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1. Introduction

The main objective of this thesis is to evaluate tjuality of the jobs created in 23
European countries during the economic expansianttiok place between 1995 and
2007, using a relatively new method for studyingictural change in labour markets,
which we call the “jobs approach”. As a secondabjective, we will also try to

contribute to developing the theoretical foundagiohthis approach, anchoring it in the
Social Sciences literature on the implications bare in the structural division of

labour. To introduce this thesis, we will brieflycount its origins.

1. Evaluating the American Jobs Machine

During the 1990s, the US experienced its longelodeof sustained economic growth
for the whole of the 20th Century, and the simwdtaus expansion of employment was
so large that it became known as the “American Mashine”. Unemployment fell to
levels which were among the lowest of the OECD, wedemployment rate reached its
highest level in history (Freeman and Rodgers 2@Q3: But there was a heated debate
on the nature and quality of the 20-odd milliongabat were created between 1991 and
2000. Some argued that most of these new jobs Vesvepaid, dead-end jobs in
services, while the well-paid jobs in manufacturingre being destroyed by the
combined forces of globalization and technical ¢genOthers argued that on the
contrary, this unprecedented employment expansasagsociated with the creation of
jobs with higher than average skill and pay levaspecially in professional and

managerial occupations.

Part of the reason why there were so widely diffexeews on this issue is because the
contenders used different types of evidence to auipgheir views. The gloomy

perspective on the American Jobs Machine was dfteed on the evolution of wage
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inequalities, which clearly expanded over this periThe rosy perspective was often
sustained by broad analyses of the sectors angbations that had expanded most over
this period, which suggested that the majority efvrjobs were of a relatively good
quality (managerial and professional occupationsgncial services and information
technology). But surprisingly, most of this evidenwas only indirectly related to the
key issue in this debate: the actual quality ofjttes created (Wright and Dwyer 2003:
290). The evolution of wage inequality measuredhat individual level is obviously
related to the type of jobs created over the expan$ut it simply could not provide a
clear answer to the underlying question: diffefgaiterns of employment expansion by
job quality levels can lead to similar outcomedemms of wage inequalities. And the
analysis of changes in the levels of employmentbbyadly defined sectors and

occupations was clearly too rough for providingemacanswer either.

In a 1996 report of the US Council of Economic Asdrs (chaired by Joseph E.
Stiglitz), a simple yet powerful method for evalngtmore directly the quality of the

jobs created in the expansion was used for thegé994-1996. This method consisted
in the sorting of all full-time workers into 45 @gded occupations within 22 industries,
and then calculating the median weekly earnings eafch of the resulting

industry/occupation cells. These cells were tharked by their median wage levels,
and split in two groups, each holding half of taatployment in 1994. The group that
contained the industry/occupation cells whose nredi@ge was below the overall
median could be considered as the one holding bae fobs”, and the other one the
remaining “good jobs”. Then, the report found t6&826 of the total net expansion of

employment had taken place in the “good jobs” groumdustry/occupation cells.

This simple idea provided a direct and convincirayvor evaluating the quality of the
jobs created during the 1990s US employment expanaind other researchers started
applying it to longer periods and with more compémalytic tools (llg 1996; Farber
1997; llg and Haugen 2000; OECD 2001). Erik Olinighit and Rachel Dwyer, within
their project on “Patterns of Change in the JobscBire”, published two papers in
which they refined the method originally proposedstiglitz by using a more detailed
list of sector and occupations, covering a longeetspan (going back to the 1960s),
using five or ten rather than two job quality tiemsd decomposing the patterns of job
growth by third variables or different combinatioof sector and occupation (Wright

and Dwyer 2000, 2003). These two papers developetl ansolidated thgobs
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approach and widened its scope considerably. Wright and/@&wound that between
1992 and 2000, the employment structure of the rdSstormed in amsymmetrically
polarizedway: the expansion of the top of the jobs strietuas much larger than that
of the bottom and middle, but the bottom expandestenmthan the middle. This
development was contrasted with previous periodsgbloyment expansion in the 60s,
70s and 90s, in which there was a much more unambgyupgrading evolution with

hardly any sign of polarization.

This dissertation was directly inspired by the wofkWright and Dwyer. In 2001, |
spent a few months in the Department of Sociolofjyhe University of Wisconsin-
Madison, where | could learn about the method aad applying it to Spain. It looked
like a perfect methodology for studying the quabfyjobs created in the expansion of
employment that most European economies experieocedthe same period, but it
seemed completely impossible to try to do it in entbran one country at a time because

of the lack of comparable data at the Europear.leve

2. More and better jobs? Evaluating the quality ofjobs created in the European
Union between 1995 and 2007

After 2001, I got involved in other projects, skept on delaying the application of the
jobs approach to Spain or other European countiiéen, in 2005 | joined the
European Foundation for the Improvement of Livingd aWorking Conditions, a
tripartite EU Agency that conducts research “totdbate to the planning and design of
better living and working conditions in Europe”. i$hseemed like the perfect
opportunity to try an European-wide analysis of guality of the employment created
since the nineties using thabs approachit fit perfectly in the Foundation’s mandate,
which as an EU institution had much better chamdegetting the necessary data, and
recent economic and political developments in Earbad made such an analysis even

more interesting than it would have been five yeandier.

In 2000, the bursting of the dot.com bubble intpted the long cycle of economic
growth of the 1990s in the US. Although real GDBvgh recovered relatively quickly,
the American Jobs Machindad disappeared: the period that started in 2@0d (
finished abruptly in 2007) has been in fact desatibs the “jobless recovery” in the US
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(Freeman and Rodgers 2004). In Europe, on theamgnthe expansion of employment
after 2001 was even larger than between 1995 a®d. 20

Behind this diverging evolution of the US and Ewaihere was a very significant
reversal of historical trends in labour productivdt the two sides of the Atlantic.
Between 1975 and 1995, employment rates decreas&dirope slowly but steadily,
from 64% to 60% of the working-age population, whit the US it increased from 62%
to 72%, yet during this period the gap between b& Burope in GDP per head at PPP
remained more or less constant. What this meattsatsuntil 1995 labour productivity
increased much faster in Europe than in the US1tHey1990s the U.S. advantage in per
capita income was being maintained largely throhigiher labour input supplementing
its much reduced superiority in productivity” (Gogy, Salverda and Schettkat 2007:
4). But between 1995 and 2007, the period we wilbtlg here, this was completely
reversed: the US employment rates remained moteserstagnahtwhile the EU rate
went from 60% to 67%. Since the late 1990s, theedfansion was mostly due to
productivity growth (hence the jobless recoveryheweas in Europe it was mostly due
to higher levels of labour utilization. Between 598nd 2007, the European Jobs

Machine outpaced the American one.

The large expansion of employment in Europe betw#885 and 2007, and the
simultaneous slowdown of productivity growth, matie possibility of applying the
jobs approach to evaluate the quality of jobs eat Europe in that period especially
timely. What kinds of jobs were created in the 129897 European expansion? Was the
slowdown of productivity related to the creation@iv-quality jobs? Furthermore, there
is a crucial difference between Europe and the bi8hvmakes the European analysis
much more complicated (as we will see later) bsib ahore interesting. Whereas the US
functions as a single labour market, the EU isractice a collection of many different
national labour markets, with often rather diffdreharacteristics and developments.
This makes the EU a fantastic natural laboratony simdying social and economic
change, because it allows to test the sensitivitthese developments to institutional
and structural differences. In fact, the above meed European developments in
terms of labour utilization and productivity weretrat all pervasive across Europe:
between 1995 and 2007, there was an incredssteyogeneityin the levels of labour
utilization and productivity across Europe (Dew-Bexcand Gordon 2008: 6). Did this

Yn fact, it increased slightly between 1995 an@®@Mmut went back to 1995 levels after 2001
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mean that the patterns of employment growth bygodality were also divergent across

Europe?

The policy debate also shifted in Europe arounduie of the century. Throughout the
nineties, the top priority of the European Emplopin&trategy had been simply to
create more jobs (see European Commission 1993)wBen EU governments met in
Lisbon in Spring 2000 to discuss the overall airhshe EU for the following decade,

they emphasized the need to create not only maitealbo better jobs. Thereafter, the
phrase “more and better jobs” became the mottbeBuropean Employment Strategy,
and there were many attempts of evaluating theugeol of employment not only from

a quantitative but also from a qualitative perspectmainly through the development
of indicators on job quality. But the quantitatisad qualitative perspective had rarely
been integrated into these evaluations. Jdtes approachprovided precisely such

integration.

So between 2006 and 2008, the European Foundairothé Improvement of Living
and Working Conditions financed a research prdcévaluating the transformation of
the employment structure across the EU between H9@b2007 (called the JOBS
project). This project was carried out by an in&iomal research group that |
coordinated. In 2008 and 2009, the main results of this projeete published as two
policy-oriented research reports (see FernandeZddamnd Hurley 2008; Stehrer, Ward
and Fernandez-Macias 2009). The project is stijoorg, currently on a second phase
in which we are doing in-depth analysis of specd&pects of the 1995-2007 jobs

expansions (such as its gender dynamics, the tayeq by migration, etc3.

3. The structure of this thesis

This thesis draws directly from the European FotindaJOBS project which |
coordinated for the last 4 years. The previousipatibns from this project (Fernandez-
Macias and Hurley 2008; Stehrer, Ward and Ferndhtdedas 2008) were mostly

2 This research group was composed by Terry Ward fkpplica, a research consultancy based in
Brussels; Robert Stehrer and Hermine Vidovic, ftbmVienna Institute for International Economic
Studies; and John Hurley, Branislav Miculic, Don8tdrrie and myself from the European Foundation
for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditgn

® Participants in this group are Jose Ignacio Anktugo Figueiredo, John Hurley, Francis Green,
Damian Grimshaw, Jean-Marie Jungblut, Mark Keesag8eon Lee, Rafael Mufioz de Bustillo Llorente,
Phillip O’Connell, Robert Stehrer, Matias ScaglipPb®nald Storrie, Terry Ward, Erik Olin Wright and
myself.
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policy-oriented reports, which did not pay mucteation to the theoretical basis of the
approach or its links to existing Social Sciendtesdture: they were mostly aimed at a
very practical evaluation of the quality of the gotreated (and destroyed) in the 1995-
2007 job expansion, with a view to the formulatadrpolicy-relevant conclusions. This

thesis constitutes an attempt to bring the residltee JOBS project to the scientific and
academic field, by developing its theoretical foatiohs, providing a more exhaustive
account of the methodology followed, adding twor@job quality indices to increase

the robustness of the results, making a deepemamd careful analysis of the data, and
discussing the wider implications of our findingsthin the context of the Social

Sciences literature on the effects of technical @ganizational change in the structure

of employment. The chapter structure of this thears be summarized as follows.

In chapter 2, | try to contribute to developing tifeoretical foundations of the jobs
approach. | argue that this approach can be andhothe Marxian argument about the
two-dimensional nature of the division of labounre tbasic element of this approach, the
jobs matrix (basically a big table defined by cmgsoccupation and sector at a
relatively detailed level) can be thus understo®a atructural snapshot of the state of
the division of labour in a particular country apdint of time. Then | review the
literature on job quality, providing a justificatidor the three job quality indices used in
this thesis (one based on wages, the other on tolucand the third one on non-
pecuniary job attributes). Finally, | discuss tliterature on the implications of the
changing division of labour on job quality, arguititat three visions have dominated
this debate over the last 200 years: a pessimustec (dominant in classical political
economy), an optimistic one (associated to theoofe®ost-Industrialism and Skill-
Biased Technical Change), and a more repefdrizing one (associated to theories of
the “declining middle” and Task-Biased Technicalacde). These three visions,
transformed into testable hypotheses, guide theireapanalysis of the rest of this

thesis.

In chapter 3, | discuss the methodology used is thesis. This methodology has two
pillars: the jobs matrix and the job quality rardsn The jobs matrix was constructed by
extracting data from the European Labour Force &by sector and occupation
(NACE and ISCO). The use of these internationaldaad classifications is crucial for

this thesis, because it ensures the comparabilityhe analysis across countries, and

allows linking different information sources at thjeb level. Therefore, these
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classifications and their comparability across ¢oaes and over time are discussed in
detail. The second section of the methodologicaptér explains the construction of the
three job quality rankings, which draw from inforiioa of several different surveys
(again, taking advantage of the possibility of ik information at the job level).
Previous research from the jobs approach had oséd ia wage-based job quality
ranking: in this thesis, we have added two furtih@nkings, one based on the
educational level of job-holders and another on @tichmensional index of non-
pecuniary job attributes. We believe that this iddiincreases considerably the scope
and robustness of the analysis. Finally, the teedtion briefly explains the strategy
followed for analysing the quantitative and qudaiMa jobs matrices generated in the
two previous steps. The analytic methods used im ttesis are relatively simple,
because they mostly consist in a graphical anabfstee evolution of employment by
job quality quintiles (although we occasionally usher techniques as well). This
simplicity is not only an advantage in terms of th&elligibility of results, but it is in
fact a way to ensure that the inevitable problefmmparability and inconsistencies in
the data used do not bias our conclusions (thrauigihes thesis, we will try to stick to a
non-parametric, eagle-eye view analysis, whichadgetly adequate for the type of

broad trend analysis that we intend to do).

Chapter 4 discusses the differences in the strestof employment and job quality
hierarchies across Europe from a static perspecseding the background against
which the dynamic analysis of the rest of the thegil be projected. The first section
presents a broad overview of the distribution opEyment for one-digit sectors and
occupations, which reveals an association betweeoncenic development and
employment structure that coincides broadly witdaathwestern-Southeastern regional
axis in Europe. The second section discusses nmtasty of the job quality hierarchies
across Europe: we estimate this similarity to bevben 50% and 70%, which is on the
one hand large enough as to prove conclusivelyttfejobs matrices are comparable
across countries (otherwise, it would be impossifdlefind such a high level of
correlation in the position of jobs in terms ofith@ages and educational levels across
23 European countries), but on the other hand argelenough as to suggest that the
differences in job quality hierarchies are irrelevda degree of national specificity
between 30% and 50% means that the same struckewalopments can have rather

different implications in different countries). Hilly, the last section merges the
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structures and the rankings constructing a sebohterfactual quintiles that allow to

compare directly job quality structures across Bardhese results show that the same
axis mentioned earlier is associated to differemeelse relative shares of good and bad
jobs. In particular, Southern and Eastern Europsaumtries have a larger share of

employment in the lowest quintiles than Northerd ®estern European countries.

Chapter 5 constitutes the core of the whole thdsipresents the broad patterns of
employment expansion by job quality tiers acrosepe, which show a relatively high
degree of plurality that contradicts any pretendeuniversalist explanation, and
suggests the influence of institutional factors agehous to each country. Once
assumed this fundamental plurality, it seems dleat the upgrading hypothesis is the
one that fits more cases, although there are sonp®riant cases of polarization,
especially in Continental European countries. Thdsterences across Europe are
mostly the result of different structural transfations, rather than the result of the
existence of different job quality hierarchies, @lhmeans that European countries have
created different types of jobs, not the same fmliswith different quality levels. And
these differences did not seem either to be adedcia the different initial positions, as
would have been the case if there was some pradesmvergence or lagged parallel

evolutions. The plurality of patterns seemed totherefore, genuine.

Chapter 6 analyses the employment dynamics whiehbahind the patterns of job
growth identified in the previous chapter, by deposing them in terms of broad
occupations, sectors and status of employment. daécomposition provides further
support for the upgrading hypotheses, showing ttiatrelatively pervasive expansion
of good jobs was primarily related to the expansibriKnowledge-Intensive Services
and the Health sector, whereas the bottom and mipdsitions of employment were
dragged down by the secular decline of the primamng secondary sectors. The
expansion of the bottom, where it did happen (prilman the polarizing countries),
was associated to the expansion of personal artibdisve services. But what
differentiated the polarizing countries from thetrevas that these countries suffered a
specially intense process of destandardization mmpleyment, which suggests an
institutional explanation for these pattern of growth, rather than the technological or

trade arguments that predominate in the literature.

Chapter 7 shifts the level of analysis to the odétb (for the 23 countries with data

available), making a kind of what-if exercise (whhathe EU was a single labour
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market?) that helps answering some specificallystnational questions. The overall EU
patterns of job growth, which can be characteriasdasymmetrically polarized (or
polarized upgrading) look remarkably similar to thatterns of the US for a recent
comparable period of employment expansion analysedVright and Dwyer in the
study that inspired this thesis, and the underlyipgamics were also analogous. In this
chapter, we also analyse the relative contributibthe different regions to the overall
EU patterns of job growth, evaluating the relevanté¢he usual institutional country
clusters for this area. Our results show that inegal terms the country clusters were
not associated to different patterns of job grovetkcept in the case of Continental
Europe, which was clearly linked to the polarizatipattern (and to a more intense
destandardization of employment). Finally, in tbigpter we look for evidence of the
impact of European economic integration on job iguaitructures, only finding a

significant impact in the case of high technologgustries.

Chapter 8 presents the overall conclusions ofttiesis, discussing its main results in
the context of the existing literature on the iroations of the structural division of

labour on job quality.
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2. Theoretical Foundations

1. Introduction

In recent years, a number of academic papers aridypreports have used a
methodology which we can cathe jobs approacho study patterns of change in
employment structures of advanced capitalist ecae®rlUS Council of Economic

Advisors 1996; llg 1996; llg and Haugen 2000; Wtighd Dwyer 2000; OECD 2001;

Wright and Dwyer 2003; OECD 2003; Goos and Manr#8@7; FernAndez-Macias and
Hurley 2008). There are two key elements to thjgragach:

1. The main unit of analysis jsbsrather than individuals, with jobs being defined
as specific occupations within specific sectorse Thole set of jobs thus
defined constitutes a jobs matrix, which is a sifigad representation of the

labour market.

2. Those jobs are then characterised by some indio&fob quality: normally, but
not necessarily, wages. This “characterisatiortised for ranking the jobs and
grouping them in a number of “job quality segmen(®r instance: bad jobs,
middling jobs, good jobs). Then, the evolution afpgoyment in each of those
segments for the period being studied is analyaad, maybe decomposed by
third variables such as gender or employment statas

The objective of most of the papers using the jagroach has been descriptive and
empirical, driven and oriented by policy ratherrttibeory (with the possible exception
of Goos and Manning 2007). In most cases, the aa® simply to evaluate the quality
of the employment generated (or destroyed) withipagicular period of economic

expansion.

* This evolution is studied in terms of the net aj&in the stocks of individuals in jobs.
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In this chapter, | will try to contribute to therggiruction of a theoretical foundation for
this jobs approach. Some of the theoretical argwsndiscussed in this chapter have
been hinted at in some of those earlier papergubm jobs approach, and some of the
arguments are new, even if derived from intuititimst were always implicit although

not systematically developed in the mentioned Eaper

In the following section of this chapter, | willjtto provide a theoretical justification for
the idea of using jobs (defined by occupation aexi@) as the main unit of analysis.
My main argument will be that the resulting matoixjobs is a stylized representation
(or a snapshot) of the existing division of labexithin the production boundariesf

contemporary capitalist economies. But the jobs@ggh can be also justified from a
micro-perspective: from the perspective of workettse cells in the jobs matrix
represent relatively stable positions within thbolar market, which require specific
skills and correspond to specific employment trimees, earnings and working

conditions, and therefore, access to differentdifances.

In the third section, | will discuss the state-oétart with respect to measuring job
quality, providing a theoretical justification fohhe indicators that we will use in this

thesis for characterizing jobs. If there is sommghtlear in the specialized literature, it
is that job quality is a multidimensional concdmttrequires multiple measurements. In
this thesis, we will use three measures of jobiguad evaluate the implications of

structural change in the labour market: one basedvages, another based on the
educational level of people in the different jobedaa third one based on a

multidimensional measure of non-pecuniary job ladiies.

In the fourth section, | will review the recent scsciences literature on the
implications of the evolution of the division ofblaur on job quality. After reviewing
the most important theoretical contributions, llypilesent a broad analytical model and
some key hypothesis on the patterns of changedrctéimposition of the division of

labour that we expect to find in the following emgal analysis.

® Our concept of division of labour is circumscritigdthe market boundaries as defined by the UN
System of National Accounts (UN 1993: 6.18), whasdplicitly excludes all non-market production of
services: most importantly, it excludes all domestork which is not produced by paid domestic staff
The exclusion of domestic work has been criticitiedyears, with good reason, as it excludes haéfllof
valuable work done in the total economic systere (senmonger 1998: 3). But even though we agree
with such criticisms, we must stick to the UN défon for practical and theoretical reasons: piadti
because all our analysis is based on statisticehafiollow the UN standards; and theoretical, beeaus
approach derives from the Social Sciences liteeaparthe division of labour and job quality, which
concerns mainly work within the production boundary
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Finally, 1 will discuss the potential implicatiorsf two confounding factors that can
complicate the analysis and interpretation of @sutts: the initial structural differences
between the countries covered in this thesis, badiime limits that the available data

imposes on our analysis.

2. The jobs matrix: a picture of the division of ldour?

The methodological pillar of thgobs approachis the jobs matrix, which is a
representation of the structure of paid employmera society at a specific point in
time. In practical terms, this jobs matrix is simplbig table classifying all employment
by sector and occupation, each cell being a job figeirre 2.1). The principle behind the
existence of such a structure of sectors and otiomsais the division of labour. This
principle simply means that dividing tasks and gesig them to different specialized
labourers increases greatly the overall efficieatproduction. The application of this
principle, at a societal level, implies that ovetabour is divided into separated tasks
and activities: the resulting structure of employmes itself called the division of
labour in the literature. Therefore, we can underdtthe jobs matrix as a picture of the
structure of employment by sector and occupatidrichvitself is another name for the
division of labour. In this section, we will dissushe theoretical foundations of this
idea.

Sector (NACE)

Agric Fishing | Mining

Managers Job 1 Job 2 Job 3

Professionals| Job 4 Job 5 Job 6

Occupation (ISCO)

Job 1: Managers in agriculture
Job 2: Managers in fishing

Job 3: Managers in mining

Job 4: Professionals in agriculture

Figure 2.1: The jobs matrix in practice

Any cooperation between human beings aimed at girayi with the means for
subsistence and reproduction, in which there isrsgjon and specialized allocation of

activities to different individuals, is a form oivision of labour. Almost by definition,
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therefore, some form of division of labour exigtsall human labour. “All  empirical
evidence shows that labour or work alwaysiEngmme specialization [...]. This
does not, however, imply that it is caused bwptural differences (biological
differences between women and men, for exampleyisibn of labour is always
human-made, its forms are socially shaped.” (Li26R4: 8221). Human beings have to
toil in order to survive in a hostile environmebtit they have to toil together, they have
to cooperate in one form or another. Dividing apdcsalizing work increases greatly
the possibilities for surviving, which is why thison-hardwired feature of human

activity is pervasive in all known human societies.

The idea of increasing returns to specializatioone of the oldest in Western social
thinking, going back as far as the Republic of ®l@br Plato, the principles of
specialization and exchange were at the origitefState itself; Sun 2005: 6). But it is,
of course, Adam Smith who formulates the contenyorancept of division of labour.
Smith considered the division of labour as themadtie source of economic progress:
even technological progress is a by-product ofdikesion of labour for the founder of
modern economics. Smith famously explained thiagypie with the example of a pin
factory: dividing labour into 18 distinct operat®iarried out by specialized workers,
the productive capacity of these workers can betiplield several times. This is
because the subdivision of tasks and specializatidabour increases the dexterity of
workers, reduces coordination times and costs, sovds the seeds of technological
innovation. The last point is specially important:

“[...] In consequence of the division of labour, tiMole of every man's

attention comes naturally to be directed towarasesone very simple object. It
is naturally to be expected, therefore, that some ar other of those who are
employed in each particular branch of labour shaddn find out easier and
readier methods of performing their own particulark, wherever the nature of
it admits of such improvement. A great part of thachines made use of in
those manufactures in which labour is most subdiidwere originally the

inventions of common workmen, who, being each efrthemployed in some
very simple operation, naturally turned their thisisgtowards finding out easier

and readier methods of performing it” (Smith 17[76:8).

Smith considered that the same general principleswabdivision of tasks and

specialization of labour that he exemplified witie fpin factory was behind all forms of
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division of labour, both within factories (divisiomf labour between workers
cooperating in the same production process) antimihe society at large (division of
labour between trades and companies producingeiiffeggoods to be exchanged in the
market). Marx would later argue that there is adamental distinction between the
division of labour within factories and within sety, so fundamental that it is necessary
to speak about two different forms or principles division of labour, despite the

analogies and links connecting them.

“But what is it that forms the bond between theeipeihdent labours of the
cattle-breeder, the tanner, and the shoemakes?hiei fact that their respective
products are commodities. What, on the other hahdracterises division of
labour in manufactures? The fact that the detablolmer produces no
commodities. It is only the common product of dletdetail labourers that
becomes a commodity. Division of labour in socistybrought about by the
purchase and sale of the products of different ditas of industry, while the
connexion between the detail operations in a wasis due to the sale of the
labour-power of several workmen to one capitaligip applies it as combined
labour-power. The division of labour in the workphimplies concentration of
the means of production in the hands of one cagitdahe division of labour in
society implies their dispersion among many indejeeh producers of
commodities [...]. Division of labour within the wakop implies the
undisputed authority of the capitalist over meat tire but parts of a mechanism
that belongs to him. The division of labour withime society brings into contact
independent commodity-producers, who acknowledgether authority but that
of competition, of the coercion exerted by the pues of their mutual interests”
(Marx, 1867: chapter 14, section 4).

Smith did not see any fundamental difference betmtbese two forms of the division

of labour: first, because he saw it primarily ageahnical principle for organizing

production (and therefore, the social coordinatimechanism was for him a secondary
concern), and second (most importantly), becausmmhsidered the labour relation as a
market exchange like any other, with labour itdeing the commodity traded (and
therefore its coordination is handled by the mgrkatcontrast, one of the cornerstones
of Marx’s thinking is the idea that labour is a coodity only in a metaphorical sense:

what the capitalist buys from the worker is notolaly butlabour power(not work, but
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the potential for work embodied in the worker), atmérefore he must ensure the
realization of this labour power into labour input the production process by
mechanisms other than the market (mechanisms imgpsome form of authority and
control). This implies that the division of labawithin producing units is fundamentally
different from the division of labouretweernproducing units: the former entails power
relations and conscious coordination, whereas #ftierl entails a decentralized and

spontaneous coordination based on price signals.

Of course, the two forms of division of labour aseongly related. For Marx, the
manufacture division of labour originated histoligdrom within the social division of
labour, and the manufacture division of labour enstantly expanding the social
division of labour in different ways (Marx, 1867hapter 14, section 4; see also Ricoy
2003: 64). The limits between one and the othepareus, coinciding with the shifting
limits of capitalist firms (or in more general tesmof productive organizations):
whenever an activity moves outside the boundafiesfom (for instance, because of a
subcontracting decision by the company), it movemfthe realm of the manufacturing
to the social division of labour, and vice versat Biey remain two distinct principles
for coordinating specialized productive activitynda despite their analogies and

connections, they have to be considered as digtnwis of division of labour.

Modern orthodox economics remains as blind to itkéndtion between the division of
labour within and between firms as Adam Smith wasenthan two hundred years ago:
from such perspective, the labour exchange is akehaexchange as any other
(Putterman and Kroszner 1996), and therefore trioses within firms are necessarily
(axiomatically) coordinated by prices as in any keafthe fact that this is so patently at
odds with the way work is organized within firmsedanot seem to be a problem for this
school of thought). But in modern institutional romics, this distinction has become
widely accepted, albeit in a slightly different itaur and coming from a different
formulation. It was Ronald Coase, in his classickr on the nature of the firm, who
reintroduced (without acknowledging it as such) thstinction originally made by
Marx (Coase 1996). Coase started by asking himgeyf do firms exist at all: if the
price mechanism is the most efficient coordinatimgchanism for all types of
transactions within market economies, why is thischanism not present in the

organization of production within firms? The answgéren by Coase is that, for some
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types of transactions, the costs of using the pmeehanism are simply higher than

those of coordinating by direct authority:

“The operation of a market costs something andoomiing an organization and

allowing some authority (an “entrepreneur”) to dirg¢he resources, certain
marketing costs are saved. The enterpreneur haarity out his function at less
cost, taking into account the fact that he maythetfactors of production at a
lower price than the market transactions which bpessedes, because it is
always possible to revert back to the open mafke¢ ifails to do this.” (Coase,

1996: 94).

Therefore, according to Coase there are two diftepeinciples for the coordination of
transactions within capitalist economies: the mirkéhich coordinates transactions
between firms (or between producing units) and @utfh which coordinates

production within firms. This is exactly the santea which is behind the distinction
made by Marx between social and manufacture divigib labour, even though the

starting points of Marx and Coase are totally défd.

This distinction between manufacture and sociaistin of labour is the link between
the jobs approachand the social sciences literature on the divisibabour and its
effects. In modern capitalist economies, two dddtiiorms of division of labour exist,
one which applies to the division of labour betwewnrkers within producing units
(manufacturing division of labousertical for brevity) and one which applies to the
division of labour between producing units within aconomy (social division of
labour, for brevityhorizonta). These two forms of division of labour are thesib&or
two classification systems that have become standtatistics for describing how
labour is structured in modern economies: sectord accupations. Using both
principles simultaneously (occupations and sectaws,better: occupationsvithin
sectors), we can describe the current state oflithsion of labour within an economy
along the two dimensions described earlier. Thigxactly the idea behind the jobs

approach.

An alternative way to justify or understand thegabatrix is that it is a detailed list of
all existing “jobs” within an economy, defining jsbas relatively stable and
homogeneous positions, requiring specific skillghin the hierarchies of productive
organizations. From this perspective, the jobs @ggn would consist in an evaluation

of what types of such “jobs” are created or desttbin a specific period of time: the
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relevance of such evaluation can be justified ey ftct that such “jobs” are relatively
stable categories within the economic and socialcgire, categories in which most
people stay for a long time or even forever, antkgaries which imply differential
working conditions as well as earnings potentigés(is the justification proposed by
Wright and Dwyer 2003: 295). In my opinion, nevetdss, such a justification “from
the bottom” of the jobs matrix is simply a reformtibn of the earlier justification “from
the top”. There are “jobs” because there is a dimisof labour. In fact, we can
understand the “jobs” in the jobs matrix as the lgsfa units in the structure of
employment which derives from the current statettef division of labour within

society and organizations.

3. Job quality, relative wages and educational lels

In this project, we want to study how the evolutmnthe structural division of labour
has affected job quality in different European daes since the mid-nineties. In the
previous section, we clarified what do we mean twysobn of labour, but what do we
mean by job quality? In most of the papers whickiehased thigobs approach a
relative measure of wages has been used as thamdaiator of job quality: we will do
basically the same in this thesis, although we usk a secondary indicator based on
average educational level, and as we will see, wk eonstruct a tentative
multidimensional index of job quality to test thebustness of the relative wages
approach. Most of the papers using the jobs apprbage provided mainly a pragmatic
justification for the use of wages as the indicatbrjob quality: the ideal indicator
would be a multidimensional job quality index, ke lack of adequate data makes it
necessary to use relative wages as a proxy. Inséason, we will briefly review the
understanding of job quality and the role playedwages in the economic and social
sciences literature, to try justify the use of aiponal measure of wages as a job quality

indicator and to discuss what implications may ti@se for our analysis.

Despite its importance in contemporary social smenjob quality is a very elusive
concept, for which there are no agreed definitidig. will start this discussion with a
very broad definition to operationalize the confefite quality of a job refers to the

impact that having and doing such job implies tog tvell-being of the worker. This

® This broad definition and the distinction betweesrk and employment quality derives from my
previous work with Mufioz de Bustillo, Antén and &st (2009).
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broad definition emphasizes a couple of thingst fithat our concept of job quality is
worker-centered, and second, that it not only eeferthe performingdoing) of the job
(that is, physically carrying out the tasks asdeciawith the job) but also to the
contractual conditions associated whigvingthat job. The impact of théoing element

of the job can be calledork quality (understanding work as the exertion of physical or
intellectual activity in exchange for an economietnpensation), while the impact of the
having element of the job will be callecemployment quality(understanding
employment as the contractual relation binding worknd employer). The broad
concept of job quality, therefore, can be decomgast two elements: work quality,
referring to the impact of labour activity, and dayment quality, referring to the

impact of the contractual relation, on workers’ aing.
3.1. The mainstream economic approach to job quality

Mainstream economics have never paid much attetdidhe issue of job quality. The

closest thing to a theory of job quality in thiadition is the theory of compensating
differentials. The formulation of this theory comfgem none other than Adam Smith
himself, in the same Wealth of Nations (book 1,ptba10) where he formulated the
modern concept of the division of labour which w&cdssed in the previous section. In
fact, after 200 years of economic literature, Ad8mith’s formulation remains the

canonic model of job quality in this tradition, agll as the canonic theory for

explaining differences in wages for workers witlmigar skills and capacities (see
Cahuc and Zylberberg 2004: 248).

The theory of compensating differentials argued tha utility derived from a job
(which can be equated to our concept of job qyatigpends on the combination of two
separate but substitutive elements: on the one, hrddisamenities associated with
such job (disamenities would be the characterisiicthe job which negatively affect
the well-being of the worker), and on the otherdyahe monetary compensation that
the worker receives for doing such job (wage)h# labour market is open and free, and
agents have perfect information, these two elem@vages and disamenities) will tend
to compensate each other, so that the overall Evelility derived from each job will

be roughly the same for workers with the samesshitid capacity.

Although the theory of compensating differentials dwsually argued from the
perspective of workers, it has its correlate on ¢neployer side as well. Both for

workers and employers these two elements have dppospacts on their utility and
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benefits, and therefore, for both sides they wilédn to compensate each other: the
worker will want a monetary compensation that cedwdlances the decrease in well-
being resulting from the performance of work (oe tbther way around: he will be
happy to receive a lower wage for a job full of aties); and for the employer,
reducing the level of disamenities of a job wiltjuere higher costs, and therefore will
reduce the wage offered (or the other way arourjdbdull of disamenities would be
much cheaper for the employer, so he could incretssevage proportionately).
Employers will offer jobs with different levels afisamenities (and therefore, wages)
depending on the way they organize production astl @nsiderations. Employees will
accept different levels of disamenities dependingh@ir preferences for a higher wage
or a more pleasant job. Therefore, the specifiargd for similar jobs or workers with
similar skills and abilities may vary (depending thve specific combination of wages
and disamenities that they prefer), but their oVdéeael of utility derived from work

will be the same.

The idea of compensating differentials can be sepred graphically with indifference
curves, as shown in figure 2. The vertical axisespnts wages, and the horizontal axis,
the (dis)amenities of different jobs. Each curyaresents possible combinations of both
elements open for workemsith the same level of skills and abiliti€this is very
important, as we will see later). All the pointghim one curve provide the same overall
level of utility to the worker, even if they vary ithe specific level of wages or
amenities that they imply. Each worker may seléet $pecific combination of both
elements that fits best his preferences with rasjgethe wage/disamenities trade-off.
Workers with different skills and abilities (andetiefore, with different productivities)
will have different curves: those with a higher guotivity will get higher amenities for
the same wage or higher wages with the same amenithis is shown by the distance

between line Q1 and Q2 (the latter representingersrwith higher skills and abilities).

The theory of compensating differentials is onetld reasons why job quality has
received so little attention in mainstream econamidis is because a corollary of this
theory is that for a given level of skills and &k (that is, within the constraints
imposed by the fact that workers cannot cost ntoaa their marginal productivity), and
in the absence of external interventions, workatshave the maximal utility they can

reach, with the specific combination of amenitiesl avage that they prefer. There is,

therefore, no potential problem with job qualitythwin a capitalist economy unless there
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are distortions resulting from external intervensinto increase job quality, therefore,
we just have to ensure that markets operate fraely that agents have enough

information’

Higher job quality

\
W1 \ Q1
Wo — Qo
A, A, A g

Amenities (A)

Figure 2.2: Combinations of wages and amenities ldimg to the same level of well-being
(source: Mufioz de Bustillo, Fernandez-Macias, Artdd Esteve 2009)

A crucial element of this theory for our purpossghat the compensating mechanism
only applies to workersvith similar levels of skills and abilitiesThis is because in
mainstream economics wage levels (again, assumoagrgetitive labour market) are
determined by the marginal productivity of laboumedahe same goes for amenities—.
Because amenities and wages are substitutive Jooemployers, the bundle of wages
and amenities that each worker can get is detednioyeproductivity (therefore, the
difference between Q1 and Q2 will be proportionaltihe productivity difference
between both types of workers). So the theory ofipensating differentials does not
say that all workers will get the same level ofitytfrom their jobs (that is, that all jobs
will be of the same quality), but that all diffecas will reflect the different
productivities of workers with different skills arabilities (which again, is the optimal

outcome: a wage above marginal productivity of labeould be unsustainable, a wage

" In fact, from this perspective, any governmergmiit to regulate working conditions (for instance,
regulating health and safety), will either reducayes below the optimum level or generate
unemployment.
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below would be exploitative and below the sociatimpm). All the differences that
exist beyond those based on productivity are oplyagent, different combinations of
wages and amenities chosen by workers themselebsquhlity is, again, simply not

problematic from this perspective.

Mainstream economic theory would probably not agreéh the structural
characterization of labour markets presented irpthgious section, according to which
markets and organizations structure the labour etairko sectors and occupations,
which together give rise to a labour market comgdsgjobs But it is interesting to
discuss what would be the implications of the thiemfrcompensating differentials for
our jobs approach. It seems quite reasonable teeattzpt the logic of compensating
differentials would mostly applyithin jobs (the level of skills and abilities requireat f
the same job should be, in principle, very simikacross different productive
organizations, and therefore, differences in wagékin a job would mostly derive
from differences in preferences with respect towlage-amenities trade-off), whereas
acrossjobs there would be absolute differences in thedles of wages and amenities
because of differences in their relative produtiéi Therefore, each job in the jobs
matrix would correspond to a single line in fig@d, with internal wage differentials
being different points within the same line, and thstance between the lines being the

differences in job quality across jobs.

Therefore, from this perspective the best way tiol\sfjob quality would be to measure
directly the skill and ability levels of each jobr (productivity), because this variable
determines the bundle of wage and amenities (andehgob quality) associated to each
particular job. Our variable of average educatideaél of workers within each job can
be understood as a proxy of the skill level of joasd therefore, as a proxy of job

guality from this perspective.

In principle, the use of wages or amenities ascieudirs of job quality would require
evaluating both simultaneously. The logic of congagion between them implies that
failing to take both into account simultaneouslywablead to an incomplete assessment

of job quality. But on the other hand, if the prefeces of workers for wages and

8 There are other potential mechanisms behind witiirdifferences in wage levels, such as career
effects and personal abilities. Career effectslirevavithin-person differences in wage across time
(equalized at the average level throughout thé&rife) and therefore, it is irrelevant for job qigli
Personal abilities are strictly the result of peeddendogenous) differences, and therefore it cahave
anything to do with job quality. In any case, thegee of mechanisms should not affect the averagel |
of job quality within a job, but its dispersion.
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amenities are roughly similar across jobs (assurttiag they would vary within jobs),
there would be no problem in taking only one oftilve elements as the single indicator
of job quality. There is nothing in this theory tlsays that the preferences vary across
jobs, although it seems plausible that such a thiogld happen. Because of the nature
of the different types of productive activitiesys®jobs may be naturally more pleasant
than others, irrespective of their relative produtes. Naturally more pleasant jobs
may be associated with lower wage levalstéris paribuy because most workers
would be positioned towards the lower right siddiné Q1—and the opposite could
easily happen to naturally unpleasant jobs—. If #féect of these job-biased
combinations of wage and amenities would be largrigh as to generate a variation in
wage levels higher than the variation due to défiferproductivities across jobs, then
looking at only wages or amenities would lead twrang evaluation of the quality of
jobs. From our point of view, although this potahtource of bias must be taken into
account (as we will see later, we will try to enqgaily test it), it is unlikely that the
systematically biased differences in the wagesndisaties bundles across jobs are
large enough as to distort the differences resgutorm different productivity levels.
Especially, if we consider that our approach wél érdinal rather than cardinal (this
source of bias may affect the absolute level ofesadput it is unlikely that it is large
enough as to change significantly the relative tposiof a job in the national wage

hierarchy).

In any case, we will construct an alternative measof job quality based on a
multidimensional measure of disamenities to trytéet these possible biases. This
multidimensional measure will be based in the nevié sociological approaches to job
quality to be discussed later. Unfortunately, beeaof data availability issues, this
multidimensional job quality indicator allows forrauch less detailed analysis of the
labour market, so we will only use it for testirigetvalidity of wages and educational

levels.
3.2. The subjective approach: job satisfaction as an indicator of job quality

An alternative approach for measuring job qualityickh has been gaining ground in
recent times, both within economics and sociolagyto try to measure directly job
guality (or the utility derived from work) by askjrworkers how satisfied they are with
their jobs. Such an approach has the importantradge of simplicity, it avoids making

a priori assumptions about what makes a good jais (vorkers themselves who make



24 Theoretical Foundations

that evaluation, on the spot of being asked aldmit job satisfaction) and produces a
single straightforward index which is supposeddfiect an overall evaluation of job
quality (workers are supposed to weight all thes@nd cons of their jobs, and provide

with an overall evaluation very close to the idéatdity of a job).

But as we have argued in previous work (see MufoBuktillo and Fernandez-Macias
2005; see also Green 2006: 10) this approach leagetty important problem of being
mediated by endogenous factors related to the ctildjg of the workers replying to the
question. This alien element, which has nothinddavith job quality, contaminates the
whole measure making it useless for our purposes. Workers with exactly the same
type of job (with the same bundle of wages and atesnto say it in the economics
terminology) may answer differently to the questmnjob satisfaction depending on
such strictly psychological traits as adaptabilibgtimism or conformism. And the
opposite: workers with very different conditionswbrk and employment may derive
the same satisfaction from their jobs becauseesimple fact that people tend to adapt
their expectations to their objective situatfoithe strong endogenous bias of job

satisfaction, therefore, makes it an inadequatesarezof job quality for our purposes.
3.3. Sociological approachesto job quality

In the sociology of work literature, job qualityhalways been a central issue. On the
one hand, because this tradition does not assumendaclassical economics) that
salaries will automatically compensate for any eaphnt working condition, nor that
wages reflect the full contribution of each workethe productivity of his firm. In fact,

in sociology the assumption tends to be the oppositich research has focused on the
mechanisms (such as exploitation or discriminatita are behind the existence of
unfair remunerations, or uncompensated disamen{flashe other hand, because with
or without compensation, researchers within thaslitton have tried to understand the
implications of existing conditions of work on thell-being of workers. The fact that
harsh working conditions are willingly accepted wgrkers in exchange for a high
salary does not eliminate the negative implicatiohsuch conditions for the worker,
which have to be studied and if necessary reguldea way, this second point derives

from the first one, because once we reject thenagan of fair pay, once we accept

® This is, in fact, what usually happens with jolisfaction: in the most disparately different cdiuatis
of work and employment, most workers tend to giveraarkably similar answer to this question (job
satisfaction tends to be implausibly high acrog#ona, conditions of work and employment and time:
see Mufioz de Bustillo and Fernandez-Macias 2005).
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that workers may be forced by whatever reasonscte@ otherwise unacceptable

conditions of work, those conditions by themselvesome a central social issue.
a) The traditional sociological approach: alienati@nd intrinsic quality of work

The sociological concern with job quality, as malyer key sociological themes, goes
back to the work of Karl Marx. In particular, twore concepts of Marxist theory have
important implications for the sociological analysif job quality. First, the concept of
exploitation which links an initial inequality in endowmentetiveen capitalists and
workers to an intrinsically unfair compensation feork. This theory goes explicitly
against the orthodox theory of wage determinatibolassical economics: contrary to
classical economists, Marx argues that pay andjjatity will alwaysbe suboptimal in
capitalism (from the perspective of workers, of s&). Capitalism as an economic
system depends on labour exploitation, which isulienate source of profits, and for
this reason, capitalism needs to ensure that werker in a situation which force them
to accept exploitative conditions of work. It wilerefore tend to generate high levels
of unemployment (Marx'seserve army of the unemployexhd de-skill work through
the principle of the division of labour and meclzation, to keep workers easily
substitutable and willing to accept almost any job any salary (Marx 1867). The
second key Marxist concept for the sociologicarature of job quality iglienation a
philosophical concept that involves an anthropalabinterpretation of the nature of
labour. For Marx, productive work is the essenc¢hef human condition: it is through
work that humans achieve realization and fulfilmeltie capitalist labour relation, by
separating workers from the means and fruits of terk, alienates them from their
very nature and impedes their realization as hurbaings (Marx 1932). As
exploitation, alienation is consubstantial to calBm. Exploitation implies that workers
never receive a full compensation for their wonkg alienation that the nature of work
under capitalism is inherently dehumanizing. Thistfconcept implies a turn towards
the conditions that maintain wages low: deskilleagd power relations in the labour
market and at the workplace. The second concepliesnp turn towards the intrinsic
gualities of work and the social conditions in whitis realized (autonomy, skills, the

social environment).

