a change in the structure of employment (some types of job have decreased, others increased) or have all jobs been (marginally) affected?

On the first of these, the CEE said they were planning to introduce more data at the country level, and that they would also seek to separate out the country from the individual level using multi-level modelling.  As for additional data sources HIVA mentioned a database on industrial relations that might help in constructing some aggregated variables for multi-level analysis.
ISER
Malcolm gave a brief overview of the work ISER have done and are continuing to do based mostly on the ECHP, and covering mostly occupational mobility and skills.  A question was raised concerning relevance of the mobility research.  However, it was agreed that this was closely related to the idea of  transitions between states highlighted in Monique’s note (see below).
HIVA
Wage Indicator data are not yet available.  Some concern was expressed about sample  bias.  It was suggested that the analysis could be treated as commenting in detail on certain groups, in particular those who work with IT, rather than taking the sample as representative of the whole population (even when weighted).  Karen proposed that she examine other appropriate data where possible in any unused time.  This was agreed.  In fact, this will probably turn out to be the EU LFS (see below)

IRES
We agreed that this analysis is central to the success of WP9 as it is the only source of large-scale, high-quality comparative data, is a time series, and is also the only way we can hope to operationalise the business functions. However, Lorenzo discussed some important  problems the data contain.  (Mostly, it seems that these boil down to empty cells where actual numbers might breach confidentiality requirements.)  Lorenzo and Karen agreed to work together to try to resolve the problems.  Lorenzo also said he will ask Eurostat if they can supply some of the missing information. 
2. Thematic issues
HIVA note
The main discussion was based on a note provided by Monique and Karen, which listed a number of themes to which the various research elements have to contribute.  We agreed we would by the end of November circulate a note saying which elements we could cover.   It was pointed out that ‘Time Use’ (section 5 of the note) should probably be ‘Work Hours’ (or something like that). 
Country differences
There was also an extended discussion of the importance of country differences.  Analysis and assessment of these should be central to our work.  One suggestion was that we should specifically categorise countries on the basis of what we understand about the knowledge society rather than refer automatically (or only) to standard classifications such as the welfare-state typology.

WP12
It was agreed that it is essential to obtain feedback from those writing the thematic reports on the extent to which they find what we are doing helpful.  A way has to be found of doing this, which Monique said she would look into.  The authors of the thematic reports might also be able to provide country-specific guidance, which would otherwise be difficult for us, who no doubt have knowledge primarily of our own countries.  It was suggested that the meeting in March (see below) could include some WP12 members.  However, the CEE has also proposed to add some additional information about countries’ labour market legislation on the WORKS web site in order to facilitate the interpretation of empirical results.
There was a discussion of how to present the results for WP12. It was decided that  each partner would prepare a separate report on their agreed area of research. This would have to be followed by some discussion of the best way to integrate these outputs into a coherent framework.  There was also a suggestion that we should if possible harmonise certain variables (such as time period) as well as the style of presentation.  The CEE proposed to use MapInfo software for mapping and geographic analysis.  No-one had any objection to this.  Finally, it was proposed that we should create a common list of references such as books, reports, or articles that could be useful for all partners.  
Adding value
It was pointed out that we must avoid doing analysis already covered in the literature, and so we must include existing information as appropriate.  This also means we need to differentiate what we do from what already exists.  We need to innovate, especially where we are tackling themes such as job flexibility which are already well covered in the literature.
3. Timetable

End November

- 
circulate comments on Hiva’s note

Mid February   

-  
circulate draft report with descriptive analysis 

End February   

-  
complete descriptive report 

Week starting 19 March
-
next meeting (to discuss final report)

End May


- 
complete final report