Drawing on these Marxist concepts (and updatingih&raverman mounted his theory
of the degradation of work in the 20Century (Braverman 1974). Braverman’s

arguments are more relevant for the study of tledugion of the division of labour than
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for the measurement of job quality, and therefoeewil discuss them mainly in the
following section. But it is important here to ndtis emphasis on skills and autonomy
as the key elements of job quality (thus, primaditgwing from the Marxist concept of
exploitation). This would have a lasting influenioethe sociology of work literature,
especially in théabour procesdradition that derives directly from Bravermamsgum

opus

The first important attempt at an empirical openadilization of Marx’s concept of
alienation in the social sciences was Blauner'slystaf “Alienation and Freedom”
(Blauner 1964). Blauner proposed four dimensionaliehation, each of which could be
measured through survey questions: powerlessnesainglessness, social alienation
and self-stranglement. Blauner's approach has bagcised for resembling too much
the standard job satisfaction analysis (Edgell 2@8§. It was workers themselves who
evaluated their own feelings of alienation (in termf Blauner's four dimensions)
through a questionnaire, something which is propbabbdds with Marx’s original idea,
which referred to an objective state of deprivatainpossibilities for self-fulfillment.
Nevertheless, Blauner’s approach was also veryential in the analysis of job quality,
initiating a subjectivist tradition which has bespplied to different countries and work
environments (see, for instance, Shepard 1977;d4all 1982; Vallas 1988).

b) Segmentation theory

A different but equally important strand of socimal analysis of job quality is
segmentation theory. This approach also departa fiorejection of the neoclassical
model of the labour market and wage determinatibne neoclassical model of
competitive labour market, according to this theanay be a useful description of
some segments of the labour market, but not ofwthele of it (Peck 1996: 47). The
real-life labour market is split into different $segnts which function according to
different rules and organizational principles (tdmnpetitive model being one of them,

but not the only one).

The original formulation of this theory by Doeringand Piore, two institutional
economists, argued that advanced capitalist labwarkets are dual in nature, with a
primary and a secondary sector (Doeringer and P1&&9). The primary sector is
associated with the economic activities which mage of advanced technologies and
highly skilled labour: work in this sector is coordted by internal labour markets, in

which employers and employees develop long-terraticels (workers are protected
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from competition from outsiders), and wages andkimgy conditions are above the
standard. The secondary sector is associated te imackward economic activities
which require relatively low-(or general-)skilledovkers: this sector functions much
more as the standard model of competitive labouketgwith intensive competition
between workers and salaries and conditions detednby supply and demand),
employment relations are much more short-term argdable, and working conditions
and remunerations are considerably worse than é ghmary sector. The key
mechanism behind this dualism in Doeringer andeé®omodel is the organizational
response to the dilemma of how to keep up withreldgical advances and increase
productivity while maintaining flexibility to deatith market fluctuations. The primary

sector responds to the first necessity, while de@sdary sector responds to the second.

Doeringer and Piore’s theory sparked a whole stn@search and further theoretical
development: segmentation theory remains one of rtost important fields of
sociology of work and heterodox labour economics #nportant derivation of
segmentation theory was initiated by radical pmditieconomists Gordon, Reich and
Edwards, who challenged the technological/orgaminat explanation given by
Doeringer and Piore arguing that the real mechartighind segmentation was a
conscious strategy by management to divide and (@tedon, Reich and Edwards
1982). Following Braverman’s hypothesis of the fam@&ntal tendency of capitalist
industrial development to degrade work, these asthmgued that it was the increasing
levels of discontent which resulted from this tamde (which exploded in the restless
1970s) which led employers to a segmentation gjyatexploiting (or expanding) the
divisions in the working class to undermine itsidality and therefore to deflate
workers’ mobilization. Later developments of segtaéon theory have become more
multidimensional: segmentation is understood as wdtiple process with multiple
mechanisms behind, including social reproductiasgrémination, industrial relations

or state policies (for a review, see Peck 199679%-

Overall, the segmentation approach implies thatethe no automatic compensation
between wages and working conditions (rather, tieeyl to correlate when different
segments are compared) and that the determinatiamges does not depend only on
skills (although skills are a crucial driver forgseentation in this theory); therefore, that

job quality can vary substantially in non-optimadyg. The segmentation approach also
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emphasizes the importance of the contractual ogland the conditions of employment

for job quality.
c) Health and safety literature

A third strand of sociological analysis (with kewntributions from occupational

medicine and epidemiology) which is also relevamtthe study of job quality is the

health and safety literature. This tradition i®sgly empirical in character (there is no
unified theoretical approach behind), and it fosusa the analysis of the direct effect
that the conditions of work have on workers’ healitne range of conditions and
outcomes studied in this tradition has varied atiogrto the changing nature of work in
the last century. Up to the 1970s, most researcthisntradition focused on physical
risks and hazards typically associated with indaistwork; after the 1970s, the focus
shifted towards psychosocial risks and their outsmreflecting the increasing
importance of service employment (see Wilkinson1d0This tradition has always had
very strong links to social policy, in particulanse the development of the Welfare
State and modern labour regulation in the firsf lo&lthe 23" Century: there is an

implicit assumption that, notwithstanding the mamgtcompensation received and
whether it is willingly accepted by workers or ntitere are some conditions of work
which the society deems to be unacceptable (beadubeir impact on workers’ well-

being, hence the need to study job quality fromealth and safety perspective) and

which therefore must be forbidden or regulated.
d) Work-life balance studies

Finally, we will just mention a fourth strand ofcological research relevant for job
guality which is relatively new but has become guihportant in recent years: the
studies on work-life balance. Although this issas been in one way or another present
in sociological research on work and employmeninftbe very beginning, it is only in
the last 25 years that this subject has really imec@ central issue. Behind this
increasing centrality of work-life balance is theearporation of married women and
women with children to the workforce after the seies: this incorporation brought
to the surface a conflict between work and famigmands which had before been

precariously resolved by the gender division ofolabinside and outside home (men

10 Unmarried women were naturally part of the workopf advanced capitalist economies well before
the seventies.
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worked for pay, women carried out reproductive ettt home; see Drew, Emerek, and
Mahon 1998; also Whitehead 2008).

The work-life balance literature emphasizes thatkwines not take place in a vacuum,
but within the context of life: therefore, job gitlshould not only refer what happens
within the workplace and its implications for workeasmonads but also its wider
implications for the possibilities of having anegtated and satisfactory life outside
work. This approach is specially important from ender perspective, because the
persistence of unequal gender roles implies thamevoare much more likely to suffer
from conflicting work and family demands. The agpeaf work which have a larger
impact on the work-life balance are those relatedhte duration and scheduling of
working time (working time marks the boundary betwework and life), most
importantly working time flexibility, predictabilt of schedules and the extension of
working time into hours usually reserved for fandlyties or socializing (for a review,
see Guest 2002).

Summarizing the different contributions: a lisfaf quality dimensions

From a sociological perspective job quality is altidimensional phenomenon and
therefore requires a multidimensional approach itsr study and measurement.
Although there is no encompassing theory of jobliughat attempts to link all its
components and their interactions within a singtelel, we can derive a tentative list of
dimensions based on the elements considered inmpdstathe different sociological
traditions discussed in this section (see table @/k will use this list of dimensions to
construct an alternative job quality indicator théit be compared to the two indicators
that will be used in this thesis (based on waged aducational levels). This
multidimensional job quality indicator will not ih@e wages as an element (even
though it is an obvious component of job qualibgluded in table 2.1) because we want
to compare its results from those of the indicéased solely on wages. Therefore, we
can consider this third indicator as a proxy ohdienities, because it will be based on
different measures of aspects and conditions okvemrd employment that have an
impact on the well-being of workers (following oearlier definition), but leaving out

the monetary compensation.
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The orthodox Traditional The institutional Occupational Work-life balance
economic sociological approach: medicine and health studies
approach: approach: alienation  segmentation and and safety literature:

compensating and intrinsic quality employment risks and impact of

wage differentials of work quality work on health
Labour Objective strand (8) Contractual Conditions: Working time:
compensation (2) skills; status and stability  (10) Physical risks; (14) Duration
(1) wages; (3) autonomy of employment; (11) Psychosocial (15) Scheduling
(1bis) disamenities Subjective strand: (9) Opportunities for risks; (16) Flexibility
(unmeasurable);  (4) powerlessness skills development  Outcomes: (17) Regularity
(5) meaninglessness; and career (12) Perceived impact (18) Clear boundaries
(6) social isolation; progression of work on health; Intensity:
(7) self-estrangement (13) Absenteeism (19) Pace of work

and workload
(20) Stress and
exhaustion
Table 2.1: Dimensions of job quality suggested byhe different traditions
(Source: Mufioz de Bustillo, Fernandez-Macias, Artdd Esteve 2009)

Therefore, we will have indicators for the threeirmalements of job quality in the
compensating differentials approach: skills (prdxk®y education), pay (measured by
wages) and disamenities (based on the multidimeakjob quality index based on the
dimensions 2 to 20 of table 2.1). In terms of tbeislogical approach to job quality, we
will have both a multidimensional job quality indean indicator of wagésand an
indicator of the educational level of job-hold€rsvith these three indicators, we should
be able to get a reasonably comprehensive view obf quality, assuming its

fundamental complexity.

4. The structural evolution of the division of labar and job quality

But the core of this thesis (and most previous aede carried out with the jobs
approach) is not about the division of labour dr guality on their own, but about what
are the implications of the evolution of the digisiof labour on the quality of jobs in
advanced capitalist economies. In this sectionwillediscuss in some detail the most
important contributions of the social sciences rditere (mainly economics and
sociology) on this issue, grouping them three aaieg: those that argue that, as a result

of the structural evolution of the division of labp job quality is degrading (the

1 In sociology of work, wages and working conditi@ie often assumed to correlate, rather than
compensate each other as in neoclassical econdrgose the paradox that although sociological
theories have often argued against a purely ingntiah perspective of work, there is nothing in ¢ghes
theories against using wages as a proxy of johbitgual

2 The interest of the educational indicator fronpeislogical perspective can be justified on two
grounds. On the one hand, because higher edudatida to better jobs (through mechanisms of social
reproduction, another important tradition of soogital analysis). On the other hand, because
educational levels tend to be correlated with #ik requirement of jobs, which as we have discdsse
earlier, has been considered one of the definiagehts of job quality from an intrinsic perspective
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pessimists), those that argue it is upgrading @pimists), and those that argue that
both things are happening at the same time, thraugiolarization process that is
emptying the middle. But before we review thesdedént theories, it is necessary to

make some important clarifications.

The division of labour within a society is contiusty changing, transforming both the
nature of existing jobs and the structure of emplegt. We can differentiate two types

of change in the division of labour:

a) Within-jobschanges in the division of labour: these wouldhee changes that
transform the types of tasks involved in specifibg, the skills required or the

associated hierarchical position.

b) Across-jobschanges in the division of labour: these wouldhee changes that
affect the quantity of labour which is allocated ttee different jobs in an
economy. This second category would also include dieation of new jobs
(which can be the result of the subdivision of evipusly existing job, or of the
creation of new activities for satisfying new neealsof the creation of activities
involving new forms of satisfying old needs), asllvess the disappearance of
pre-existing jobs (which may become unnecessaryy & substituted by
machines or by jobs of a different nature). In othierds, this second type refers

to structural change in the division of labour.

These two types of change in the division of labaxe closely connected, interacting
between them and taking place simultaneously imrtituous process of shifts and
transformations in the employment structure. Thesjapproach which we are
discussing here, and this thesisexelusivelyconcerned with the second type of change
in the division of labour (or employment structuré&ye can call this second type of
change thecompositional evolution of the division of labowt more simply the
transformation of the jobs structureNVhat we will do here is to study such
transformation from the perspective of job qualagsigning a relative measure of job
quality to each job, we will allocate the net chamg the stocks of employment by jobs

within a job quality metric.

This means, and we have to be very clear this, tthatapproach ignores all changes
that take placevithin jobs, as well as changes in job quality of an Rleaather than

relative nature. For instance, with this approaehwould not detect an increase in the
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level of wage inequality unless it changes thetiredaposition of jobs against each
other, nor would we detect a process of generaliggtadation of job quality (as the
approach is relative, it is not affected by muitipy all values by a constant). This is
certainly a limitation of the approach, which hasé assumed as such—but it would be
wrong to overstate its implications. Evidence ssggehat, in the short and medium
run, the within-job changes do not affect signifitta the relative positions of each job
against the rest (see Krueger and Lawrence 198EnA1994; for a theoretical
discussion, Weiss and Fershtman 1994), so thag asfixed wage hierarchy should not
generate a significant bias (for more details, gee methodological section). With
respect to the potential problem of a generalizgmhge in job quality levels, it seems
implausible within a short period as the one wd stildy here, but even if something
like that could have happened, it would not invatélthis approach. Our focus is on
structural change, which is best studied with atied approach (rather than putting the
whole structure within an externally defined abs®lmetric, a relative approach implies
studying structural change on its own terms). Thase not really problems of this
approach as such, but potential misunderstandigdong as we are aware that this
thesis is about the job quality implications of #wolution of the division of labour
from a compositional perspective, not about chamgegage inequalities or changes in

job quality in general, there should be no problem.

A further important qualification concerns the faar approach will be totally demand-
oriented: that is, we will ignore the supply-sidette labour market both in our review
of the existing literature and in our own empirieaalysis. This necessarily implies a
misrepresentation of reality to some extent, bezdlie distinction between supply and
demand on the labour market is useful but artificrapractice, the functioning of the
labour market depends on the interaction betweempdople that want to work (supply)
and employers that want to hire them (demand).cHasmging division of labour and its
impact on job quality is affected from factors camirom both sides, but we will focus

on only one of them. Why?

First, because we need to put some limits to tingeeof issues that we will cover:
pretending to do an evaluation of all supply andnaed-side factors affecting the
changing division of labour and job quality wouldchply be too ambitious (this thesis is
already ambitious enough, despite being circumedritb one side only). Second,

because the basic definitions and assumptions iagplan the previous two sections are
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most directly linked to the demand side of the labmarket. Our concept of the
division of labour mainly concerns the labour psscérom a material perspective, and
our concept of job quality on the impact of workittwn the production boundaries) on
the well-being of workers: in both cases, our foisusn what happens at work and how
work is organized, which in a capitalist economyuitimately the prerogative of
employers. Third, because the same orientatioousd in most of the literature on this

issue.

We believe that each of these three reasons id aalli meaningful, but they can be
contested, and we have to be honest about it. &#pect to the first point, the danger
is to oversimplify rather than simplify: that igy arrive to wrong conclusions because
we are ignoring important factors. In particuldnere are three supply-side factors
whose neglect can be quite harmful, because theelikaly to have played a significant
role in the story we will tell in this thesis: ttehange in the educational level of
workers, the increasing incorporation of womennmp®yment, and the recent wave of
migration in some European countries. With respe¢he second point, it is true that
the effect of these three factors is more inditkan the demand-side factors we will
discuss in the following pages, but indirect does mean unimportant: the increasing
levels of education of the European labour force haen explicitly linked to the
expansion of high-skilled jobs (Acemoglu 1999); testandardization of employment
conditions is strongly associated with the incogpion of women in the labour market
(Rubery, Smith, Fagan and Grimshaw 2005); and ¢bent availability of a large pool
of migrants has probably facilitated the expansérow-paid employment in many
European countries (Ferndndez-Macias and Hurley)20®ith respect to the third
point, as shown by the references of the previcuss] there is a long tradition of
studying these issues, even though often not edplirom a division of labour

perspective as the one taken in this thesis.

So we do not pretend that supply-side issues d@repamtant, and we have to be aware
that we will be leaving important issues out of discussiort? But we still believe that
in order to keep this thesis within a managealihgezof complexity, it is necessary to

restrict our focus to the demand-side, followingstnaf the literature on this field.

3 In fact, in previous research, | have looked djmstly at these issues (Mufioz de Bustillo, Ferrémd
Macias and Antén 2007; Parent-Thirion, Fernandezibf Hurley and Vermeylen 2007), even from the
same “jobs” perspective (Fernandez-Macias and M@0®8; Stehrer, Ward and Fernandez-Macias
2008).
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4.1 The pessimists: the evolution of the division of labour and the degradation of

work

The discussion of the effects of the changing dviof labour on job quality has been
part of the general debate on the division of lak&ince its modern formulation by
Adam Smith in “The Wealth of Nations”. Most of tlubassical perspectives on this
issue (starting with Smith himself) were deeplysisstic. Until well advanced the 90
century, most social thinkers assumed that thesidiviof labour, the same principle that
had precipitated the largest expansion of matesllth in human history, had the most
atrocious effects on the human condition. For Adamith, it “mentally mutilated”
workers until they became “as stupid as human Isecag be”. For Marx, it deskilled,
alienated and dehumanized workers, until they becarfcrippled monstruosity”. For
Frederick Winslow Taylor, who spoke as an engin@ethout any moral intention,

industrial workers had to become “trained gorillas”

As is well-known, Smith was the most enthusiastipporter of the advantages of the
division of labour: for him, this principle was itg less than the ultimate source of all
economic progress (Smith 1776: 1.1.1). But at thenes time, he was surprisingly
pessimistic about the effects that such principlerted on the nature of work and the
condition of workers, as explained in this ofterotpd passage from “The Wealth of

Nations”.

In the progress of the division of labour, the esgptent of the far greater part
of those who live by labour, that is, of the greatly of the people, comes to be
confined to a few very simple operations, frequent one or two. But the
understandings of the greater part of men are sadBs formed by their
ordinary employments. The man whose whole lifepisns in performing a few
simple operations, of which the effects are perhalpsys the same, or very
nearly the same, has no occasion to exert his staieling or to exercise his
invention in finding out expedients for removindfidulties which never occur.
He naturally loses, therefore, the habit of suchrion, and generally becomes
as stupid and ignorant as it is possible for a hugraature to become (Smith
1776: V.1.178).

It is interesting to note that such a devastatiegspnism about the effects of the
division of labour on workers did not lead Adam 8mio reconsidering the other

benefits of such principle. In fact, Smith did ra#vote much time to discuss what
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should be done against the terrible consequencién afivision of labour on the human
condition. His main suggestion was that the sthteilsl provide general education for
the working classes to somehow alleviate this limitg effect of modern work
principles (Smith 1776: V.1.178).

It is, of course, Marx who fully developed a theatyout the effects of the division of
labour on the human condition, a theory which playsentral role in his evaluation of
industrial capitalism as a social form. For Marxe tvery essence of human nature is
productive activity, and it is through productivetigity that human beings can achieve
fulfilment and realization. The division of laboum manufactur, at least as it
developed in capitalist industry, separates (atesjyaworkers from their very nature as
human beings by separating (alienating) them froenmheans and fruits of their work:

workers become pieces of a machine which is cdattdly someone else.

As argued earlier, Marx understood the productioocg@ss not only from a technical
perspective (as Adam Smith), but also from a maliti perspective, involving
asymmetrical power relations, authority and contFar Marx, labour can never be a
commodity as any other, because it is purposefmhdiu activity which cannot be
separated from workers (or executed without thédlmgness). What is bought and sold
in the labour market is labour power, the capattwork for a specific period of time.
But the input needed in the production processt®ur, not labour power: somehow,
labour power has to be converted into effectiveolabwithin the manufacturing
process. Hence the inherent conflict in capitddisour relations: for a given wage level,
capitalists will want to extract as much labour @sssible from their employees,
whereas it is in the interest of workers to workitile as possible (considering that they
do not benefit directly from the fruits of theiblaur, which belong to the capitalist that
hired them, but from a salary fixed beforehatid}.is for this reason that the capitalist
production process necessarily involves the exeifoauthority and control within the
factory. For Marx, the manufacturing division obtar is a very powerful tool in the
hands of capitalists for securing their control rottee labour process and ensuring a
high rate of exploitation: on the one hand, becatusansforms the worker into a piece

of a larger mechanism which he does not controlimterstand; on the other hand,

4 This argument concerns the division of labour anfacturing, not the social division of laboureSe
section 2 above.

15 This conflict is at the core of the Marxist contepexploitation, which Marx linked to his labour
theory of value: the benefits of the capitalistpat®d on his appropriation of surplus labour, teabih the
difference between the salary and the full value/loat the worker produces (see Mayer 1994: ch&ter
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because it simplifies the work tasks and skillsunesf for industrial work so much that
workers can be easily substituted and therefore teggaining position vis-a-vis the

employer is weakened (Marx, 1867: chapter 14, ce@).

Therefore, for Marx the principle of the divisionf dabour (especially within
manufacturing) is not a neutral technique that dwirabout greater efficiency in
production, even if unfortunately degrading workicmnditions (as argued by Smith).
For Marx, the ever deepening division of laboua tsol used by capitalists to degrade
labour (to ensure their control over the labourcpss and the maximum possible
exploitation of workers). Although Marx did not dethe higher efficiency (in purely
technical terms) of cooperative production orgashiz@tionally according to the
principles of division of tasks and specializatioh workers, he emphasizes its
interactions with the relations of power within tpeoduction process and therefore

explicitly challenges its neutrality.

There is a certain degree of ambiguity, not to saytradiction, in Marx’s arguments
about the division of labour and its effects. Maimultaneously considered the
principle of the division of labour as a genuinegress in the productive capacities of
humankind and as an evil tool in the hands of edipit to dismember workers’ human
nature in order to facilitate their exploitation.eVW¢an illustrate this ambivalence with
Marx’s own words, from chapter 14 of tome | of Gapi“If, therefore, on the one hand,
it [the division of labour] presents itself histoally as a progress and as a necessary
phase in the economic development of society, encther hand, it is a refined and
civilised method of exploitation” (Marx, 1867: chap 14, section 5). In this sense, the
analysis that Marx makes of the principle of theision of labour is similar to his
analysis of machinery, which he considered botbreef for the progress of humankind

and a powerful tool in the hands of capitalistfutther exploit workers.

This ambivalence has lead to some debate betweerid¥lacholars on whether the
division of labour has to be considered part of itinterial or the social relations of
production (Cohen 2000: 111-113). The materialti@la of production refer to the
technical organization of the production processthte way societies organize the
production of the use values (goods and servides) heed: therefore, these relations
can be abstracted from the specific social formsawthority and power linking the
people involved in production. These social formme what Marx called the social

relations of production (class relations are amea of social relation of production).
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If the principle of the division of labour bringsgenuine increase in the productivity of
labour, as machinery does, then the division ablalis part of the material relations; if
the principle of the division of labour only brings increase in the rate of exploitation,
then the division of labour is part of the socialations of production. My
understanding (following Cohen 2000: 111-113) iattmotwithstanding the use that
capitalists may do of the division of labour, Maonsidered the first sentence to be the

correct oné®

For Marx, the principle of the division of labourassr by no means the central
mechanism behind the social structure of capitalidrhis centrality, in Marx’s
theoretical framework, is assumed by the privatperty of the means of production by
capitalists, the deprivation of workers from theand the support given by the state to
such order of things. This institutional framewa@&nerates the bipolar class conflict
around which capitalism is defined as a politicadcial and economic system. The
division of labour is certainly a powerful tool the hands of capitalists, as much as
machinery or technology in general, to advancer thaerests: but it is not the
mechanism that shapes capitalism as a social amdoetc system. For Marx, the
tendency which defined the character and futurecagitalism was the increasing
polarization of society in two contradictory class®ourgeoisie and proletariat. The
degradation of work as a result of the increasingsidn of labour in manufacturing is

at most a side-effect of such tendency, subordiiates.

The ambiguity in Marx’s analysis of the effectstbé division of labour may appear
nowadays somewhat outdated, a piece of Marxistlasticism, but it is crucial for the
overall evaluation of the effects of the divisidnlabour from this tradition of thought.
It concerns whether the division of labour is adamentally good development that
expands human productive capacities (as Adam Swothld say, despite its negative
moral impact on workers; or as Marx could add, desfis evil potential under
capitalists’ hands) or a historically contingentnfioof social organization that only
increases the capacity of one social group to éxatmther, and which therefore should

eventually disappear in a more just social syst@ome followers of Marx adopted the

16 Nevertheless, a certain ambiguity remains: forinse, when Marx said in “The German Ideology”,
that in communism there would be no division ofdab(the same way as there would be no classés), th
seems to imply that the division of labour is parthe social relations of production. Otherwidehe
principle of division of labour is one of the farddehind the high level of productivity which is a
necessary precondition for socialism, how coultkiabolished when socialism arrives? (see Llorente
2006 for a discussion of this specific issue; &shen 2000: 131-133).
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first view (such as Gerry Cohen; see Cohen 200Q:111B), some others the second

(such as Stephen A. Marglin; see Marglin 1976).

Braverman’s degradation of work hypothesis canrbenéd on this second strand of
Marxist analysis of the effects of the divisionlabour. Braverman’s theory is basically
an update and further elaboration of Marx’s analysi the labour process and the
division of labour: but Braverman goes a step friéind argues that the manufacturing
division of labour that takes place within capgalifirms is basically a negative
development that does not increase the productymaty of men, just the rate of

exploitation.

The gist of Braverman’s argumentation lies in higaidled analysis of contemporary
management literature, especially of F. W. Taylad ais Principles of Scientific
Management (see Braverman 1998: chapter 4). Tayideas are almost a perfect
managerial correlate of Marx’s theory of the labguwocess under capitalism. For
Taylor, factory workers tended to shirk swldier, because they assumed that working
fast would eliminate jobs for other workers and caese it was objectively in their
interests to soldier in a system which paid bydhg or by the piece, but not according
to their real productivity (Taylor 1911: chapter He criticised the fact that, at his time,
most of the responsibility and control of the wanlocesses remained in the hands of
workers, especially in the case of craft work: allyg labourers to organize their own
pace of work led to a generalized shirking, to picitlity levels far below the real
optimum. In order to increase the efficiency of guction, managers had to (re)gain
control of the work process, which involved collagt and monopolizing all the
knowledge previously on the hands of workers, eaging the work process under
scientific principles, selecting the workers suigafor each task and providing them
with detailed instructions. Taylors’ system wasibtalty a further step in the principle
of division of labour in manufacture, according winich there would be not only
separation of tasks and allocation to specializetkers, but an effective separation of
conception and execution of work, the first beihg aibsolute prerogative of managers

and the second being carried out without any reguémt of initiative by workers.

Braverman’s core argument is that Taylorism, whigtame the standard system of
work organization in large capitalist factoriesaiighout the first half of the 50
Century, is simply a more explicit formulation diet principles which were inherent in

capitalist work organization from the very begirmiras argued by Marx a century
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earlier: “its role [of Taylorism] was to render smious and systematic, the formerly
unconscious tendency of capitalist production” (Branan 2000: 83). The goal behind
this refinement in the division of labour is simphe disempowering and deskilling of
workers in order to increase the rate of expl@tatiThis system is not better in terms of
efficiency than the previous craft system, undercWwht was the worker who kept the
knowledge and control of production and the degoéetask differentiation was

considerably lower. “Taylorism belongs to the chaindevelopment of management
methods and the organization of labour, and nah¢éodevelopment of technology, in

which its role was minor” (Braverman 2000: 59).

The hypothesis of Braverman, therefore, with respeche effects of the division of
labour on job quality is even stronger than thatMarx: the progressive division of
labour under capitalism is purposefuldegradation of work, which does not imply
progress in the productive powers of humankind jissttan increase of exploitation. As
happened with Marx, this mostly concerns the mariufang division of labour (our
vertical dimension of the jobs structure). AlthouBhaverman’s discussion is mostly
based on the manufacturing sector, he explicityed that the same tendency affected
clerical work and services in general, helped bghmelogical innovations that
facilitated the deskilling of these previously ueafed sectors (Braverman 2000:
chapters 15 and 16).

Braverman’s theory is the culmination of the pessiic Social Sciences tradition on
the effects of the division of labour, which hadwpated economics and sociology of
work since the 18 Century (we have focused on Smith and Marx, butcaald have

mentioned also Tocqueville and Stuart Mill, for tarsce). The influence of

Braverman’s book in the field of Sociology of Wowas enormous throughout the
seventies and eighties, and his hypothesis of tiagkand work degradation has been
empirically tested innumerable times in the moffedent contexts. But in fact, most of
the evidence tended to refute, rather than confiBmaverman’s predictions (for a
review of empirical evidence on Braverman’s hypsibesee Edgell 2006: 53-59). The
structural evolution of the division of labour happarently given a radical turn towards
a less dehumanizing labour process even beforeeBraan published his classical

study.
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4.2. The optimists: more and better jobsin a post-industrial economy

The most obvious difference between the previoterpnetation of the implications of
the evolving division of labour and this one istttteey focus on different sectors of the
economy. The pessimists’ view was mostly basedroaralysis of the conditions of
work and work organization within manufacturing, i@ since the Industrial
Revolution and up to the mid 20Century was clearly the dominant sector of the
economy. The optimists’ view (to continue with thsBghtly artificial dichotomy),
instead, departed from the assumption that manufagtwas not the dominant sector
anymore, having been substituted by services (Hfee970s, this was statistically true
for many advanced capitalist economies; see Cast8D0: 224-232). This means that,
even though their respective interpretation of éfffects of the changing division of
labour could not be more different, they are natessarily incompatible. Many post-
industrialists would agree with Braverman that tregure of work in manufacturing
tends to degradation and deskilling: their pointulgdobe that manufacturing is
becoming a marginal sector, and the nature of wodervices (especially in knowledge
intensive services, as we shall see right nownigady different. But Braverman and
post-industralists were coetaneous, and they heettdconfrontations: the Marxist
American scholar argued that the same processelesiilling and degradation was
already taking place in services; and many posistréalists argued that, even within
manufacturing, the process of deskilling was catnat@nced by the increasing demand

of high skilled workers to deal with new machinand information technologies.

But why this secular trend towards services? Fecudising this core element of post-
industrialist theories, we will follow the argumation of Fourasti®, which is the

clearest and most carefully developed: one of tbesvof post-industrialism is a certain
tendency to broad generalizations and vaguendbe iargumentation. The potential for
productivity gains are very uneven across the whffe sectors: since the industrial
revolution, mechanization has led to a massive ymtidty growth within the goods-

producing sectors (agriculture and manufacturibg),it has had very limited impact on
services, whose productivity has remained at vanylar levels for hundreds of years
(because the very nature of services, which invalwdirect and personal interaction

between the producer and consumer, has remairgglylarnchanged). This in itself (as

Y The book in which Fourastié developed this thétitg Grand Espoir Du Xx Siécle”) was never
translated into English, so in my exposition | éaithe summaries of Hospers 2004 and Van Dijk 1998.
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argued by Baumol 1967) would imply that, even i thtructure of demand would
remain constant (the same proportion of goods teics would be demanded), the
service sector would tend to assume an increagiogopion of overall employment.

But post-industrialists go even further, arguing structure of human wants shifts
towards services as income rises. Developing Esdalv (which declared that the
proportion of income spent on food tends to deeemith income), Fourastié argued
that the income elasticity of agricultural and miactured goods is lower than 1 (that
is, their share in consumption shrinks with incomk) fact, he argued that the
consumption of goods eventually reaches a poinsatfiration, in which increasing
income does not lead to increasing consumptionooflg (Hospers 2004: 48). On the
contrary, the demand of services is highly elastith respect to income, because
services contribute to well-being and to the sauigtime by the consumer (and
therefore, it is much more difficult or even lodlgampossible to reach a saturation
point as in the case of material goods). The ictema of both processes (uneven
productivity growth by sectors, and higher incontestcity of demand for services as
income grows) leads to the rising dominance of #eevice sector in terms of
employment. Similar reasons have led more receitensrto argue that within the

service sector, it is the most knowledge-intensigvities which tend to concentrate

most of employment growth (Castells 2009: chap}er 4

So the underlying argument is that in most devedagaitalist societies it is the service
sector rather than manufacturing which become&elyesector in terms of employment.
The next step in the post-industrialists’ argumeaitais that the nature of productive
activity in services is completely different froret nature of manufacturing activity.
Here we will draw from Daniel Bell's “The Coming d¢he Post-Industrial Society”
(Bell 1976), which develops a more detailed accdatithough often imprecise) about
the differences between the nature of work in sewviand manufacturing. Services
imply working directly with people, not machinegrgce work is human interaction,
intrinsically much less dehumanizing than industriark (Bell 1976: 163). And within
services, the fastest-growing sub-sectors are tiwbseh deal directly with information
and knowledge, which require highly skilled workeiigh creativity and social abilities:
the contrast with Braverman’s degraded industriatker is clear. In Bell's view, the
production process in the service sector is diyecitompatible with the hierarchical

machine-like discipline of the Taylorist factory: $ervice activities, hierarchies need to
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be flatter, a higher level of autonomy is neces$aryhe work to be carried out, and the
nature of the labour process is inherently morgilfle. Finally, the service sector is
characterized by smaller firms in which work redas, even between managers and
workers, are necessarily closer (again, more “htjnéatter and less hierarchical than

in the Taylorist ideat®

Although Bell’'s arguments are often vague geneatibns (understandable in a book
which labels itself “a venture in social forecagth its influence has been enormous
even beyond the field of academic sociology. Marfy its key concepts and
catchphrases have become common language in palitid mass media (starting with
the label of post-industrial society itself). Ant has to be said that, in terms of
empirical support, the optimistic predictions of IIBéared much better than the
pessimism of Braverman. Most empirical tests ofabelution of skills in the last 30-40

years find much more evidence of upskilling thaskileng (see Gallie 2007).

In his original work, Bell had prophesized thatwbuld be the informational (or
knowledge-intensive) sectors within services thatul grow faster and eventually
dominate the new economic order, but he had neslegh based his argumentation on
the nature of service work in general in contragpmsito the industrial sector. Bell's
followers have tended to focus much more on thermétion-producing sectors to
develop their arguments about the current and éugwplution of skills and job quality.
The most important of Bell's followers is Manuel <t&lls, who developed a slightly
more nuanced (and less enthusiastically optimistyon the changes brought about by
the coming of the Information Society. In his magnapus “The Rise of the Network

Society” he speaks more about polarization thamagigg (Castells 2009: 216, 266).
4.2.bis. A not so optimist upgrading theory: skiksed technological change

In recent economic literature, we can find a sedbedretical framework that predicts a
similar upgrading in the jobs structure to the pnedicted by post-industrialists. This
theoretical framework is known as Skill Biased Tmalogical Change (SBTC from

now on). Under the umbrella of SBTC there are ndiffgrent theories and approaches,

all loosely connected by a similar overall idea tiffierent in the details (for an review,

18 Bell's arguments about the changing nature of vimRost-Industrial society are not only basedhen t
shift to services. In general, he argued that tleeam increasing premium on technical knowledgess

all sectors as a result of the increasing appbticatif technology in production processes. Bell also
prophesized an expansion of public sector employni@cause the market cannot provide adequately for
some of the most important needs of a Post-Industociety, such as education and health (Bell 1976
128).
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see Acemoglu 2002 and Violante 2008). This famifytleeories are very strongly
grounded in empirical analysis: in fact, their arigs the attempt to explain an empirical
regularity that was difficult to explain from a stiard (orthodox) economic approach.
Up to the seventies, the usual assumption wade¢hhnhological change is neutral with
respect to skills: that is, it leads to similar re@ses in productivity throughout all
sectors and occupations. But after the seventiese twas overwhelming evidence of a
simultaneous explosion of technological innovatinrproduction (related to the first
wave of the information technology revolution) asfdwage inequality by skill levels
(and increasing demand for highly skilled workerd)he coincidence of both
phenomena suggested that, for whatever reasomdiegfical change tended to increase
the demand for skilled with respect to unskilleloloar.

All formulations of the SBTC hypothesis assume sotyyge of complementarity
between technology and skills. Violante, in hisieevof the SBTC literature (Violante
2008), identifies three different strands (which vas will see, are not necessarily

incompatible):

- The first strand links the rise in demand for gdlllabour (which is behind the
empirically observed wage premium) to a sharp dedin the relative prices of
equipment capital, especially evident in informattechnologies, in the last 30
years. This assumes the already mentioned comptantgretween technology
and skills: a decrease in the price of capital gap@int pushes up the demand for

skilled labour because they are complementary fa.@hoproduction.

- The second strand tries to provide an explanatmntlie complementarity
between skills and technology, arguing that the #iference between skilled
and unskilled workers is that the former are bedtedealing with change. In a
period of rapid changes in the workplace becausethef information

technologies revolution, there would be more ndeskiled workers.

- Finally, a third strand focuses on the organizatioshifts triggered by
innovation and new technology. New technologies paty tends to be
complementary with higher skill levels: in factethdirectly tend to eliminate
the most routine tasks from production, directhdueing the demand for
unskilled workers. Both effects take place simwdtausly, which explain the
significant upwards organizational shifts expereghcby firms introducing

technological changes.
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In contemporary economics, SBTC is widely agreetemne of the key forces behind
the substantial increase in income inequalities tiave experienced most capitalist
economies since the seventies. Therefore, it s&®ms to categorize it as an optimist
theory. But in terms of the evolution of the jobsusture (our subject here), the
corollary of this theory is as upbeat as that & post-industrialists, although for
different reasons. SBTC implies a shift upwardthmemployment structure, associated
with the intensity of adoption of new technologiasthe different firms, sectors and

countries.
4.3 A more nuanced view: job polarization theories

As we have seen, T9and early 26 century views on the impact of the changing
division of labour on job quality were predomingnpessimistic, assuming that it
would lead to an increasing degradation of workstfRecond World War Social
Sciences tilted towards a post-industrial and tephiie optimism (although it was in
this period when the pessimistic view had its swagswith the publication of “Labour
and Monopoly Capital”). In the end of the ™@entury, the mood shifted again,
pendulating towards a more negative view, althougine nuanced this time than in the

earlier work degradation theories.

4.3.a) Institutionalist and trade explanations: wigistrialization and the declining
middle

Although there had been earlier hints of job paktion in sociological theory (even
Braverman spoke about polarization, although fon tihe most important trend was
towards outright degradation), the contemporanapodtion debate started in the early
eighties. Probably the initiating contribution tust debate was the radical revision of
the Post-Industrialist arguments about the strattinansformations of the division of
labour in contemporary capitalism carried out byrB®8luestone and Bennet Harrison,

two American hetherodox political economists.

The basic argument of Bluestone and Harrison’s “Deédustrialization of America”

(published in 1982) unfolds as follows. In the 1897€the capitalist economic system
experienced a global crisis, a crisis which waspiedoxical result of the maturing of
the same conditions that were behind the succesbeofPost-War expansion. Two
factors were especially important in generatings tlerisis. First, the increasing

competition that American corporations had to fate global scale, which put their
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profits under increasing strain (before the 197ABjerican corporations benefited
largely from this increase in international tradescause it meant more business
opportunities: but after the 70s, many non-Americarporations started to compete
successfully at the global scale, threatening tlpeivileged position). Second, the
institutional system of welfare capitalism (esp#gidghe increasing levels of union
activism and the expansion of social policies) bbb expanded to a point in which it
was directly threatening the corporate rates offifgtoThe explosion of these two
combined factors in the seventies led big corponati “in a desperate attempt to
restore, or preserve, the rates of profit to whiskly had become accustomed in the
halcyon days of the 1950s and 1960s” (BluestoneHuamiison 1982; 15), to resort to
the key prerogative that they still maintainedirtie@pacity to disinvest, “to shift capital
as rapidly as possible, from one activity, oneaagand one nation to another” (idem;
15). It is this increasing recourse to capital riigb{effective or potential, used as a
threat) which is at the core of the deindustrigica hypothesis of Bluestone and
Harrison. Deindustrialization, in their approacifers to a process of disinvestment in
the industrial base which not only transforms tbeposition of the division of labour,
but also the correlation of forces between capmtad labour (giving the former the
upper hand). Although the triggering mechanismhas turn towards a disinvestment
strategy by big corporations is primarily the skiirg rates of profits discussed eatrlier,
technological change plays a very important roleval, as a crucial enabling factor.
Without the advances in communication and infororagrocessing technologies that
took place around the seventies, the possibildfesapital to move freely around the

world would have been considerably more limited.

The arguments of Bluestone and Harrison, therefare,primarily institutional (their

primary variable being the correlation of forcesween capital and labour), but within
a multicausal explanatory framework (internatiortaéhde and technology have
exogenous effects on such correlation of forces pihecipitate or at least facilitate its
change). Bluestone and Harrison, this way, proddealternative explanation for the
shift away from manufacturing and into serviceshwitadvanced capitalist economies
which had been theorized in a much more upbeat erdnnpost-industrialists a decade
earlier. Although in their 1982 book on “The Deisthialization of America” they did

not develop further the implications of such changethe economic structure from a

job quality perspective, their arguments were imiatedly linked to a wider debate on
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the disappearance of the middle class in Americae ©f the earliest and most
influential formulations of the thesis of the dipaprance of the middle class was an
article called “The Declining Middle”, published ih983 in the Atlantic Monthly
magazine and written by Bob Kuttner, an influenfiaterican economic journalist. The
idea of the disappearance of the middle class ¥®ably analogous to the concept of
polarization, although it has more resonance inAheerican context because the US

had always styled itself as the archetypical midthss society.

Kuttner drew heavily from the ideas of Bluestond &larrison, although he emphasizes
more the importance of technological change as rctdideterminant of the
transformation of the division of labour from a quositional perspective. But at the
same time, he argued that the distributional inapilans of such transformations (the
disappearance of the middle and the polarizatiothefjobs structure) are necessarily
the linked to institutional factors. For Kuttnermiddle-level jobs have been
disappearing ultimately as a result of the waysvivich technological gains are being
distributed [...]. [But] there is nothing intrinsia iassembling cars, mining coal, or
pouring molten steel that requires high wages. @hels do pay well mainly because
of the efforts of strong unions. Just as high wamesnot a necessary characteristic of
factory work, low wages are not a necessary chaiatit of a service economy. But
because unions have organized few fast-food workgmsts, bank clerks, or even
computer assemblers, most of the new service judisatre replacing factory work pay

far lower wages” (Kuttner 1983: 62).

Kuttner's argument is that the forces driving thansformation of the productive
structure do not determine directly the distribnéb implications of such

transformation: institutional factors such as unmmwer and labour regulation are a
mediating factor (at the very minimum, affecting ttvage structure) which can alter
completely those implications. This hypothesisspezially interesting for thesis, as we
will look at the transformation of the jobs strugtuin countries with different

institutional settings, and with jobs being classif according to the specific wage
distribution of each country. A possible way tott&sittner's hypothesis would be,

therefore, to see whether the structural changasgblves are very similar (that is, if
the productive structures evolve in similar waygsarms of employment by sector and
occupation), but the existence of different wagecstires in different countries leads to

diverging effects on the quality of jobs availabldis way, we can test whether it is
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really the case that there is “nothing intrinsin”’fast-growing service jobs that make
them low pay or in the fast-disappearing industiadis that put them in a middling

position in the wage structure.

Harrison and Bluestone themselves, in a later {vbike Great U-Turn”, published in
1988), develop the distributional implications oheir earlier analysis of
deindustrialization explicitly arguing that it leado an increasingly polarized labour
market. “The upper tier of the labour market inésdthe managers, lawyers,
accountants, bankers, business consultants, aed teithnically trained people whose
daily lives lie at the heart of the control andardination of the global corporation and
the corporate services that are closely linkechém [...]. At the bottom of the labour
market is the other, less fortunate pool of urlessidents whose collective function is to
provide services to the workers in the upper tief.[The reality of the new service
economy entails a great many low-paying jobs antiah smaller layer of high-paying
ones” (Harrison and Bluestone 1988; 69-72).

4.3.b) Technology-driven polarization: task-biasedhnological change (TBTC)

The basic arguments of this approach are a devivati the skill-biased technological
change (SBTC) theory, which as we discussed eagdredicted upgrading rather than
polarization in the wage structure. In the papehé&TSkill Content of Recent
Technological Change”, Autor, Levy and Murnane @O0@resented a task-based
reformulation of SBTC (and which therefore, we willl from now on task-biased
technological change, or TBTC). To conceptualize tmpact that technical change
would have on the demand of the different typesjalfs, they categorized jobs

according to their task contents, in the followfogr groups:

1. Routine manualrepetitive labour of a physical nature. Typicaltgpugh not
necessarily, traditional industrial low- and serkilled jobs involve such routine
manual tasks. Since the Industrial Revolution, jobslving these type of tasks
have been increasingly substituted by machines cfwltian easily perform
repetitive physical tasks). Computerization furtimcreases the feasibility of
substitution for these type of tasks, as it alldkes programming of machines to

achieve much more flexibility in their functioning.

2. Routine cognitive:rrepetitive labour involving the processing of infation.
Typically, though not necessarily, traditional aef jobs involve this type of
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routine information processing tasks. Until to tt@mputer revolution, it was
very difficult to perform these tasks with machineghich together with the
increasing needs of information processing genérayemanagerial capitalism,
led to a massive expansion of this type of employmg to the 1970s. The
computerization of the last third of the"™Century implied for these type of
tasks what mechanization had implied for routinenua tasks two hundred
years ago: these jobs became as easy to “mecha(ozeimore precisely,

computerize) as routine manual tasks.

Non-routine cognitive:non-repetitive or non-codifiable labour involvirthe
production, processing and manipulation of inforigrat Typically, this type of
tasks are carried out by managerial, scientifiprofessional jobs. Machines are
still incapable of carry out this type of tasks,these jobs are protected from
mechanization. Autor, Levy and Murnane, followimge tSBTC tradition, argue
that in fact these jobs are affected indirectlynbgchanization in a positive way:
because this type of tasks are complementary wiitirre tasks (whose input in
production increases—not as labour input, but ashimas—as the costs of
mechanization go down), their demand rises with maerization (and

therefore, labour demand for managerial, sciergifid professional jobs rises).

Non-routine manual:non-repetitive tasks of a physical nature (somesim
referred to ashand-eye coordinatioasks). This type of tasks are typically
associated with low-skilled service jobs. Even ttoéutor, Levy and Murnane
mention this fourth category, which is obviouslypied by their model, they do
not make any specific claim about how it is affdchy computerization, and in
most of the paper they seem to ignore it. “Becaose model makes no
prediction for how computerizing industries willjast demand for non-routine
manual tasks, we do not include this variable in imdustry-level analysis”
(Autor, Levy and Murnane 2003; 1302). This is sorhatsurprising, because it
does seem that the model would imply some predidio this group as well.
The simple fact that these tasks are non-routinpié® that computerization has
no direct negative effect on the demand of humdoda of these jobs, and
therefore there should be no decline in employnfentthis category. This
would imply some type of polarization for the odésructure of employment,

if we consider that these jobs tend to go in thooo of such structure.
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But in their 2003 paper, Autor, Levy and Murnaneé dot pursue this line of reasoning,
and therefore, they did not argue for polarizatitwt for outright upgrading in
employment growth: this paper is still squarelyhivitthe SBTC tradition. It will be
Goos and Manning (2007), in their paper on the e of the employment structure
in the UK since the seventies, who take the TBTG®hand develop it along the lines
we have just discussed, to provide a theoreticamé&work that explains job
polarization. Goos and Manning adopt the TBTC mgmeposed by Autor, Levy and
Murnane in all respects except in its analysis oh-routine manual tasks: “The
nonroutine manual tasks that make up many of thet mmaskilled jobs such as cleaning
are not directly affected by technology, but theatt of technology in other parts of
the economy is likely to lead to a rise in emplowyti@ these unskilled jobs [...].The
reason is the general equilibrium effect first itfgad by Baumol—employment will
shift toward jobs in which productivity growtks low (because technology is not
applied there) in order to keep the balan€eoutput in different products.” (Goos
and Manning 2007: 118-120).

Therefore, the hypothesis of Goos and Manning iat tthe recent process of
computerization which has affected most of advancagitalist economies tends to
polarize the jobs structure. To test such hypoghélsey use a very similar methodology
to the one we use in this thesis (their work carlbssified within the “jobs approach”
as well), applying it to the changes in the comfasiof the UK employment structure
between 1975 and 1999. They provide abundant esdehthe polarization effect they
hypothesize, with stronger job growth in the bottand top of the wage distribution
(lousy and lovely johsand net job destruction in the middle. Althoubhit evidence on
polarization is rather convincing, they tend to éagize so much the polarization story
that they seem to fail to recognise that (accordantheir own results) this polarization
is strongly skewed to the top: there is at leastnash upgrading as polarization. For
instance, the chart representing job growth by wdemles (Goos and Manning 2007:
121) shows that the growth of the top two decilesfive timeslarger than the growth
of the bottom two deciles. Of course, this is mosay that there was no polarization in
the UK labour market between 1975 and 1999 (untdgnithere was), but by ignoring
the simultaneous strong upgrading their overakksssment of the patterns of job growth

seems somewhat incomplete or even slightly misteadi
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The explanatory framework of Goos and Manning dlofving Autor, Levy and
Murnane, primarily technological. They briefly diss alternative possible
explanations, which they do not reject outrightt lolearly consider them to be
secondary to technology. For instance, they congig#ausible that international trade
would have a similar effect to TBTC, but followitige specialized literature, they argue
that this effect is probably very minor (Goos andarMing 2007: 126). Most
importantly, they only mention very briefly the patial impact of institutional changes
(they speak of institutional changes rather thatitutional settings), arguing that they
may have had some influence (again, they imply ahsgcondary one) on the evolution
of the lower half of the wage distribution (Gooslaianning 2007: 132).

In a later paper (Goos, Manning and Solomons, 200@y make their point much

stronger by arguing that the same technology-indyaarization that they identified in

Britain in their earlier paper is taking place ith Buropean countries (15), except in
Portugal. They back their arguments with evidendéckv we will discuss in a later

chapter, because their results are inconsisteffit @its. The main point here is that,
from a purely theoretical perspective, their cldirat the same pattern of job growth is
taking place all around Europe is quite strikingcduse it implies that the large country
differences in institutional settings, economiaistures, positions in the international
division of labour, and any other factors do notéhany significant effect on the types
of jobs that the different European countries @éah the last 15 years. According to
Goos, Manning and Solomons (2007), all Europeani@yment structures experienced
a very similar type of transformation (a polarieaii in the nineties, as a result of the

effect of a single explanatory factor: task-biassdhnological change.

In a new 2006 paper (“The Polarization of the UBdwr Market”), David Autor, with
two new co-authors (Katz and Krueger) revisited diiginal model along the lines
suggested by the Goos and Manning paper, transigrininto an outright polarization
model and replicating the type of analysis caroed by Goos and Manning with US
data. They find very similar results, presentingenevidence of technology-driven job
polarization. It is surprising that in this papkey do not mention the work carried out
years earlier by Wright and Dwyer (Wright and Dwy&b03), in which they find
basically the same results following a very similaethodology (but different
theoretical frameworks).
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5. A model and five hypothesis

In the previous pages, we have discussed the rreaimeats of thgobs approacHrom a
theoretical perspective. Can we now put all thdsments within a synthetic analytical
model to serve as theoretical foundation for thissis? Figure 2.3 attempts to draw
such a model.

1 1
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1 Methods and | 1 Public policies, ;
1 tools of ! 1 regulations, |
1 production ' 1 industrial !
' ! 1 relations '
______________ , ' y 7 ,.-~:----------.-----'
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Figure 2.3: A synthetic model of the determinants fathe changing structure of job quality

The box at the bottom of the picture (with a dodble frame) represents the main
dependent variable of this thesis, which refersthe changing structure of jobs
according to their quality and which is graphicalgpresented by the quintile picture
(growth of the jobs ranked by their job quality agebuped in five quintiles). Such
dependent variable derives from the combinatiotwaof primary variables (represented
by the two boxes with a single-line frame, in theldte of the picture): one which
refers to the evolution of the division of labounrh a compositional perspective

(represented by the change in the levels of empoyraf each cell of the jobs matrix)
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and one which refers to the structure of job qudipresented by the hierarchy of cells

in the jobs matrix according to their median wagekicational level or amenities).

As we argued in section 2 of this chapter, the ghanjobs structure refers to the
change in the amount of labour allocated to thelyction of goods and services (within
the production boundaries) in a particular econoaolgssifying such labour by sector
(horizontal, or social division of labour) and opation (vertical, or detail division of
labour). The changing jobs structure provides th& between this project and the
tradition in the social sciences studying the etiotuof the division of labour from a
compositional perspective. As we argued in se@iofithis chapter, the structure of job
quality refers to the relative impact that eachlpals on the well-being of workers (that
is, compared to the other jobs), which in this pcbjis proxied by the wage hierarchy
(and secondarily, by the educational hierarchy laypda multidimensional job quality
index). The wage hierarchy is the key element fealwating the implications of

changes in the jobs structure in terms of job guali

Around these three central boxes representing ¢ine dependent variable(s) of this
thesis, there are four dashed-line boxes, whictesgmt the maimdependenvariables
(forces driving compositional changes in the duoisbf labour with an impact on job
quality) identified in the literature, as discussedection 4 of this chapter. The dashed
lines represent the main mechanisms linking eactofavith the changing division of
labour or the structure of job quality accordingthe literature: these lines have been
numbered in order to facilitate positioning eacadty in the model. After explaining
the main arguments of each theory within the cantéxhe model shown in figure 2.3,

we will operationalize it in a set of hypothesiatthan be tested with our methodology.

1. The degradation of workheory concerns primarily mechanism (2), althoitgh
also refers to mechanisms (1) and (5). For thesdasmechanization and the
increasingly detailed division of labour in manutatng were boosting the
productive capacities of humankind while at the saime degrading the nature
of work to the point of transforming workers inteaianical beasts (mechanism
2). The increasing returns of such types of woraaization and production
technologies, furthermore, tended to shift thecstme of the division of labour
towards the most degrading sectors and occupatmashanism 1). Braverman,
following Marx, expanded the argument of classieabnomists arguing that

such degradation was not only the result of a putethnical process of
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innovation in production techniques: rather, it whs result of an intentional
move by capitalist employers to tighten their cohof the production process,
reduce the power of the proletariat both at thekslop and at the labour
market, and decrease the remuneration of labowh 8wechanism would imply
not only the dashed line indicated with (5), buoaline (7) linking directly the
institutional framework (which includes propertylatons over the means of
production, the key independent variable in the i4rtradition) and the

changing division of labour.

- Degradation of work hypothesithe patterns of change in the jobs structure
will be downgrading, either totally downgrading polarizing with a very
strong downgrading bias. This downgrading shouldtddéng place across
sectors, in very similar ways. By occupations, Weud observe a strong
destruction of skilled and semi-skilled occupatjoassimultaneous strong
creation of unskilled occupations and some creatafntechnical and

managerial jobs at the top of the wage structure.

We have to acknowledge, nevertheless, that alth8ugberman himself tried to
prove his hypotheses through a compositional aisalysoccupational trends
similar to what we will do here (Braverman 1998peasally chapters 10 and
17), the core of his theory concerns within-jotheaitthan across-job changes,
and therefore our empirical test only concernscaisgary part of Braverman’s

hypothesis.

2. Job upgrading (1): Post-Industrial theorie$he post-industrial hypothesis of
Bell and Fourastié refers mainly to the upper heftrd side of figure 2.3.
Technology leads to labour-saving productivity ioy@ments in the goods-
producing sectors (mechanism 1). This means the&etlis extra income and
excess labour which can be put to other uses: tmwhwhses they are put
ultimately depends on the structure of human né2dsAccording to Fourastié
(following Engel), the structure of human needdtshiowards an increasing
demand for services (and within services, for thob&eh are most knowledge-
intensive) as income raises (3); as argued by Biuswen if such a change in
the structure of human needs would not happenséitor-biased productivity
growth leads to a shift towards the service secBamrvice jobs, especially

knowledge-intensive ones, are generally of a highelity than the unskilled
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and semi-skilled industrial jobs which constituthd bulk of employment in the
industrial era: hence the prediction that the patté change in the employment

structure will be one of outright upgrading.

- Post-industrialist hypothesithe patterns of change in the jobs structure will
be unambiguously upgrading. By sector, we shoulel @edecrease in
traditional industrial (and goods-producing) jobs @ low or mid-low
quality, simultaneous with an increase in middlimghigh quality jobs in
services and a strong increase in knowledge-intenservices of high
quality. By occupations, we should see a decreasenskilled and semi-
skilled occupations, and a rapid growth of managkritechnical and

professional occupations.

. Job upgrading (2): Skill-Biased Technological Changhis theory concerns

mostly mechanism (1), and indirectly mechanisma@)well. According to this

theory, technological change has different impactshe demand for unskilled
and skilled jobs. Machines are a substitute fokillesl workers, and therefore
tend to depress their demand; whereas they areleomaptary to skilled work

(especially work of a technical and professionaure), and therefore they tend
to increase its demand. This biased effect of teldyical change on the
demand of the different types of jobs will evenlyallter the salaries (and the

guality) of the different types of jobs as wellgciaasing wage inequality.

- SBTC hypothesisthe patterns of change in the jobs structure i
unambiguously upgrading. Across all sectors, weukhsee fast growth of
highly-skilled (and highly paid) jobs, and stagatior even destruction of

middling and low-skilled jobs.

. Polarization (1):trade-institutionalist explanationsThese theories emphasize

mechanisms (6), (5) and (1). The increasing openmésinternational trade
alters the correlation of forces between capital &bour, because it allows
capital to threat with disinvestment (this mechamisiot shown in figure 2.3,
would imply an arrow between international tradd arstitutions: but the direct
effect on the changing division of labour and jalmlity takes place through
institutions, mainly mechanisms 5 and 7). Thiseased international trade also
leads to an increasing international specializatoninternational division of

labour, which implies that those jobs whose costpctivity combination is
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less favorable tend to disappear in advanced dagpitconomies (shifting to

developing economies, mechanism 6). These mechaniemd to destroy

employment in the middle of the wage distributiand generate jobs at the two
extremes. This approach also acknowledges thahodmifical change tends to
transform directly the employment structure (medsranl), but it argues that
the implications of this transformation will be m&gd by the structure of job
quality, which ultimately depends on the instita@b framework. This approach
is the only one which explicitly argues that eviethhé underlying transformation
of the division of labour is very similar acrossvadced capitalist economies,
their implications for job quality can vary acrosstions with different

institutional frameworks.

- Tradelinstitutionalist hypothesishe patterns of change in the division of
labour of advanced capitalist economies will teadidrds polarization, but
the institutional framework of each country canealtsubstantially the
implications that this underlying trend will haverfijob quality. Therefore,
the quintile picture can vary considerably acrossumtries, even if the
underlying changes in the employment structuretacadly the same. The
patterns of transformation of the jobs structuredd have a strong sector
bias: the jobs destroyed in the middle by intemradi trade should mostly
be in manufacturing, expanding jobs in the top amestly knowedge-
intensive services and the jobs expanding at theotmoare mostly in the
personal services sector. Because of its high @degfeconomic integration,
we should expect evidence of some degree of ini@naa specialization
within Europe, with the same types of jobs appeprin developing

European countries and disappearing in the moselbged economies.

5. Polarization 2: technological explanation (TBTQhis theory concerns mostly
mechanism 1. The basic argument is that the infoomaechnology revolution
that took place after the seventies has allowedsfito substitute workers by
machines (or computers) to carry out routine (mhanad cognitive) tasks. At
the same time, these developments have increasedndefor non-routine
cognitive tasks, which (as argued earlier by stehd@8BTC theory) are
complementary with technology but cannot be caraedby machines: this has

led to a boost in the demand of highly skilled labd’roductivity is increasing,
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therefore, in routine-manual, routine-cognitive amwh-routine-cognitive tasks
as a result of computerization: but the produgtiat non-routine-manual tasks
is unaffected. Hence, according to Baumol's insigteeping constant the
structure of demand (and therefore without recgria mechanism 4), the
demand for non-routine-manual tasks has to incréase as machines cannot
do these tasks, this means an increase in demardbfour of this type). Jobs
involving routine manual tasks tend to go in theldhe of the wage distribution,
jobs involving non-routine cognitive tasks tend go in the top and jobs
involving non-routine manual tasks tend to go ire thottom: hence the

prediction of polarization of the structure of jgbality.

- TBTC hypothesisthe patterns of change in the jobs structure welhd
towards outright polarization across most develogednomies (as all are
experiencing the same type of technological changegre should be some
sector bias (the different types of tasks are wiffdly distributed by sector),
but the main driver of change should be occupati@héfts in employment
(the routine and cognitive content of tasks is igosbrrelated with the

vertical division of labour).

These hypotheses, which can be tested with ourgppsoach, will guide the empirical
analysis of this thesis. What about our own expexta? Our hypothesis would be that
the current wave of technological change tendsatwstorm the division of labour in the
way argued by the TBTC (there would be, theref@me,underlying trend towards
polarization induced by technological change anlgdte by the changing structure of
demand as income raises, mechanisms 1 and 2).ifidw effect of international trade
in this transformation is likely to be small, asshof the specialized literature tends to
emphasize (see Freeman 2003 for a review; alsorfangand Lawrence 1993). But as
argued by institutionalists, we believe that thiglerlying technology-induced trends
interact with the institutional settings of the fdient countries (not only through
mechanism 5, as argued by Kuttner, but also throtilge direct regulation of
employment contracts represented by mechanisnh@efore, we would expect to see
a big deal of variability in the actual patternsabfange in the job quality structure,

reflected in the different pictures of employmexp@nsion by job quality quintiles.



Changes in the structure of employment and jobityuial Europe 1995-2007 57

5.1. A final note on two potential confounding factors

Before moving on to the empirical analysis of tlypdtheses presented above, we have
to discuss briefly two potential confounding fastdinat could (if we did not take them

into account) compromise our capacity to test tigg®othesis with our approach.

The first problem concerns the fact that the coesticovered in this study are in
different stages of economic development. Any psecef structural change is
necessarily path-dependent. The initial structutiecendition the changes that can take
place afterwards. This affects all the mechanisnts factors driving the evolution of
job structures depicted in figure 2.3. But thisjpod is focused on the patterns of
change in employment structures across Europe fepeaific period of time (1995-
2007). All the hypotheses discussed above refarthnge, not to (initial) structural
differences: but it is important to note that wdlwit be able to interpret correctly
those changes if we do not take into as well titerences in the initial structures.
For this reason, we will devote a whole chapter tGtxhe analysis of these initial
structural differences, and we will take theseeat#hces into account when interpreting

the patterns of change in the rest of the thesis.

In principle, this problem should not be too impmitfor most of the countries covered
in this study. The 15 countries that were parthef EU before 2004, which will be the
centre of most of the discussion in this thesis, @l similar enough in terms of their
stage of development as to safely assume that ofasteir differences in changing
patterns can be explained by the model detaileddeabbo a large extent, the initial
differences between these countries can be assumdst the result of different
institutional settings (call them varieties of dapsm, welfare regimes or anything else)
or positions in the international division of lalbo(Germany being more oriented
towards the export of high value-added industr@ds and the UK towards financial
services, for instance), rather than the result ddferent stages in economic
development, which would be more difficult to inporate into our model and
hypotheses. In the case of the 8 New Member Stiasesare also covered in this study,
there are probably initial structural differencesieth cannot be explained by the factors
included in the model shown in figure 2.3. Thesantoes have experienced massive
processes of structural transformation in the tast decades which result from their
transition from a socialist to a capitalist econosystem. Part of those transformations,

without any doubt, were still taking place duridg tperiod covered in this study: this
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implies that their patterns of change in employmguality are biased by factors
completely alien to those shown in figure 2.3. Rafidr this reason, we will mostly
include these countries in the analysis for illatw#e and comparative purposes: they

will always be secondary to the main line of argntagon.

The second problem concerns the length of the gecmvered in this study. The

structure of contemporary labour markets is comtirsly changing, with large numbers
of workers being continuously reallocated to amarfdifferent sectors and occupations,
with massive numbers of jobs being created andra@esd even when the aggregate
employment levels remain more or less stable. Sofntikese changes reflect long-term
shifts in the structure of the division of labouhish result from the mechanisms
discussed in the previous section; but some chaargethe result of short-term shifts in
employment derived from cyclical factors such asrbeand-bust cycles. The problem
is that, although we are mainly interested in tirst ftype of change (structural

transformations of the labour market), there isvay to differentiate it from the second

type of change (cyclical or one-shot transformatiohthe jobs structure).

The importance of this problem is proportional emishort is the period being covered.
If the time period is long enough, the short-teantdrs can simply be ignored because
we can assume that they tend to equalize over #uecertainly, a period of 13 years
as will be covered in this study is not long enowghto be able to ignore the bias
introduced by short-term factors (we would probated 20 to 30 years for that, if not
more). This is not to say that a period of 13 yesurshort enough as to be completely
biased by short-term factors: certainly, our resulill reflect long-term trends as well.

The problem is how to differentiate both types ludicge.

There is no technical solution to this problem,way to correct the data so that it
reflects only long-term trends. We have to assuneeproblem and rely on our good
judgment to be able to interpret correctly the tsst'he period 1995-2007 which will
be covered in this study is certainly an intergstperiod to study it in terms of
employment creation, but recent developments hawesvis that this period reflected
exceptional (non-sustainable in the long term) eowin circumstances. Most European
countries experienced high rates of economic graethpared to the previous decade
(especially in the period 1995 to 2000), althoulglreé was widespread dissatisfaction
because it was still lower than that of the US. Nbat the bubble has busted, we can

say that this long period of economic growth wdsray upward move in the economic
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cycle, a cycle which abruptly changed slope aro@067 moving towards a deep
recession which is still affecting most of the Edng the rest of the world). The rates of
growth of the period 1995 to 2007 were, thereforesustainable. But the key problem
for us is whether the factors driving this unsusdbie growth somehow affected the
mechanisms drawn in figure 2.3. For instance, thantial sector grew enormously
during this period in many countries: did this gtbwenerate an unsustainable amount
of highly paid jobs for financial professionals?IMfie current recession destroy many

of those jobs which were created earlier?

Furthermore: what we have just said refers to sethdt were more or less pervasive
across Europe. But there were also clear casessufstainable cyclical growth which

affected only some countries: the best exampléasconstruction sector, which grew
almost insanely in countries such as Ireland aradrSghile keeping a very low profile

in Germany. That this growth was unsustainable @asous even while it was taking

place: we are right now suffering its terrible imgptions. The problem with these non-
pervasive cyclical expansions of employment in Bpmesectors or types of jobs is that
they are very likely to affect the patterns of eayphent growth of some countries but
not others, thus confounding the overall pictureclofinge across the different nations
and making it more difficult to test the validity the hypotheses presented in this

chapter.

So again, what to do about it? As there is no wagarrect the data in some way that
allows the differentiation of short-term and lomgrh trends (theycannot be
differentiated until enough time has passed), thiy solution is to be aware of this

problem and therefore be more careful in our intetgiion.






3. Methodology

1. Introduction

The jobs approach is, above all, a methodologystadying the evolution of labour
market structures of advanced capitalist econoffineas a job quality perspective. The
main innovation and the methodological foundatiérihis approach is the use of jobs
(defined as specific occupations within specifictses) as the unit of analysis, rather
than individuals. This implies a structural view thie labour market, which (as we
argued in the previous chapter) derives from tlessital social sciences concept of
division of labor (along the horizontal and vertiexes). The other methodological
pillar of this approach (which is not so innovativeitself) is the use of a relative (or
positional) measure of job quality to charactettr jobs of each economy and analyse

the evolution of employment structures throughetss.

One of the main advantages of this approach isttigamethodological ideas behind it
are relatively simple and clear, which makes iwults much easier to understand and
communicate. But the operationalization of thesaglfor the comparative study of the
evolution of job quality structures across 23 d#éfe countries during a period of 13
years is understandably complex, as it involvedinigavith datasets which were not
designed for this purpose (and therefore requireynaajustments which involve some
difficult decisions), merging datasets whose metihagly and definitions may not be
entirely compatible, and adjusting for data incetesicies for which there is very
limited background information. In this chapter, wil provide a detailed explanation
of this process step by step. Our main goal isstadbtransparent and honest as possible
about the methodological decisions taken: as we sg, some of them are entirely
justified by our research objectives and the thiwak approach discussed in the

previous chapter; some others are purely pragnsatictions to deficiencies of the
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datasets used which may qualify the results obdaiard therefore we need to be fully

aware of them before embarking in the analysis.

The structure of this chapter will be the followinBirst, we will present a brief
summary of the whole process that can serve agla fpr the rest of the chapter. Then,
we will discuss the construction of what we ca# jbbs matrix which is a very large
dataset containing information about employmentobgupation and sector for each
country and year covered in this study, as weihBemation on some demographic and
employment characteristics of the workers withiorepb. Then, we will discuss with
some detail the procedure followed for the consioncof the three job quality rankings
which are used in this thesis (the primary rankiags by wage and educational levels,
and we will explain as well the construction of @c@ndary multidimensional job
quality ranking which will be used for testing tix@lidity of the other two). Finally, we
will discuss how the two previous elements are daet and processed for carrying

out the analysis which is the main objective of tihiesis.

2. A brief summary of the methodological approach

The method followed in this thesis was directlypinsd by the work of Wright and
Dwyer (2003), although the fact that our analysiscerns many instead of a single
country involves some important differences that wié discuss in detail in this
document. This thesis draws directly from a projiet was carried out within the
European Foundation for the Improvement of Livimgl &Vorking Conditions between

2006 and 2008, by an international research group that | coagid™

As mentioned earlier, this methodology is basedwm simple, but powerful ideas: to
use as the unit of analysis “jobs” rather thanvittlials, and to use relative measures of
the wages, educational levels and non-pecuniark wharacteristics of job-holders as
proxies for the quality of each job. The main stepfsthis methodology are the

following:

9 The main publications from this project are FedemMacias 2008, Fernandez-Macias and Hurley
2008, and Stehrer, Ward and Fernandez-Macias 20@& information on this project can be found in
http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/research/0298.htm

20 This research group was composed by Terry Ward fkpplica, a research consultancy based in
Brussels; Robert Stehrer and Hermine Vidovic, ftbmVienna Institute for International Economic
Studies; and John Hurley, Branislav Miculic, Don&ldrrie and myself from the European Foundation
for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditgn
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1. Classifying employment into “jobs”: the starting point of this study is that the
whole structure of employment of any country carclassified into a matrix of
“jobs”, which is basically a big table in which thelumns are economic sectors
and the rows are occupations. The cells in theetabd these so-called “jobs”.
Sectors are defined by the International Clasgiticaof Economic Activities
(NACE) at the 2-digit level, and occupation by theernational Standard
Classification of Occupations (ISCO), also at tve-tligit level. Examples of
these “jobs” would beffice clerks in the construction industoy engineers in
wood manufacturingBesides the numeric information on employmenségtor
and occupation per year and country, this jobs imaicludes other variables
holding demographic and employment information o people within each

job.

2. Ranking the jobs by their quality: the second step consists in generating three
different rankings of the jobs by their quality esfic for each country covered
(except in the case of the multidimensional job ligggandex). These three
rankings are based on: 1) the median hourly wafesikers within each job;

2) the average educational level of workers wittsch job, and 3) a composite
index of non-pecuniary job quality constructed by taggregation of several
different variables. The wage ranking is based mdorination from different
surveys on European wage structures; the educhtram&ing is based on
information from the European Labour Force Survélys;multidimensional job

quality ranking is based on the 2005 European Wigrkionditions Survey.

3. Grouping the jobs in quintiles: using the quality rankings, the jobs are
assigned to five groups, from low to high qualithese groups are constructed
in such a way that, in the year 2000, they divite whole working population
of each country in five equal-sized groups (thedstvholding the 1/5 of the
working population in the lowest-paid jobs, andosg. The year 2000 is used
for constructing the quintiles because it is mordess in the middle of the
period covered, and because there are some caunitie missing information
for the years before 1999. This classification olbg into quintiles is done

separately for each of the job quality rankings.

4. Representing change in employment in each quintilethen, starting in 1995

and finishing in 2007, the change in the stock ofkers in each of the five job
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guality quintiles is analysed, in most cases (it always) graphically. This
way, the patterns of employment growth by job dyalan be identified and the

countries classified accordingly.

5. Breaking up job creation patterns by sector and otkr characteristics:
finally, we look at the specific patterns of empiognt expansion by job quality
for different sub-populations, defined by charastars of the jobs (such as
sector and occupation) or characteristics of thekers within the jobs (as
gender and nationality). This helps us to undedstae economic trends behind
the observed patterns of employment growth, as waelltheir distributional

implications.

3. The first pillar of the jobs approach: the jobsmatrix

What we call thgobs matrixis a large dataset which classifies all employnweithin
each country and year covered in this study by paton and sector, including also
secondary information on other demographic and eympént variables for the workers
in each job. This dataset is entirely drawn frora Buropean Labour Force Surveys
(ELFS from now on), through a special extractiomuested by the European
Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Woiki€onditions, and provided by
Eurostat. All the analytical work of this thesishiased on this jobs matrix: there is no
direct analysis of the ELFS microdata. In this mext we will describe the
methodological characteristics of the ELFS andvidueables of occupation and sector
(ISCO and NACE) used for the creation of the joletrm. We will finish with a brief
statistical description of this matrix.

3.1. The data source of the jobs matrix: the European Labour Force Surveys

The European Labour Force Survey has importanhgiine that make it without any
doubt the best data source for our purposes, haisit has some drawbacks that we

must have in mind when interpreting the results.

In terms of strengths, we can say that the Europe@our Force Survey is simply the
most important comparative data source on workiedlgsues at the European level. In
most countries, it has a very large sample thatallito carry out quite detailed analysis,
and the main concepts and definitions have beanatkft the European level so that it

is possible to do comparative analysis. It has lee#sting for a number of years, which
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means that it is possible to use it to study theluton of many key labour-related
variables at least since the mid-eighties (whencthecepts and definitions were truly
harmonized). Also, after years of frustrating retice to allow external use of the data
for research (which, as so often happens with tbe Was actually the result of the
reticence of national member states to allow Eatdstgive away what they considered

to be their data), it has been recently made aailr outside research institutiGhs

But it has important drawbacks too. The most imgratrbne is that there is no European
Labour Force Survey as such (a proper EU-wide synmit rather a series of national
surveys carried out by each national statisticatitimte under EU-level coordination.

Each (national) LFS is essentially designed andezhout nationally, and although the
definitions and classifications, the broad methodmlal principles and to a relatively

large extent even the questionnaire itself arech#igi the same, national statistical
institutes retain a considerable leeway with resfethe final design of the survey. So
the actual methodological details and the implert#@ can vary considerably among
countries. Furthermore, there is very little docataéon available in English on these
small but sometimes crucial variations in the detaf the LFS design, which makes it
quite difficult to control or assess the implica$oof this problem. In terms of data
availability, apart from the already mentioned maaral complications, the microdata
made available for external researchers are fultestrictions: some very important
countries are not available at all (notably, the diKd Sweden; and also Germany
before 2002), and the data has been subject tdieatdanonymization process” that

limits considerably its use. For instance, the odeta made available to external
researchers only provides sector and occupatiorccadl the one-digit level, which is

extremely limited for our purposes: our idea ofgas the smallest units in the division
of labour in a society along the horizontal andtieat axes clearly requires a more
detailed dissaggregation of occupation and se€wr.this reason, in this project we
decided not to use the ELFS microdata and instskdearostat officials to provide us

with the necessary breakdowns of total employmenteflach country and year by
occupation (ISCO) and sector (NACE) at the twoddilgivel, including also a

breakdown by third variables such as sex and typeontract. With this breakdown

L The accessibility has improved, but it is stilll fof frustrating restrictions and problems. Fiiisis only
accessible for a fee that puts it out of the rezfdhdividual researchers (which should not bedase for
publicly funded research); second, the proces®ting access to the data is lengthy and cumbersone
(each national member state has to give consehetose of the data for every single project); and
finally, as we will see later, there are considerabstrictions embedded in the microdata itself.
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(basically a very large table containing the numbérpeople employed for each

possible combination of sector, occupation andother variables), we could construct

the jobs matrix exactly as we wanted. The onlydiisatage of this method is that it is

less flexible than drawing directly from the ELF$cmdata: if we wanted to add some

extra information on the jobs in the matrix, we Wbhave to make another request

directly to Eurostat.

Because of theui generisnature of the European Labour Force Surveys, diffecult

to summarize its methodology in the usual way (Whiould require to provide details

for each of the national surveys used), so we willy briefly outline its broad

characteristic:

1)

2)

3)

Coverage: The EU-LFS covers the 27 Member States of the &Jyell as
member states of the EEA, Iceland and Norway, @wdand by bilateral
agreement, and the Candidate Countries Croatia Tamlley. It covers all
persons living in private households. Although finst attempts to carry out a
Labour Force Survey covering the whole EU (at tivae much smaller than
today) go back to the 60s, really comparable resa only available since the
eighties (the microdata provided by Eurostat stamtsl983 for the earlier

countries).

Reference period: The ELFS is a quarterly survey. In all countriest b
Germany, Hungary (3 weeks/month), Bulgaria, Croatd Turkey the sample is
spread over the 13 weeks of the quarter. The saspleformly spread over the
weeks, except in Luxembourg, Slovenia, Romania &witzerland (Eurostat
2006: 3). In this project, we use the annual EL&ESults, which are generated by
EUROSTAT by aggregating information of the four gaes.

Sampling design:according to Eurostat itself, “the sampling designthe EU-

LFS are extremely varied. Most National statistioatitutes employ some kind
of multi-staged stratified random sample desigmeemlly those that do not
have central population registers available.” (Etab2006: 4). But of course,

this does not mean that the samples are not cotvipathe design of the sample

22 A detailed account of the main characteristiceath of the national surveys is available in theoEtat
publication “The European Union labour force survagin characteristics of the national surveys”
(Eurostat 2009a).
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4)

5)

6)

7

is subject to constraints specified in the EU Ratioh regarding the required

level of statistical reliability and representaty{Charlier and Franco 2001: 2).

Data collection method:it also varies between countries. Most countres a
mix of data collection by personal visits and phaonterviews, but in some
countries the questionnaires are at least partlyirsidtered by post and in others
all questionnaires are administered face to face. idcreasing number of

countries (at least 19) use a computerised question

Weighting procedure: the EU LFS Regulation stipulates that the weightin
must be based in age (using five-year bands), sdxNUJTS-2 region, but in
practice this also varies considerably from coumérycountry, because of the

different quality and coverage of the populatiogisters available.

Non-response:Countries where the participation to the survegaspulsory
tend to have a better response rate than in thatwes where the survey is
facultative. The response rate varies from 98% @mn@ny to 55-60% in the
Netherlands. For some specific variables item remponse can also be quite
high. Some countries do imputations for the iterm-response either using
auxiliary information or coping the information gin by the same person in a

previous interview (Charlier and Franco 2001: 6).

Sampling error: because of the large sample size, the standastsef ELFS
estimates are quite small. In ta3le8.] we provide with the estimation of
standard errors for 5 key variables for the yead52Gaken from the quality
report published by Eurostat in 2005 (Eurostat 2038.

2 This table uses the two-letter country codesreawill very often use in this thesis, to be aldit the
country names in the tables and charts. The liftede codes is provided after the list of tabldekV
possible, we will use the full country names.
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Number of part-time Number of Rate of Average number of
Number of employed employed unemployed unemployment hours actually worked
Country = 1000 %1000 %1000 % hrs

EU-25 197 467 353 35983 £187 19 514 157 9.0 20.07 37.8£0.04
EU-15 167 909 +268 33 644 £175 14 943 £130 8.220.07 37.2%0.05
EA-12 132 633 £242 24 839 £146 13 053 £121 9.0 £0.08 37.510.05
EEA 199 909 +354 36 662 £188 19 623 £157 8.9 +0.07 37.80.04
BE 4235+ 30 932+ 20 390+ 16 8.4+0.3 37.0+0.3
BG 2982+ 56 60+ 6 334+ 19 10.1 0.5 40.7 +0.1
Ccz 4764+ 33 233+ 10 410+ 15 7903 42.0 +0.1
DK 2752+ 16 608+ 14 140+ 7 4802 35.840.2
DE 36 353 +104 8732+ 62 4577+ 55 11.2 0.1 37.1+0.1
EE 607 £ 18 47 £ 6 52+ 6 7.9+09 40.3+0.3
IE 1952+ 14 0+ 0 89+ 5 4.30.2 37.7 0.2
EL 4369+ 43 217+ 13 477 19 9.9£0.4 42.4£0.2
ES 18973+ 63 2347+ 33 1913+ 34 9.240.1 39.0 +0.1
FR 24 536 £169 4 227 £106 2458+ 88 9.1+0.3 37.0+0.2
IT 22563+ 79 2897+ 49 1889+ 36 7.7+01 38.2 0.1
cY 348 £ 9 31+ 3 19+ 3 53+0.7 39.7 204
Lv 1034+ 14 86 + 8 101 + 8 8.9+0.7 423412
LT 1474+ 46 104+ 14 133+ 15 8.3+0.9 38.9+0.3
LU 194 + 2 34+ 1 9+ 1 4.510.3 38.1+0.2
HU 3901+ 59 160+ 10 302+ 15 72403 40.5+0.1
MT 149 2 14z 1 12 1 7.310.6 39.310.4
NL 8111+ 42 3741+ 32 402+ 10 4.7+0.1 32.0+0.2
AT 3824+ 36 808+ 19 208+ 10 5240.2 39.240.3
PL 14 116 £213 1621+ 62 3045+ 82 17.8 0.4 41.220.2
PT 5123+ 50 576+ 32 422+ 22 7604 39.120.2
RO 9115 £113 932+ 68 704+ 37 72404 40.5+0.2
SI 949+ 9 86+ 3 66+ 3 6.510.3 40.7 0.2
SK 2215+ 16 56 + 4 430+ 13 16.3 +0.6 41.1+0.2
Fl 2401+ 16 330+ 9 220+ 7 84103 37.4+01
SE 4336+ 19 1049+ 29 351+ 9 7.540.2 36.240.2
UK 28 187 +114 7149+ 90 1399+ 46 4.7 0.2 36.0 0.1
HR 1573+ 44 158+ 15 227+ 13 126 0.7 40.1£0.3
1S 160 + 1 35+ 1 4z 0 2.640.3 423103
NO 2283+ 13 643+ 15 105 + 7 4.420.3 35.0+0.3
CH 3974+ 28 1316 27 185+ 10 45202 37.720.2

" The confidence limits at 95% level of significance.
Table 3.1: Confidence limits for ELFS annual resuls
(taken from EUROSTAT 2006)

As mentioned earlier, the basis we used for coasitm the jobs matrix is not directly
the microdata of the European Labour Force Sunimytsa dataset containing a detailed
breakdown of employment for each country and yearllh variables: occupation
(ISCO-2), sector (NACE-2), employment status, tgpeontract, part-time status, hours
worked, sex, age, education, country of birth aatiomality. This breakdown was
provided by Eurostat officials, following a requést the European Foundation for the
Improvement of Living and Working Conditions. Inaptice, what this very large
breakdown contains is the number of workers forheaountry and year which
correspond to each of the possible combinationth®fl1 variables mentioned earlier.
This data was provided already weighted and grosgedo reflect employment in

absolute numbers.
3.2. The core variables of the jobs matrix: NACE and | SCO

The cornerstone of the jobs matrix and of this whptoject is the simultaneous

classification of employment within each Europeaurtdry by occupation and sector
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(the units of such bidimensional classifications vidat we call “jobs”). The
occupational and sectorial classifications of empient in the ELFS provide the basis
for the empirical operationalization of the theaaitconcept of division of labour along
the horizontal and vertical axes (social and dethiét we discussed in the previous
chapter. These classifications also provide theraspe link that allows to merge
information from different sources and thereforeet@luate the implications that the
evolution of the employment structure has on thaliguof employment. And the fact
that these classifications are internationally h@arimed to a large extent is what
provides the opportunity for generating comparabteilts across the EU. Therefore, we
must discuss in some detail the rationale behiedehwo classifications, the level of
detail which we are going to use for our projent] ¢heir consistency and comparability
across the EU.

3.2.a) The Statistical Classification of Economativities (NACE)

The classification of economic activities used he European Labour Force Surveys
between 1995 and 2007, and therefore used in tbjeqb for the construction of the
jobs matrix, is NACE rev. 1. This classificatiorhstne is the European counterpart to
the United Nations International Standard Indu§tfgssification (ISIC) rev. 3. At the
level of detail that we will use in this projecSIC rev. 3 and NACE rev. 1 are
absolutely identical, and therefore we can refethim indistinctively (UN Statistics
Division 2002; EUROSTAT 1996, 2002).

NACE/ISIC is a standard classification of produeteconomic activities. Although it is
closely linked to the international classificatioh goods and services (CPC), it is
conceptually and operationally distinct: there agsame-to-one correspondence between
the two. NACE/ISIC is only concerned with typespobductive activities, not with kind
of ownership, type of legal organization or mode ageration (UN 2002: 11).
According to the ISIC documentation, “the expressaxtivity’ is to be understood as a
process, that is to say, the combination of actithra result in a certain type of
products. In other words, an activity can be saitike place when resources such as
equipment, labour, manufacturing techniques or ypctsd are combined to produce
specific goods or services” (UN 2002: 12). The @piof activity behind NACE/ISIC,
therefore, refers to economic activity as a proadsproduction of use values in the
sense discussed in the previous chapter (it iscanterned with ownership or legal

issues, which belong to the realm of exchange galue
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In practice, NACE/ISIC is basically a classificatiof producing units or economic
entities (entities which carry out “economic adtes”). Economic entities often carry
out more than one economic activity in the termignde in the previous paragraph: in
that case, they will be classified according to #uivity which contributes most to
value added (UN 2002: 12). Although NACE is prihadimed at the classification of
producing units, it is also routinely used for si&gng workers, for instance in the
European Labour Force Surveys. The basis for slassitication, of course, is the main

economic activity of the economic entity where tégpondent works.

There are three criteria behind the classificatddractivities in NACE/ISIC: a) the
character of the goods and services produced;ebyiskes to which they are put; and c)
the inputs, the process and the technology of mtimlu (UN 2002: 14). The first
criterium (the character) takes into account thiéedinces and similarities between
economic activities in terms of the physical compos, stage of fabrication of the
items and the needs served by them. The secomrdiwnit (the uses) takes into account
the types of economic transactions in which thedgoand services produced are
involved, and therefore distinguishes producingsuaccording to sources of demand
and markets for their output. The third criterium based on the material/technical

characteristics of the production process.

Although NACE/ISIC was not designed with the cortogfpsocial (horizontal) division
of labour in mind (at least, not explicitly), itederlying principles are so similar that it
can be understood as a classification of produgmtg according to their position in the
social division of labour. As we have just seenyritlerstands economic activity as a
process of production of use values, and classgreslucing units according to the
types of goods and services they produce, how #Hreyused and the technologies
involved: all this is entirely fitting the concepf social division of labour that we
discussed in the previous chapter. Of course, ithiso coincidence: the enormous
variety of interlinked but distinct economic actigs that exists in any advanced
capitalist economy is the result of the historie&lepment of the principle of the social
division of labour. The mechanisms behind the ¥griegf economic activities that
NACE/ISIC tries to classify are the principles tiethorizontal or social division of
labour: the specialization of labour in the produetof different goods, organized by

firms and externally coordinated by market mechasis
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The NACE/ISIC classification of economic activitieas a hierarchical structure, with
four nested levels of aggregation, from classewdst level, coded with four digit
numbers) to sections (highest level of aggregatioded as one-digit letters). There are
17 sections, 60 divisions, 159 groups and 292 etad#/hat level of aggregation would
be adequate for our purposes? In principle, we wandentify categories which are
internally more or less homogeneous in terms ofgoélity (ignoring for the moment
the internal variability resulting from occupationghich we will discuss in the next
section). In this sense, the appropriate levelaggregation would probably be either
divisions or groups: the 17 sections are likelyetain a big deal of intra-class variation,
whereas the 292 classes are so detailed that theglly separate activities which are
almost identical. Taking a very detailed level a$agdigregation could also lead to
comparability problems, as we will discuss with mdetail in the next section (for the

case of occupational classifications).

In any case, the decision of the level of aggrega limited by what is available in the
ELFS data provided by Eurostat: it only provideant 2 digits, so we used the 2-digit
disaggregation for this project. But in our viewistlevel of disaggregation would be a
perfectly reasonable choice even if there wouldnbeexternal restrictions. The 60
sectors, further broken down by 28 occupationatgaties as we will see in the next
section, should give us an adequate and compapatilere of the composition of the

division of labour in each European countries altrgghorizontal and vertical axes.

With respect to issues of reliability, consisterazyd comparability of NACE in the
ELFS data, we could not find any scientific asses#nin the published literature or
reports from statistical offices (contrary to these of ISCO, whose comparability has
been studied in detail, as we will see in the mexdtion). Our impression, nevertheless,
is that this classification is reasonably compagraliternationally, and reasonably
consistent over time—much more than ISCO—. Wheoeaown data shows obvious
breaks in the series of employment by ISCO categaind some suspicious differences
across the EU, we did not find any (apparent) mobin the NACE classification. This
classification has been used for many years innabeun of different statistical sources,
surveys and registers, and is crucially importamt the planning and evaluation of
economic policy: for these reasons, it is likelyb® one of the most robust statistical

classifications available.
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The NACE classification has undergone a few remsiover time. Some of these
revisions were minor and implied no change at évellof aggregation which we use in
this project, so we can safely ignore them. On¢hote minor revision, from NACE

rev. 1 to NACE rev. 1.1, was implemented in thedpean Labour Force Surveys in
2005, within the period we will study. Other rewiss implied a substantial change in
the structure of the classification or even inc¢heeria used for delineating divisions: in
these cases, there is an inescapable break thatrweallow the comparison of the
structure of employment by sector before and afieryear in which the revision is

applied. The period which we will cover in this $ieeis directly determined by two

such major revisions, one taking place in 1993-1@84. 1) and another one in 2008
(rev. 2). It would be possible to do another stadyering periods before 1994 and after

2008, but it would be impossible to extend our gtiidyond those years.
3.2.b) The International Standard ClassificationGxfcupations (ISCO)

The classification of occupations that was usethnEuropean Labour Force Surveys
between 1995 and 2008 is the 1988 version of ttegriational Standard Classification
of Occupations adapted to the European Union, cd8€0-88(COM). As in the case
of NACE, this classification is the direct transpios of an international standard, in
this case coordinated by the International Labaific® which is the original ISCO-88.
Again, at the level of disaggregation we will usethis project, the international and
European standards are identical, so we will dremnfthe documentation of any of
them indistinctively (ILO 1990; Elias and Birch 99

ISCO classifies workers according to the naturéhefwork they perform. In fact, what
ISCO tries to classify is jobs rather than workénst we have to be very careful here,
because the conceptjob in the ISCO documentation is not the same asdheept of
job which we use in this project. For ISCO, a job ised of tasks or duties designed to
be performed by a person: therefore, it concersingle worker at a time (there would
be as many jobs as workers), even if it does nocem the characteristics of the
worker but the nature of the tasks and duties stsipposed to perform in the context
of her labour relation. For us, a job would be & dafethese ISCO-jobs with similar
characteristics in terms of skills and hierarchipasition, as well as in terms of the
economic activity of the productive units to whitttey belong (in short, a job for us

would be a set of ISCO-jobs classified within thene occupation and sector). To avoid
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any confusions, in this section we will use thentéfjob for the concept of job used in

the ISCO classification.

ISCO-88 classifies I-jobs according to the skidguired for the competent performance
of the job. It differentiates two dimensions: a)k tlevel of skill, measuring the
complexity and range of the tasks involved, andhie)specializationof skills, which
refers to the field of knowledge required, the soahd machinery used, the materials
worked on and the kind of goods and services predu&Elias 1997: 6). The first
dimension (level of skill) derives from the ISCEassification of formal educational
levels, even though the ISCO documentation ardwssthe skills necessary to carry out
a given job can be also acquired through informaihing and experience (ILO 1990:
2)—which seems somewhat contradictory—. It is thimension which provides ISCO
with a semi-hierarchical structure, with four brogldll-levels associated with specific

ISCED levels of formal education.

The first dimension (skill level) assumes that #héls required for each I-job can be
characterized by a single (ordinal) metric: bureéhare also specific skills which cannot
be reduced to such single metric because theytresol qualitative differences in the
types of productive activity. These qualitativefeliénces in the skills required are
captured by the second dimension of ISCO (skillcgdzation). In many ways, this
second dimension is analogous to the criteria Geethe delineation of the sectorial
divisions in NACE (they both refer to the goods amivices produced, the materials
used and the technologies involved). But this da#smean that this second dimension
of ISCO is redundant with NACE. First, because destheir analogy, the second
dimension of ISCO is constructed from the perspectif the skills required, whereas
the NACE classification takes the perspective af ffroduction process. Second,
because NACE classifies the main activity of th& where the I-job belongs, whereas
ISCO classifies the activity of each particularobj An I-job may be part of the
manufacturing sector, yet carry out services a@wi(for instance, clerical work): such
I-job would be classified within manufacturing ilrARE (rather than within services or
administration) but as clerical in ISCO. NACE cifies producing units and ISCO
classifies I-jobs: because a single producing oai incorporate different types of
economic activities (besides the main activity,dufe the NACE classification, there
are often secondary or ancillary activities), wedéoth ISCO and NACE to classify I-

jobs properly in terms of the horizontal and vettidivision of labour.
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This raises the question of whether ISCO is reatlgquate as an operationalization of
our theoretical concept of the vertical division labour (what Marx called the
manufacturing division of labour). The fact thatCIS classifies I-jobs rather than
economic activities or producing units fits ouradéat the vertical dimension concerns
the division of labouwithin producing units. Its emphasis on skills is alsecahte for
our purposes: since the classic formulation of Adamith, the core idea of the division
of labour is the increasing returns $&ill specialization. What would seem to be
missing, according to the criteria behind ISCOhia ILO documentation (ILO 1990), is
the dimension of authority and hierarchy, whictcentral to the Marxian concept of

manufacturing division of labour in which our owoncept is based.

As argued by Marx (for a detailed discussion, dee previous chapter), the main
difference between the vertical and horizontal gdlon of labour is the mechanism
coordinating the allocation of labour to the difet specialized tasks: in the horizontal
dimension, the main mechanism is the market (andiriits are firms); in the vertical

dimension the main mechanism (in capitalism) isdbéority of capitalists/managers
within productive organizations (and its units amrkers within firms). Authority is a

central concept for distinguishing both forms ovisiion of labour, and authority

structures tend to be associated to differencgmynand job quality in general: hence,
our vertical dimension of the division of labourosid also classify according to the
authority position of jobs within firms, which is iprinciple missing according to the

ISCO documentation.

But is it really missing? We would argue that ewvént is not explicit (to our
knowledge), ISCO does take into account the aughstructures within firms, as can
easily be seen by a quick inspection of this clesdion at the one-digit level. First, this
classification includes a specific category (witlamy sub-categories at the two-digit
level) for those at the top of the firms’ authorgtiructures (managers, legislators and
administrators). This category does not reflect amgcific skill level (the first
dimension of ISCO), so the only reason for its safgainclusion must be its position in
terms of authority within firms. Second, the fouillslevels of ISCO are strongly
associated with the remaining authority levels mitproductive organizations, which
may simply reflect the fact that skill levels andteority positions tend to be correlated,
but it nevertheless implies that by no means isQSdlind to within-firms authority

structures.
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As NACE, ISCO has a hierarchical structure withrfoasted levels: 10 major groups,
28 sub-major groups, 116 minor groups and 390 gnoips. As in the case of NACE,
the most detailed level of disaggregation availabl¢ghe ELFS is the two-digit level,
consisting of 28 categories. In principle, thismeealetailed enough for our purposes,
especially considering that these 28 occupatiores a@ossed with the 60 sectors
identified in NACE at the two-digit level. Furtheare, in this case we have empirical
evidence supporting that this is the most detddeel at which it is possible to make
reasonably valid comparisons at the EU level. Pelieis (Elias 1997: 8-11) reviewed
seven different studies evaluating the degree ofeagent in the classification of the
same occupations in different countries, and atthoe concluded that “occupational
coding is an inexact process” (the same occupatiemsometimes coded differently in
different countries), these papers clearly show tha optimal level for international
comparisons is the two-digit level. “There is arghamprovement in agreement rates
between coding frames which are compared at thgiRlelvel as opposed to the 3-digit
level. The further improvement at the 1-digit lei®inot so marked” (Elias 1997: 11).
Hence, “data comparisons made at the sub-majorpgi®eel (essentially the 2-digit
level) are likely to be reasonably reliable in terof the application of the underlying

classification process” (Elias 1997:11).

But the ISCO classification is not only affectednfr potential comparability problems
across countries: it is also problematic in terrhsamsistency over time, even within
the same country. As we will see later, there amgd shifts in the levels of employment
of specific occupations in some countries ovenglsiyear, shifts which are completely
implausible as real shifts in the employment sticectand for which there is very
limited or no documentation in the ELFS publicaio&ven though we can more or less
solve these problems through some data adjustntérissuggest that (as concluded by
Elias in 1997) occupational coding is an inexadcpss, and therefore we should be

specially careful when analysing this dimensiothefjobs matrix.

A final note on the implications of these ISCO camgbility problems. Because all our
analysis of the patterns of employment changeobyquality is done using nationally-
specific job rankings and aggregated job qualitytijes, the potential impact of these
problems is greatly reduced. It is important to eember that even though the jobs are
equally defined by ISCO and NACE in all countrid® comparison of the patterns of
job growth is made through the (national) job dwafiankings and quintiles. These
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comparability issues become a real problem onlynwie decompose these patterns by
ISCO categories, in order to understand them bé@r this kind of decompositions,
NACE is a more reliable basis than ISCO, and fas tieason we will give more
emphasis to the former than the latter. This shdadp the specific comparability

problems of ISCO reasonably under control.
3.3. A brief description of the jobs matrix

Table 3.1l shows the number of jobs identified Ire tjobs matrix in each country
covered, for 2000. According to our definition, theare 1680 potential jobs (28
occupations across 60 sectors). In practice, mémlyese potential jobs do not exist in
reality, or they account for such a small propertid the population that the sample of
the European Labour Force Survey does not haveesppndent in those categories. So
the number of jobs that are actually captured m jfbs matrix varies from 401 in
Estonia to 1192 in Germany (in 2000). Only 4 coesthave less than 600 identified

jobs (Lithuania, Luxemburg, Cyprus and Estonia).

DE UK FR ES CzZ IE HU IT NL SK Fl PT
Freq. 1,192 1,079 1067 988 986 980 977 939 891 821 790 781
AT Sl GR SE BE LV DK LT LU CY EE
Freq. 759 730 698 698 686 638 610 539 454 433 401

Table 3.1I: Number of jobs identified in each county

But of course, the actual number of workers witéith job varies considerably. There
are some jobs which have a rather high proportioermployment and some others
which are very marginal. This is illustrated inl&B.lll, which shows the proportion of

employment accumulated in the 5 biggest jobs ohezmuntry, then the proportion

accumulated in the first 10 jobs and so on, urig fproportion of employment

accumulated in the first 500 jobs. The table shdkat, indeed, there is quite an
important accumulation of employment in relativééw jobs: in all countries, more

than 50% of total employment is accumulated inhkiggest 50 jobs, and around three
guarters in the top 100 jobs. The biggest 5 jolmo@at for a relatively high share of

total employment as well, from 16.3% in Luxembwd6.4% in Greece.

A big table showing the description of the top bgan terms of employment in each
country can be found in annex 1. There are only t@ses across all EU countries in
which a single job accounts for more than 10% tdltemployment: and in all cases,
these jobs are “market-oriented skilled agricultwarkers” (ISCO 61) in “Agriculture”

(NACE 1)—this single job account for more than 1086 Greece, Lithuania and
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Portugal—. Our impression is that the ISCO clasatfon is not very well suited for
this particular sector, so that all workers tendjébd aggregated into a single, large and
maybe heterogeneous, category. But for the reteoéconomy, the approach seems to
work reasonably well, even though there are soinerdarge jobs. The table in annex 1
shows that there are 26 jobs that account for rii@ne 5% of total national employment
in their particular countries, and the rest areolweb%. Although these jobs are very
large in terms of employment numbers, they ardyiik@be reasonably homogeneous in
terms of work and employment conditions: the largebs in most countries are
teaching professionals in education, building teaderkers in construction, health
professionals in health and social work and salsgsps in retail trade. The structure of
the jobs matrix seems adequate with respect toesgarch objectives: although there is
a certain degree of concentration of employmenédme specific types of jobs, this
concentration reflects the structure of the labmarket itself and therefore does not
invalidate the approach (with the only possibleepton of agriculture, where 1ISCO

lumps all workers within a single category).

5 10 50 100 250 500
Austria 23.2% 33.0% 63.0% 76.7% 92.2% 98.6%
Belgium 19.6% 29.0% 59.1% 73.3% 90.2% 98.2%
Cyprus 24.6% 34.0% 66.5% 80.3% 95.0%
Czech Republic 18.6% 26.6% 51.3% 66.1% 84.9% 95.4%
Germany 16.4% 25.2% 54.3% 67.8% 86.3% 96.3%
Denmark 22.0% 31.0% 60.4% 74.1% 91.2% 99.0%
Estonia 18.4% 25.5% 54.1% 71.0% 92.3%
Spain 22.8% 33.9% 62.9% 76.0% 90.5% 97.6%
Finland 19.7% 30.9% 57.3% 71.5% 88.7% 97.5%
France 16.7% 26.5% 56.6% 70.7% 87.7% 96.8%
Greece 36.4% 47.7% 73.9% 84.7% 95.1% 99.1%
Hungary 20.6% 29.4% 54.8% 68.9% 86.2% 95.9%
Ireland 24.6% 34.5% 60.9% 73.5% 89.1% 97.0%
Italy 21.2% 30.4% 61.1% 76.3% 91.4% 98.1%
Lithuania 30.2% 38.4% 61.9% 74.1% 90.5% 99.5%
Luxemburg 16.3% 26.7% 65.0% 80.4% 95.1%
Latvia 20.7% 28.9% 57.6% 71.5% 90.0% 98.6%
Netherlands 18.4% 26.6% 59.2% 72.4% 88.6% 97.1%
Portugal 27.4% 37.4% 67.7% 79.5% 92.6% 98.4%
Sweden 22.5% 31.4% 59.6% 72.7% 89.7% 98.0%
Slovenia 21.2% 29.7% 55.1% 69.0% 86.8% 97.3%
Slovakia 18.5% 26.9% 52.2% 65.6% 84.5% 95.8%

United Kingdom 18.0% 26.6% 54.7% 69.7% 87.7% 96.6%

Table 3.11l: Share of employment in the biggest X¢bs

But how much do the jobs matrices of different does differ? Are they really
comparable? We know that the number of jobs imtlagrix varies considerably across

countries, which means that not in all countries fame jobs are available. If this
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means that the actual jobs identified in the défercountries are very different, then the
jobs matrices may not be really comparable. Thieviehg table shows the number of
jobs which are missing in any number of countridsere are 129 jobs that are available
in all countries (ie., there are 0 countries witlssing values in these jobs), 104 jobs
which are missing only in one country, etc. Arols@ of the jobs identified in the

matrix are available in at least 19 countries.

Unavailable in Number of jobs Employment

(n countires) N. Percent Cum.| Empl. Percent Cum.
0 129 8.79 8.79 |108532.7 62.59 62.59
1 104 7.09 15.88 | 29605.3 17.07 79.66
2 76 5.18 21.06 | 10468.8 6.04 85.70
3 71 4.84 25.9 6681.8 3.85 89.55
4 63 4.29 30.2 5411.7 3.12 92.67
5 55 3.75 33.95 2706.3 1.56 94.23
6 46 3.14 37.08 1875.8 1.08 95.31
7 52 3.54 40.63 1576.0 0.91 96.22
8 48 3.27 43.9 1442.4 0.83 97.05
9 42 2.86 46.76 967.3 0.56 97.61
10 53 3.61 50.37 869.6 0.50 98.11
11 51 3.48 53.85 914.6 0.53 98.64
12 45 3.07 56.92 458.3 0.26 98.90
13 54 3.68 60.6 498.2 0.29 99.19
14 38 2.59 63.19 233.3 0.13 99.33
15 40 2.73 65.92 242.8 0.14 99.47
16 50 3.41 69.33 220.4 0.13 99.59
17 53 3.61 72.94 199.3 0.11 99.71
18 48 3.27 76.21 125.3 0.07 99.78
19 75 5.11 81.32 146.7 0.08 99.86
20 94 6.41 87.73 130.8 0.08 99.94
21 89 6.07 93.8 73.0 0.04 99.98
22 91 6.2 100 31.6 0.02 100
Total 1,467 100 173412.0 100

Table 3.1V: Distribution of jobs not available in all countries

But the issue here is not so much about the nurmbgobs, but about the total

employment that these jobs account for. And as shalgo in the table above, the
problem of the mismatch of the identified jobs iffedent countries is very small in

terms of employment: the jobs which have valueallithe countries account for almost
63% of total employment, and the jobs which havieles at least in 20 out of the 23
countries in the dataset account for 90% of tatapleyment. Therefore, the structures
of employment as captured by the jobs approach seasonably comparable across
different countries. In chapter 4 we will comparte tjobs matrices from a more
substantive perspective (the different structurésmployment by occupation and

sector).
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4. The second pillar of the jobs approach: the jolguality rankings

The second step in the jobs methodology involvesrémking of jobs by their quality.
Following the theoretical discussion of the pregiainapter, we have constructed three
different measures of quality to rank the jobshie matrix: one based on median hourly
wages, another on the average educational attatnohevorkers, and a third one based
on the aggregation of different variables measuriag-pecuniary conditions of work
and employment (what we will call themenities indexfollowing Adam Smith’'s
terminology®). In this section, we will explain the methodologgllowed for the
construction of those three indices, one by ond. fBst, we need to briefly discuss

some general issues on our approach to job quality.

In this project, job quality plays a crucial butteadary role. Our intention is not to
study job quality in itself, or its evolution: rah we want to study the implications of
the transformation in the jobs structure (or tharaing division of labour) on the
quality of existing jobs. For this reason, we wile a static and relative approach to job
quality:

1. Static: the characterization of jobs by their quality Wi fixed for the whole
period. As mentioned earlier, the analytical stygtef the jobs approach is
based on two main parameters: on the one handublation of employment
across the jobs matrix, on the other hand the tubyaof jobs by their quality.
By fixing the second element (job quality), we fecour analysis on the
transformation of the jobs matrix over time. Sirfphig, we could say that we
need is some method to identify which jobs are gaod bad, and then study
whether the evolution of employment over time hasant an increase of the
good or the bad jobs. This requires keeping thentieh of good and bad jobs
(in our case, provided by the job quality rankingsijistant over the period being
studied.

2. Relative: our measures of job quality will be relative ratliean absolute. In
fact, our analysis will be based on a broad clasdibn of jobs by their quality
in five groups, from low to high (with respect taoh of the three job quality

measures used). A relative measure is more adefprateir purposes for the

241n fact, the term of (dis)amenities is not realsed in The Wealth of Nations (instead, Smith speak
about “agreeableness or disagreeableness”; Smibt 171.0.4), but it has become the standard term in
the debate on compensating wage differentials, misievhy we use it here.
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following reasons: first, even though it is lesggise in its characterization of
the quality of the different jobs, it is detailechorigh for our purposes of
studying the broad implications of the changingigion of labour; second,
absolute measures are considerably more difficuitdmpare across different
countries (and less reliable) than relative messsithird, relative positions and
differences, especially if they are as aggregaseih ¢his case (in quintiles), are
less affected by the breaks in the time seriesngbleyment described in the

previous section.

This static and relative approach provides a goasdisbfor a compared structural
analysis of job quality, but we must be aware thhas its problems too. First, the fact
that it is relative and highly aggregated meansithaill miss many important details in
terms of job quality. Most importantly, our datalviail completely to reflect the scale
of inequalities which exist in terms of job qualdgross jobs in the different countries
(in any of the three measures, but specially imseof wage levels; see for instance
Mittag 2005). Our figures will show employment gitbwin all countries divided in five
more or less evenly sized groups of jobs, from towhigh quality: this may give a
wrong impression of homogeneity in terms of labmarket structures across Europe.
Our figures, therefore, have to be interpreted wéte, having this potential problem in
mind. The second problem is related to the fact tha will use fixed job quality
rankings. As we already mentioned in the theoaétbapter, the absolute and relative
levels of job quality do change over time, so usrfixed ranking always implies some
degree of oversimplification and misrepresentatiBnt as already mentioned, this
simplification is necessary in order to be abléottus our attention on the implications
of the transformation of the jobs structure; andl@asg as we are aware of its

implications, this should not be a major problethei.

In fact, although of course we believe that itusdamentally true that the relative levels
of job quality are continuously changing, over aiqe: of 12 years such as the one we
are covering here they should not imply a signific@alignment of jobs in the matrix.
As mentioned earlier, this is one of the advantagfessing a relative rather than an
absolute approach. Probably between 1995 and 20@7period covered here) there
have been important changes in the wages, eduahtiewels or amenities of the

different jobs, maybe even a few realignments endkerall ranking: but it seems quite
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implausible that a significant number of jobs wohblive shifted their position vis-a-vis

the others, or between the five groups of job dquathich are the basis of our analysis.

Unfortunately, we cannot test such idea for theegagnd amenities rankings, because
we only have measures of them for a single paoininie (2002 for the wages ranking,
and 2005 for the amenities ranking, as we shall lag). But in the case of the
educational ranking, we can (re)construct the ragkiear by year for each country, and
see how much change there is in terms of job quatithe job level (using correlation
matrices). The results of such analysis, whichslrewn in annex 2, corroborate our
assumptions, with a few minor qualifications. Mastportantly, the correlations
between the yearly rankings are very high for noosintries (above .85), and in most
cases they are not larger for adjacent than faaisears (if they were, it would mean
that the rankings changed between 1995 and 2008).féw countries (most clearly in
Finland, Netherlands, Sweden and the UK), the tatioms do decrease as the period
separating two rankings becomes longer: but evethase cases, the correlations
between the most distant years are high enouglo asdure comparability (they are
always above .75). There are, though, a few castfmost importantly, the three
Baltic States; to a much lesser extent also Slavemd Slovakia), where the
correlations seem to be somewhat erratic (goingng down throughout the period):
but what this suggests is that the national datd or quality in those cases, not that
the job quality hierarchies change over time (wBleg believe those changes are to
some extent random). Therefore, this quick chegipsts the idea that using a fixed

relative measure of job quality over the whole peshould not be a major problém.
4.1. Thewage ranking®

Because there is no single European data sourceunmagwages for the whole of the
economy and which can be broken down by occupatiahsector at the two-digit level,
this ranking was constructed through a complicgedtess of aggregation of different
sources. Even though this ranking has a numberatfigms which we must recognise
and take into account in our analysis, it is ar@ypas good as it can get with the
currently available data at the European level; aodsidering that we only need a

relative measure which can be used for aggregd#ti@gobs in five ordered groups, it

% |n fact, as we will see later, the educational soea used for our second job quality ranking issHamn
pooled data from all available years.

26 The wage ranking we will use here was mainly pregdy Terry Ward and Robert Stehrer for the
JOBS project of the European Foundation in 200& &ehrer and Ward 2008).
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should serve our purposes well enough. In any casewill contrast the results
obtained with this ranking with the other two inecof job quality, based on the

educational level and a multidimensional measu@nudnities.
4.1.a) A brief description of the sources

The main sources for the wage rankings are the Hi@@pean Structure of Earnings
Survey (ESES) and the 2005 European Survey on lecmd Living Conditions (EU-

SILC), complemented secondarily with the Europeasm@unity Household Panel
(ECHP) of 2001 and the Structure of Business 3iegi$SBS) of 2003. Therefore, we
will provide a more detailed account of the metHody of the two main surveys used
(ESES and SILC) and only a brief summary for the templementary ones (ECHP
and SBS).

The European Structure of Earnings Survey(ESES)is a relatively new European

survey that aims at collecting harmonised dataroegyearnings, weekly working hours
and annual days of leave at establishment leveb@Eat 2005). It has only been carried
out twice so far (in 2002 and 2006), but the airtoigeep on doing it every four years.
The data for the 2006 edition of the SES has nenbget published (as of January
2010), so for this project we had to use the 2afi2om. As the ELFS, it is carried out

jointly by National Statistical Offices (NSOs) aBdirostat. Although the concepts and
principles are harmonised, the actual implementatiothe questionnaire and fieldwork
is done nationally. The 2002 survey covered then2Bnbers of the EU (including the

ten NMS which had still not formally joined).

So far, Eurostat has made available only a veritddramount of documentation on this
survey. Only the background Council Regulation amine brief methodological
documents are available through the Eurostat welfséte European Council 1999 and
Eurostat 2005). In some individual Member Statesre is more documentation on the
national surveys that feed the ESES.

Although the unit of analysis of the ESES is thepkyee, the information is gathered
through enterprises. Not all the employed poputai® covered: the survey is only
representative of employees working in companiesitofeast 10 employees in the

sectors C to O (excluding L) of the NACE classifica of economic activiti€d. ESES

2" The economic activities excluded are: A - Agriaudt, forestry and fishing; B - Mining and quarrying
L - Real estate activities; P — Education; Q - Honmealth and social work activities; R - Arts,
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excludes self-employed persons, those working impanies with less than 10

employees and those working in public administratad agriculturé.

Nevertheless, the ESES covers labour earnings asdatvery large sample (it varies
from country to country, but it is considerablygar than the EU-SILC and ECHP). For
this reason, it can be used to compile informatianabour earnings for very specific
groups of workers. It also includes information aibthe number of hours worked
(necessary to calculate hourly wages, the basisudbranking) and information on the
occupation and sector of each respondent (codERIG8 and NACE). ISCO is coded at
the two-digit level, but NACE is only available @e digit, which implies the need for

further tweaking as we will see later.

The European Survey of Income and Living Conditions(EU-SILC) is the EU
reference source for comparative statistics onnregoverty and social exclusion. The
organisation of the EU-SILC is quite similar to thaf the ELFS and ESES. The
concepts, definitions and classifications for tiuestionnaire, and the principles of data
collection, are decided jointly by Eurostat and iblal Statistical Offices (NSOSs).
These decisions are constrained by the need totfeegrocess of Open Method of
Coordination (OMC) within the EU on the areas ofciab protection and social
inclusion (Eurostat 2009b: 48). The questionnaimd &eldwork design are finalised,
and the fieldwork itself carried out, by the NSOshm each member state. Eurostat
coordinates the whole process and centralises @balting data at the EU level.
Therefore, the objectives, concepts and principles the same, but not the actual
formulations or methods used for collecting theinfation. As mentioned earlier when
discussing the ELFS, this is not necessarily alprapbut must be acknowledged and

taken into account when dealing with the data.

The sample size of the EU-SILC is quite large,@ltih not as big as the ELFS or the
ESES: the number of persons included in the samapiges from 7.000 to 47.000 in the
different member states (EUROSTAT 2008). But onlfyaction of them are actually
employed persons, which means that if the goabisld very detailed analysis, the
sample size might be somewhat limited. The inforomats provided in two different

ways: cross-sectionally (with the reference peramyering a single year, used to

entertainment and recreation; S - Other servicéigitaes; T - Activities of households as employers
undifferentiated goods and services producing #ietsvof households for own use.
28 The 2006 wave of some countries includes all éistabent sizes.
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estimate the incidence on that specific year of pienomenon of interest) and
longitudinally (the information is repeatedly meiesiifor the same individuals over a
period of four years, so that the change in thelemce of the phenomena studied can
be studied at the individual level). The EU-SILC dasrelatively new survey, with
comparable EU data available only from 2005 onwaFas this project, we used the
2005 edition of the survey, which covered the whglle25.

The EU-SILC includes, as already mentioned, godarination on labour earnings. It
collects information on net labour income for abbrkers living in private households,
including categories of workers that are not inelddn the ESES, such as self-
employed workers, workers in companies with less1thO employees and workers in
the public sector or agriculture. This survey odlesome basic information about the
employment status of workers, including occupatamd sector, but as the ESES,
NACE is only coded at the one-digit level. It ais@ludes some basic working time
information (most importantly, working hours), nesary for building an indicator of

hourly wages.

The European Community Household Pane(ECHP) is the precedent of the EU-
SILC. It has similar characteristics: the data wakected longitudinally and it covered
mostly issues of income and living conditions (&#RUNET 2004). Its sample was
representative of private households in each cgpualthough it was considerably more
limited than the sample of the EU-SILC (the totahber of adults aged 16 years and
over was approximately 130,000). It was carried loetiveen 1994 and 2001, and it
only covered the 15 countries that were memberh@fEU before 2004. It includes
detailed information on wages, working hours, asdupation and sector at the two-

digit level. For this project, we used the 2001 aiav

Finally, the Structural Business Statistics of the EU{SBS) is a completely different
source because it does not draw from a specifiwegurbut from a range of
administrative registers and official statisticaformation (see EUROSTAT 2007Db).
The observational unit is the enterprise, but itects aggregate information on hourly
wages which can be broken down by sector (at the-digit level). It covers all
members of the EU, and within each member, allgbeisector companies except those
in agriculture and fishing, financial services am+market services such as education
and health.
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4.1.b) The process of generating the wage rankings

The wage ranking was constructed by aggregatingrimdtion from the four sources
discussed earlier, in a three-step process. Thmaigin of hourly wages, in all cases,
concerns only employees: the earnings of self-epeplaare much less reliable and in

any case there are no adequate sources for thisytar group available in the Et3.

The first step is the construction of thackboneof the wage ranking, which is entirely
drawn from the ESES. This backbone basically ctsmsis a large matrix of data
including information on the hourly earnings of kaxcupation (ISCO at the two-digit
level) within each sector (NACE at the one-digitdg.3® The assumption is that this
survey is the best source for estimating medianiyh@arnings for the whole of the EU
at the required level of detail. But it has impattproblems which makes it necessary to
supplement it with information drawn from the otlileree sources. The first problem is
that some sectors are completely excluded from E&FSculture and fishing, public
administration, education, health care and persamdicommunity services. The second
problem is that even for the sectors which areuithetl, ESES only provides a 1-digit
NACE breakdown, which is not enough detailed for purposes, especially in the case
of the manufacturing sector. Whereas the 1-digiQ&As only further divided in three
or four sub-sectors at the two-digit level for mogthe service sectors (and therefore,
the loss of information is quite small), in the ea$ manufacturing there is only a single
one-digit sector for 23 two-digit sectors (the losk information in this case is
substantial, especially considering that there qurige important differences in these
subsectors, from textile manufacturing to aeromaltindustries). Therefore, it is
necessary to use information from the other theces to further break down the
wage levels within the manufacturing sector in ipatar (for the services sectors, the
potential errors introduced by the aggregationitfént sources weights more than the
potential gains from a more detailed breakdownif seas decided to leave them at the
one-digit level). These two problems of ESES canmmee or less corrected by the
estimation process explained below, but theretisird problem for which there is no

solution: the ESES does not cover those workinggompanies with less than 10

% Nevertheless, these group of workers are incliiéide subsequent analysis. In the following sextio
we will discuss this issue specifically.

%0 These estimations were provided by Eurostat afficiTo preserve the confidentiality of respondents
Eurostat multiplied each estimation by a constaitrary factor: therefore, this data cannot beduee
analysing absolute wage levels, but is perfecthgadte for analysing relative wage levels. This aetl
also be used to construct relative wage intervaid|lustrative purposes, in the following chapter
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employees. Because there is no solution, we aeedoto assume (or hope) that the
relative wage levels of these workers are not wsggpificantly different from those of

the rest (more on this later).

The second step in the construction of the wagkimgrconsists, therefore, in adding to
this backbone the hourly wages for the sectorscowered in the ESES. The source
used in this second step is the EU-SILC surveyQfif52 which covers all sectors but,
unfortunately, only provides a 1-digit NACE brealkdo The hourly earnings of each
occupation (2-digit ISCO) and sector (1-digit NACE}E estimated with this survey (for
the whole economy). The resulting matrix is tlaignedto the matrix calculated with
the ESES (what we have called the backbone of d#gewankings). For the jobs which
are available in both sources, the ratio betweéh &éstimations is calculated. This ratio
is then used as an adjustment factor for the joh8able in EU-SILC but not in ESES,
to homogenize both matrices. This adjustment faistdhe same for all EU-SILC jobs
not covered in ESES (in each country), so the iveladistances between their wage
levels are preserved intact. Once this adjustmerst been applied, the jobs only
available in EU-SILC are added to the ESES backlfforethe jobs available on both

sources, only the ESES estimation is used).

The third step consists in breaking down the mastufang sector. The sources used are
ECHP and SBS. ECHP has a more detailed breakdowMAGIE (although still not
two-digit), but unfortunately it only covers EU-1&ountries. There is no survey
covering hourly wages with NACE at a more detalaeel| of disaggregation than the 1-
digit in the NMS. For these countries, it was neaeg to apply a correcting factor
based on SBS.

In EU-15 countries, hourly wages for all 2-digitQS occupations within 6 broad
manufacturing sub-sectors were estimated, andeadigm the previous estimations using
the same procedure applied earlier for the EU-SIEG. the NMS, the average wages
for two-digit sectors within manufacturing were @ahted using SBS, without any
occupational breakdown (ISCO is not covered in SB®)adjustment factor based on
these averages was then calculated and appliedhetohourly wages within each
manufacturing sub-sector, constant across all @ioups. This implies the (necessary)
assumption that the structure of wages by occupatithin each manufacturing
subsectors is broadly the same: that is, that tisen® interaction between occupation

and sector in the wage structure within manufaaturi
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With the resulting set of estimations of hourlyréags by occupation and sector, the

jobs were finally ranked from low to high: hence thage rankings.
4.1.c) The validity of the wage rankings

The process of generating the wage rankings waglestmalmostortuous it involved
the aggregation of different data sources, in saases making (necessary) bold
assumptions, sometimes pushing the data almostetdirhits of what is scientifically
acceptable. This tortuous process was the onlyweagould find to have a wage-based
relative measure of quality at the job level inte&tiropean country, which was critical
for this project. And notwithstanding all these lpgems, we believe it was worth the
effort: the final result is a reasonable proxydb fjuality in each of the 23 EU countries
covered in this study, which shall allow us to tds hypotheses presented in the

previous section.

Nevertheless, there are some problems that musickeowledged, and its potential

implications explicitly evaluated:

1. The measure of hourly wages which served as th&bbae for the wage
rankings did not include those working in compamigth less than 10 workers.
This is a problem to the extent that there areesyatic differences in wage
levels between those working in very small compsuwsimpared to the rest, and
to the extent that these systematic differencesod@ffect equally all the jobs in
the matrix (if all jobs would be equally affectensidering that the approach is
relative and not absolute, this would mean no @@l This problem probably
has some impact on the estimated wage levels (edlpen absolute terms): but
in this thesis, we never analyse wage levels diyredte only use wage levels to
rank the jobs and assign them to five groups (das)jt all the analysis is based
on that five-point classification. Although thereyrbe some minor errors in the
assignment of jobs to quintiles as a result of pnédblem, it is totally improbable
that such mis-assignment is significant enouglo dsas the overall results. This

problem is, therefore, practically neutralized.

2. The NACE classification used for constructing thege ranking is less detailed
than the classification used for the jobs matrig.we have seen, rather than the
target 2-digit NACE, we had to use an intermeda@éssification (with around

30 categories, beyond the 17 categories of NACHt1dbfinitely below the 60
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categories of NACE-2). The main potential implicatiof this compromise is
some loss of precision in the analysis, which sthdad minimal. After all, each
of these 30 NACE categories are still broken downthe 28 occupations of
ISCO at the two-digit level (in total, a matrix afmost 900 potential jobs),
which should provide with a fair degree of detaihe choice of 2-digit NACE
classification for the jobs matrix is not the oglyod one: in fact, someone could

have argued that a slightly more aggregated veisiexen better.

. The aggregation of data from different surveys leau to biased results if the
classifications and measures are not entirely sterdi. As we discussed earlier,
the classification of occupations, in particular,a complicated process which
often incorporates some degree of error: the coatioin of different sources

can compound and intensify this error. Measuringesgais also a complicated
business, and for the construction of the wageinask sources with different
methodologies for the measurement of wages werebic@a. As in previous

cases, this problem should be minimized by thetfaatt our approach is relative
rather than absolute, that we are only lookinghat tankings, and that in the
analysis stage, we even aggregate further thehplisoad quintiles (as we will

see in the next section).

. Finally, the different sources which contribute ttee wage rankings have
different base years, which can add some degréaprecision or bias. Again,
the fact that the approach is relative, and quigregate in the final analysis,
should minimize this problem. And as we arguedravipus pages, the absolute
levels of job quality are continuously changingt the relative positions of each
job against the other remain relatively stabledqgreriod as short as the one we

are talking about.

So we take the wage ranking as a necessarily imgeiit useful approximation to job

quality. We have to assume that it includes songgedeof error and imprecision, there

is no point in denying that. But, on the one hani, only used as a relative (positional)

way to classify the jobs in the matrix into a figeint scale going from lowest to highest

quality (such a relative and aggregate approatikely to minimize the potential bias);

on the other hand, the potential gains of havirgpantry-specific ranking of jobs by

their median wages for all the 23 EU countries cedein this study more than

compensate for the potential imprecisions. As lasgwe maintain this relative and
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broad approach, as long as we do not pretend the veaking to be a precise measure
that can be used to compare jobs at a detailed, leecan use this measure safely
enough. And in any case, we will always contrast tsults we get from using this

ranking with the results we get from the other tankings explained beloW.
4.2. The educational ranking

The second variable used in this thesis for ranjobg in each country is based on the
average educational level of job-holders (withislepb) for the whole period covered
(which varies depending on the countries). It isdshon a single source, which is the
same one used for the construction of the jobsimatie European Labour Force
Survey. Because of the logic of its constructiod #re fact that it uses the same source
as the jobs matrix, this ranking is considerablgslgroblematic from a technical

perspective than the other two.

The basis for this ranking is the variable ISCEDluded the European Labour Force
Survey datasets. ISCED is an internationally comipler codification of national
educational systems, which was originally desighgdUNESCO in the 1970s and
updated several tim&s(see UNESCO 2006). We used a highly aggregatesiorepf
ISCED, which only distinguishes three broad lewal€ducation: low (basic schooling
or less, below ISCED 2), medium (upper secondaxy post-secondary pre-tertiary,
ISCED 3-4) and high (tertiary, ISCED 5 and abow&r each country, the average
educational level of all workers within each jobsa@alculated (assigning an arbitrary
value of 0 to low, 0.5 to medium and 1 to high eatiomal level), and these values were

used for generating the educational ranking.

The justification for using education as a proxy fob quality was given in the
theoretical chapter: but it may be good to do akjuecapitulation here. On the one
hand, from a traditional economic perspective (tiped in human capital theory),
education is a determinant or a correlate of prodity, which is the ultimate source of
job quality; on the other hand, higher educatiomplies more chances of choosing a

better job, and therefore educational attainmeng beaa good indirect proxy for job

31 Besides the 23 national wage rankings, and inrdodee able to do analysis at the EU level as,waell
aggregated EU wage rankings was generated. Thisfking is based on an average of the national
wage rankings, normalized and weighted by the sbiaeenployment in each country, sector and
occupation.

32 The latest revision of ISCED took place in 1997 &vas implemented in the ELFS from 1998
onwards. Because we use a highly aggregated IS@GED ¢nly three categories), our educational
ranking should not be affected significantly bystbhange.
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guality. A more sociological perspective would atsgue that the skill content of a job
is an element which contributes to its intrinsicalify: and although imperfect, the
educational level of job-holders can be understasdh proxy of the skill content of

jobs®

The main potential problem of using the averagecational attainment within each job
as a relative proxy for job quality comes from #dstence of overqualification or
underqualification. We know that, in all advanceabitalist economies, there is a
significant amount of workers whose level of formahlification is above or below the
level required by their jobs. In a meta-analysisnofre than 20 years of applied research
on this issue, Groot and Brink estimated that omraye, about one in every four
workers of most advanced economies can be condideseoverqualified (Groot and
Brink 1999: 156) — according to these authors, @ésgmation of an average level of
underqualification is more difficult because of tee of different definitions —. Women
are more likely to be overqualified than men, amdinger more than older workers
(Groot and Brink 1999: 153; Sicherman 1991).

If the degree of overqualification varies systewwlly across jobs (that is, if more jobs
tend to have more overqualified workers than odhehe degree of formal education
would be a biased proxy of job quality, followinget arguments explained in the
previous paragraph. In particular, the (proven} that women are more likely to be
overqgualified than men, and younger than older exkmeans that those jobs which
tend to be occupied by women and young peoplepnabably receive a higher relative
position than they should in the educational ragkifhis is, in fact, something that we
have already tested ourselves (see Stehrer, Ward~amandez-Macias 2008: 21-23):
female-dominated jobs have a higher average positidhe education ranking than in
the wage ranking, which is a direct way to prove txistence of a gender-biased
overqualification by jobs. This would be a big pesh if we only had the education-
based ranking to proxy job quality: but the facitttve have two other measures means
that rather than a problem, it is a way to enricl &nalysis (as shows the results
published in Stehrer, Ward and Ferndndez-Macia8)20bie existence of discrepancies
between the education, wage and amenities rankingbe interpreted as evidence of

overequalification or other similarly interestinggmomena.

33 As in the case of the wage ranking, an EU rankinjgbs by educational level was constructed by
averaging the national rankings, after normalizng weighting them according to their employment
shares.
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4.3. The amenities (multidimensional) ranking

Finally, the third measure of job quality we wilkai in this thesis is based on a
multidimensional index ofamenities (understanding amenities ason-pecuniary
characteristics of jobs which have an impact onwhdl-being of workens constructed
with data from the 2005 European Working Conditi@wwvey. Although this third
measure of job quality is necessary to get a monagptete picture of the issue at stake,
it has some inescapable limitations which mean thatshall mostly consider it a
supplementary measure to the other two. As uduadetlimitations derive directly from
limitations of the data from which the index is wWira The only existing European
survey which covers the range of issues necessagristruct a multidimensional job
quality indicator is the European Working CondisoBurvey: but although this survey
is wide and deep in its content, it is very shaliowts sampling, not allowing for the
detailed level of dissagregation that would belyeadlequate for our purposes. The core
requirement of our approach is that the informatian be broken down by sector and
occupation, ideally at the two-digit level. We odm this with the EWCS, but only to
some extent: on the one hand, we can only do #tigildd breakdown if we aggregate
all EU countries together in one large sample (#merefore, it is impossible to
construct a country-specific amenities index); be tther hand, not all jobs in the
matrix can be covered (for some small jobs, the bemof cases is too limited for the

estimation to be reliable, and therefore they hauge eliminated).

These two problems are important enough to makeitiiex secondary to the other
two, but certainly not to make it useless. The waeé educational rankings are wider
in their coverage of jobs, and country-specifict the amenities index is wider in its
coverage of job quality and as we will see, candbeomposed by dimensions and
indicators. And although it would be desirable tavén country-specific amenities
rankings, using a single European ranking shoultkse of a problem in this particular
case: the wage and educational structures whiclhettend the other two rankings are
likely to be more affected by institutional diffexees (and therefore, more country-
specific) than the amenities associated with ealbhwhich depend much more directly
on the material and technical characteristics ef ltbour process in each particular
case, and should therefore be more similar acrosstges (although, of course, the
levels of amenities associated with each particlalbour process can also be affected

by institutional factors, such as Health and Safegulations). The fact that not all jobs
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can be covered by this index should not have majplications either, because the jobs
which are not covered account for a small amouictdial employment (as we will see,

less than 10% in most countries).

We should, nevertheless, keep in mind that thiskingn will play mainly a
complementary role to the other two: on the onalhas a way to check their (external)
validity and consistency; on the other hand, aaltamnative perspective on job quality.
Even with the limitations mentioned, even if it wst a crude approximation (we
believe it is more than that), there are very ingoalr reasons to try to include such an
amenities index in this project. We discussed thessons with some detail in the
theoretical chapter. From a standard economic agprovages are a compensation for
the (dis)amenities of work, and therefore we cay bave the full picture of job quality

if we take both perspectives into account. Frortaadard sociological perspective, job
quality is much more than just pay, so in ordemasure it properly we should use a

multidimensional index as this ofie.
4.3.a) The source: the European Working ConditiBasvey

The EWCS is funded, designed and coordinated byEtlrepean Foundation for the
Improvement of Living and Working Conditioasi EU agency based in Dublin whose
mandate is to gather knowledge that can contribatéhe planning and design of
policies to improve the conditions of life and wark Europeans. The questionnaire is
designed by a group of experts and policy makerherarea of work and employment,
together with the Foundation research &tafffhe Foundation also prepares the
principles for the sampling and fieldwork methodplp which are then part of the
technical conditions of a tender. The successfuli¢eer, a large EU-wide fieldwork
company (Gallup in the 2005 EWCS), then finaliske tlesign together with the
Foundation and carries out the fieldwork undergbpervision of the Foundation staff
(see Fernandez-Macias and Petrakos, 2005).

34 We could, in fact, just aggregate the wage andhthenities ranking into a single ranking, which \dou
be more fitting to the theoretical concept of jakality. But we opted for not doing such aggregatfon
two main reasons: first, because the resultingxndeauld be constructed through so many intermediate
steps, assumptions and different data sourcedshatiability would be compromised; second, bessau
having separate indices for pecuniary (wage) amdpgzuniary (amenities) job quality is a strengill a
not a weakness: it allows for a richer analysisirfitwo different perspectives.

35| was part of this team, mainly involved in theordination of the methodological aspects of the5200
European Working Conditions Survey.
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One of the key advantages of the EWCS with respeabther European surveys
(especially, to Eurostat’s) is the fact that theolghenterprise is funded, designed and
coordinated centrally, by dedicated Foundationf stafl the fieldwork contractor. This
ensures a level of comparability which is higherththe ELFS, at least in principle: not
only the concepts, definitions and classificatians strictly the same across Europe, but
also all the questionnaire items. Of course, thieresome flexibility for national
adaptations (the translation process itself imphirsadaptation of the questionnaire to
national specificities; see Hurley 2006). Anothary important advantage of the
EWCS with respect to the other European surveyhashigh degree of transparency

and documentation of the whole research process.

The sample of the EWCS is representative of alsqes in employment in private
households of all EU member states (and some Earopen-Member States, such as
Switzerland or Turkey, see Parent-Thirion et al7Z00he fieldwork procedures also
follow strictly the same principles across Europe:all countries, the sample is
stratified by region and size of settlement, and thterviews were clustered by
geographic proximity. The actual selection of hdwdds was done by the random walk
method, and within the selected household one gmglondividual was randomly
selected. The sample size of the survey was sdlegith the main aim of making
adequate estimations at the national and EU levadgping the budget within
reasonable limits. The European Foundation providiédhe funding for the survey
from beginning to end (which is also exceptional:ail other surveys, the funding
comes partly from the coordinating centre and pdrtim the national parties). The size
of the sample for the latest EWCS was 1000 casesqtry (except in six smaller
countries, where the sample size was kept at 68&sgawhich is the main limitation of
the EWCS. This sample size allows for the productbgood estimates of the overall
incidence at the national level of the phenomemducead in the survey, but if we want
to go deeper and break down the results within tmsby gender, sectors, occupations
or whatever other variables, the number of cases fier specific estimations very

quickly becomes too small and therefore the estondiecomes unreliable.
4.3.b) The construction of the amenities index

The idea itself of amenities derives from Adam ®rsittheory of compensating
differentials (he argued that the utility of a jdepends on the combination of wage and

disamenities that it entails), but the constructbthe index derives from the four main
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traditions of study of the conditions of work anohmloyment within contemporary
social sciences reviewed in section 3 of the thealechapter. The structure of this
model and the way we operationalized it into agohlity index based on the EWCS is

summarized in fig. 3.1.

1. Intrinsic job quality (25%)
a) Obijective (12.5%)
I.  Skills (6.25%; q11k q11l g23c g23d g23e q23f)
Il.  Autonomy (6.25%; g24a q24b q24c)
b) Subjective (12.5%)
I.  Powerlessness (3.12%; q24a g24b q24c)
Pay Amenities Il.  Meaninglessness (3.12%; g25k)
Ill.  Social isolation (3.12%; q25a q27f)
IV. Self-estrangement (3.12; g25h g25i)

Wage Amenities
ranking ranking 2. Employment quality (25%)
a) Contractual status and stability (12.5%; q3b q37g)
b) Development opportunities (12.5%; gq28a_1 q37f)

3. Health and safety (25%)

Job a) Physical risks (8.3%; q10a-q10e glla-q11j)

quality b) Psychosocial risks (8.3%; q29a-q29d)

c) (Perceived) impact of work on health (8.3%; 33
g33)

4. Work-life balance (25%)
a) Working time (12.5%)
I.  Duration (4.16%; q8a)
Il.  Scheduling (4.16%; ql4a ql14b gl4c
IIl.  Flexibility (4.16%; gq17a q17b)
b) Intensity (12.5%; q20b_a q20b_b q33a_k)

Figure 3.1: The amenities index

The left-hand side of the figure represents thke liatween the amenities and the wage
rankings, according to the theory of compensatiiffgréntials. A more sociological
approach would consider pay as another dimensigabofiuality, at the same level as
each of the four dimensions shown at the right-readd of the figure. In any case, even
though the overall structure of figure 3.1 drawsnirthe theory of compensating
differentials (which fits our purposes, becausamiplies a contraposition between the
wage and amenities rankings), the actual construaf the amenities index (shown at
the right-hand side of the figure) draws directlpni the four main sociological
traditions studying the impact of the conditionswairk and employment on the well-
being of workers, as discussed in the theoreticapter.

As can be seen in the figure, our model of ameniti@s a nested structure, with four

levels: the overall amenities index (level 1) isnpmsed by four dimensions (level 2,
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with Arabic numbers), which are composed by nirgidators (level 3, with small-cap
letters), some of which are composed by nine sdizators (level 3bis, with Roman
numbers), which are composed by 41 variables (Kyveidicated within brackets). The
questionnaire items of the 2005 European Workingdiimns Survey are those 41
variables at the lowest level of disaggregatione Tprocess of aggregating the
information contained in the 4loriginal EWCS valesbfollowed, step by step, the
structure of the model shown in figure 3.1.

First, each variable was normalized to a singlerimeb that they could be aggregated.
For normalizing the original variables, we opteddamethod of re-scaling them to a 0-
1 metric. This method is adequate for the normadizof so many and so diverse
variables as the 41 items used for the constructidhe amenities index: some of these
variables were continuous variables, such as wgrkiours, some others arbitrary
Likert scales and others dichotomous scales. Otleemalization methods such as
standardization (expressing the original variabtestandard deviation units) would
have led to different ranges in the indicators, #mefrefore the real weight of each
variable in the final aggregate index would haveedh The method for re-scaling each
variable depended on its original measurement.dirotomous variables, they were
simply adjusted when necessary so that 1 exprabsedesirable outcome in terms of
job quality, and O the opposife For ordinal variables expressing time scales or
agreement scales to an item, they were re-scaladté metric assigning arbitrary but
reasonable values to each possible outéarfer multinomial variables of a qualitative
nature, each category was assigned a value ofl0fddlowing again an arbitrary yet
reasonable logf&. Finally, for the only truly continuous variablead in the amenities
index (working hours), the original values wereoeed to discreet categories and
assigned (again, arbitrary but reasonable) valigsnihe 0-1 rangé’

% For instance, variable P33, “Does your job affgunir health?”, was coded as 1 if the respondeit sai
yes and 0 if respondent said no. These values weeeted, because the desirable outcome is no.

3" For instance, variables q11 (physical risks expgswere coded with a Nordic scale, from “never” to
“all the time”. “Never” was assigned a value ofnb (exposure, the desirable outcome), “all the timas
assigned with a O (total exposure to a risk, umebk outcome), “half of the time” was assigneds 0
value, “one quarter of the time” a 0.75 value, etc.

% For instance, variable q17, measured time fleikjbivas coded in the following way: a value off1 i
the respondent had complete flexibility to arrangeking time (desirable outcome), 0.75 if she could
adapt working time within certain limits, 0.5 ties could choose between several fixed schedul2s,if.
she had no choice but there were no regular chaondess work schedule, and 0 (most undesirable
outcomes) if she had no choice and suffered reghlanges in her work schedule.

39 Even though working hours is strictly a continugasiable, in practice it behaves as a discrete
(categorical) variable, because of the existenaeonins about and restrictions to the hours peopldw
Our recoding reflected this assumption, as wethasassumption that, all else being equal (espgcial
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Once the original items had been re-scaled to aogemeous metric (with equal
boundaries, and with 1 always meaning best forgadlity and O worst), we proceeded
to the aggregation, following the nested structfrégure 3.1. Within each component
of the index, the aggregation was carried out byps averaging of the values of each
item included, for each individual worker. Fortausce, the sub-indicator “skills” (1.a.l,
at the fourth level of the index) contains the rametic average for each individual
worker of the (re-scaled) values of variables qKll, g23c, q23d, g23e and q23f of
the 2005 EWCS. The overall principle behind theghiéhg of items was one of equal
weighting within each level and componenthat means that, in fact, the weights
assigned to each variable are by no means eqegl:.diapend on the position of each
variable within the structure of the model, whethés the main basis for an indicator
or one of several variables to be aggregated irdmgle sub-indicator. Therefore, the
weighting of each variable is directly determingcdtive structure of the model shown in

figure 3.1, which draws from the theoretical dissas of the previous chapfér

The aggregation process follows step by step amu tvottom to top the structure of
figure 3.1: from variables to sub-indicators, freob-indicators to indicators and so on,
until the final aggregation from the four dimensido the overall composite index. This
way of constructing the index has the advantagea tha final result is easily

decomposable: each component can be broken downt$nsubcomponents in a very
transparent manner. In this thesis, we will mostg the highest level of aggregation
(the overall index, which is the basis of the artiesiranking): but to understand better
some of the results, we will occasionally use aflse four dimensions and nine

indicators.
4.3.c) The amenities jobs matrix

Once the index had been computed at the indiviewal of the EWCS (that is, for each
respondent), we proceeded to the construction @ftwle can call an “amenities jobs
matrix”: a large table including the average vatiighe index, as well as of the four

dimensions and nine indicators, for egal (as jobs are defined in this project: specific

from a work-life balance perspective), working léssirs is preferable to working more hours. Therfo
less than 20 hours a week was coded as 1, betv@eand?38 as 0.75, 38 to 42 (the norm for most
European countries) as 0.5, 42 to 48 as 0.25 amd than 48 as 0 (both the EU and the ILO consi8@er 4
hours the threshold of unambiguously excessive ingrkours, so it makes sense to make it the lower
boundary for our indicator).

4% This does not mean that the weights are deterntigeédeory: any aggregate index as this one is
inescapably arbitrary in its weighting method. |Stieriving the weights from the structure of a
theoretical model seems better than just assigoiladly arbitrary weights.
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occupations within specific sectors). It is thisusture which allows us to link the
information on amenities to the evolution of empie@nt by jobs (the jobs matrix,
drawn from the ELFS 1995-2007) and the wage ancatnal rankings explained

earlier.

For generating this amenities jobs matrix, we usedfull EWCS-27 dataset, without
differentiating by country. As explained earlidretsample of the EWCS-27 (more than
25.000 cases overall, around 1,000 cases by cQumbgkes it impossible to
disaggregate by sector and occupation within eacimtcy: simply, there would not be
enough people in each job (there would be, in facte jobs than respondents). We are
thus forced to construct a single jobs matrix fog whole of Europe. How much of a
problem this is depends on whether there are sigmif differences in the amenities of
jobs depending on the country in which they areted. Ideally, we would like to test
this empirically, by checking the variability of amties within jobs across countries:
but unfortunately, the same reasons that do nowalls to compute country-specific
amenities indices impede the testing of such ccosstry variations of amenities
within the same job%. In any case, our impression is that the use dfiglesindex for
the whole of Europe (and therefore, a single rag)kis less of a problem in the case of
amenities than in the case of wages and educatievals (the basis of the other two
rankings, which are country-specific). Whereas aag educational structures are very
strongly affected by institutional variables whielne largely country-specific (even
within Europe), the amenities associated with gablare much more dependent on the
material, technical and organizational characiessif each type of activity and labour
process, and therefore probably less variable aaroantries. This is not to say that
there would be no differences in amenities acroas®fke, or that amenities are not
affected by institutional factors (for instance,ffeliences in Health and Safety
regulations or in Industrial Relations systems dan associated with systematic
differences in some components): ideally, we wquidfer to compute the amenities
ranking also at the individual country level. Butfartunately, it is impossible to do so:
therefore, we have to assess whether it is worithgus single EU amenities index. |
categorically think it is: these potential probleare minor compared to the advantages
of having an alternative index of job quality whids multidimensional and

decomposable such as this one.

1 Although in the following section we will attem@h approximate test of this assumption, which is in
fact corroborated.
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It is debatable whether we should have used a @uiple including only the workers of
the 23 countries covered in the jobs matrix (faasens of consistency) or the full
EWCS-27 covering 5 more European countries (forpkep a sample as large as
possible for the estimations). We opted for theomsdcoption (the full EWCS-27

sample) because after all, as we have just arghedamenities index is constructed
disregarding the country variable in any case. Wag, we keep a larger sample, which

means better estimations and a wider coveragebeﬁo

The sample used for estimating the amenities indelides all workers (that is, also
the self-employed), because on the one hand, tim pere is the position in the
division of labour and not the type of labour relat(material and not social relations of
production, in Marxian terminology); on the othemll, because in the analysis of the
evolution of employment levels by job (based on B)Fwe will include both
employees and self-employed workers. For the cocistn of the amenities index, this
implies a small logistic problem: the dimensionemfiployment quality is half missing
for the self-employed, for obvious reasons (theyehao labour contract as such). Our
solution was simply to ignore that indicator foe thelf-employed, aggregating the rest

of the indicators into the dimensions and overaleix*3

For estimating the index of amenities and its congmds at the job level, the individual
data has been weighted using the post-stratificdéiotor included in the EWCS dataset
(w4). This weighting variable adjusts for unequadh@bility of selection of individuals
within households, for disproportionalities in tlsampling frame and for potential
biases resulting from different response ratesftdrént groups of workers (see Parent-
Thirion et al 2007 for a detailed explanation abtiweighting factor): but it does not
adjust for the differences in the working populatiof the different countries. The
EWCS sample includes the same number of respoimiafitcountrie&’ (1000), despite
the large differences in the size of employed pajh (for instance, the number of
workers in Germany is almost 20 times larger thairéland, but both countries have
the same number of respondents in the EWCS samfig. means that for making

estimations at the EU level, a special weightingctda that corrects the

2 We did not include, however, the 4 non-EU coustifeluded in the 2005 EWCS as well (Turkey,
Croatia, Switzerland and Norway). The size of Tyriseso large, that when applying the weights & ha
very large influence in the results (only secon@&ymany). The institutional and structural diffeces
between Turkey and the rest of Europe are so taagehey could even bias this amenities index.

*3|n fact, whenever some item was missing for amlvidual respondent, such item was disregarded in
the aggregation process (the aggregation was daytieignoring the missing values).

44 Except for the five smaller countries, where tample is 600 cases.
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disproportionality between the sample and the sizemployed population in each
country has to be applied. But the problem is #mlying this weighing factor implies
giving much more weight to some cases (the caséw@ér countries) than others (for
instance, German workers are 20 timasger in the weighted sample than Irish
workers): in our case, this means that the estomadf the amenities index for some
small cells can be almost completely based ingustv cases from the larger countries,
with many other cases from smaller countries beilmgost ignored. Effectively, this
implies reducing the quality of the estimation. Huait reason, we decided not to apply
this weight. We must be aware that therefore, tsémations are not strictly
representative of the European workforce as a wiblerather an average of country-
representative estimations of amenities. This seafter all, coherent with the fact that
in this case we are by principle ignoring countife@s, assuming that what determines
amenities is primarily the position in the divisiof labour along the horizontal and

vertical axes (occupation and sector).

Even using the whole EWCS-27 sample, crossing ateupand sector at the two-digit
level generates many cells which are unacceptaimiglls It is necessary to set a
threshold of cases below which the estimation efdmenities index is deemed to be
too unreliable: we opted for 15 cases as the thtdsffaking ISCO and NACE at the
two-digit level, there are 298 jobs in EWCS with &r more cases, accounting for
roughly 84% of the sample. In order to increasghsly the coverage in terms of jobs
and employment, we applied an adjustment procethatcombined cells with very
similar NACE two-digit codes. The logic was theldoling: whenever a cell was
smaller than 20 cases, its NACE classification weoded to an intermediate level
which is between 1 and 2 digits (the subsectiorl)eWhen, the indices were estimated
again with this slightly more aggregated jobs mat@nce this was done, the standard
two-digit NACE codes were used for the final extimt of the amenities jobs matfix
The result of this procedure is that 584 jobs apgeped in the matrix, and the
estimations use more than 91% of the sample. This we get a jobs matrix which is
perfectly compatible with the other job matricesyering an expanded set of jobs and

workers and holding more robust estimations ofitldeces for small cells.

5 5o that there are a few jobs that have exactlgénee values, which means that in the ranking they
occupy adjacent positions, which is perfectly readde because they are very similar jobs by défimit
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4.3.d) The results

The primary role of the amenities index in thissiBeis to serve as the basis for a
ranking of jobs in the jobs matrix, complementanthe two other rankings explained
earlier. Therefore, it is beyond our objectivesctory out a detailed analysis of the
distribution of this index and its subcomponentsoss different categories of workers,
or the factors determining its variation: as weeneapeatedly said, we are not interested
in studying job quality as such, but in having sqmaxy measures of job quality which
we can use for studying the implications of the ngag division of labour in
contemporary European economies. But neverthelessgeems necessary to inspect the
results of the amenities index to ensure that ikeonore or less as expected: even for a
theory-driven index as this one (whose validity iddonot only be sustained on its
empirical behaviour, but on the validity of the enlging model), it is always sensible

to check the results.

Table 3.V shows a matrix of correlations (consedcat the individual level, with the
full EWCS sample) between the nine indicators, fdimmensions and the overall index
which can give us an idea about the empirical atrecof the index (to be contrasted
with the theoretical structure shown in figure 3.I9 simplify the interpretation, the
cells of the correlation matrix have been coloudexwith a gradient of grey tones (the
darker the grey, the highest the value).

The quadrant at the lower right-hand side of thBetshows the correlations between
the nine indicators (remember that these indicatmsmpose the third level of
disaggregation). Generally speaking, these cormelaiare not very high: most of them
are either moderate (between .20 and .40), or lbeloy .20), with a few high
correlations (above .40). To some extent, theseergdly low correlations probably
reflect some degree of heterogeneity and individualogeneity in the variation of the
different components of job quality, as well as somegree of statistical noise which is
always present in this kind of international sus/eBut beyond the fact that there are
surely biasing factors, we have to say that our tfulel does not assumthat the
correlations between the different components df guality should be strongly
correlated. The reason why we need a multidimeasimiex of job quality is that we
understand that each indicator is a measure offeretit feature of work which may
vary independently (or not) from the rest of feasifiindicators. Whether the correlations

between the different components of job quality dorenities) are strong or not is an
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empirical finding with interesting implications, tiniot an assumption of the model used
here. The model does not assume either that thegbiéy of all indicators should go in
the same direction: there could be important negatorrelations if, for instance, there
would be compensating mechanisms between the elitf@omponents of the amenities
ranking. But this does not seem to be the casaeTdre only three negative correlation
coefficients (of a total of 36): between developmepportunities and psychosocial
risks, between development opportunities and imignand between skills/autonomy
and intensity. In the three cases, this result semwore than plausible: jobs involving
high levels of responsibility and with good devetemt opportunities often involve
high levels of psychological strain. All the othedicators correlate positively, showing
that the non-pecuniary components of job qualitydtéo go together rather than

compensate each otH&r.

The grey coding of the correlations between thendicators (lower right quadrant)
shows that they tend to cluster in two distinctugra the indicators that compose the
first and second dimensions (intrinsic work quakityd employment conditions) have
moderately high correlations (around .2-.3), asl|veal the indicators composing
dimensions three and four (health and safety andkdife balance), but these two
groups have very low correlatiohgtween then(see the lighter grey tones where the
indicators 1.1-2.2 are correlated with indicator3.1-4.2). Intrinsic work quality and
employment conditions, therefore, are only mardynassociated with health and safety
and work-life balance. The upper-left hand sidedgaat of figure 3.2, showing the
correlations between the 4 aggregate dimensiondjress this pattern: dimensions 3
and 4 have a correlation between them of .59, déwes 1 and 2 a correlation of .35,

whereas the rest of correlations (among these tauapg) are below .2.

The lower left-hand side quadrant shows the cdrogla between the four dimensions
and the nine indicators. Because the dimensionsliaear combinations of their
corresponding indicators (according to the striectget out in figure 3.1), these
correlations reflect the importance of each indicain the determination of the

variability of each dimension. Dimensions 1 and'@ determined more or less equally

“8 It is fair to say that there are some more negatiwrelations at lower levels of the index, betwte
variables that compose the indicators. These |dexast negative correlations look perfectly plausibb
well. For instance, there is an important negatimeelation (-.11) between two components of the
working time indicator: the duration of work and ftexibility. Overall, these low-level compensafin
mechanisms tend to be evened out when the sub-cwnisare aggregated within their higher level
indicator: but this is perfectly correct, because score of the indicator should reflect such campton
(that is precisely the point of doing compositeides).
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by their two sub-components, but not dimensiona®4 The variability of dimension
3 is strongly dominated by indicat8t3 (subjective perception of impact of work on
health), whereas the indicator of psychosocial hak a very limited influence on the
scores of this dimension. This is because therlatticator has a very low variance in
the sample of the EWCS: most workers declare faveny little or no psychosocial
risks at work, so the value of most respondentseig close to £/ The fourth
dimension (work-life balance) is slightly dominatbg the indicator or intensity (its
correlation with the index is .9, whereas the datren of the other indicator—working
time—is .6): the indicator of intensity has moreriaace than that of working time,
partly because the latter incorporates compensabetween its sub-components which

tend to limit its overall variation (as explainedan earlier note).

Finally, the first column of the correlation matrign the left) shows the correlations
between the overall index and its components (d&o@&s) and sub-components
(indicators). Again, the index is a linear combioat of its components and sub-
components, so these correlations reflect the itapoe of each component in the final
overall score. The four dimensions have all a \@nyilar correlation with the overall

index: the latter is more or less equally determbiby the former. The correlations
between the index and the nine indicators are numeven. Psychosocial risks in
particular, as we have already discussed, has k se@ing on the final overall score.
The highest correlation between an individual iathc and the overall amenities index
is for perceived impact of work on health, the twdicators of intrinsic work quality

(objective and subjective), physical risks and wiatknsity?®

The structure of correlations between the diffemmmponents of the index, therefore,
suggests that it works reasonably well, fitting dieoretical model and broad
expectations. But we also need to inspect the indderms of its actual content, for

instance looking at its average score (for the aivéndex and its components and

*" This should by no means be considered a probletimedindex, but a simple reflection of the reality
which it tries to measure. This is a theory-driuggex in which the scales of each indicator reftbet
incidence of positive or negative treats of wofknbst people declare facing very low levels of
psychosocial risks at work, it should be reflegtedn indicator with a high average value and & \@wv
variance, as is the case. This indicator, therefgilehave a very limited influence on the scoodsts
dimension and consequently on the scores in thealhwedex.

“8 perhaps it may seem surprising that these cdoefatio not reflect exactly the weights assigned to
each indicator in the underlying model (see fig®uH. The empirical impact of each component on the
index (reflected in these correlations) do not atdpend on those weights, but very importantly also
the degree of variability of each component (theemariable, the higher the impact) and on thecstine
of correlations between the components themsebvesitiponent which is highly correlated with other
components will have a higher correlation with diverall index).
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subcomponents) for specific occupations and sectar®order to keep the analysis
manageably simple (after all, our intention hergus to check the plausibility of the
scores), we will use one-digit rather than two-dggictors and occupations. Table 3.VI
shows the results for the amenities index, the thorensions and the nine indicators
for all one-digit sectors and one-digit occupatiohbe sectors and occupations have
been ranked according to their value in the ovenaléx (shown in the first column on
the left): the absolute value of the index rangemf.752 (financial intermediation) to
.598 (hotels and restaurants) in NACE, and frond .(fofessionals) to .572 (machine
operators) in ISCO.

The actual range of variation of the absolute sca@kthe index across sectors and
occupations may seem small (around 15% of the pmissible variation, which would
go from O to 1), but this was to be expected casid that we are comparing the
average values for 1-digit sectors and occupati®hs. 9 broadly defined sectors and
occupations shown in table 3.VI put together peoplth very different working
conditions, which obviously reduces the variabibfythe means. If we use the full jobs
matrix, and look at the higher and lower scores ifatividual jobs, the range of
variability is expanded to 33%: from a value of 8 labourers in manufacturing of
non-metallic mineral products to .81 for corporatanagers in computer and related

activities (discounting jobs with less than 15 dehp

But in any case, the absolute values of the indexsacondary to us (and can always be
contested, being based on ultimately arbitrarysiecs with respect of the coding of the
original variables). The important thing here i tielative position of each sector and
occupation in terms of amenities: the rankings. Ahd ranking of sectors and
occupations according to their “non-pecuniary jalaldy” seems quite reasonable
according to our previous knowledge of the distiitru of working conditions (see
Parent-Thirion et al. 2007). As expected, the nagkof ISCO codes matches quite
closely the occupational levels of this classifimat with some minor but meaningful
deviations: the top of the amenities ranking isupted by professionals rather than
managers (which seems plausible considering thatindex leaves out remuneration)
and the bottom is occupied by semi-skilled indastworkers rather than elementary
occupations (as we will see, the latter have sothargages in terms of health and
safety and work-life balance over the former). Bxtremes of the amenities ranking

seem also quite plausible in terms of one-digit@s¢with financial services, education
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and real state at the top and hotels and restayragticulture and fishing and

construction at the bottom.

Looking at the components (dimensions) and sub-corapts (indicators) of the index,
we can see that their scores tend to go togethiiciiwwas to be expected after the
pattern of correlations we discussed earlier). Aisgraphical representation has been
added to table 3.VI to simplify its interpretaticGuperimposed on each cell of the table,
a bar represents graphically each score. Each colanthe table (corresponding to a
specific component of the index) can be read aar alwart: all bars within such column
(vertically) share the same scale, so that theegabf the different cells of the same
column can be compared. The scales of the bargfereiht columns are different, so
that they cannot be compared. This graphical reptason shows clearly that, as we
were saying, the values of the components tendlo the values of the overall index
(albeit with different ranges): but there are sa@m®eeptions which are very important,
because they should reflect the idiosyncrasies awh esector and occupation, and
therefore inspecting them is potentially a good wagheck the results of the amenities
index. All these exceptions look, in our view, méinan plausible. Let us discuss with

some detail three examples:

1. The health sectoroverall, this sector occupies a middling positiorterms of
the amenities index, which may seem surprising idenisg the usually good
conditions of employment that this sector enjoymiost countries. In fact, if we
look at the detail (the dimensions which are behimelindex), we can see that
this sector has a rather good position in termsngbloyment conditions (where
it is second in the ranking, only behind financey antrinsic work quality
(Where it is fifth), but a very low position (thel¥, the third lowest score) in
terms of health and safety and a relatively lowitims (the 9") in terms of
work-life balance. We can get an even more detailed if we go to the level
of indicators: actually, the low value of healthdasafety in the health sector is
largely the result of the lowest by far value inme of psychosocial risks (the
score in perceived impact of work on health is aislkatively low, probably
resulting from the high exposure to psychosocegltgias well). All this seems
quite plausible and consistent with previous regean working conditions in
the health sector (see Di Martino 2003).
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2. The manufacturing sect@ quite low in the overall score of the amenitiedex
(the fourth lowest). This is largely the resulthaiving very low (the lowest of all
sectors) values in intrinsic work quality (both ettive and subjective, looking
at the indicator level), which contrasts with ietatively high position in terms
of employment conditions (especially contractuakist), and even health. The
indicators of health are quite interesting for théstor: although manufacturing
has one of the lowest scores in terms of exposuighysical risks (that is, it
suffers from high exposure of this type of riskkg overall perception of impact
of health on work is not very high (which may retlehat despite the high
exposure, this sector enjoys relatively high lewalgprotection and prevention

measures compared to other sectors).

3. Elementary occupation@o use an example from ISCO as well) has thelthir
lowest score in ISCO despite the fact that it ocesiphe lowest position in the
hierarchy which is implicit in the ISCO classifimat. The dimension level
shows that this derives from the compensation b&tvepiite different results in
the different areas: elementary occupations havdabythe lowest scores in
terms of employment conditions, the second lowedtiesin terms of intrinsic
work quality, but relatively high values in healénd safety and work-life
balance. In general, this seems to reflect thetfadtthese type of occupations
often involve bad employment conditions and deadijebs, but low levels of
commitment, intensity and even hours of work. Fstance, if we compare this
group with skilled and semi-skilled industrial werk we can see that the latter
face considerably higher risks and are requiredsidenably higher levels of

intensity and work effort.

We can conclude, therefore, that the scores ofnithex (and derived rankings) and its
internal structure reflect reasonably well the iddaamenities which is behind the
model shown in figure 3.1. It seems like an adegjbaise for an alternative ranking of
jobs by their quality, to complement the other nue@s based on wages and educational

levels.

Before moving on, we would like to do a final chexfkhe amenities index. An implicit
assumption of this approach is that the positioa wforker in the occupation-by-sector
matrix is an important determinant of the qualityher job. Because we do not have an

absolute measure of wages nor data at the individual (necessary to test within vs.
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across jobs variance in wage or educational levele)cannot test the validity of such
assumption for the wages or educational indices.v@th all the already mentioned
limitations of the EWCS sample, we can do an agprate test for the amenities
index. How much of the overall variation in the amties index can be explained by
differences in the average values across jobshamdmuch remains within them? In
table 3.VII.1, we can see the results of an Analgdi Variance (ANOVA) contrasting
the total variance of the amenities index (at tiividual level) with the variance that
exists between the averages by job (remember dhat holding less than 15 workers
have been eliminated from the sample). The diffegsnat the job level account for
slightly less than one fourth of the total indivaddievel variance of the amenities index
(the adjusted r2 has a value of .23). Although Waikie is obviously not exceptionally
high, in our view it is high enough to justify tlhise of the jobs approach in this case.
Considering the amount of statistical noise thagtexn any cross-national survey such
as the EWCS, considering the problems derived ®fngasuch a small sample, and
considering the high degree of subjectivity (indival endogeneity) involved in many
of the variables used for constructing the amegitielex, an r2 of .23 is by no means
disappointing. On the contrary, it empirically pesvthat the position of the worker in
the jobs matrix has important implications for then-pecuniary quality of her job
(although we cannot test it, our hypothesis wowddhat the r2 would be even higher in

a similar ANOVA for the wages variable).

Tables 3.VII.1-3.VII.7 show the results of an ANOM@ér each of the four dimensions
separately. The highest value (around .2) is ftninsic work quality and the lowest
(less than .08) for work-life balance. It is intelirg to see that the r2 for the dimensions
are lower than for the overall index: this implibat the aggregation of the dimensions
in a single index intensifies the explanatory powethe jobs matrix. In other words,
not only the different dimensions of job qualitytlthe correlation between them is

associated with the position one occupies withéjtiibs matrix.

In tables 3.VII.6 and 3.VII.7 we can finally seewasll an ANOVA table for country
only, and for the jobs matrix (NACExISCO) and cayrgimultaneously. This confirms
that, as we assumed earlier, the combined effectsaaftor and occupation is
considerably more important as a determinant ofgotenities than the country where
each job is located. The r2 of the NACE and ISC@lgioed is two times and a half
larger than that of country (.23 against .9), aadirgg country to the model with NACE



SJoJedIpUl puUe SMSUSWIP ‘X3pul 8Y) USaMIS( SUOIR[a1I0D) A'S a|qel

Individual level correlations
Overall index

Dim 1: Intrinsic job quality
Dim 2: Employment quality
Dim 3: Health and safety
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NACE

Financial intermediation
Education

Real estate

Public adminstration and and defence
Electricity, gas and water supply
Other services

Health

Wholesale and retail trade
Transport and communication
Manufacture and mining
Construction

Agriculture and fishing

Hotels and restaurants

Total

ISCO

Professionals

Legislators, senior officials and managers
Technicians and associate professionals
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Plant and machine operators and assemblers
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Table 3.VII.1: Analysis of Variance of the overallamenities index by NACE and ISCO combined

Table 3.VI.2: Analysis of Variance of dimension by NACE and ISCO combined

Table 3.VI1.3: Analysis of Variance of dimension 2oy NACE and ISCO combined

Table 3.VII.4: Analysis of Variance of dimension 3y NACE and ISCO combined

Nunber of obs =
Root MSE = .
Partial SS df
94. 4536267 344
94. 4536267 344
303. 87874 22960

0. 0000

0. 0000

23305 R- squar ed
115044 Adj R-squared
Vs F
. 274574496 20.75
. 274574496 20.75
. 013235137
. 017092875

Nunber of obs =
Root MSE =
Partial SS df
221.214338 344
221.214338 344
851. 458561 22956

0. 0000

0. 0000

23301 R- squar ed
. 19259 Adj R-squared
Vs F
. 643064936 17.34
. 643064936 17.34
. 037090894
. 046037463

Nunber of obs =

Root MSE = .
Partial SS df
194. 816746 344
194. 816746 344
1003. 13431 22952

0. 0000

0. 0000

1197. 95106 23296

23297 R- squar ed
209059 Adj R-squared
Vs F
. 566327751 12.96
. 566327751 12.96
. 043705747
. 051423037

Nunber of obs =
Root MSE = .
Partial SS df
130. 08532 344
130. 08532 344
691. 765675 22960

0. 0000

0. 0000

23305 R- squar ed
173578 Adj R-squared
Vs F
. 378155 12.55
. 378155 12.55
. 030129167
. 035266521

23305

181715 Ad]

R- squar ed

R- squar ed

Nunber of obs =

Root MSE = .
Partial SS df
73.8933502 344
73.8933502 344

. 214806251

. 214806251
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Table 3.VII.5: Analysis of Variance of dimension 4y NACE and ISCO combined

Nunmber of obs = 23305 R- squar ed = 0.0875

Root MSE = .124959 Adj R-squared = 0.0865

Source | Partial SS df %S} F Prob > F

T \bdel | 348516268 26 134044719 85.84 0,000

country I 34. 8516268 26 1.34044719 85. 84 0. 0000
Resi dual I 363. 48074 23278 .015614775

""" Total | 398332367 23304 .oi7002875

Table 3.VII.6: Analysis of Variance of the overallamenities index by country

Nunmber of obs = 23305 R- squar ed = 0.2852
Root MSE = .111425 Adj R-squared = 0.2736
Source | Partial SS df %S} F Prob > F
.............. e,
Model | 113.596352 370 .307017167 24.73 0. 0000
|
nace_rec*isco | 78. 744725 344 228909084 18. 44 0. 0000
country | 19.1427251 26 .736258658 59. 30 0. 0000
|
Residual | 284.736015 22934 .012415454

Table 3.VII.7: Analysis of Variance of the overallamenities index by NACE and ISCO combined,
and country

4.4. The correlation between the three job quality rankings

So then we have three different measures of jobtgdar each of the cells (jobs) in the
jobs matrix. The three are measures are of an ardiature: they simply identify the
position of each job against the others in termsawfh of the job quality dimensions.
The logic behind each of these three measuredfesetit, as well as the sources used

for their construction.

The first measure, the educational ranking, isnttest indirectly related to job quality:
we can consider it a proxy of job quality eithecéese it is a correlate of the relative
productivity of each of the jobs in the matrix églained in section 3 of the theoretical
chapter) or simply because workers with a higheellef education have better chances
of getting better jobs. It can even be consideredreelate of the skill requirements of
jobs, which is in itself an element of job qualiyg explained in section 4 of the
theoretical chapter. This educational ranking wasstructed using the same source as

the (quantitative) jobs matrix itself, the Européafour Force Survey.
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The second measure is based on labour incomef @seimportant element of job

quality for most theoretical approaches to thisiesslhe traditional economic approach
(the theory of compensating differentials) argubat twages are a compensating
mechanism for the disutility of work: job qualityowid be determined by the specific
bundle of pecuniary (wage) and non-pecuniary (desaties) elements that each job
involves. A more sociological approach would coesidiages as just one of several
elements of job quality, within a more multidimessal concept. Still, in sociology of

work it is often argued that wages, rather thanmemsate for bad working conditions,
tend to correlate with good working conditions:ttig better jobs (in a non-pecuniary
sense) tend to be also better paid jobs. Fromp#ispective, wages would not only be
an important element of job quality, but potengiallgood proxy for overall job quality

in the absence of a more encompassing measurewa@his ranking was constructed by

combining the information of several different datarces, as explained earlier.

The third measure, the amenities ranking, is arguhle most direct and encompassing
job quality measure of the three, even though @sdaot include any pecuniary element
(which was purposely excluded, to avoid redundaneigh the wage ranking). From a
traditional economic approach, the amenities (eamienities) of a job are the second
main determinant of job quality, together with wagé&rom a sociological approach,
this amenities ranking is (at least conceptuahg) inost complete of our three measures
of job quality, which in this approach is assumedeé intrinsically multidimensional
(although to be really complete, it should incluaee more dimension for wages). This
amenities ranking was constructed using the Folhopean Working Conditions
Survey.

Behind the construction (and subsequent use) ddethtbree different job quality
rankings there is an obvious assumption: that hineetare measuring the same thing
(job quality), but each of them from a differengbn Can we test empirically whether
this is true? To some extent we can: even thoughifihpossible to test directly whether
the three variables are really measuring job quéhe do not have any direct measure
of job quality, otherwise there would be no needdmplicate things so much), we can
test whether these three measures are correlaténd §bb level, and in which ways.
What kind of pattern of correlations would corroder our assumptions? On the one
hand, we must expect some degree of correlatiomdagt the three rankings, if they are

essentially different measures of the same thirigthé theory of compensating
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differentials applies to across-jobs differentiaise correlation between wages and
amenities may in fact be negative: but still, theild be correlation between them. If
the theory of compensating differentials does mpuiyaat the job level and wages and
amenities tend to go together, they should coeepatsitively. But it would be very

surprising, and would make the rankings quite susps, if we would find no

correlation between them. The fact that the thaedkings are constructed using totally
different sources and with different underlying ity makes this test of correlations
guite powerful, because there is no reason to éxgecspurious correlation (if we do
find correlation, it must be reflecting somethingbstantial). But at the same time, we
should not expect a very high degree of correlatitve three rankings should be
measuring the same thirtgut from a different angleEach of the rankings should
capture something which the other two rankings db i is for this reason that using
the three rankings simultaneously should give aemmomprehensive picture than

looking only at any one of them.

Before looking at table 3.VIII, which shows the ations between the three rankings
(including the four components of the amenitieskiagy), we should mention a few
potential limitations of the analysis. First, it important to keep in mind that the
education and wage rankings are specific for eamimtcy (in fact, the European
rankings for those two dimensions are just an aggien of the national results),
whereas the amenities ranking was constructed eatEtlropean level only (for the
reasons explained in the previous section). Thezefwhen we look at the correlation
between the wage and educational ranking, we wilcbmparing two variables which
are country-specific, but when we look at the datren between education and
amenities (or wage and amenities), we will be caimgain fact, a national ranking of
jobs against a European ranking. A second impottang to keep in mind is that the
number of jobs covered by the wage and educatiamiings is larger than the number
of jobs covered by the amenities ranking. Althoughterms of employment, the
difference is relatively small (the number of jdbswhich we do not have an amenities
ranking account for less than 10% of overall empieyt, as explained in the previous
section), it can have a significant impact in thsults which is impossible to evaluate.
This means that the results will only be indicatiaad that they have to be taken with

care.



Changes in the structure of employment and jobityuial Europe 1995-2007 113

A further important caveat of this section refewsthe statistical techniques used for
carrying out the analysis. As we have repeatedly sathe previous pages, there are
several problems in comparing the classification eshployment by sector and
occupation across different countries, so our dvstategy throughout this thesis is to
try to use as much as possible non-parametric rdstld analysis (which are not so
sensitive to classification problems or biasedqadstimations), and to keep the level of
analysis relatively aggregated (not paying too mattkention to the little detail, but
concentrating on broad patterns). In this sectiamwill need to break our own rules in
order to test the correlation patterns betweerdéiailed rankings. In a previous similar
analysis (see Stehrer, Ward and Fernandez-Maci@8),2ve used Spearman rank
correlations to compare the three rankings: ingyple, this non-parametric statistic
seems the most adequate for our purposes. Butsthisstic does not allow the
application of unequal weights to the jobs, and ttan lead to misleading results. As
we explained earlier, the jobs are very uneverims of their employment size: some
jobs account for a rather large share of employme&hereas many others account for
very little. If we just compare the rankings acr¢siss, a large part of the correlation
score will derive from the comparison of many tjogs which account for a very small
amount of employment: those jobs are not only uwoirtgmt for the overall results we
will analyse later, but in fact they are much mbkely to be wrong in one way or
another — small jobs are much more likely to suffem coding problems with respect
to ISCO and NACE (the comparison is more shaky) #wedestimation of education,
wage and amenities is more imprecise (becausebidsed on smaller samples) —. To
solve these problems, we want to compare jobswbighted by their employment size.
This cannot be done with Spearman rank correlatimeswill need to use the Pearson
product-moment correlation instead, a parametgbrigue which allows weights. In
practice, we checked the difference between thedighted) correlation matrices using
Spearman and Pearson, and it is negligible — i do¢ change at all the overall patterns
— . Therefore, we believe it should not be a bigbfgm to use this statistic even if it is
parametric (for comparison purposes, the Spearamak aorrelations between the wage
and educational rankings can be consulted in SteNvard and Fernandez-Macias
2009).

A final caveat concerns the fact that here we wile the raw rankings (only

standardized so that they range from 0 to 1—thativsded by their maximum value in
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each country—). The full rankings provide much mdetail than the quintiles (which
aggregate the full continuous rank order into jisst values), and therefore provide
much richer information for an analysis of the etations between the three
dimensions of job quality, which is our objectiveré. But we must keep in mind,
again, that there is a certain degree of impregiBidhe specific values of the rankings
as well as in the classification of workers intbgpwhich is the reason why we will use
the quintiles rather than the rankings for the oéghis thesis. For this section, the gains
in terms of richness and depth compensate foritifeehrisk of errors at the individual
job level, and for this reason we will use the rawkings rather than the quintiles. After
all, this is the only section in this thesis (tdgatwith section 2 in the next chapter,
which also uses the raw rankings) in which the irmgg&k themselves are the main object
of analysis, rather than a secondary element usede\Valuating the nature of job

creation.
4.4.a) The correlation between the three rankingkiweach country

Table 3.VIIl shows the Pearson product-moment tatiosns between the three job

quality rankings, including also the four comporsenitthe amenities ranking. Jobs have
been weighted by their employment shares, as nrexdiearlier (so that the importance
of each job in the correlation coefficient is relatto its size with respect to total

employment in each country). As in previous tabths, coefficients in the table have

been shaded to facilitate their interpretation lfvatgrey gradient). The first 6 columns
show the correlations between the educational ngnand: the wage ranking (column

1), the amenities ranking (column 2), and the fdionensions of the amenities ranking
(columns 2.a-2.c). The next five columns show tleradations between the wage
ranking and the amenities ranking (column 3) asdfaur dimensions (columns 3.a-

3.d). As mentioned earlier, the number of obseovation which each coefficient is not
the same for the different columns of the table: ¢brrelation between education and
wage uses nearly all jobs available in each couitrg table 3.111), whereas all the rest
only use the jobs for which the amenities rankisi@gvailable (as explained in section
4.3).
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The first and most important conclusion we canwefrom table 3.VIII is that the
correlations are relatively high, but by no medresrankings are identical. The highest
correlations for the three main rankings are thlbegveen education and amenities
(which are never below .7, and in 11 cases are eab8) followed closely by the
correlation between education and wages (with s@teer high correlations, but some
rather low as well, in 8 countries below .7). Tloavést correlations are between the
wage and amenities rankings, which never go ab®wnd only in 5 cases above .7.
Squaring the coefficients of correlation we get toefficient of determination, which
has a more direct interpretation because it meagbesextent of shared variance in the
original rankings. This shared variability, thenefowould be between 50 and 75% for
education and wages (except in Greece, Latvia athdidnia, where it is below 50%),
between 50 and 75% for education and amenitie$ [Watexceptions), and between 25

and 55% for wages and amenities.

In general terms, therefore, the correlations betwthe three main rankings fit our
previous expectations. On the one hand, the thaekirlgs are strongly associated
despite their underlying logics and data sourdeis: ¢an be taken as a proof that the
three are to some extent measures of the same lyingephenomenon—of job

guality—. On the other hand, the correlations ame €énough as to prove that each of
the three measures is capturing a different asgebtt underlying phenomenon. Using
the three rankings simultaneously, therefore, shqgubvide a more comprehensive
picture than using any one of them exclusively:heaoe of them ranks the jobs
according to a different aspect of job quality, anas its own implications and

interpretation.

The substantial implications of the correlationsaeen the rankings are different for
each column of table 3.VIIl. Column 1, which showe correlation between the
position of each job in terms of the educationaélef its workers, and the position of
each job in terms of the median wage it pays, @amterpreted in terms of the match
between education and wages at the job level amqbgitional terms. The countries
with a better match are Italy, Germany and the dKd the countries with a lowest
match are Greece, Cyprus and Malta. Column 2, winicludes the correlation between
the position of each job by education and the mosiby amenities, shows that jobs
fulfilled by workers with a higher levels of formaducation tend to have better

conditions of work and employment in non-pecunideyms. The fact that the
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correlations are even slightly higher than betwegmcation and wages, and much more
uniformly so, may suggest that higher educated ersriout more emphasis in having
nicer than better paid jobs, or that the educatilavel of jobs is in itself a proxy for an
important dimension of amenities (the intrinsic lggyaof work; more on this later).
Finally, column 3, which shows the correlation beén the wages ranking and the
amenities ranking, can be understood as a podlitaorthjob-based test of the theory of
compensating differentials—with a negative outcome=ven though the correlation
between wages and amenities is significantly lowen the correlation between
education and wages or education and amenities still positive and relatively high,
which implies that there is no compensation betwbese two aspects of job quality at

the job level (we will discuss this issue more @tadl in the following section).

We have also included the correlation between theaional and wage rankings with
the rankings by each of the four components of d@men The first dimension (a)
measures the intrinsic quality of work (objectivedasubjective), the second (b) the
quality of conditions of employment, the third (@@alth and safety and the fourth (d)
work-life balance. The educational ranking hasr&iegly high correlation with the
first and second dimensions of amenities (intringiork quality and employment
conditions). Those with higher education seem to jgbs not only with better
conditions of employment, but also more fulfilliagd interesting. The correlation with
dimension 3 is lower, but still relatively importaand rather low with the dimension
measuring work-life balance. The wages rankingthenother hand, has a rather high
correlation with the dimension of employment coiudis (considerably higher than
with the overall amenities ranking), which seengidal considering that pay itself can
be considered an element of the employment dimensiee Mufioz de Bustillo et al.
2009). The correlation between the wage rankingiatmohsic quality of work is much
lower, although still of relevance (similar to @serall correlation with amenities), but
very low with the third and fourth dimensions. Qalerthe component of employment
guality within amenities is the most linked witretbther two rankings, the component
of intrinsic quality of work is strongly linked tte educational ranking but not so much
with the wage ranking, and the components of heaith safety and (especially) work-

life balance are relatively unrelated to the otiaar rankings.
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4.4.b) A job-based, positional test of the thedrgampensating differentials

Earlier we argued that the interrelations betwdean three dimensions of job quality
could be integrated within a single model using tteeory of compensating
differentials. Making a very rough summary, thisdhy argues that wages compensate
for the unpleasantness of work, and that therafereoverall utility of work depends on
the combination between pay and the non-pecuni@meants of work which have an
impact on the well-being of the worker. The specdombination between wages and
amenities depend on the preferences of the wogket (ve may add, the nature of each
job), but because both pay and amenities constitogés for companies, the bundle to
which a worker may aspire ultimately depends ordpetivity, which is a function of

workers’ capacities and skills.

How to translate this overall argument into a telstahypothesis regarding the
correlation between the rankings at the job lesehat clear. The problem is that the
original argument of compensating differentials @ams the individual level, and we
are dealing here with jobs. In fact, as we arguethé theoretical chapter, it could be
argued that the logic of compensating differentoally applieswithin jobs: the original
theory argues that the compensation mechanismespialiworkersvith a similar level
of capacities and skillsbecause the bundle of wages and amenities imaikly
determined by productivity. Although here we spabbkut jobs (positions within firms
involving a specific set of tasks and requiring meafic set of skills) rather than
individual workers, we can consider that differ¢obs involve different skills and
capacities, and certainly different productivitieven if there is variability in these
issues within jobs as well, of course). Therefdmmadly speaking all workers within
one job would have access to a similar bundle gfexand amenities: so if we compare
the average values of wages and amenities acrbss fbere is no reason why we
should observe any compensation between the tveoc(impensation would take place
within, not across jobs). The only possible reasamy we could observe some
compensation between wage and amenities across \jaosd be if some jobs
necessarilyinvolve a specific type of working conditions,dspective of each worker’s
preferences (for instance, a job in mining certainiolves rather tough conditions of
work): in order to find people willing to do suchdturally unpleasant” jobs, employers
would need to pay higher wages. Another exampleldvbe a “naturally pleasant” job,

involving for instance a high level of creativitguch as arts) or public recognition: it
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seems perfectly plausible that there would be neople willing to do those jobs even
for a low wage. This kind of mechanisms would iweol some across-jobs
compensating differentials. Whether such a thirigteor not is ultimately an empirical
guestion that can be tested with our data. Andresults show that there is @gross-
jobs compensating differentials (or at least not sigaiit enough as to lead to a
negative correlation coefficient between wages amdenities). If compensating
differentials do exist, they must occur within mthhan across jobs. Across jobs, wages
and amenities tend to go together rather than rosige directions.

Wage and Education and  Educationand  Education and
n amenities wage amenities bundle

Austria
Belgium
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Germany
Denmark
Estonia
Spain
Finland
France
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy
Lithuania
Luxemburg
Latvia
Netherlands
Portugal
Sweden
Slovenia
Slovakia
United Kingdom

Table 3.1X: A job-based, positional test of the thery of compensating differentials

Table 3.IX tries to further test the within-jobsngpensating differentials argument, by
explicitly using the educational ranking as a proxyhe capacities and skills that each
worker brings to work, which would determine thentlle of wages and amenities to
which a worker can aspire. In this table, the datiens are limited to those jobs for
which we have a ranking position for all three disiens, in order to ensure that we are
using the same sample. The first column shows treelation between wages and
amenities, which as we explained earlier, proveat tthe compensating wage
differentials argument does not apply across jdb& second and third columns show

the correlation between education and wages, amdatidn and amenities: as we
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explained in the previous section, the average athral level of job-holders seems to
be the best predictor (or at least, the highesetaie) of the other two indicators of job
quality (it correlates very highly with the otherd, while the other two do not correlate
very highly between them). This is in itself a segiyve finding, which could support
the argument that the educational level of job-Bddis a proxy for the main
determinant of job quality (productivity) and tkeésre it could be a better measure than
the other two, because although indirectly, it meas job quality fully, whereas the

other two only measure a specific aspect of jobityua

To make an approximate test of such hypothesiscovestructed an indicator of the
“wage and amenities bundle”, by simply averaging tiormalized ranking position of
each job in these two dimensions. Making an avelsggEms adequate in this case
because it implies assuming perfect sustitubiléjneen wages and amenities, which is
precisely the compensating differentials argurffett the educational level of workers
within jobs was a good indicator for the capacitéesl skills of workers, and those
capacities and skills were the main determinarthefbundle of wages and amenities
available for workers in each job, the correlatimiween education and this “bundle”
ranking should be higher than the correlation betweducation and any of the two
components of the bundle, wages and amenities. &ns seems to be the case. The
correlation between the position of jobs in terrh¢he educational level of job-holders
and the position of jobs in terms of the bundlevafjes and amenities they enjoy is very
high, and in almost all cases higher than betweducation and either wage or
amenities separately (the values in the fourthroal@re higher than in the second and
third column in 19 of the 23 countries). The catiein between this educational
ranking and the combination between wages and a&e®ms, in fact, strikingly high:
with the normalized educational ranking, we candjmtethe combination between
wages and amenities with a accuracy of betweenn@584% (with the exception of

Greece, where the squared coefficient of correlaid7%).

“9In fact, the compensating differentials argumentlies sustitubility, but not necessarily perfect
sustituibility. If the sustituibility is perfect,sing a simple average is a good operationalizgtiesucing
amenities and increasing wages in the same amaouithimply no change in overall utility). If the
sustituibility is not perfect, the components skiooé weighted differently. To our knowledge, thisrao
theory arguing for any value in the sustituibiligtween wages and amenities, so it seems adequate t
weight them equally assuming perfect sustituihility
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5. Final data processing and analytic strategy

In the two previous sections, we have explained hevconstructed two aggregate
datasets drawing from different sources: first, @adet holding information on
employment levels by job (occupations within segtdior each country and year
covered, as well as some demographic and employweetdables about the people
concerned (we called this dataset fhbs matriy; second, a dataset holding three
different rankings of jobs (by wages, education amnities; we can call this dataset
the job quality matriy. These two matrices (one holding quantitativeg thther
gualitative information about the same jobs) amalfy combined in a single dataset,
which will allow us to study the evolution of emptaent numbers at the job level from
a qualitative perspective. In this section, we wiplain the final processing of this
dataset and the broad analytical strategy that idoNow in the rest of the thesis. But
first, as usual, we need to make some preliminamyarks, in this case concerning the

target population of the analysis.
5.1. Thetarget population: should we include self-employment and part-time work?

As we have repeatedly said, this thesis is ultiijaa evaluation of the implications of
the changing the division of labour from a job dyaperspective. A less far-ranging
formulation (but in fact a different way of sayitige same thing) would be that this
thesis is an evaluation of what kind of jobs wemreated in the employment expansion
that most EU countries experienced between 1995860d. In our view, both of these
formulations (the theoretically- as much as the ieiggdly-oriented) imply that the
target population must be all workers, and thatlegmpent must be expressed in terms
of number of workers rather than number of hounspiactical terms, this involves
including not only employees (as is usual in thisdkof research), but also the self-
employed and even employers (that is, anyone in@ment); including not only full-
time workers (which is also usual in this type efearch), but also part-timers; and
finally, counting employment in terms of personthea than in terms of working hours

or full-time equivalents

Why include self-employed (and employers) alonggd®loyees? From a theoretical
perspective, if our objective is to study the etiolu of the division of labour, it is

obvious that the self-employed should be also sedl-they are part of the division of
labour as much as employees: leaving them out $sing part of the story—. From a

more practical, policy-oriented perspective, it Wbnot make sense to exclude the self-
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employed from the analysis either: if the goali®tvaluate the kinds of jobs created in
the last expansion, it is necessary to cover ajpleyment in the analysis. For these
reasons, the self-employed will be analysed togettith employees, and the jobs
matrix will not differentiate between them. Butgtdoes not mean that we will ignore
the status of employment in the analysis: we wsk uhis variable to break down the
patterns of employment creation in a later stagearnalyse whether the status of

employment made a difference in terms of the pagtef job growth.

The reasons for including part-time workers in @n@lysis are very similar to those just
mentioned for the case of the self-employed. Rawits participate in production, and
are part of the overall division of labour, so extthg them means missing an important
part of the story (especially in Europe in recesdrng, where there has been a substantial
increase in part-time employment). A more difficdecision is whether, when
analyzing the evolution of employment numbers, jalbs should count as one
independently of their working hours, or they sliobe somehow weighted by the
hours of work. From the perspective of the produtiprocess, it may be argued that
what counts is the amount of labour input, andefuee, it would seem more adequate
to use hours of work (or hours-weighted jobs) a&srtteasure of employment. From the
perspective of workers, the hours of work can béngportant element of job quality,
but they do not reflect a gradation of “degreesrmaployment”: a job is a job (a contract
involving a set of tasks and duties to be carrigtifor a specific number of hours in
exchange for a salary). Considering that we wangtualuate the evolution of the
division of labour from the perspective of job dtalthat is, from the perspective of
workers and their well-being rather than from trexspective of production and its
efficiency), it makes much more sense to count eeatker as one, independently of
the number of hours they work. As in the case efdalf-employed, even though part-
time work will not be a defining element of the gomatrix, we will study the specific
patterns of job growth for full-time and part-tinm@rkers separately, to try to identify

any systematic differences and explain them.

Summarizing: we will cover all workers; not onlyllitime employees, but also self-
employed and part-time workers. The figures of eyplent in each job for each year
and country will be based on the number of peophpleyed, without taking into

account the number of hours worked. Both employnstattis and part-time status will

be used in a second stage of the analysis as lm@akehriables, to study whether they
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are related to systematic differences in the padtef employment growth by job

quality.
5.2. Merging the quantitative and qualitative job matrices

As we have seen in the previous pages, this prigdsed on the combined analysis of
several different data sources. To be able to @t ombination, we needed some
common structure in the different datasets: thimmon structure was provided by the
occupation-by-sector matrix. Therefore, once the j@b matrices were compiled and
cleaned, they could be merged, using the job &mlinmechanism. The analysis could
proceed thereafter, studying the evolution of eyiplent numbers from the perspective

of job quality as we will see later.
5.2.a) The coherence of the job classification®sasithe different sources used

This method of combining data from different sogrcan be very fruitful in terms of
research, increasing substantially the richnesshbaeddth of issues covered: but it is
important to acknowledge that it implies the assumompthat the classification of
employment by occupation and sector at the twa-tkgels is really comparable across
different surveys. Is that a reasonable assumptidabelieve it is, and we can defend
it on two grounds: first, empirically, by trying ttheck the coherence of the ISCO and
NACE classifications across the different surveggcond, on purely aprioristic

considerations based on our knowledge of NACE &, and the surveys concerned.

Unfortunately, we can only do a very limited andgerfect test of the coherence of the
classification of employment by occupation and @eatross the different surveys used
in this project. A proper test of coherence woulgly checking whether the same job
(or the same worker) is equally classified acrass different surveys, which is
obviously impossible to do for us. The only thinge wan do is to compare the
employment shares within the jobs matrix across different surveys and check
whether they are more or less similar. But this Imagations so important that it is
debatable whether it constitutes a proper testobkerence. At the most fundamental
level, it is only a comparison at the surface lggel even if the employment structures
by job would be roughly similar, the same jobs rbayclassified differently—and the
other way around—. But the real problem is a pcattone, and derives from the fact

that it is impossible to differentiate the incomsigies that derive from incorrect
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classification of workers in NACE and ISCO and theonsistencies that derive from

different non-response patterns across the diffexenveys.

In any case, the following table shows the cori@hatcoefficients between the

employment structures (share of employment by gign by the ELFS, ESES, ECHP
and EWCS (the first two lines of the table are tak®m Stehrer and Ward 2006, the
third line is new). We do not have a similar setofrelations between the ELFS and
EU-SILC, which would complete the picture. The ES&8&vailable for all 23 countries,

and therefore, the correlations with the structifremployment according to the ELFS
include the whole sample of countries. These catimis are the most problematic:
although in most countries the correlation is abd¥% there are 8 countries where it is
below .7 (highlighted in bold). The correlationstveeen the structure of employment
according to ECHP and ELFS (only available for Hi¢15) are above .7 in all cases,
and above .8 in most. In the case of the EWCS,ave bnly checked the correlation at
the EU-23 level, because as discussed earliemta#f sample size does not allow to do
meaningful comparisons at the country level. Theetation between the structure of
employment according to the EWCS and ELFS at the2Bl&vel is around 91%.

EU23 AT BE DE DK ES FI FR GR IE IT LU NL PT UK BG CZ EE CY LV LT HU §SI SK
ELFS/SES - 08 056 075 0.72 0.53 0.72 0.62 0.51 0.68 0.6 0.81 0.79 0.63 0.82 0.75 0.8 0.92 0.65 0.92 0.78 0.87 0.92 0.78
ELFS/ECHP - 089 07 086 079 083 0.8 0.77 0.79 0.71 0.81 0.85 0.85 0.89 0.82
ELFSEEWCS  0.91 -

Table 3.X: Correlation between job structures of tle different surveys

Unfortunately, this exercise has too many problégovide any conclusive answer to
the question of whether the classification of jabsreally comparable across the
different surveys. In most cases the correlatiogffaments are sufficiently high as to
suggest that the different sources are broadly reoitebut there are a few cases in
which the correlation coefficients seem too lowpexsally when we compare the
structures of employment by jobs given by the EQB8 the ELFS. But by no means
can these few cases be interpreted as conclusiderme of a significantly different
classification of employment by ISCO and NACE: asntioned earlier, differences in
non-response rates or even differences in the sagngésign (remember that the ESES
is atypical with respect to the other surveyshim $ense that its observational units are
firms rather than workers) are probably distorting comparison to the point of making
it useless for our purposes. So we can only atteanpery weak conclusion for this
exercise: first, for most countries and for mostveys the correlations are reasonably

reassuring; second, that for a few (8) countries@re particular survey (the ESES) the
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correlations are below our expectations and magtgoi some classification problem;
but (third), there are important methodologicafetiénces between ESES and ELFS
that may be (more plausibly, in fact) behind thatreely lower correlations for those 8

countries.

On the other hand, there are strapgioristic arguments supporting the assumption that
the classifications are at least reasonably corbparacross surveys. As we already
argued in a previous section of this chapter, thsstfication systems of NACE and
ISCO are arguably the most standardized, conselidand tested economic statistics in
Europe. They have been developed by knowledgeatdéisteians backed by
international agencies, which systematically follamd cross-check the results provided
by the national statistical offices. At the natibfevel, the figures of employment by
NACE and ISCO are continuously published and scizéd by the research community
and even by the public in general. There is, feséreasons, a considerable pressure on
national statistical agencies to ensure a consistissification of employment by
NACE and ISCO across their surveys. In fact, in nmagional statistical agencies there
is a dedicated team of NACE and ISCO-coders, whuai@ task is to classify workers
or economic activities in these systems acrossdifferent surveys carried out by
national statistical agencies. In this sense, #iut that all but one of the data sources
used in this project (all except the EWCS) weredtly carried out by the same national
statistical agencies is an important argument vyoda of their coherence. In short, if
there are economic classifications whose cohereanebe trusted, they surely include
NACE and ISCO among them.

Of course, there are qualifications to theserioristic considerations. The most
important one is that they apply more to NACE thanIlSCO. The visibility and
political importance of ISCO is considerably lesgrt that of NACE, and as a
consequence, there is also less external pressgtaeding from international agencies
such as EUROSTAT) for coherence in the case of IB@@ in the case of NACE. This
may be one of the reasons behind the fact that) ewthin the same data source
(ELFS), we found a few clear inconsistencies indbding of ISCO over time, but no
apparent inconsistency in NACE. Also, as discussedprevious section, there is some
empirical evidence of inconsistencies in ISCO cgday national statistical agencies:
although according to the literature these incaes@es are minor as long as we stick
to the two-digit level (Elias 1997: 11).
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Therefore, it seems reasonable to assume a fauramd coherence in the classification
of employment by NACE and ISCO across the diffesemteys used in this project, but
it would be naive to expect a perfect match. ltreeenore adequate, therefore, to use a
fuzzyapproach rather than a very precise parametritysiaaat the job level. This is
exactly the analytic strategy that we will usehrstthesis: even though the analysis will
be based on a very detailed breakdown of employrgrdaccupation and sector, we
will only analyse the data at a highly aggregataetl, always using ordinal rather than
cardinal measures of job quality, doing the analydi the national level as much as
possible (the coherence between sources is suigiemat the national than at the
European level) and avoiding parametric analysiglwvis likely to be much less robust
to misclassifications at the individual job leveng will attempt some pseudo-
parametrizations to simplify the interpretationt ufact they retain the relative/ordinal

and highly aggregated nature of the original ans)ys
5.2.b) The problem of missing cells in the amenitanking

A more mundane problem that emerges in the momfelmking the quantitative and

qualitative job matrices is the existence of somésdor which we have no amenities
ranking. As we explained in a previous sectoingloge of the limited size of the EWCS
sample, we opted for eliminating all jobs for whitte estimation of the amenities
index was based on less than 15 ca%eBable 3.XI shows the proportion of
employment in jobs for which we do not have a ragkposition in terms of amenities.
Overall, these jobs account for more or less 9%noployment: only in 5 countries (all
of them NMS) they account for more than 10%. Whendtie analysis involves this
ranking, these jobs will not be taken into accoatthough we will always try to check
whether the missing jobs are biased in some wayiffistance, when comparing the
amenities and the wage rankings, we will check tdrethe missing jobs occupy a
special position in terms of wages). Of course, iwitige amenities ranking is not

applied, we will use the whole dataset, accourfiingll employment.

* This was not a problem for the wages and educaltiamkings. In the case of the educational rarsing
they are based on the ELFS, and therefore, theageef jobs is identical to that of the quantitatjobs
matrix (also based on the ELFS). In the case ofvhges ranking, the samples of the surveys usee wer
considerably larger than that of the EWCS, anddhe were slightly more aggregated (see section 4.1
because of the coding used in the original sung&yshe problem of small cells could be safely rgao
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AT BE CcYy Ccz DE DK EE ES Fli FR GR HU
6.18 7.98 523 10.43 9.69 7.18 10.84 6.24 9.24 9.45 3.76 9.98
IE IT LT LU Lv NL PT SE Sl SK UK Total

7.46 6.78 10.53 6.47 12.92 8.39 5.69 8.46 10.55 11.59 9.84 8.57

Table 3.XI: Share of employment in jobs with no amaities ranking, 2000
5.3. Thejob quality quintiles

The bulk of the analysis carried out in this thasidbased on what we call the “job
guality quintiles”. These quintiles are simply aggregation of the original jobs (within
each country) into five groups, each holding 20%mwiployment in the year 2000, and
ordered from low to high in terms of their qual@gcording to one of the three rankings
explained earlier. Even though we will sometimes te information at the job level to
decompose the patterns of job creation or do sowre mhetailed analysis, most of our
discussion will be based on the examination ofggatterns of job growth within each
country across those five “job quality quintilesiniply, examining how much job

creation went into each of the five quintiles).

It may seem surprising that, after taking all treuble of constructing a very detailed
dataset with information at the job level, and dethrankings for three different job
guality indices, we reaggregate all that infornmatioto five broad categories and then
analyse the evolution of employment across thogeeagte categories. But the fact that
most of the analysis is done at the level of thtias does not mean that we are
ignoring the more detailed information at the jeldl, or that such information is not
used. The quintiles can be used to study the impdins of the changing division of
labour for job quality because they are construbtedggregating information compiled
at the job level, information on the quality chdaemqthe ranking) and on the changing
numbers of employment in each job. The quintiles pust the final stage of the
analytical process, a method of summarizing an amof information that without
such aggregation would be simply unmanageable. diliatile approach is simply a
way of combining and studying simultaneously thearfitative and qualitative
information that was earlier compiled at the jolele a way which is aggregated
enough as to be able to study the evolution of @khtries over a period of 12 years
simultaneously, yet detailed enough as to ansveerghearch questions discussed in the
theoretical chapter (whether these 12 years weaeacterized by upgrading, degrading
or polarization of the jobs structure). And in aase, doing most of the analysis at the
quintile level does not prevent us from going baxkhe job level whenever it is useful

for improve our understanding of the overall patser-or instance, we will have to go
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back to the job level information to be able toaapose the patterns of job growth by
sector, employment status or gender. In some caseswill even inspect directly

individual jobs to get a better grasp of what we aethe highest level of aggregation
(for instance, by inspecting the jobs that accdona large share of job creation in each

quintile).

The aggregation of jobs into quintiles does notyoiil our purposes, but also the
characteristics of our data. As we have discusseliee the combination of data from

so many different sources involves a certain degfesror, something which must be
taken into account when devising the analyticahtstyy. An approach which is

relatively aggregated (looking at the broad picttather than at the detail) and non-
parametric (and therefore more robust to impreosion the data) is surely more
adequate for this kind of data. Most previous ssdn this tradition have used some
type ofquantileanalysis: Stiglitz divided all jobs in two everdized groups, the OECD

used three, and Wright and Dwyer five, as we de.hEive quantiles seems a good
choice because it is aggregate enough to be alslentonarize the very large amount of
information available (it only uses five parametéos each country and year) yet
detailed enough as to reflect whether job growtls wharacterized by upgrading,

degrading or polarization, and even how intensedlmatterns were.

The quintiles were constructed using the xtile ringtion of the STATA software
package, with some further tweaking to the allasatf jobs to each of the five groups
to ensure that they end up reasonably even in ¢lae 000. The xtile instruction of
STATA assigns jobs to quintiles in the following wvait constructs a cumulative
distribution of employment by jobs, with the jobsilg sorted by one of the job quality
rankings; then, when the cumulative distributioactees 20% of overall employment, it
assigns all the jobs at or below that point toftfet quintile, and so on. The problem is
that if, for instance, the cumulative distributiop to the 7% job (in terms of job
quality) is 19.9% and the ¥gob accounts for 2.5% of overall employment, thitex
instruction of STATA will assign the 78job to the first quintile and therefore the first
quintile will have 22.4% of employment. Becausetlod fact that the jobs themselves
are unevenly sized, it is in most cases impossibtget a “quintile” which holds exactly
20% of employment: but nevertheless, in the previexample, it seems clear that the
first quintile should hold only up to the ¥job, and the 78job should go to the second

quintile. This way, the first quintile would hold9DB% of employment rather than
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22.4%. STATA cannot do that, but we prepared aextion algorithm which checks the
allocation of the last job in each quintile, andhiéluding this last job made the quintile

more distant to the 20% target size than not inod, it moves it to the next quintile.

But why use 2000 as the base year to construcjuimiles? In principle, it would seem
more adequate to use 1995 rather than 2000. Alftetha quintiles serve as a kind of
“counter” to study job creation by job quality lés'ewe want to set the counter to zero
in the beginning of the period being studied, drehtsee how each of the initially equal
groups of jobs grow throughout the years. As udhal reasons behind the use of 2000
rather than 1995 to construct the quintiles arkeelihto limitations of the data. We only
have data from 1995 for a few countries (13): k& test of countries, the data available
starts in 1997, 1998 or 1999. For homogenizing @halysis and make the national
results more directly comparable, we wanted to thee same base years for all
countries: therefore, the earliest possible yeacadd have used for constructing the
quintiles was 1999 (the first year with data auva#afor all countries). But once we
moved away from the earliest available year, itsdeet make a big difference whether
to use 1999 or 2000, so we opted for the latterchvis more squarely in the middle of
the period.

Does it make any difference which base year is udedhe base year would be the
beginning of the period and the same for all coesfrthe interpretation would be more
straightforward, because the first year would actagabula rasaagainst which the
change in the number of people employed acrosgotheuality spectrum would be
compared. Using a year which is in the middle nathan at the beginning of the period
means that the results are a bit less intuitivéoree2000, the change moves backward
(the parameters of growth for each quintile refleotv far was each quintile from the
evenly spread quintile allocation of 2000), an@&maf000, forward (in the most intuitive
way)>! But the results are perfectly meaningful, andeficorrectly the patterns of
change in which we are interested. After all, théntije allocation is just a way to
group all jobs in five groups which mean “very Galds”, “bad jobs”, “middling jobs”,
“good jobs” and “very good jobs”: whether this gping is based on the number of

people in the jobs in the beginning, middle or efidhe period is only something to

*1In fact, for simplifying further the analysis, aggregated the “backward” change (from the earliest
year to 2000) and the “forward” change (from 2080@®07) into a single figure of change (for each
quintile) for the whole period. What this figure wd actually mean is something like: “how much did
employment grow between 1995 and 2007 in the 20%ébaf which had a lower quality ranking in
20007, etc.
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take into account when interpreting the resultiagigrns (and even for this, it does not

make a big difference).
5.3.a The relative intervals behind the wage gléasti

So we will have three sets of quintiles to chamao¢ethe quality of jobs in each
European country: one based on the wage rankiegyttier on the educational ranking,
and a third one on the amenities ranking. Althowgh will use the three, the most
important set of quintiles will be, without any diuthose based on the wage rankings.
In fact, the other two sets of quintiles will beté primarily to complement the findings
obtained with the wage quintiles. The wage quistilre more adequate for our
purposes than the amenities quintiles because dheybased on nationally-specific
rankings and cover the whole economy; and theyatse better than the educational
quintiles because their relationship with job gtyails more direct and unequivocal. Of
course, this does not mean that we will ignoreatier two sets of quintiles: they will
provide an alternative view on the same structdealelopments, which will not only

enrich our analysis, but contribute to the robusdra our conclusions.

The wage quintiles distribute the whole working plagion in five equal-sized groups,
according to the median hourly wage of each jaimftow to high. Therefore, the wage
guintiles can, in principle, be expressed also agenintervals that classify jobs by their
median values. As we mentioned earlier, for anotymgasons, the ESES information
provided by Eurostat (the backbone of the wage ingnksee section 4.1 above)
expresses the median wages at the job level maligdy a random factor: so it is
impossible to know what are the absolute wage $eas$ociated with the wage quintiles
in each country. But the relative distances betwesi median wages are correct, so it
is possible to do a trick to get an idea aboutdtetive wage intervals which are behind
the wage quintiles. We have first calculated are¢mheasure of the median wages by
job. This central measure is, in fact, a medianve: so we basically calculated the
median of the wage medians, or in other words,nleelian wage of the job which
occupies exactly the middle position of the wageirag in each country (the jobs were,
again, weighted by employment). Then, we dividecheaf the wage medians by such
central value, thus expressing the wage level ohgab in terms of the percentage it
represents with respect to the overall median. \fidlse relative wage levels, we could
construct the chart shown in figure 3.2, which esses the relative wage intervals

associated with the wage quintiles.
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Figure 3.2: Relative wage intervals behind the quitiles

Because we are dealing with jobs rather than iddafs, and with relative medians
rather than absolute wage levels, it is somewH&tult to understand what figure 3.2

shows. For each country, there is a stacked barhareipresents graphically the relative
wage intervals associated with each quintile. lAstance, if we look at Portugal, we
can see that the lowest quintile in Portugal hgtds whose median wage is between
zero (the natural lower bound of the lowest quintiind 85% of the overall median
wage. The second lowest quintile holds jobs whoséliam wage is between 85 and
93% of the overall median; the third quintile hojdbs between 93 and 109% of the
overall Portuguese median; the fourth quintile Bojdbs whose median wage is
between 109 and 196%, and the fifth quintile hgtds whose median wage is higher
than 196% of the overall median (we have not represl the upper limit for the fifth

quintile, because it coincides with the value of thighest paid job in the economy,
which is difficult to capture with our methodologyd which in any case is irrelevant
here). The countries have been ranked accordirijetaipper boundary of the fourth
quintile: that is, according to how much higheths median wage of the top 20% of
jobs than the overall median in each economy. Bhig fact, a kind of measure of the

extent of between-job inequality in each Europeamtry: as we can see in the way the
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countries are ranked in figure 3.2, the Europeamtties where the top 20% of jobs is
more distant from the median are the countries &/frerome inequality in general tends
to be higher?

An important conclusion that we can draw from fig®.2 is that, as mentioned earlier,
the wage quintiles make appear as homogeneous ogethich is, in fact, quite

heterogeneous across Europe. In some Europeanriesurthe distance between the
quintiles is much larger than in others: in Portutfee boundary between the fourth and
the fifth quintile is more than two times largeaththe boundary between the first and
second quintile, whereas in Sweden the same mtielow 1.5. The countries at the
bottom of figure 3.2, therefore, are characterigda much larger inequality between
the quintiles that the countries at the top. Sindievelopments in Sweden and Portugal,
therefore, can have different implications in teraissocial inequalities, because the

distances between wage levels are much largeeitatter.

In any case, the picture given in figure 3.2 is am@nt to contextualize and understand
better the patterns of employment expansion bygoality quintiles which we will

study in the rest of this thesis.
5.4. Adjusting for breaks in the employment sesfdSLFS

In principle, the period covered in this study B9%-2007, although there are a few
exceptions depending on two factors: first, thalalbdity of data in the ELFS (Eurostat

does not provide data for the whole period for samntries) and second, the existence
of some breaks in the ELFS time series and the teeathke some adjustments, whose
logic we will explain in this section. Table 3.Xdhows the time period covered in each
country, the breaks found in the data (which, astioeed earlier, always concern large
unexplained shifts in the employment shares of IS2@gories) and the adjustments

made to deal with them.

%2 The ranking of countries by the Gini index is mgétentical (Portugal also has the highest vaare]
Sweden and Denmark the lowest), see:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/pprtaiuct details/dataset?p product_code=ILC_SIC2
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Country Period covered Breaks identified Adjustmens

Austria 1995-2007 A reclassification of occupatiamg Eliminate structural change
retail trade in 2004 (from between 2003 and 2004 from the
salespersons to associgteseries
professionals) led to 3}
displacement of 100,000 workefs
from quintile 2 to quintile 5

Belgium 1995-2007 None None

Cyprus 1999-2007 None None

Czech Republic 1998-2007 None None

Denmark 1995-2007 None None

Estonia 1997-2007 None None

Finland 1997-2007 A reclassification of occupationg Eliminate  structural change
the health sector in 2002 (frombetween 2001 and 2002 from the
professionals to associafeseries
professionals and service workets)
led to a displacement of 100,000
workers from quintile 5 to quintile:

2 and 4

France 1995-2007 None None

Germany 1995-2007 None None

Greece 1995-2007 In 2004, there was a big suddiione
drop in the number of skille
agricultural workers. Still, there is
no simultaneous increase in any
other occupation, and the drop [is
suspicious but does not affect mugh
the trends

Hungary 1997-2007 None None

Ireland 1995-2007 In 1998, there was a big drofén| Eliminate  structural change
number of skilled agricultura) between 1997 and 1998 from the
workers, simultaneous with ahseries
increase in managers in agriculture
(looks like a reclassification)

Italy 1995-2007 In 2004, there was a drop in mprEliminate  structural change
than 700,000 salespersons in refaibetween 2003 and 2004 from the
trade, with no simultaneous series
increase compensating it. There|is
also a decrease of near 400,000
teaching professionals and |a
similar increase in teaching assac.
professionals

Latvia 1998-2007 None None

Lithuania 1998-2007 None None

Luxemburg 1995-2007 None None

Netherlands 1996-2007 None None

Portugal 1995-2007 In 1998, there was a big deerg¢dsliminate structural change
in elementary occupations in between 1997 and 1998 from the
private households simultaneoysseries
with an increase in housekeeping
service workers (looks like a
reclassification)

Slovakia 1998-2007 None None

Slovenia 1996-2007 None None

Spain 1995-2007 None None

Sweden 1997-2007 None None

UK 1995-2007 A reclassification of occupations|irEliminate  structural change
the health sector in 2001 (frombetween 2000 and 2001 from the
professionals to associateseries
professionals and service workets)
led to a displacement of 500,000
workers from quintile 5 to quintile:

2 and 4

Table 3.XII: Time periods covered, breaks and adjusnents

In some countries, the ELFS figures of employmeaniwh by occupation and sector
are affected by strange and large year-on-yeatsshidit seem impossible to explain by
real job growth or job destruction or by shiftseimployment between jobs. We can see

this clearly with a concrete example using the tjeirapproach. Figure 3.3 shows, for
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the UK, a graphical representation of the year-earychanges in employment levels
per quintile which illustrates these strange shiftemployment (annex 3 includes the
same figure for each of the 23 countries coverdatii;mstudy). We can see in this figure
that the magnitude of change from one year to dleviing is relatively small for all
years except for the year between 2000 and 200&hioh this change is completely
disproportionate with the rest. This change camuasisibly reflect a real change in the
level of employment across the quintiles. Altholglrostat provides no documentation
for these abrupt shifts in employment, they arartjethe result of a reclassification,
which can often be identified by looking at the @fie jobs that are responsible for
them. If we do such detailed analysis of the suspgshifts (see annex 4), we can see
that in most cases these shifts can be explainddrgg shifts in the number of people
employed in a small number of jobs (often two ore#), and that these shifts are
normally related to ISCO rather than NACE code.
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Figure 3.3: Year-on-year change in employment by datile, UK

There are six countries with such clear shiftsmpyment (Austria, Finland, Ireland,
Italy, Portugal and UK; see annex 3). These abampk discontinuous breaks point to
some fundamental data problem that can comprormeedlidity of the trend analysis,
if not dealt with in one way or another. For ingtanif we look at the UK figures for
year-on-year change in employment by quintile (fgu.3), it is obvious that
eliminating the change between, say, 1998 and ¥898d not significantly alter the

overall pattern (for a normal, non-problematic yehe change is so small that on its
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own it does not significantly affect the overalktean). But eliminating the problematic
year (between 2000 and 2001) would alter completedyoverall pattern, because of the
enormous amount of (apparent, but completely ingtdel) change within that single

year.

In fact, the comparison between the problematic momttproblematic years suggests a
simple but effective way to deal with this problelhe basic idea is to eliminate the
problematic year from the overall figure of charlgeughout the period. The logic of
this adjustment is the following: as we have jusers the change in employment
numbers between two adjacent years is, in all batproblematic cases, relatively
unimportant for the overall pattern of employmenvvgth for the whole 1995-2007
period. Subtracting the structural chaligeetween any two (normal) adjacent years
would make no difference for the overall patterdnthlere is a clear disproportionate
change in the size of the quintiles between anyadjacent years (see annex 1), and if
this change looks like a break in the series of leympent by occupation, sector, or
both, this change can be subtracted from the dvelnahge between 1995 and 2007 to
keep the trend change and ignore the change ragfridm the break in the series. What
this adjustment means is that for these six proatemcountries, the parameter of
structural change for each of the corresponding €juintiles will not reflect the whole
12-year period, but just 11 (all but the problematne). The implications of such an

adjustment, for the reasons explained, should lb@min terms of substance.

There is, nevertheless, a potential problem with #djustment, or rather a potential
problem which is brought to the surface by thesmngie breaks in the ELFS
employment series. The existence of a clear braathe series of employment by
occupation and sector suggests that, for thesecaixtries, some of the codes of
occupation and/or sector may not be consistentréefod after such break. In the case
of the UK that we used as an example earlier, ensethat all of a sudden a whole
category of nurses were shifted from one to amableeupational category (see annex
4). But the job quality rankings are fixed for twole period: therefore, either before

or after the break the rankings are probably agsjgan incorrect position to these

%3 Only structural change is eliminated, but not &ltscemployment growth. Basically, what we didds t
substitute the original parameter of change in estpent by job for the problematic year by a theoedt
parameter derived by multiplying employment injalis by the same factor (a factor based on overall
employment growth for that year). Therefore, weyadiminated structural change for that single year
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suddenly recoded jobs. This may compromise theadialof the overall patterns of

employment growth by job quality quintiles.

This is a very difficult problem for which a tolyakatisfactory solution simply does not
exist. To solve this problem properly, we would chde have for these problematic
countries at least two different sets of job qwaliankings, one to be used for
characterizing the jobs before the break, and amofibr the jobs after. These two
figures could be added together (to give a pichfr@verall change in the levels of
employment by quintile for the whole period), tley should be generated separately.
Unfortunately, this is impossible for us becauseonly have a single set of job quality

rankings.

But for one of the six problematic countries, wen dast empirically the potential
damage of this problem and the adequacy of th&tienol proposed earlier. In the UK
(unlike most other European countries), the LablBorce Survey includes a yearly
measure of wages, so that we can construct two veagengs, one before and one after
the break. This is what we have done, using 200hedasis for the before-the-break
period and 2002 for the after-the-break periodnlvge constructed job quality quintiles
for the periods 1995-2000 and 2002-2007 (leaving tbe problematic year), and
calculated the growth in employment levels by glérfor each period. The two series
were added in a single figure, and the result @svshin figure 3.4 (the bars coloured in
a lighter grey). To compare these corrected resuilts our standard results, we have
added (in darker grey) the UK figures of employmexjpiansion by job quality quintiles
using the 2002 ranking for the whole periadth the adjustment explained earlier

(which simply eliminates the problematic year).
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Figure 3.4: One versus two rankings, UK

This figure shows that, although there are someomdifferences between using a
single ranking or two separate rankings before afitek the break, using one or two
rankings makes very little difference. Although w@nnot reproduce this test for the
other 5 countries in which there are breaks in Eu#S series of employment by
occupation and sector, it seems reasonable to wbmdhat the proposed adjustment
(which assumes that a single ranking can be apptiethe whole period) generates
results which are broadly correct.

5.5. General strategy of analysis for the following chapters

First (chapter 3), we will carry out a detailed lgse of the structures of employment
and the job quality rankings across Europe frortaicsperspective, which will serve as
background for the dynamic analysis of the pattefrjeb creation of later chapters.
This analysis will be divided in three parts: a pamson of the structures of
employment by occupation and sector, a comparistimegob quality rankings and a
comparison of the quintile structures (which carubderstood as a combination of the
two previous analysis). As the rest of the thesisst of the analysis will be graphical,
but we will make use of detailed tables and soneeigs-parametrizations when

necessary to make sense of the data.

Second (chapter 4), we will inspect the overaltgras of employment expansion by job
guality quintiles across Europe and try to classifym according to the principles
discussed in the theoretical chapter (in particwlar will look for patterns of upgrading,

degrading and polarization, which are the mostgmwe images of change in the
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division of labour available in the social scientggature). Again, the analysis will be
mostly graphical (based on the quintile chartse@kplained below), complemented

with indices when necessatry.

Third (chapter 5), we will decompose these overatterns, inspecting the differences
for specific subgroups (such as specific sectggaders or employment status) in order

to test some of the explanatory hypotheses disduegbe previous chapter.

Finally (chapter 6), we will aggregate all the patil information into a single pool of
data on the European labour market (although itheilan incomplete European labour
market: only 23 countries are covered), to stuéyttoad patterns of the EU, to
compare these patterns with the patterns for thet$tates, and to attempt an
evaluation of the implications of the integratidrEmropean labour markets in terms of

the division of labour and job quality.



4. Division of labour and job quality across the EU- a static approach

1. Introduction

This thesis is an attempt to evaluate, from a johlity perspective, the structural
changes experienced by European labour markethenast 12 years. It is totally
focused on change, and therefore, most of the sisaly dynamic. But any analysis of
structural change needs to take into account tueirgy position, the initial structure
whose transformation will be studied. Specially whee are comparing different
patterns of structural transformation (and tryingekplain them), ignoring the fact that
the different countries can start from differensipions can lead to misinterpretations.
This is so because structural change is necesgaaily-dependent to some extent.
Whatever our explanatory model and our hypothe#es,differences in the initial
structures are also a factor to take into accourgnastudying the different evolutions.
This is exactly what we will do in this chapter: $tudy the division of labour, job

quality hierarchies and job quality structures frarstatic perspective.

This chapter, therefore, will be secondary withpees to the rest of the thesis yet at the
same time absolutely crucial. I1ts main goal will toeprovide a picture of the starting
position of the employment structures against whicbhompare the patterns of change
studied in the rest of the thesis. For this reatiun,chapter will be based on a detailed
analysis of the main parameters of our methodotdgpproach (the jobs matrix and
the job quality hierarchies), but using differeathniques to the rest of the thesis, in

order to adapt our tools tostaticapproach.

As we have repeatedly said, the jobs approach usedHis thesis is a method for
studying the evolution of employment based on thahined analysis of two different

parameters: first, the change in the compositiothefdivision of labour (measured by a
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matrix of employment by sector and occupation, ocoantry and yearly basis) and
second, the hierarchy of jobs by their quality (swrad by three job quality rankings:
by education, wage and amenities). The combinaidioinese two parameters into the
quintile picture is the basis for an evaluatiortte# structural evolution of employment
from a job quality perspective. In this chapter, wi# do a detailed analysis of these
two parameters of the jobs approach, and their auatibn, from a static perspective. In
the next section, we will look at the broad diffeces in the composition of the division
of labour across Europe: for this purpose, we ug# a highly aggregated categorization
of overall employment in each country by sector aacupation. In the third section, we
will analyse the differences in the job quality kangs across Europe (for the two job
guality rankings for which we have national-specifesults: education and wages),
using correlation matrices and principal comporemlysis. In the fourth section, we
will combine the two basic parameters to provideadaptation of the quintile picture to
a static analysis, to evaluate the differencessackurope in their initial job quality
structures (the same structures that, from a dynmgeispective, will be studied in the

rest of the thesis).

An important issue that must be clarified beforebarking in this static analysis is the

base year used. Because the main idea of thiserhiafib set out the starting position of

the changes in the employment structures sincenikenineties, it seems logical that

the base year for the analysis should be thedirsilable year. The problem is that such
first available year is not the same for all coi@str some countries start in 1995 and
others in 1999. The problem is exactly the samthaone discussed earlier when we
had to choose a base year for constructing thetitpsin Because all countries are

subject to external factors of change and becausg are themselves affecting one
another, it is not an option to use different bgsars for the different countries: we

would be comparing apples and pears (the econatngtisn in 1995 was not at all the

same as in 1999: using one or another year asasie ban make a very big difference
both in terms of structural differences and diffei@ evolutions). Therefore, we need

to use the same year for all countries. As in tgecof the base year for the quintiles,
we opted for 2000, which is more in the middleh## period and in fact the second year
which is available for all countries.

It is important to note that, although the ide#oiset out the starting position, that does

not mean that it is crucial to compare the firsaryef the period studied. First, because
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two to five years is not a period big enough asntike a big difference in structural
terms; and second because the point is to anckodythamic analysis in some static
comparison—it does not matter that much whetheruge the start, the end or the
middle of the period as such anchor—. Some mindaidemay change slightly
depending on whether we are using the startingtpitia finishing point or the middle:
but all of these options are equally valid. Therefaalthough using 1995 would be
easier in terms of interpretation and presentasiaesults if all countries were available
for that initial year, we opt for using 2000 as base year for the static comparisons as

well as for the construction of the quintiles.

2. The division of labour across Europe: sector andccupational structures

In this section, we will do a comparative overviefsthe composition of the division of
labour across Europe without any reference to abeguality rankings used in the rest
of the chapter, just using the information contdine the sector and occupational
classifications which form the basis of the jobstnwa Such simple distribution of
employment by sector and occupation has the adyants#f being immediately
interpretable in terms of the division of labouhgtcategories of NACE and ISCO
directly refer to the different economic activitiasd occupational structures), but it
lacks the necessary elements for carrying out alitgtiee evaluation of those
differences (we can only describe and classify fheand it can easily become too
detailed for any meaningful interpretation. In arde carry out the analysis, we will
therefore have to reduce dramatically the compfedfithe original jobs matrix, looking
only at the univariate distribution of NACE and ISGat a highly aggregated level
(although as we will see, even at this very aggeetgvel, the amount of information is
enormous when we are looking at 23 countries sanelbusly). The main purpose of
this chapter will be, for these reasons, just tovjple a first approach to the broad

differences in the employment structures of théedsnt countries.

This section will be based entirely on the detadeelysis of one big table (table 4.1).
This table shows the distribution of overall empi@nt in each country (in 2000) for a
reaggregation of NACE and ISCO into 9 broad categoreach. The ISCO
reaggregation shown in table 4.1 is simply the ditdievel of this classification

(excluding armed forces). The NACE reaggregatiopadly based on its 1-digit level
as well, but it has been further aggregated to ldiynthe analysis (keeping only 9
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categories, as in ISCO). The categories of this BA€aggregation are the following.
The primary sector contains agriculture, fishingl anining; construction corresponds
exactly to the 1-digit NACE category of construatiandustry has been divided in two
sub-categories, high and low technology, followimg OECD proposal (more details
later); for those services which are typically pt®, the Eurostat differentiation of
knowledge-intensive services (KIS) and low knowlkedgtensive services (LKIS) has
been applied (see Felix, 2006; more details latamy finally, the three large public
service categories (public administration, educatind health) each occupy a category
on their own. This reaggregation of NACE into nior®ad categories will be used in

other chapters as well.

A couple of further modifications to the table hdeen applied in order to facilitate its
interpretation. First, a semi-graphical represémtathas been added to the table,
superimposing a bar chart to each of the columestdss or occupations) to facilitate
the visual comparison (vertically) of each percgataSecond, for both NACE and
ISCO, the countries have been sorted accordingetdetvel of employment in the most
advanced sectors and occupations. This idea of t‘namlvanced sectors and
occupations” may sound strange: although we maisby this concept to facilitate the
interpretation of the table (it leads to a meanihgfirangement of countries), there is

some logic behind such categorization.

In the case of ISCO, the logic is undisputablewasdiscussed in the previous chapter,
the ISCO classification has an implicit hierarctejated to skill levels (we have simply
taken the three top categories of ISCO at the agie-tevel). But in the case of NACE,

why should some sectors be more advanced thars8tfitle argument derives from the
post-industrialist theories of Bell and Fourastiich we discussed with some detail
earlier, in the theoretical chapter), as well asrfrthe traditional economic theory of
aggregate growth and large-scale structural chdtige classics are Clark 1944 and
Kuznets 1971). According to these theories, econateivelopment usually implies a
particular sequence of predominant sectors, fromcalture through manufacturing

towards services; and within services, towards Kedge intensive and publicly

provided services. In this sense, we can also stated that there is some kind of

*¥ This categorization of manufacturing is made atNMACE two-digit sector classification, based oa th
intensity of research and development (ratio of R&penditure to value added) and the technology
embodied in the purchases of intermediate andalapibds (Hatzichronoglou, 1997, p. 6).
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hierarchy in the sector classification shown indgahl: from the primary sector (which
implies the raw extraction of resources from nattwethe health sector (which implies
a certain degree of economic development and ecilir aimed at providing well-
being). If we are prepared to accept that both I8@0 and NACE classifications
involve some broad hierarchy in their categoribentit makes perfect sense to add up
the top three or four categories and use such nutolsort the countries in Europe. In

any case, this is just a heuristic tool, so weatdrast accept it for the time being.

In the case of our NACE reaggregation, the categaronsidered anost advancedre
Knowedge Intensive (Private) Services, Public Adstiation, Education and Health:
the sum of these four categories is shown in teedalumn, which is the basis for the
sorting of countries in terms of sector. Swedenthaslargest share of employment in
these four categories (more than 50% of overallleympent) and Portugal the lowest
(25% of overall employment). The ranking of coussriby this ad-hoc category of
NACE seems quite familiar: a similar ranking reemtlty appears in many different
areas of social and economic development, from wwgr&onditions (see Parent-Thirion
et al 2007), to competitiveness (see Schwab arati9dartin 2009) or even happiness
(see Inglehart 2004). This ranking puts the Nordiesat the top, Southern and Eastern
Europe in the bottom, Continental Europe aroundntiddle and the UK in a mid-high

position.

Furthermore, this ranking is also remarkably cdesiswith that shown at the lower
half of table 4.1, based on the three top occupatiof ISCO at the one digit level
(managers, professionals and technicians). Netidslés at the top in this case (with
almost 50% of overall employment in these threegaties), and Portugal is again at
the bottom (around 21%). The similarity betweentthe rankings is so remarkable that
it merits a visual exploration with a scatterplathich is shown in figure 4.1. The
percentages of employment in the “most advancetégoaies of both classifications
clearly tend to vary together: the coefficient atermination of the simple country-
level association is almost .7 (which implies thatowing the percentage of
employment in the “most advanced” categories of@S&e can predict the percentage
of employment in the “most advanced” categorie®dACE with an accuracy of 70%,
and vice versa). One of the underlying mechanisefsniol this association is economic
development, as illustrates figure 4.2, which plthe relationship between both

variables and GDP per capita in PPP: but it isthetonly one, because the association
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between economic development as measured in GDBwarnwo structural variables is

far from perfect.
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In any case, the point we want to stress hereaisttie sorting of countries for the two
dimensions shown in table | (sector and occupasbio)ld help the interpretation of the
table: clearly, it is not an arbitrary way of ramgi countries, but a meaningful one,

which tells us something about the degree of deweémt of the division of labour in
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We will present the contents of table 4.1 by distng one by one each aggregated

sector and occupation.

2. 1. Employment by broad categories of economic activity

The top half of table 4.1 shows how employment wésdributed in the year 2000 in

each of the 23 countries, in terms of the 9 broatbgories of economic activity

explained earlier. This table allows us to comphee composition of the division of

labour in its horizontal dimension.

1. The primary sector:ithis sector, which incorporates agriculture, fighiand

mining (NACE codes 1 to 14), is decidedly margimaierms of employment in
most of Northern and Continental Europe, and thiamit Isles (the UK and
Ireland). In all these countries except Irelandi¥8) and Finland (6.4%), the
primary sector accounts for less than 5% of overalployment. On the other
extreme we find that most Southern and Easterng&ano countries still have a
relatively high share of employment in the primsaegtor, in all cases above 5%,
reaching almost 20% in Lithuania and Greece, andentizan 10% in Latvia,
Portugal and Slovenia. The overall picture of thesbsuperimposed to the cells
of the table shows that the ranking of countriesh@yproportion of employment
in the primary sector is the mirror image to thenking of countries by
employment in the “most advanced sectors” showthénrightmost column of
the table. These rankings, furthermore, tend towshokind of Northwest-
Southeast axis which we will find repeatedly in maother figures. An
important thing to note, nevertheless, is that share of employment in the
primary sector is so marginal in Northwestern Eerdpat it is very unlikely that
it will play any important role in the overall paths of change in the
composition of the division of labour: but this ¢ertainly not the case in
Southeastern Europe. This sector has been in sededdine for the last 200
years across most of the developed world: theregtanere it is still sizeable, we

may expect it to have fallen significantly in therjpd studied in this thesis.

Construction: as is well-known, this sector is one of the molecked by
cyclical fluctuations of the whole economy (see fostance Tschetter and
Lukasiewicz 1983). The year on which the data bietal.| is based (2000) was

right in the middle of a long upwards cycle in mdtyropean economies, which
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started around 1995 and finished around 2007 some countries, this upwards
economic cycle was in fact partly based onimmationally exuberantrise in
housing prices and demand: even though the cyitléad a long way to go, in
2000 there were already signs of abnormally highpleyment rates in
construction in some countries. Portugal, Spaelaird and Cyprus all had in
2000 more than 10% of overall employment in cormdion, a high rate both
comparatively and historically. Especially in Spamd Ireland, this rate would
keep on rising up to more than 13% in 2007, to phanhimmediately afterwards
(other countries experiencing a very sharp incréasmnstruction employment
were the three Baltics, which was still not verydewt in 2000 but will appear
in our dynamic analysis afterwards). It may seemrssing that Germany had a
relatively high share of employment in construction 2000, but in fact
Germany experienced its own construction bubbldiegaras a result of
reunification: in fact, for most of the period cosd here this bubble was slowly
but consistently deflating (going from almost 10 ®5% of overall
employment). Because of its high volatility and S@wity to the business cycle,
construction is a special case that must be ardiysin care when looking at

the evolution of the employment structure in thesaguent chapters.

3. Low Technology Industries (LTI)this category, based on an OECD
categorization of manufacturing industries (see zidhtonoglou 1997),
incorporates those industries which are less intens their use of technologies
(the classification is based on the levels of spepdon research and
development, and on the technology used in produn)gtsuch as manufacture of
food, textiles, furniture, etc. (see table 4.11heTshare of employment in this
sector is highest in most Eastern European cosn{aeound 20%), Portugal
(19%) and Italy as well (to a lesser extent, jus%) In the rest of Europe,
employment in this sector is between 10 and 15%.t#® sector is also
associated with the NW/SE axis, but more mildly:sgems that it is a
particularity of Eastern Europe that it has sudharge share of employment in
LTI

5% There was, in fact, a small dip in the businesdecin 2001, which was known at the time as the
bursting of the dot.com bubble. But seen from t¢slagrspective (2009), that dip seems rather ivegle
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High and medium technology industries

Low technology industries

24 Manufacture of chemicals and chemical
products

29 Manufacture of machinery and equipment
n.e.c.

30 Manufacture of office machinery and
computers

31 Manufacture of electrical machinery and
apparatus n.e.c.

32 Manufacture of radio, television and
communication equipment and apparatus

33 Manufacture of medical, precision and
optical instruments, watches and clocks

34 Manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and
semi-trailers

35 Manufacture of other transport equipment

15 Manufacture of food products and beverages

16 Manufacture of tobacco products

17 Manufacture of textiles

18 Manufacture of wearing apparel; dressing and dying of fur

19 Tanning and dressing of leather; manuf. of luggage, handbags, saddlery, hamess and footwear
20 Manuf. of wood, products of wood and cork, excl. furniture; articles of straw, plaiting materials
21 Manufacture of pulp and paper

22 Publishing, printing and reproduction of recorded media

23 Manufacture of coke, refined petroleum products and nuclear fuel

25 Manufacture of rubber and plastic

26 Manufacture of other non-metallic mineral products

27 Manufacture of basic metals

28 Manufacture of fabricated metal products, except machinery and equipment

36 Manufacture of furniture; manuf. n.e.c.

37 Recycling

40 Electricity, gas, steam and hot water supply

41 Collection, purification and distribution of water

Table 4.11: Breakdown of manufacturing industries (2-digit NACE codes) into high- and low-tech
(based on OECD classification; see Hatzichronog@ei7).

4. High Technology Industries (HTIthis sector, which contains manufacturing

activities which make intensive use of high tecbgas (such as production of
chemicals, cars, electric equipment or computegs: table 4.11 for a detailed
list), shows almost a mirror image to the distribatof employment in LTI. HTI

is very large in Germany (11%), important in thestreof Northern and
Continental Europe (around 7% in most cases, \Wigheixception of Luxemburg
and the Netherland), and lowest in the South aadBtitics (below 5% except
in ltaly). The European region that does not camfoto this HTI-LTI
contraposition is the East (without the Baltics)here both manufacturing
sectors employ a relatively large share of the wgrlpopulation. Even though
Eastern European countries have by far the largfestes in LTI, they tend to
have rather large shares of employment in HTI adl. Widis means that
Slovenia, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary &stbnia (even though
Estonia is low in HTI, the very large share of lihbre than compensates) have
a larger share of employment in manufacturing inegal (including both HTI
and LTI) than the traditional European manufacwiratnampion, Germany. In
2000, Germany had less than one in four workethénmanufacturing sector,
whereas in Slovenia and the Czech Republic they wtrse to one in three
workers. Except for Germany, all the rest of Nomistern Europe had less than

one in five workers in manufacturing.

(Private) Less Knowledge Intensive Services (LK#8¥: first breakdown of the

very large services sector includes activities saghetail, hotels and restaurants
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and land transport, and is the largest categortetims of employment in all
countries (see table 4.1l for a list of NACE categs which are classified
within this sector). In fact, this is one of theteggories with a lowest variation
across countries, and it is more difficult to fitto any pattern such as the
NW/SE axis that we have been discussing earliee Tdrgest shares of
employment in LKIS are those of Southern Europeyad 30% or more in
Cyprus, Spain and Greece), while this sector isvibél5% in Nordic countries
and in many (not all) Eastern European countriag, lzetween 25-30% in the
rest. The distribution of employment in this sectberefore, does not fit clearly
into the usual regional/institutional European gatées, probably because it
occupies a somewhat ambiguous position with resjoetite other sectors: on
the one hand, for the simple reason of being sesyiit is a “progressive” sector
in the sense that it tends to expand with econgmuwth (according to the Post-
Industrialist argument explained earlier); on tileeo hand, it is clearly the less
“progressive” segment of the services sector, antact it includes activities
that by no means can be called new or innovativesé kind of services have
occupied an important share in employment at lesaste the industrial
revolution). Baumol’'s explanation of the expansudrthe service sector (which
concerns especially LKIS) captures this ambivaleitceould be precisely the
lack of productivity growth of this category, comed with the others, that
would explain its expansion (Baumol 1967).

Knowledge | ntensive Services (K.I.S)

Less Knowledge | ntensive Services (L.K.I.S.)

61 Water transport

62 Air transport

64 Post and telecommunications

65 Financial intermediation, except insurance and pension funding
66 Insurance and pension funding, except compulsory social security
67 Activities auxiliary to financial intermediation

70 Real estate activities

71 Renting of machinery and equipment without operator and of
personal and household goods

72 Computer and related activities

73 Research and development

74 Other business activities

92 Recreational, cultural and sporting activities

50 Sale, maintenance and repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles;
retail sale of automotive fuel

51 Wholesale trade and commission trade, except of motor vehicles and
motorcycles

52 Retail trade, except of motor vehicles and motorcycles; repair of
personal and household goods

55 Hotels and restaurants

60 Land transport; transport via pipelines

63 Supporting and auxiliary transport activities; activities of travel
agencies

90 Sewage and refuse disposal, sanitation and similar activities

91 Activities of membership organization n.e.c.

95 Private households with employed persons

Table 4.111: Breakdown of private services into Knowvledge Intensive (K.I.S.) and the rest
(based on Eurostat classification; see Felix 2006).

6. (Private) Knowledge Intensive Services (KIB)s sector includes financial and

business services, communications and non-landspaat) research and
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development and recreational serviédsee table 4.111). Contrary to LKIS, this
sector seems to discriminate very clearly in teoh®conomic development,
along the NorthWest/SouthEast axis. In Northerrogar(including the UK) this
sector accounts for around 20% of overall employtmarContinental Europe it
ranges between 15 and 17%, it is around 14% ity,It8pain, Austria and
Estonia and around or below 10% in the rest of Is=ut and Eastern Europe.
This sector, together with health (which has simdhaaracteristics, as we will
see later) is usually referred to as the most psxjve sector in the literature
(see Grimshaw and Miozzo 2006; also, section 4Ptae theoretical chapter).
Not only this sector clearly discriminates courgrgccording to their level of
economic development: as we will see later, itne of the sectors experiencing
fastest employment growth between 1995 and 200i8. Wil be, therefore, one
of the key sectors for the following chapters, at@ewhose growth reflects

long-term trends in the evolution of the divisidnabour.

7. Public administrationthe first of the public services sub-sectors dugsshow
any clear pattern along the lines we have beerusistg here. In fact, the
Eurostat classification of service activities whiale used for breaking up
private services, and which originally referred toth private and public
services, includes this sector in Less Knowleddgensive Services (the other
two typically public services, Education and Healthere classified with
Knowledge Intensive Services; see Felix 2006). piroportion of employment
in public administration is more likely to refleatstitutional and cultural
traditions (such as statism) than level of develepim The highest share of
employment in public administration is found in lesmburg, Belgium, Italy and
France (all of them above 8%), and the lowest @lahd and Finland (below
5%). In most other countries it is between 5 and 7¥his sector is strongly
linked to national specificities and idyosincrasiaad in most countries it did
not experience any important transformation over pieriod covered in this
study: for these reasons, it is likely to be ofyoal minor importance in this

thesis.

6 We follow the relatively wide definition of thigstor used by EUROSTAT (see Felix 2006), just
leaving out the typically public services of edugatand health. Other similar concepts (such as
Knowledge Intensive Business Services) are motegtdge: but the broad story is very similar (see
Grimshaw and Miozzo 2006).
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8. Education:although it may seem surprising, this sector isaime extent similar
to public administration in the sense that it does discriminate countries in
any recognisable way; instead, it seems to be méted by strictly national
factors. The share of employment in education &val8% in Lithuania, Latvia,
Belgium, Hungary and Sweden (a rather disparateipyraf countries), and
around 6-7% elsewhere (slightly lower in Germanyai§ and Portugal). As in
the case of public administration, this sector way stable in its employment
share over the period 1995-2007 in most Europeantdes, so it will not play a

very important role in the story that will be tofdthe next chapters.

9. Health: this third traditionally public sector (in Europedntrasts strongly with
the previous two. We can immediately see in tabl¢hét this sector is strongly
associated with the NW/SE axis discussed earlisl, inwas one of the most
dynamic sectors in terms of employment growth acrosst of Europe between
1995 and 2007 (as we shall see in later chaptéhg).share of employment in
health services was in 2000 above 14% in the NairtBurope, around 10% in
Continental Europe, and around 5-6% in the SouthEast.

This quick overview of the structure of employmbgtNACE across Europe has shown
that there is a consistent differentiation of costwhich seems linked to the stage of
economic development as well as to a North-West Sauth-East axis. But the
important thing for us, which we will be crucialrfthe rest of this thesis, is that this
differentiation is also strongly linked to the matts of employment expansion between
1995 and 2007 that we will discuss later. The gectbat predominate in the most
developed countries (Private Knowledge IntensiveviSes and Health), which are
considered as the most progressive in the spemibliterature (for Fourastié, they were
nothing less than “the hope of theé™0entury”), happen to be also the sectors that grew
faster between 1995 and 2007 in most European Gesinand also the sectors that
account for most of the growth of the top of thb puality structure. On the contrary,
we will see that the less progressive sectors (@sibe the primary and industrial
sector), which predominate in the less advancedntdes of the South-Eastern
guadrant, were also quite dynamic but in a negasieese, destroying employment
everywhere. In other words, there is an importamsestency between the pictures of
sectorial differentiation and economic developmegiven by a static and a dynamic

analysis.
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2.2. Employment by broad occupational categories

In table 4.1 above, we could see that the rankihgoantries in terms of the share of
employment in the top three occupations of ISC@hatone digit level is remarkably
similar to the ranking of countries in terms of daymnent share in the most progressive
sectors of activity. This suggested that the tvassifications partially reflect the same
underlying reality, a reality linked to the levdleconomic development and somehow
as well to a geographic axis going from the Nortlst\te the SouthEast of Europe. We
will see in this section that, notwithstanding tlesults obtained when looking at the
employment share in the top three categories oOl8&hich is very consistent with the
results of the previous section), when we lookatrine specific categories of ISCO at
the one digit level we find many more specificiteasd idyosincrasies which are very
difficult to fit into such overall scheme. The pleim is whether those idyosincrasies, or
differences which do not seem to conform to anyvkmd@to us) pattern, reflect real
differences in the division of labour within firnfahich is what ISCO is supposed to
measure) across Europe, or whether it is somehowadificial outcome of
inconsistencies in the measurement and codingefivision of labour within firms

across European countries.

It is important, in any case, to remember what IS€@bout, and what implications it
may have for a summary table such as that showmeimottom half of table 4.1. If we
compare it to NACE, we can immediately see thatirdarnational comparison of
employment by ISCO is necessarily more artificta¢cause of its very nature. The
divisions of ISCO are considerably more artifioith respect to their object than the
categories of NACE: they are abstract categorimatimf positions, tasks and
responsibilities within organizations, positionsi@hare coordinated by thaternal
and subjectiveauthority of each organization’s management, retien by arexternal
and objectivenechanism such as the market in the case of NAG& figures for ISCO
shown in table 4.1 for each country are just avesaffransversal summaries across
firms) of these abstract categorizations of thd pesitions existing within firms. It
seemsa priori quite likely that such figures incorporate a cdesably higher amount of

imprecision than the figures of NACE discussediearl

1. Elementary occupationsis we will see in most individual categories of C5C,
the shares of employment in elementary positioowdbt level of skill, and

lowest degree of specialization) across Europe o display any apparent
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pattern similar to the ones discussed earlier fACH. The different groups of
countries appear scattered, without following adeorrelated to economic
development or institutional family. The share ofpgoyment in this category is
higher in Spain, Latvia, Cyprus, Portugal, Denmdnkxemburg, Estonia and
Belgium (above 11% in all cases). On the other hind lowest in Sweden,
Slovenia and Greece (below 6%). In both cases,ave b mix of countries from

all regions, with no apparent link to their economévelopment.

2. Operators and assemblerie ranking of countries by this category seemsemor
coherent with our previous discussion. This is tyyical category for semi-
skilled industrial workers, and as could be expa&dteis higher where the
industrial base is stronger. Except in Latvia artilania, this ISCO category is
above 12% in most of Eastern Europe (reaching riame 20% in Slovenia). In
most of the other countries, this category accotortdess than 10% of overall

employment (with the partial exceptions of Frar®eain and Sweden).

3. Craft and craft-related workersthis category includes the traditional skilled
industrial worker but also craft workers in gendektategory that also exists in
services, and most importantly, in constructionfliscriminates countries along
the NW/SE axis even better than operators and ddeesn Eastern and
Southern Europe is at the top (close to 20%) andhdm and Continental
Europe at the bottom (between 10 and 15%). Theptixres are Germany and
Austria, closer to the SouthEast pole in this aseorresponds to their strong
industrial base and their tradition of strong ingtonal support for the training

and learning of craft skills.

4. Skilled agricultural and fishery workershis category (even more than the two
previous ones) is more about sector of activityntladout occupation (more
about the horizontal than about the vertical donsiof labour). It basically
shows the same patterns as the primary sectorssieduearlier for NACE, so

there is no point in repeating our earlier comméete.

5. Service occupationsthis category refers mainly to occupations in pead
services (such as retail) which involve direct eahtwith costumers and which
do not require much specialization (for instanceyvel attendants, waiters,
protective agents, demonstrators). This categ@yhappened with elementary

occupations, shows no clear pattern in its distidiouacross countries. It is
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highest in Sweden, Cyprus, lItaly, Ireland and UKofge 15%), and lowest in
Luxemburg, Germany, Estonia, Belgium, Lithuania &mdand (below 12%).
The actual range of variability of the share of éyment in this category
across countries is the lowest of all categoriessfncountries are within a

narrow range, between 12 and 15%).

. Clerks: this is a clearly transversal category with respgecsectors (there are

clerks in all sectors), but a category which agstmows no clear pattern. If
anything, it seems that Eastern European countia@e a lower proportion of
workers in clerical occupations (below 8% in moskes). In the UK and

Belgium this category accounts for more than 15%wefrall employment.

. Techniciansthe lowest category at the top of ISCO, it shawry mild pattern

along the lines that we discussed earlier for gecthh is relatively high in
continental and northern Europe (above 15%) anditothe south (below 10%
except in Italy), but also in the Atlantic Isleseltw 10%). The proportion of
technicians in overall employment is rather diveise Eastern European

countries.

. Professionals this category, which as elementary occupatioderks and

technicians is really transversal to NACE, is time ¢hat seems to discriminate
countries more clearly in the NW/SE axis explaieadlier. There are, though,
some important exceptions that seem to be reladedoteporosity in the
boundaries between technicians and professionaleeinifferent countries (for
instance, Ireland and UK are simultaneously veghhin professionals and very
low in technicians, while the opposite happens erm@any and France). The
highest percentages of professionals appear irhBiortEurope and the Atlantic
Isles (around 15% or higher), and the lowest in Sloeth and East of Europe
(around 10% or less), with Continental countriesttered around (relatively low

in France and high in Belgium and Germany).

. Managers the category which occupies the top of the hanarwhich is

implicit in ISCO, contrary to the previous two cgdeies, does not show any
clear pattern in terms of country differences. hast noteworthy aspect of this
column is the very high values for UK and Irelamdich either have almost
twice as many bosses (for the same number of weylkes the rest of Europe

(the proportion of bosses is above 15% in thesentt@s, whereas in most
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European countries it is below 8%) or a more laganstanding of what is a

managerial position.

We can therefore conclude that although the didioh of employment across the
broad skill levels which are implicit in ISCO algeflect somehow the degree of
economic development (as shown in figure 4.2), déffiect is much less intense than in
the case of NACE. Most of the categories of ISC@hatone digit level vary in their
distribution across countries in ways which canhetrelated to a NW/SE axis of
economic/institutional development that is so pduldor explaining many other issues
(including the NACE distribution). Beyond the cateigs of technicians and
professionals, most of the national differencesthie ISCO-1 distribution seem
idiosyncratic: they seem to depend much more omteguspecific factors than on
exogenous factors which affect all European coestsuch as the degree of economic

development or the institutional family.

Now the big question is whether these idiosyncrdiiferences in the percentages of
employment by occupation reflect real differenaeghe organization of work across
Europe (for instance, that in the UK and Irelanelytheally have twice as many bosses
as other European countires) or whether they arartiact created by inconsistent
ISCO codings across Europe. We have already disdubss problem in the previous
chapter: now we have a concrete example of theskafdproblems we were talking
about. The most likely answer to this difficult gtien (as we already argued in the
previous chapter) is that there is probably a bitoth: idiosyncratic occupational

structures and idiosyncratic codings.

What are the reasons to think that the Europeaunpational structures are not so easily
reduced to the same axis of economic/instituticieakelopment as the sector structures?
As we emphasized earlier, we must remember thare/speaking here about a kind of
national average of the structures of work orgammawithin firms (the vertical
division of labour). The usual assumption is thedremic development increases the
demand for high-skilled occupations; and broadlgaiing, figure 4.1 provides strong
support for such an argument from a static persgedthe rest of the thesis will
provide more support for this argument from a dyitgoerspective). But beyond such a
broad effect, companies still have a consideraddevaly in how they actually organize
their internal structure. The distribution of empitent by occupations has far less

external constraints than the distribution of empient by sectors, it is much more
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directly constrained by subjective decisions magenanagers: this surely means that
the space for national idiosyncrasies (for instade¢ermined by cultural differences) is
larger. For instance, some societies which placeeneonphasis on conformism may
have more developed hierarchical structures ancefibie more middle management
positions, for instance. Some societies may considespecialists workers which other
societies deem as elementary workers. Some sacratg think that anyone with some
responsibility and decision capacity is a managbereas others may fix a much higher
boundary for such position. Probably part of thiesgncratic differences reflected in
the distribution of ISCO in table 4.1 are the resilthis kind of differences in national
organizational cultures, if we may call them thaaywthese would be, therefore,
perfectly valid differences even if they cannotebglained by the same factors as the
differences in the distribution of NACE.

But there are also important arguments for consigethat at least part of the national
differences shown in the bottom half of table 4d a statistical artefaatven if there is
no wrong coding from a national perspectiarticularly problematic is the (known)
fact that there are important differences in theiaostatus attached to the same
occupations in the different countries. Even if tHistribution of ISCO reflects
adequately the social consideration attached td emacupation in the different
countries, this can be completely wrong from thespective othe division of labour in
material terms which is our perspective here. For instance, hdreta particular
occupation is considered as technical or professiofien depends more on its social
status than on its actual skill requirements: tbarlolaries between both categories are
therefore porous, and in fact some of the percestagf both categories looked
suspiciously contradictory in some countries (solmmuntries seemed to have
simultaneously abnormally high percentages of msitmals and abnormally low
percentages of technicians, and vice versa). Simiamples of porous boundaries that
can shift according to the social status attacledaich job would be the differences
between operators and craft occupations, or betwsementary occupations and
service jobs. It seems very difficult to explaimsoof the differences in the distribution
of employment by occupation across countries withmantioning this kind of social
status bias in the coding of ISCO. Such a bias doésmply that the ISCO coding is
wrongly done: from the perspective of each countrgould be perfectly correct, and

even from an international perspective if we atergsted in the social status attached
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to each particular job. But if our perspective drie focus on the labour process as a
process of production of use values, if our analyses to study the division of labour

from a material perspective, which is the cass, would be a problert.

The analysis of table 4.1, therefore, confirms what already said in the previous
chapter: that we must be very prudent when doitgymational comparisons based on
the ISCO distribution. For most of the analysiswi do in this thesis, this will not be
a problem, because the comparison will be baseduantiles, which are constructed
according to job quality rankings that were sepdyagienerated for each country. But
unfortunately, some of our analysis will need tode@me under the assumption that the
ISCO classification is comparable across countiteparticular, the decompositions of
the patterns of job growth by ISCO (even thougly thél play only a secondary role),
the analysis using the amenities ranking (which wasstructed for the whole of
Europe, and therefore assuming that their job &iras are really comparable), and the
analysis at the European level (which aggregatesjahs matrices of all individual
countries, treating the whole of Europe as if itsvaasingle labour market). In those
cases, we will have to be careful with our analgsid interpretations, and always try to
remain at a highly aggregated level (at such lenest of these problems tend to

balance out and be largely inconsequential).

3. The correlations of the educational and wage rkings across countries

The job quality rankings provide a uniform metcthe national job matrices, and has
two important functions in our analysis. First,pitovides the basis for a qualitative

evaluation of the nature of changes experimentegldo national job matrix over time:

without the rankings we would not be able to assessther the different countries

created good or bad jobs. Second, it provides aistamt and homogeneous basis for
comparing meaningfully something which is potehfiguite different across countries:

the quality of jobs. We saw in the previous sectlmat the structural composition of the

division of labour (as captured by occupation aadt@) varies considerably across
countries: besides thisompositional variability, there may beéntrinsic variability

across the national job matrices as well. The sgginvolving the same tasks and

57 Such a social status bias in ISCO coding wouldyrttat the ISCO classification would already
incorporate some of the functions that, in our radtilogy, are assigned to the job quality rankings:
provide a qualitative, evaluative element for epdhin the matrix.
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skills, may occupy different positions in differecuntries with respect to any of the
three aspects of job quality which we are studyiege. It is because we assume that
this intrinsic source of variability is potentially of importanteat we have tried to
construct nationally specific job quality rankingSor lack of suitable data, it was
impossible to construct a nationally specific raigkof jobs in terms of amenities; but
we do have nationally specific rankings of jobs terms of relative wages and
educational levels. In this section, we will exgl@mpirically the degree of variability
in the job rankings by education and wages acrossitdes. We shall try and see
whether our initial hunch that there are qualitdifferences for the same jobs across
different countries was correct. This has importerglications for the rest of the thesis:
if the same jobs have different qualities in di€ier countries, exactly the same type of
transformation in the composition of the divisiohlabour can have a very different

impact on the different countries.

Besides section 4.4 of the previous chapter, thlisbe the only section of the whole
thesis that will look at the rankings as such,heirt full detail. The rest of the analysis
will be based on the quintiles, that is, on an aggtion of the rankings into five groups
of equal size in terms of employment in the yedd®®s we have repeatedly said, the
analysis in terms of quintiles rather than rankingsonly allows to simplify and make
more manageable a very large amount of informatlout, also minimizes some
potential errors in the coding of occupations atses, or in the job quality estimations
at the job level. Nevertheless, in a section tptd#voted to a detailed analysis of the
differences in the job quality rankings acrossdtierent countries, we believe it makes
sense to try to use the full information contaimedhe original rankings, of course
being careful in not paying too much attentionittiel details and trying to use some
type of weight to make sure that the our analysiadt biased by differences in very
small jobs (which are irrelevant in terms of emph@nt and also much more likely to
be affected by methodological problems such as ngpderrors or job quality

estimations).

3.1. Exploring the correlations of the wage and educational hierarchies across

countries

First, we will compare the educational and wagean@hies for each possible pair of
countries, using correlation matrices. Such madrisikow, for each pair of countries,

how similar are their rankings of jobs by educatiorwages. As a measure of similarity
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between national job quality rankings, we use Reessproduct moment correlation
coefficient. In principle, it may seem surprisitgit we use such measure of correlation,
which is strictly parametric, rather than a nongpaetric alternative such as Spearman
coefficient (which is in fact a rank comparisonutBn practice, after the rankings have
been normalized (divided by their maximum valud)e tdifferences between the
Spearman statistic and the Pearson product-momemation coefficient (the standard
correlation coefficient) is in this case negligiblnd the latter is allows the use of
weights, which is crucial for our purposes. Withowtighting by employment, the
correlation coefficient can give a distorted pietirecause there are very many small
jobs, which account for a very small amount of alleemployment and for which the
rankings are not so reliable (being small jobs, @ducational level and wage
estimations are less robust). Therefore, we withsboth the unweighted and weighted
correlation matrices: and for reasons of consisteme will use Pearson’s correlation
coefficient in both cases (in annex 5, the Spearmsank-correlation matrix for the
unweighted rankings is shown as well: the resukéskaoadly consistent with what is
shown in table 4.1V).

Table 4.1V shows the matrix of correlations betwdba educational rankings of all
possible pairs of countries. The number of obsamat(jobs) behind each correlation
coefficient varies, because the number of jobstifled in each country varies (as
discussed in section 3.3 of the previous chapteractice, the number of jobs behind
each correlation coefficient is given by the snratlember of jobs identified in any of
the two countries on which the coefficient is baffed instance, the number of jobs for
which we have educational ranking in Austria andn@ey are respectively 921 and
1093, and therefore, the number of observationstaoh their correlation coefficient is
based is 921). The correlations shown in table 4&Ve no weight whatsoever: each
job contributes equally to the overall correlatmefficient, without taking into account
the fact that the different jobs account for veriffetlent employment levels (in other

words, each job receives the same weight).

The correlation matrix shown in table 4.1V is synmrige although the coefficients
shown above the diagonal are redundant, it makesatialysis easier because the
correlations between each country ranking anchallrést are all shown in a single line,
horizontally and vertically (we will look at it vecally). To help the interpretation of

such an enormous amount of information, we haveuratoded the cells in the table
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according to their values, with a grey gradientrfda as the values for high values,

lighter for low).

Table 4.1V shows that the national educational iragk of jobs are rather similar across
Europe. All correlation coefficients are relativetygh: the lowest value is .56 (the
correlation between the Danish and Lithuanian etilucahierarchies), and the vast
majority ranges between .6 and .8 (for the momemntave not looking at the last row
and column, showing the EU ranking, which is adineombination of all the national

rankings and therefore necessarily has very highelagion with all the rest). The

lowest values, with lighter grey tones, are for tinee Baltic States (whose correlation
coefficients with the other countries are nevervebd@—with the single exception of

Latvia’s correlation with Hungary and Slovakia—)emnark, Austria, Portugal and

Sweden also have relatively low correlations witheo countries, although never as
low as the Baltics and with some significantly higirrelations as well. Almost all the

other correlations are between .7 and .8. If wekl@b the highest correlation

coefficients of table 4.1V, most of them seem tokem@erfect sense, linking countries
which are known to be institutionally or culturaiimilar. In particular, the correlations
between Eastern Member States (except for thedBaléire quite high, as well as the
correlations between Southern European countridee Torrelations among the
Northern, Continental and Isles member stateshenother hand, are not particularly
high.
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The last row and last column of table 4.V show toerelation between the average
educational ranking for the whole of the EU andheaational educational ranking.
Because the EU ranking is a linear combinationlidha original national rankings, the
correlations of the last row and column are obuipusgher than the rest; yet the
correlation coefficients in this last column can bsed to gauge the degree of
correlation between each national ranking andhallrest simultaneously (represented
here by the EU ranking). This way, we can confimattthe three Baltic States have the
lowest similarity in their educational rankings vthe other countries (correlations with
the EU: .71, .73 and .74), followed by Denmark,tegal and Sweden. In the following
section we will do a more detailed analysis of ¢tbenmonality and uniqueness of each

national ranking using principal components factoalysis.

So what do we make of these results? The squatbeotorrelation coefficient, the
coefficient of determinatiorfrhas a more immediate interpretation: it measdirestly
the proportion of shared variance between eachgbasnkings. The fact that the vast
majority of the coefficients in table 4.1V are be®n .6 and .8 means that knowing the
ranking position of a job in country x we can prdts ranking position in country y
with an accuracy between 36% and 64%. So we canludm that the educational
rankings are broadly similar across Europe, but wma still need to use nationally-
specific rankings in order to properly account foe specificities of each country’s
educational hierarchies at the job level. In otherds, the rankings are similar enough
as to prove that they are measuring the same thinige different countries, yet low
enough as to demonstrate the existence of signtfi@nd systematic country

differences.

Table 4.V shows the (unweighted) correlation mdiixthe wage rankings, constructed
and represented in the same ways already expléonéde educational ranking. We can
immediately see that the correlations are in thsecower, although it would be more
precise to say that thaiangeis significantly higher. In this case, the lowestrelation
(between Netherlands and Latvia) is .42, and tlyhdst .88 (Spain and the Czech
Republic). Therefore, many pairs of countries amrendissimilar in terms of wage
hierarchies than in terms of educational hierashimit there are also some pairs of

countries which are more similar.
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Again, the Baltics have the lowest values (theirr@ation with most countries are
below .7), but in this case there is more simyabétween the three of them. Neither
Austria, nor Sweden or Portugal are atypical coestrin terms of their wage
hierarchies, in contrast with their educationalrdiehies. Denmark is still a relatively
atypical country, although much less than in teohthe educational ranking. But the
country that is clearly very atypical in this cas#most as much as the Baltics, is
Greece, which only has a correlation coefficierava.7 with one country (Spain), and
its correlation coefficient with the EU wage rardims .7, the third lowest of all
countries. The correlation coefficients of Luxendpand Cyprus are also relatively low
(.75 with the EU ranking).

The conclusions for the correlations of the wageiregs are very similar to those for
the educational hierarchies. The main differencehis range of variability across
countries of the two rankings: the correlationshef wage hierarchies are slightly more
variable than the educational hierarchies. A pdssslaplanation for such difference is
that the link between education and the divisiotabbur is stronger and mouaiversal
(insofar as there is a link between education &edskills required for each job) than
the link between wages and the division of labdime relative position of each job in
terms of wage seems, all else being equal, moetylito be sensitive to institutional

(and other) differences across countries.

In any case, as we mentioned earlier, the anatgsiar has the problem that each job
weighted equally in the computation of the corielatcoefficient. This can lead to
some important distortions because the actual stfaeenployment in each job varies
considerably: there are some jobs that accoungdde a large share of employment,
and many other jobs that account for a negligithlars of employment. It is in the
(many) small jobs that most of the methodologigabfems tend to concentrate: on the
one hand, they are more likely to have been mistadeterms of NACE or ISCO
(which would distort the international comparisoony; the other hand, the estimation of
average education or median wage in those casdmged on a smaller set of
observations and therefore less reliable. Forrdson, it is necessary to complement
what we have said so far with an analysis in wheelth job is assigned a weight

according to its employment size.

The problem is, to the employment size of what? st remember that what we are

doing here is comparing the rankingspairs of countries. The share of employment in
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each job varies across countries, so it is simplly possible to weight the country
rankings by their own employment levels (it woulcean that we would use two
weights simultaneously, which is obviously impossjbTherefore, we have opted for
using a weight which is proportional to the levélemployment in each job at the
overall EU level, which seems like a second besionpconsidering that using the
national weights is not possible. After all, thadtion of this weight is simply to make
the contribution of each job proportional to itspontance in terms of employment: it
seems like a reasonable compromise to make theriampe of each job in the

correlation matrix proportional to its importanceaverall EU employment.

Table 4.VI, like table 4.1V earlier, shows a coatéhn matrix between the educational
rankings across the EU, but in this case the jah& lbeen weighted by their share in
overall EU employment. Clearly, when the contribatof each job is proportional to its
employment share, the correlations increase coradtle most of the correlations in the
educational rankings are above .8, none of thermvbel. The contrast between tables
4.1V and 4.VI proves that an important part of #agiability in the educational rankings
takes place in very small jobs, jobs that accoontaf small share in employment. A
correlation between .8 and .9 between two natisaakings means that they share
between 65% and 80% of their structure. This figdireinforces our previous
conclusion that the rankings are similar enoughtagrove that the rankings are
certainly measuring the same thing across diffemnintries. In fact, the level of
correlation is in this case quite striking: it seeto suggest that, notwithstanding the
important economic and social differences acrossofi®) there is an underlying
hierarchy of jobs (at least in terms of relativeieational levels) behind most European
employment structures. This is an interesting amgbirtant finding, but it should not be
taken too far: even when using weights, there taséen 20 and 40% of variability in
the educational rankings across Europe, which fasguthat the educational ranking is
a proxy of the quality of each job relative to thier jobs within each country) is a
considerable amount of difference. And the weightslilts should not be taken as the
true results, but as another approximation to cempht the unweighted results shown
in tables 4.1V and 4.V.

Table 4.VIl shows the same weighed correlation mahut in this case for the wage
rankings. As with the educational rankings, mogfficients are higher when the jobs

are weighted (most of them are above .7): butibeease is smaller in this case than in
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the case of the educational rankings, which melaasdome of the large jobs occupy
significantly different positions in terms of rels wages across Europe. The patterns

identified for the unweighted data remain quiteiEimwhen the data is weighted.
3.2. Exploring the correlation patterns by sector using principal component analysis

The analysis of the correlation matrices of thevimegs section allowed us to study in
detail the similarities between the wage and edocal rankings of all possible pairs of
countries. To get a better understanding of sudteqe of similarity in the national
rankings, it would be useful to study separatelgheaf the broad sectors of the
economy that we constructed in section 1 of thigptér. But using the correlation
matrices for exploring the sector differences isaltp impractical: we would be
confronted with too much information, so much tlhatould be impossible to make any
sense of it (we would need to inspect nine diffemrelation matrices—one for each
sector—for each of the two rankings). We need setatistical tool to summarize the
information contained in the correlation matricestisat it becomes more manageable.
The obvious choice is factor analysis, a methodifipally designed for reducing the
information contained in many associated variabée®] which is in fact basically a
transformation of the correlation matrix (see Kimdaviueller 1978a; Kim and Mueller
1978b). We will use principal components analyaisariant of factor analysis which
decomposes the correlation matrix in its main conemts® (factors which account for
the maximum variance of the original variables, ardch are linear combinations of
the latter). We will use this technique with théespurpose of summarizing and making
more manageable the information contained in thieetadion matrices, not to study the

extracted common factor, which is the usual purmdgactor analysis.

The logic of the following pages will be the followg: for the whole dataset, and for
each sector separately, we will carry out a priacipomponent analysis of the
correlations between the country rankings, extnacta single factor; the variance
explained by the extracted factor will be used mgnaicator of the similarity in the
rankings in each particular case, and the unigeeras each national ranking

(percentage of the variance not explained by theaeted factor) will be used as an

%8 The differences between using principal componantsfactor analysis in this case are very small an
inconsequential, because the rankings are venhhagitrelated. Nevertheless, we opted for principal
components because it is more directly a transfdiomaf the raw correlation matrix, which is wha¢w
want to do. Factor analysis uses as the basisjasted correlation matrix and only tries to summari

the common variance, not all: it is more adequetefusal or explanatory analysis, whereas here we
simply want to summarize the information contaiirethe original correlation matrices (see Suhr 2005
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That is what is shown in tables 4.VIII (for the edtional ranking) and 4.IX (for the
wage ranking). There are ten columns in the tablke:first one shows the results of a
principal component analysis for the whole econoamd the nine subsequent columns
the same analysis for each of the broad sectoigiaegp in section 2.1 of this chapter.
The first row shows the number of observations gjobsed for each principal
components analysis. It may seem surprising treantimbers are relatively low: even
for the whole economy, the analysis is based oy 48P jobs. The reason is that any
job which is missing in at least one country canmetincluded in the analysis, which
means that we can only use those jobs for whichhaxee a value in the educational
ranking in all countries. Although it would obvidusbe better to cover all jobs
identified in any country, this should not be a ongjroblem because the missing jobs
(those missing in at least one country) accountefss than 8% of overall employment
in the EU (the country with a highest proportionrfssing employment is Estonia,
where it is around 13%; in most other countrieis ibelow 8%). For carrying out the

analysis, the data has been weighted by overakiBployment, as explained earlier.

The number of observations becomes really smatlugh, for some of the sector
breakdowns: for instance, the principal componemslysis in construction is based
only on 17 jobs. This may seem problematic in teafnthe reliability of the results of
the analysis, but in fact it is not necessarilythee, because we are not doing statistical
inference here. We are simply using principal congmts analysis as a data reduction
tool, to summarize the information contained in ¢berelations between the 23 national
rankings so that it becomes easier to analysédackground, what we have is a data
table with the relative position of each constroctiob within each national labour
market in terms of the education of its workerse torrelation matrix is a way to
summarize those relative positions (into a seta#fficients reflecting the association
between the rankings of each pair of countrieg), wahat table 4.VIll shows is only an

even more summarized version of that correlatiotrima

The second row contains the variance explained®yitst factor extracted (this factor
is simply a linear combination of the original rands, constructed in such a way that it
explains as much of the total original variance passible): for the whole of the
economy (all sectors), the variance explained l® finst factor extracted by the
principal components method is 89%. What this meskat almost 90% of the total

variance contained in the original 23 rankings banexplained by a single common
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variable which is a linear combination of them.hsltigh this percentage provides an
indication of the existence of a very significardrrelation between the national
rankings (which we already identified in the prexsachapter), we should be aware that
this percentage is artificially inflated to someesx: first, because we are leaving out
those jobs which are missing in at least one cgumthich account for less than 8% of
total EU employment but which are likely to contamore variation than the jobs
available everywhere; second, because as we sdwerethie fact that the data is
weighted by employment also tends to inflate theetation between the rankings. The
extent of overall correlation was already discussethe previous section, so we will
not go back to it. The percentage of variance éxgthin the second row of table 4.VIII
is there mostly to be able to compare the varigbdif the different sectors, not to

evaluate, once again, the extent of total varighbili

The 23 rows after the third contain the uniquenessres for each of the national
educational rankings. This uniqueness coefficiemresses how much of the variance
of each variable (each national ranking in thisegas not accounted for by the factor
extracted: therefore, as its name suggests, ihigmdicator of how much does each
country differ from the pattern shared by all coigs For the whole economy (first
column), these coefficients show (in most case$irroimg what we said in the previous
section) that the most unique rankings are thosbethree Baltic States (almost 18%
of unique variance in the three cases), followedymany (which we did not pick out
as a atypical ranking in the previous section), @gpthe UK and Denmark.

But as we said earlier, we already discussed ttierpa for the overall economy and we
do not wish to go back to our previous conclusibased on a detailed analysis of the
correlation matrix. The main objective of table #l\f's to compare the similarities in
the rankings for each of the broad sectors of tom@my (the first column, showing the
whole economy, is there mainly for comparative psgs). We can see in the values of
the second row that the most similar sectors acadisgountries in terms of the
educational rankings are the public sectors: edutahealth and public administration.
For these three sectors, the common factor exptaore than 90% of overall variance.
Construction and private knowledge intensive sewiare also relatively similar across
Europe in their position within the national edugaal rankings, with almost 90% of
variance explained by the first factor. The mosisulnilar sectors are low technology
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industries, (private) less knowledge intensive isexyand the primary sector (around or
below 80%).

In table 4.VIII, we can also inspect the uniquern&fssach national ranking within each
sector: in other words, how dissimilar are eachntiees in the educational positions
theyassignto the jobs of the different sectors. In many sasige highest uniqueness is
again that of the Baltic countries (in both indiesty knowledge intensive services and
health). But there are other countries that hagh hialues of uniqueness in some
specific sectors even if they are very similartte test in others. For instance, we can
see in table 4.VIII that the relatively high unigqess of Germany comes mostly from
jobs in less knowledge intensive services, low nebdbgy industries and construction.
Austria differs from the rest mostly in the primasgctor and public administration.

Finland and Netherlands only stand out in the efilutgector.

Table 4.1X shows the same type of analysis fomthge rankings. As could be expected
(we had already identified this in the analysigief correlation matrices), the variance
explained by the first factor (which summarizes ¢herall similarity of all rankings) is

considerably lower than in the case of educatiooured 77%. The most atypical

country (again, we had identified this earlierideeece, followed closely by the three
Baltics, Cyprus and Denmark. By sector, the pastane also rather different from those
shown in table 4.VIII: the lowest variability appean knowledge intensive services
and the two industries, while the highest variaiin the relative positions of jobs by

wage appear in the primary sector, public admiigin and construction.
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Cyprus I 32.149% INTNT92.18% I 25.20% T 23.62% 18.16% Il 32.93%M 17.70% I 38.48% 1 17.68% 1 22.14%
Czech Republic | 10.50% | 10.74% | 5.28%| 3.33%| 6.24% I 24.78% | 7.99%| 11.71%| 9.53% 10.09%
Germany I 9.17%| 11.99% | 2.43%] 11.45% 11.64% I 14.80% | 6.56% I 19.95% | 4.77%] 8.93%
Denmark 11 28.70% M 50.06% M 22.47% IINNT48.85% I 13.09% I 15.72% I 24.74%0 22.80%| 8.53% M 49.68%
Estonia T 35,879 IINNT89.87% M 41.67% M 28.03% 25.92% Wl 26.37% 18.86% I 34.51% 17.94% I 13.15%
Spain I 10.57% 9.29% | 8.71%| 4.54%| 6.37% 15.56% I 10.38% | 9.66%| 3.44% 13.49%
Finland Il 19.46% | 7.24% W 20.77%1 11.20% I 12.01% 19.65%| 8.40% I 14.65% 17.00% I 13.89%
France | 15.55% I 10.91% 3.93% 1 16.38% 6.13%| 8.03%| 9.17%| 7.13%| 10.62% ! 14.20%
Greece IIMINNN49.33% I 18.28% I 22.02% I 15.77% I 25.08% Il 17.75% I 29.60% MIINIT96.56% IINNTT98.829% I 31.21%
Hungary Il 18.57% Il 40.16% W 27.18% 6.50% Il 16.86% I 28.87% 6.76% 26.25% M 31.71%| 11.57%
Ireland Il 18.51% I 27.60% M 62.24% I 15.02% | 3.36%| 9.68% Il 16.88% [l 17.87%1 12.95% I 28.10%
Italy | 12.94%| 8.07% M 37.72% 1 13.48% I 10.11% I 20.09% I 10.02% 0 22.56%| 3.74%| 9.04%
Lithuania I 34.74%| 4.119% M 64.82% MR 24.66% I 33.20% IIINIT60.57% NN 45.26% I 23.30%| 9.14% IININ166.84%
Luxemburg Il 18.15% M 57.51% 10.32% M 19.73% I 45.02% | 8.62% Il 12.24% Il 43.47% W 31.36% 13.80%
Latvia RN 46.149% MINNTT88.09% M 30.909% MMM 44.239% MM 77.78% WM 58.409% IMININT58.359 MINNTT 80.09% M 56.05% I 17.85%
Netherlands Il 19.06% M 44.24% W 29.35% M 30.67% I 32.73% 10.97%| 9.56% ! 18.50% | 10.36% | 9.42%
Portugal I 15.80% MIININ 87.46% | 8.18% | 6.04%| 3.40%| 9.47% 17.39% 25.15% ! 29.50% ! 20.67%
Sweden e 27.21%0 12.73% M 31.66% 1 9.41% 7.22% W 21.84%M 16.02% 20.73% 12.07% MIINN64.36%
Slovenia [ 25.29% M 45.20% WIINTT 44.10% 0 7.07%1 11.38% [l 33.04% I 19.13% [ 15.97%| 7.20% [ 13.20%
Slovakia I 14.82% 16.93% 8.40% I 8.99% I 14.38% 0 18.22% 11.56%| 6.31%| 4.48% 12.71%
United Kingdom I 17.36% I 35.44% W 17.78% M 18.14% 17.63%| 8.90% Ik 11.38% I 34.38%| 2.86%| 6.49%
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(health), Ireland (construction and health) or Danrm (health, low technology
industries and the primary sector). But the most&zular case is Greece, which is the
most dissimilar country overall, and this dissimtlaseems to be totally concentrated
in two public sectors: public administration andieation. The uniqueness of these two
sectors is so large (close to 100%, meaning tleatdlative wages within those sectors
in Greece have no relation whatsoever with thosthefrest of Europe) that it seems
suspicious. The very high uniqueness of Greeclkdretucation sector is mostly due to
a single job (teachers, ISCO code 23), which iddrythe largest in this sector and
which in Greece has a position in the wage hiesafah below any other country. The
wages of this job in Greece (teachers in the edutatector) puts it in the second
lowest quintile, whereas in all the other counttlas job is either on the fourth quintile
or even in some cases in the fifth. It is diffictdt tell whether this large discrepancy
between the Greek wage hierarchy for teaching psideals and the rest of Europe is
real or the result of some error in the wage egstoma: but the latter is not at all
implausible considering recent news of very largales mobilizations of Greek teachers
(see EIRO 2006; Vassilopoulos 2006). Wages in pustiministration in Greece are

also highly unique (lower than elsewhere) accordingur analysis.
3.3. Somefinal remarks

In this section, we have compared the job hieraHor the two dimensions of job
guality for which we have nationally-specific rangs. We have been able to provide
some rough estimates of the degree to which th&ings vary across countries:
depending on whether the data is weighted by emmdoy or not, between 50% and
75% of the education and wage hierarchies are dhagmss Europe (only the Baltic
states, and Greece in the case of wages, go sigmilfy below 50%). We could identify
which countries and sectors differ more from th& e terms of educational and wage
hierarchies, and we also found that there is manéakility in terms of wage than
educational hierarchies. What is the significandetlese findings? How much
difference in the education and wage hierarchieesacEurope could we expect? Do
these results have substantial implications forghestions we made in the theoretical

chapter?

A certain degree of correlation in the educatiaral wage hierarchies was certainly to
be expected. After all, what we are doing is conmgathe relative positions in two

different quality dimensions for jobs which are idefl homogeneously across
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countries. Going back to our justification of thab$ approach, the jobs in our jobs
matrix correspond to relatively stable positionstle division of labour across the
horizontal and vertical axes: each of these powstimvolve specific sets of tasks,
requires specific skills, etc. From a material perdive, which is the way the jobs
matrix is defined, the jobs in the matrix should foeighly the same irrespective to
where they are located. To the extent that the &maucational level of job holders
and the remuneration associated to each job isciassd with its material

characteristics (to its position within the divisiof labour), the hierarchies of jobs by

those two dimensions should be similar across c@msnt

The main empirical finding of this section is tithe rankings are similar, but not
identical. On the one hand, this confirms the a@sumption that the job structures are
equivalent classifications of employment in termhpasitions in the division of labour.
The existence of a significant degree of cross-tguworrelation in the ranking of jobs
by their educational level and wages (two rankiegsstructed with different data
sources and through different processes) would ifeult to explain if the jobs
approach was not capturing something real about éroyloyment is structured in the
different European countries. But at the same time fact that the correlation is by no
means total, but leaves an important degree obmativariability (as we said earlier,
between 25% and 50% of the variability in the ragkiis purely national) proves that it
iS necessary to use national rankings, and thaitasimvolutions in the structure of
employment can have very different implications efeging on how the different

societies valuate the different jobs.
3.4. A small illustration of the ranking variability at the job level across countries

Before finishing this section, and in order to mame flesh into the very abstract
analysis that we have been carrying out so farh(sulkigh level of abstraction makes it
very difficult to really grasp what we are talkirapout), we will present a brief

illustration of the variability in the rankings #te job level. Table 4.X shows the
quintile location in each country of the 10 jobsiethaccount for a largest share of
overall employment at the EU level (the share ofdthployment accounted for each of
these 10 jobs is shown in the third column of thield). For instance, the job which
accounts for a largest share of overall employnrettie EU is “extraction and building

trades workers” in “construction” (4.48% of all elmgment). For most of the countries,

the educational quintile of this job is the secomé, but there are some exceptions: in
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Belgium, Estonia, Italy, Luxemburg and Netherlantl®gy are located in the first
educational quintile, whereas in the Czech Repulermany and the UK, they are in
the third quintile. In terms of wage, the positiohthis job is a bit better, because in
most countries it falls in the third quintile, wkes in terms of amenities, this job is

located in the first and second quintiles in mar&ss the same number of countries.

For this illustrative exercise, therefore, we hayted to look at the quintiles directly
rather than at the raw rankings, to simplify thesgntation and also to link this section
with the following one, which is based on a statialysis of the quintiles. We have also
included the position of these top ten jobs indheenities quintiles, which we did not
analyse before because in this case, the rankingasiant across countries. We can see
in the table that, although the ranking is invatighe quintile allocation is not: the
reason is that even if job X occupies the sameingngosition in each country, the
specific quintile position depends also on the @wplent levels by job. For instance, in
the case of building trades workers in construcftbe first job shown in table 4.X), the
value of its normalized amenities ranking is .18pehding on whether the jobs which
have a value below .18 account for less or more 2@% of employment in each
country, this job is positioned in the first or eed quintile (as shown in table 4.X, in
more or less half of the countries this job is posed in the first and the other half it is
positioned in the second). This illustrates thatrehship between the ranking and the
quintiles: the quintiles are not only a reclassifion of the rankings in five groups, but a
reclassification that takes into account the empieyt size of each job when defining
the boundaries between quintiles. The quintilesiarfact, a kind of aggregated ranking
weighted by employment in 2000.

In any case, by looking at the quintile position tbEse ten most important jobs
(numerically), we can get an idea of the implicasiof the variability in the rankings
that we discussed in the previous pages. The twge lprofessional occupations in the
public sector (teachers in education and doctorkeialth), are extremely similar in
terms of education (they are in the fifth quinteerywhere) and to a lesser extent in
terms of wage (also in the fifth quintile in mostses), but not in terms of amenities
(teachers are between the fourth and fifth quimtilamenities, and doctors between the
second and fourth, considerably lower than in thfeelotwo rankings). The strange
position of teachers in Greece is clearly illugtcatn table 4.X: although in terms of

education and amenities they are in a very singlasition to the other countries, in
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terms of wages they are three quintiles below ned€turope, with no other country
getting even close. In fact, with this single exaap all other jobs are concentrated in
one, two or a maximum of three quintiles in tablX.4This illustrates the extent of
correlation in the rankings across countries, dised in the previous pages: the
rankings are very similar, and the resulting qlernpositions of jobs across countries are
rather similar as well; but this similarity (no jabspread across the table in its quintile
allocation) does not mean that there is no vaitgbiln most cases, the same jobs
occupy different quintiles in different countriesyven if they are adjacent: this
variability implies that the differences in the jgbality structures that we will study in
the following section do not only depend on diffaremployment structures, but also
on different job quality rankings across countrigsr the education and wages

dimensions).
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Education quintiles Wage quintiles Amenities quintiles
Sector Occupation % empl. {01 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q1 Q2 03 04 Q5
Construction Extraction and 4.48 BEEEITLU [ATCYESFI [CZDE DK EE FR HU LU [AT BE CZ DE [CY IE SE AT BE DE DK [CY CZEEES
building trades NL FR GR HU IE SISk DK ES FI GR FIFRGRLT |HUIEITPT
workers LT LV PT SE ITLTLVNL LULV NL SE [SISK
SISK UK PT UK UK
Retail trade, except|Models, 4.08 UK AT CZ DE DK [BE CY EEES [GR PT BE CY CZDK [ATDEESGR LT NLSEUK  [ATBECYCZ |PT
of motor vehicles |salespersons and FILUNLSE |FRHUIEIT EEFIFRHU [ITPTSESI DE DK EE ES
X LT LV SISK IE LU LV NL FI FR GR HU
and motorcycles; |demonstrators SK UK EITLTLU
repa LV Sl SK
Education Teaching 3.74 AT BE CY CZ GR EE FILV AT BECY CZ BE CY CZ DE [AT ES GR HU
professionals DE DK EE ES DE DK ES FR DKEEFIFR [LTLVPTSI
FI FR GR HU HUIE ITLT IEITLUNL [SK
IEITLT LU LU NL PT SE SE UK
LV NL PT SE S| SK UK
SISK UK
Agriculture, hunting[Skilled agricultural |3.00 AT CY CZES |BE DE DKEE BE CZ DE DK |[ES FR LVNL |EE HU AT CY SI NL AT BE CY CZ
and related service |and fishery GRHUIEIT [FIFRLUUK FIGR IEIT LT|PT SK DE DK EE ES
L LT LV NL PT LU SE UK FI FR GR HU
activities workers SE SI SK ETLTLU
LVPT SESI
SK UK
Health and social [Personal and 2.49 CZ SK ATBECYDE [FIGRITLU [ESPT AT CY CZ DE |BE ES FR GR [DK AT BE CY CZ [ES GR HU LT
work protective services DK EE FR HU |SE EEFIIELU [HUITLTPT DEDKEEFI [PT SISK
workers IELTLVNL LVNLSISK [SE ERIEIT LU
SIUK UK LV NL SE UK
Hotels and Personal and 2.32 DE AT BE CZ DK [CY EEESGR AT BE DE DK [CY CZES FI [ATBECYCZ [SI
restaurants protective services FIFRLUNL [HUIEITLT EEFRIEIT [GRHULTLV DE DK EE ES
\workers SE SIUK LV PT SK LU NL PT SK [SE SI FIFR GR HU
UK IEITLT LU
LV NL PT SE
IsK UK
Health and social [Life science and  [2.03 LV BE CY CZ DE [AT DKES FR FILT SESK [AT BE CZ DE [CY GRIE PT BE DE DK NL [AT CY CZEE |PT
Wwork health associate EEFIHUIT [GRIEPTSE DKEEESFR [SI SE UK ESFIFRGR
- LTLUNLSI [uk HUIT LU LV HUIEITLT
professionals SK NL UK LU LV SI SK
Land transport; Drivers and mobile [1.70 BE CY DK FI |CZ DE EE ES [AT LT PT SI DE DK LU NL [AT BE CY EE |CZ ES HU PT [GR ATBECYCZ
transport via plant operators FRIENL SE |GRHUIT LU SE UK FIFRIEITLT [SK DE DK EE ES
pipelines UK LV SK Lv sl FIFR GR HU
IEITLT LU
LV NL PT SE
1SI SK UK
Health and social [Life science and  [1.53 AT BE CY CZ BE AT CY CZ DE BE DE DK FI [AT CY CZEE
\Wwork health DE DK EEES DK EE ES FI FRLUNL SE |ESGR HU IE
: FI FR GR HU FR GRHU IE UK ITLTLVPT
professionals IEITLT LU ITLTLULV SISk
LV NL PT SE NL PT SE SI
SISK UK SK UK
Public Office clerks 1.48 AT BE DE DK [CY CZ EE ES DK FINL SE |[AT BE CY DE |[CZEEES GR|LV LU AT BECY CZ
administration and FIFRLUNL [GRHUIEIT FRIELUSI [HUITLTPT DE DK EE ES
X SE UK LTLVPTSI SK UK FIFR GR HU
defence; . SK IEITLT LV
compulsory social NL PT SE S|
|securit SK UK
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4. A static comparison of job quality structures aooss Europe

In the two previous sections, we compared from aicstperspective the two main
parameters behind the jobs approach: the compositiothe division of labour (as
captured by the occupation by sector matrix) aedab quality hierarchies (as captured
in the wage and educational rankings). To finisis thapter, we will combine those
two parameters into one and compare the employstenttures from a job quality
perspective, adapting the quintile method explaimethe previous chapter to a static

comparative analysis.

For the most part, the rest of this thesis willdased upon a detailed analysis of the
patterns of job growth by job quality quintiles.oe quintiles are five groups of jobs
aggregated in such a way that, for each countgy tontain each the same number of
workers in the year 2000, sorted from low to highterms of one of the three job
guality rankings. By looking at how the size of leat those quintiles changed between
1995 and 2007, we can evaluate the implicationgdiorquality of the changes in the

composition of the division of labour.

In this sense, the idea of comparing the quintitesn a static perspective seems, in
principle, completely absurd. By definition, foretlyear 2000 (the year we are using for
the static comparisons), each country will havecdydhe same quintile structure, with
around 20% of employment in each of the quintilesve would compare the quintile
structure for any other year, what we would in faet comparing is the different
patterns of job growth, because the quintiles caly aiffer insofar as there is
differential job growth across them in the differeountries. If we would compare the
allocation of jobs to the different quintiles, weould be doing essentially the same
exercise as that of the previous section, only qudime quintiles instead of the
rankings>® So what do we mean when we say we will comparetiwetile structures in
2000?

What we will do is to apply the allocation of quies of one particular country to all the
others, generating a new set afunterfactualquintile charts that will reflect the
difference between the countries, using Germanyreference. Each of those
counterfactual quintile charts can be understoothéanfollowing way: how would the

% n fact, this is exactly what is done in the sniladktrative appendix of the previous section, thee top
ten jobs in terms of employment.
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German job quality structure look if its employmeitructure was transformed into the
employment structure of Spain, for instance? Whesé counterfactual charts represent
is the distance between the job quality structofesach country and that of Germany in
2000: and therefore, they allow us to evaluate(tliferences in the) starting point of

the dynamic quintile charts that we will analysehia next chapter.

Why use Germany as the reference country? We ¢@ud used any other country as a
point of reference instead of Germany, or everBbeas a whole. But Germany seems
to be more or less in the middle of Europe, botbggephically and in terms of its
economic structure, so it seems like a good chimca reference point. Using the EU
aggregated figure, on the other hand, would be rddfieult to interpret, because we

would be effectively comparing each country to amgha.

Figure 4.3 shows the set of counterfactual quitilarts for 2000, based on the German
educational ranking. We have included also the @Germuintile chart (even if it is
unnecessary) to help the understanding of thedig@ermany is shown at the top right-
hand side of figure 4.3). The German chart of &gdi3 is, in itself, tautological: it only
reflects that, by definition, each of the quintileslds around 20% of overall German
employment in 2000, with jobs being sorted by tleeiucational ranking. But this figure
is interesting as a reference point, because tine spintile allocation which is behind
this tautological German figure has been used liother countries, and therefore the
difference between each other country and the Geagtern reflects the difference in
their job quality structures. For instance, if ve®K at the Spanish picture, we can see
that the Spanish employment structure is considietaiased downwards with respect
to the German employment structure in terms ofetthécational level of job-holders. In
particular, the same jobs that occupy the lowe$8b 20 the employment structure in
terms of education in Germany, account for alim@8b »f employment in Spain; at the
same time, the jobs that occupy the top 20% in desfreducation in Germany account

for 15% of employment in Spain (and roughly the sdar the fourth quintile).

What we are doing here is taking advantage of #w that the jobs structure is
identically defined in all countries (each countigs the same classification of sectors
and occupations): what changes is the actual ptiopoof people in each job.
Therefore, we can apply the quintile allocatioroné country to any other country, and
the resulting picture will tell us how do their eloyment structures differ in terms of
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one of the three job quality dimensions. In otherrds, we keep fixed the quintile

allocation to focus our attention on the differengethe structure of employment.

This counterfactual quintile picture can be easitynpared with the dynamic quintile
picture which we will discuss in the following chiap and which constitutes the main
finding of this thesis. In the following chapterewvill see how the different quintiles
grew between 1995 and 2007 across Europe, whendégure 4.3 we see how much

did quintiles differ originally (in 2000).
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Figure 4.3: Counterfactual distribution of educatianal quintiles, using Germany as reference
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Figure 4.4:Counterfactual distribution of wage quirtiles, using Germany as reference
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Figure 4.4: Counterfactual distribution of amenities quintiles, using Germany as reference
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In any case, figures 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 show thesatedactual quintile pictures (with
Germany as reference point) for the educationalgewvand amenities job quality
measures. The first thing to be noticed is how réataly consistent the picture given
by the three job quality measures is. Of courds,whas to be expected after the results
of the correlation analysis discussed in sectidnod the previous chapter: but although
the correlations were quite high, they were nofgmty and it is always difficult to
evaluate what is “high” or “low” in a statisticabefficient unless we look at how it
impacts on the actual results. What the consistéeteeen figures 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4
proves is that the three different rankings do ynmther similar pictures of the
structure of employment by job quality. They aressuilar, in fact, that with very few
exceptions the interpretation is more or less #rmaesin the three cases. Therefore, we
will discuss the country differences in terms df jguality in general, without making
much reference to the differences between the fokequality measures, except when

we find it necessary because of some significacetxon.

A second important conclusion that we can draw ffigures 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 is that the
countries tend to group together in a similar waywve discussed in the first section of
this chapter. This seems perfectly logical: it shothat the differences in the
composition of the division of labour by sector awtupation are linked to differences
in job quality structures. The same European regthat—as we argued in section 2 of
this chapter—have a less developed structure a$idiv of labour (higher share of
employment in agriculture and industries, lowerreha knowledge intensive and
public services, as well as in professional/teciineccupations) are characterized by a
bigger share of low quality jobs, defining job gtiawith the German standard. This
result is consistent across the three job qualiintdes, with few exceptions. The
clearest case is Southern Europe: the counterfa@eranan-based quintile picture is in
these countries clearly biased downwards. The jbasoccupy the lowest quintile in
Germany occupy a much larger share of employmeBtnope (between 30 and 40% in
Greece, Portugal, Spain and Cyprus), while the jhhs make the top two quintiles in
Germany (40% of employment in better jobs) accdantiess than 30% in Southern
European countries. The only Southern Europeantoothimat departs slightly form this
pattern is ltaly, although even in Italy the qumtstructure is slightly downwards
biased. Most of Eastern Europe is also downwardseli with respect to Germany in

their job quality structures, although in most caske bias is milder than in the
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Southern region. The exceptions are Estonia ankuditia (and Latvia to a lesser
extent, depending on the job quality dimension)jciwiseem to have a structure of
employment which is polarized in terms of job giyaln comparison with the German

structure.

On the other hand, most Continental and Northerrogan countries look rather
similar to Germany in their job quality structure@gth some exceptions. In particular,
the Netherlands, Belgium and the UK seem to hatégher share ofjood jobsthan
Germany: that is, the jobs which occupy the top 28f%he distribution in Germany
account for a significantly larger share of empleymthere (near 30% of employment
in these three countries). This only happens, thpdgr the educational and wage
rankings: in terms of amenities, in fact, Germaegrss to be one the best countries in
Europe. Only Luxemburg has a slightly better jollgy structure in terms of amenities
than Germany: all the other countries (includingsth that have an upwards biased
structure in the other two dimensions) have eithemilar picture (such as France) or

clearly worse (most of the rest).

5. Conclusions

In principle, this chapter had a secondary rol@lay in this thesis. Its only objective
was to set the background for the dynamic anabfsike following three chapters. Yet,
the results of this static analysis of the two paters behind the jobs approach have
substantial interest on their own, as a comparidaime employment structures across

the EU from a job quality perspective.

The first section of this chapter presented a bmagtview of employment structures
across Europe, from the perspective of the compasaf the division of labour which
is at the core of this approach, and using theaurate distributions of employment by
broad sectors and occupations as main tool. Thelogmpnt structures of
NorthWestern Europe seem more advanced in terrasgpothetical transition towards
a Post-Industrial/Informationalist division of lalo whereas the SouthEast has still a
long way to go. This way, the static analysis se@mgrovide some hints with respect
to what kind of results may be expected in the oéshis thesis: the existence of such
an axis suggests a specific pattern of job growthSouthEastern Europe (assuming

that they would take a similar development pathtrees most developed European
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regions), and begs the question of whether thegdmbetween 1995 and 2007 led to

some type of convergence in employment structures.

In the second section, we analysed in detail tlaitqtive element of our methodology,
the three job quality rankings, in terms of thefifatences across countries. Whether
there are significant differences in the job gyatdnkings has important implications
for this thesis, both methodological (is it necegga use different national rankings?)
and substantial (are identically defined jobs inmie of their content different in their
quality across Europe?). One of the hypotheseshigf thesis, in fact, is explicitly
predicated on the existence of different rankirige (dea that a similar development in
terms of structural change can lead to differemhdn implications depending on the
way societies value the different jobs). The enopirfindings of this section were rather
positive for our objectives, precisely because thesgre not very decisive in any
direction. We could estimate that the educatiomal wage rankings of jobs are shared
to an extent ranging between 50 and 70% (the eesliffer depending on whether the
jobs are weighted by employment or not). We beliéhat this result supports the
robustness of the whole approach, because it sti@t/¢he job matrices are comparable
and that the rankings are measuring the same thimlifferent countries (otherwise,
such a high correlation would be impossible to mhtayet, at the same time, the fact
that between 30 and 50% of the rankings are spdoifieach country implies that the
national differences are important, that we shouse the national rankings where
possible and that indeed, the same structural #enkican have different implications

for job quality.

The final section put together the two parametéssudsed previously and used the
quintile picture to compare statically the initjab quality structures across Europe. On
the one hand, this section corroborated the firglioigthe previous two sections in a
simpler and more compact manner. On the other hiapdyvides a direct link with the

rest of this thesis. In the following three chagptexe will use the quintile pictures to
analyse the nature of employment creation in theogebetween 1995 and 2007: the
charts shown in figures 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 of thisptér provide a first approximation too

the job quality structures whose transformationwilestudy later.

The coherence between the quintile pictures of@edt and the broad differentiation of
employment by sector and occupation of table 4rlosa trivial finding. It proves that

the development of the division of labour is stigrassociated with the quality of jobs
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existing in the different economies, and it suggdbat at least in broad terms, the
arguments of Post-Industrialists are corroboratethb facts. The same countries which
are characterized by a less advanced divisionbafuaare those with more abundance
of relatively low quality jobs (we used here therGan quintiles as reference, but any
other reference would yield very similar results)d vice versa. Still, because in this
section the analysis is only static, we can onlyjate suggestive, but not conclusive,
evidence for any of the hypotheses that we aredrio validate. In the following three

chapters, we will look at the same issues but feopnoperly dynamic perspective: then

we shall be able to answer our hypotheses mordusinely.



5. Overall patterns of job growth in Europe 1995-207

1. Introduction

This chapter constitutes the core of the wholeisheédthough the analytical tools we
will use are relatively simple (basically a gragiipresentation of job growth by job
guality quintiles), they provide a direct test bétvalidity of the three main hypotheses
extracted from the literature on the impact of thenging division of labour (from a

compositional perspective) on job quality.

As we argued in the theoretical chapter, the ecamamd sociological literature on the
impact of the changing composition of the divisminlabour on job quality has been
dominated by three broad images of change. Thiedis, which is as old as the modern
concept of division of labour (starting with Adammih and finishing with Harry
Braverman), is the most pessimistic: the naturéeohnological change and the very
principle of the division of labour inevitably temdto degrade human labour,
continuously shifting employment from skilled andmnsskilled to deskilled routine
occupations. The second one, which gained groutid the Post-War shift to services
which is in fact its stronger argument, is the magbeat: people like Fourastié and
Daniel Bell argued that the huge increases in prtdty brought about by
industrialization tended to shift large amountdatifour to new activities in the service
sector, characterized by much more human condittdnsork and employment, and
higher rather than lower skill requirements. Thedtland most recent hypothesis, a kind
of reconciliation between the pessimists and optisniargues that technological change
and globalization tend to expand simultaneouslyhbektremes of employment
structures, while depressing the activities thahaPost-War period formed the middle
of the job quality distribution: all in all, leadinto a polarized pattern of job growth.

Each of these three hypotheses predicts a veryfispeattern of change of job quality
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structures, and therefore, should be relatively eagest with our jobs approach: we
will simply evaluate whether the transformation thfe jobs structure across 23
European countries between 1995 and 2007 fits aagasing, upgrading or polarizing

image of change.

Of course, testing these three broad hypothesebarfge is not going to be so simple.
Although this chapter (and more specifically, iexend section) arguably constitutes
the core of the thesis, the simple inspection ef émpirical patterns of employment
growth by job quality leaves many things still ueel or difficult to interpret: the third
and fourth sections of this chapter, and the twitofong chapters, are basically an
attempt at clarifying those dark spots to be ablevaluate adequately what has been
the dominant pattern (or patterns) of job growtleirope between 1995 and 2007, and
why. The structure of this chapter, therefore, Wal the following. Its second section
will be a direct analysis and evaluation of the ralleimplications of the changing
composition of the division of labour for job qugl{in 23 European countries, between
1995 and 2007). Sections three and four play areuttd the two main parameters of
the jobs methodology (the change in the distribubemployment across jobs, and the
job quality rankings) in order to shed some lighttwo particular confounding factors,
without leaving the simple analysis of the ovepatterns of job growth. Section 3 will
try to evaluate whether the main determinant fer dbserved patterns of job growth
across Europe are the changes in the distributioenoployment across jobs, or
differences in the job quality structures in th#edent countries. In section 4, we will
try to evaluate whether (and to what extent) do dbserved patterns of job growth
between 1995 and 2007 simply reflect the fact that initial positions of the 23
European countries were very different in terms easbnomic development and

composition of the division of labof.

2. The transformation of job quality structures across Europe 1995-2007:

identifying and classifying broad patterns of chang

In this section, we will discuss in detail the patts of change in the job structures of

the 23 European countries covered here, betweeh 4199 2007. We will discuss these

€0 A small terminological clarification: in this chip, we will use indistinctively “patterns of jolbayvth”
and “patterns of employment expansion” to refahwshapes of the quintile pictures, which represen
the transformation of national employment structureterms of job quality between 1995 and 200%& Th
reason is simply to avoid too much repetition & game (and very long) terms.
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patterns in the light of the theoretical argumemisented above: our main goal will be
to identify to which image of change each natiguettern resembles most, classifying
them accordingly. Therefore, this chapter will bestly descriptive and classificatory:
but because the hypotheses which derive from ttexature make very explicit
predictions about how the patterns of change inethgloyment structure should look
like, such description/classification will have ary important role in the refutation or

validation of our primary hypotheses.

Our interests in this section are totally focusactbange: more specifically, on how the
job quality quintiles changed quantitatively betwel995 and 2007 in each European
country. For this reason, the core of this sec{mmd in many ways, the core of this
thesis) will be a graphical representation of thenge in the absolute levels of
employment for the five job quality quintiles acsoSurope (figures 5.1-5. 3). In this
initial analysis, we will focus on the shape tak®noverall employment growth when
such growth is split in five segments of equali@hisize and ordered by job quality. To
be able to identify better and classify those shape will initially ignore the actual
scale of change in the different countries, whiahed widely between 1995 and 2007.
A second, complementary representation of the ipettef employment growth by job
guality is therefore necessary, one which putsehpadterns in the context of the initial
structures and therefore allows an evaluation ef shale of those changes in the
different countries (figures 5.4-5.6). With thoseot different representations of
essentially the same data (one looking at changebstraction from everything else,
another one putting it in the context and scalghef initial structure), we will try to
provide a first answer to the main question of tthissis, that is, what were the
implications for job quality of the compositionahanges in the division of labour in
Europe between 1995 and 2007.

2.1. Focusing on the patterns of change

So what do figures 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 tell us abbatttansformation of European job
structures in the last decade and a half? Theditrdtmost obvious observation we can
make from these figures is thitere was a considerable amount of variability e t
patterns of employment expansion across the differeuntries(in any of the three job
guality dimensions). Such variability does not seenbe related to differences in the
levels of economic development: countries withrailsir level of development look as

different as countries with a different developmienel. In some ways, this may seem
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like an obvious finding, but it is certainly noivial from a theoretical perspective.
None of the theoretical approaches discussed eagheh of which proposes a specific
image of change, can on its own explain what hapgpeto European employment
structures between 1995 and 2007. In fact, ouiirfgglare in sharp contradiction with
the findings of another recent study using a vanjlar methodology and also trying to
evaluate the patterns of job growth across Eurtigemain conclusion from that study
was that all around Europe, the expansion of enmpéoy had been of a polarized nature
in terms of job quality (Goos, Manning and Solomd&@09). The contrast is so
important that we will devote a sub-section (2.8) explain the reasons for this
discrepancy, and to justify why we believe that @indings are considerably more
robust. Our figures 5.1-5.3, in their conspicuolisrglism, suggest the existence of
multiple causal forces behind the evolution of gihuctures across different countries.
They make it very difficult to invoke any singlectar or universalistic explanation. The
variability of patterns in figures 5.1-5.3 suggetizt it is necessary to look at national-

specific factors, such as institutions, to exptaim evolution of job quality structures.

There would be, nevertheless, two possible linesdefence of a deterministic-
universalistic argument in the face of the empiriaiability of figures 5.1-5.3. What
we are looking in these figures is the job quadiuctures rather than the employment
structures as such. Because the rankings varysacmmtries, it may be that a similar
evolution in terms of the compositional divisionlabour leads to different outcomes in
terms of job quality. This is an important argumesd we will discuss it in detail in
section 3. A second argument in defence of a usalistic hypothesis would be that the
different countries did not start from the sameitpms hence, all countries may have
experienced exactly the same path of change in émeployment structures, but as we
are studying just a slide of such path (and a wffeone in each case), the observed
variability could only be apparent. This is anotimportant argument, which argues for
some type of convergence or parallel evolution wiogean employment structures, and

which will be discussed in detail in section 4.

In any case, once verified that there is a fundaatgrurality of patterns of job growth

across countries, we can try to identify to whidhthe three images of change do the
empirical patterns resemble most. We can quicklgchale that the hypothesis of
downgrading does not find any empirical confirmatiwith our jobs-based approach.

The only cases that could fit this hypothesis astolia (where the lowest or second
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lowest quintile — depending on the ranking usedewgelative to the rest) and Slovakia
(where there was a polarization strongly skewethéobottom): no other country, using
any of the three job quality rankings, experieneedowngrading in its employment
structure (a shift towards the bottom of the jolldy structure). This is consistent with
most empirical research which, since the 1980s, feord different perspectives, has
refuted the predictions of the degradation of wykothesis (for a review, see Edgell
2006: 53-59).

Most of the patterns in figures 5.1-5.3, therefa@form to either the upgrading or the
polarization image of change, or some combinatibhath. There are a few instances
(such as Spain, Greece and Portugal, mostly im#ge quintiles) where there seems to
be a pattern of growth in the middle of the quenstructure which does not fit into any
of the images of change discussed in the literatbu¢ even in these cases, such
“growth in the middle” is considerably biased updsrso that we can say that these are
more or less idiosyncratic cases of upgradingabt, fif we have to identify one single
image as the most pervasive across all countaes fankings) — assuming the
existence of a fundamental variability in thesetqras, as mentioned earlier — this
image would be, without any doubt, one of upgradifith few exceptions, almost all
the patterns of job growth across countries andkings involve some type of
upgrading: even in those cases in which there moae evident polarization, such
polarization is often clearly biased upwards (fostance, in France, Germany or
Cyprus). The exceptions are Netherlands (whiclhésdearest case of polarization in
the wage ranking, with only a marginal upgradingh@& educational ranking and a more
or less flat pattern in the amenities ranking dfsjp Slovakia (consistent polarization
across the three rankings), Austria (which, aslmarseen in the incoherence between
the pictures given by the three rankings, is aeraginoblematic country in any case; see
annex 6) and the three Baltic countries (which asdvgcussed in the previous chapter,
are rather problematic as well: the quintile chagem to be rather unstable across the

quintiles, and therefore we have to be careful Withir results).

So although there is a variety rather than a singgdgtern characterizing the
transformations of the employment structures ackagspe, the most pervasive image
of change of the three that were postulated irthikeretical discussion is, without any
doubt, one of upgrading in the employment structBesides, there are some countries

characterized by a polarizing development, and & tenclassifiable cases. The
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individual country charts of figures 5.1-5.3 haweeb rearranged in columns, putting
together countries with relatively similar pattewfsemployment growth according to
the wage ranking. This arrangement of countriesbeilused throughout the rest of this
chapter, and the following one as well. As can bseilg seen, each ranking yields
slightly different results, so no classificationa@untries can be consistent for the three
rankings (for instance, France is clearly polagzim terms of wage; marginally
polarizing but mostly upgrading in terms of educatiand totally upgrading in terms
of amenities). We had to opt, therefore, for onéhefthree rankings in order to classify
the patterns: the amenities ranking is not an opbiecause, as argued earlier, it is the
most problematic (it is not country-specific anddes not cover the whole sample) and
should play only a complementary role; betweenetthecational ranking and the wage
ranking we opted for the wage ranking (figure hégause it is the most directly linked
to job quality of the two, and because it is thekiag we used for classifying countries
in our earlier work (see Fernandez-Macias and Ku608). In any case, this
categorization is just a heuristic tool, a way &sctibe the results more meaningfully.
The departures from this classification in the edienal and amenities rankings will be

discussed as well.
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Therefore, figure 5.1 shows the patterns of empkaynexpansion based on a ranking
of jobs by their median wage, and serves for digsgj countries according to their
resemblance to the theoretical images of changristed earlier. Each of the country
charts shows growth in absolute employment actosdive quintiles (in thousands) in
the period covered (in most cases 1995 to 2007wiihtsome exceptions as explained
in chapter 3), represented with black bars. The twars behind show how each bar
should be if all five quintiles had grown equaltizdt is, if overall employment growth
was equally split across the quintiles): the conspar between the black and the grey
bars gives an indication of how much did the exmansf each quintile deviate from
overall job growth. The bigger the gap betweenlifaek and the grey bars, the more
change in the job quality structure over the pefibthe black and grey bars would be
of the same size, there would have been no changeeijob quality structure from a

quintile perspective).

Each column of charts in figure 5.1 corresponds dlistinct category with respect to the
images of change discussed in the literature. Wedigcuss each of these columns one

by one:

- The first column (on the left) includes the fiveuotries whose pattern is closer
to the polarizing image: the Netherlands, Franggr@s, Slovakia and Hungary.
In all these countries, job growth was concentratethe extremes of the wage
distribution, with an important through in the mieldaccumulated over the
years, such development amounts to a polarizafitheoemployment structure
(later, we will discuss the actual impact of thiteet on the overall structure of

employment).

- The second column shows countries which were alstariping, but
simultaneously upgrading their employment structufehis category includes
Germany (which although upgrading, is strongly pgaeiag as well: it could
have been placed within the first column), Belgidraland, the UK (the mildest
case of polarization) and Slovenia. In all thessesajob growth tended to
concentrate on the extremes as well (again, witmesdype of gap in the
middle), but the growth at the top was much morpdrtant that at the bottom,

so that the overall effect is more one of upgradivan one of polarization.
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- The third column includes the clearest cases ofighit upgrading: these are
Finland, Luxemburg, Sweden, Denmark and Italyhkse five countries, nearly
all job growth was concentrated at the top — insa@ases there was even net job
destruction at the bottom —. Overall, this develepmimplies a significant
upgrading, which we shall evaluate later when weipin the context of the

initial structure.

- The fourth column includes four countries which exenced some degree of
upgrading as well, but with strong growth in theddie of the wage distribution:
the clearest case is Spain, but Greece, Portughtren Czech Republic have
also been classified in this group. In the threerlaases, there was also a very
significant destruction of employment in the vepttbm of the wage hierarchy

(quintile 1).

- Finally, the fifth column includes four countridsat are difficult to classify and
generally problematic: the three Baltic countriewl @ustria. Lithuania and
Latvia could more or less fit in the fourth colunmecause job creation was
somewhat concentrated in the middle of the wagecstre: but clearly, the
patterns of job growth of these countries looked#ht from the rest. As we have
already said, Estonia is a clear outlier, maybe dhly case that clearly the
downgrading hypothesis. And although Austria loogktively similar to the
patterns of the fourth column, it changes so mubbmwusing the other rankings
(it is the country that changes most) that we preteto put it on the category of
oddities. We have reasons to suspect the relilfithe results for these four
countries: not only do their patterns look weirdf they are very inconsistent

when using the three rankin®ys.

As previously mentioned, the distance between thekband the grey bars gives us an
idea of howbiasedin terms of job quality was employment changeanhecountry. In
Spain, Austria and Ireland, the five wage quintiespanded rather evenly, and

therefore the extent of change in the job qualitycdure was in fact relatively limited.

51 The wage and educational rankings for the thrdecBsates, as we saw earlier, are themselvesrath
different from those of the rest of Europe. It nfeeythat the strangeness of the Baltics simply ceflee
peculiarities of their economic evolution in recgaars (which has had the pace and consistency of a
roller coaster), or it may be that the ELFS datacsso good in those countries: in any case, weaa
make much sense of their results, so we will shwmt for reference, without paying them much
attention to them. With respect to Austria, to s@rent, its patterns are a statistical artifacivee from
a reclassification of ISCO in the middle of theipdr In annex 6, we can see an illustration ofithpact
of such reclassification on the Austrian patterh®lo growth.
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In most of the other countries, the transformatidrthe jobs structure seemed to be
considerably biased by job quality. But in any ¢aseen we discuss figures 5.7-5.9 we
will make a more adequate evaluation of the extérhange in the initial structure of

employment.

How much does the picture change when we lookkatjeation by the educational and
amenities quintiles? As we already saw in sectighof chapter 3, the three rankings
are considerably, but not totally correlated: themes we could expect broadly similar
patterns of change but with some significant déferes — which is exactly what we find
—. The educational ranking (figure 5.2) makes tiegreation patterns more upgrading
in nearly all cases. If this was the only ranking would have, we could have
concluded that, in fact, the upgrading hypotheais explain the patterns of job growth
between 1995 and 2007 for nearly all of Europell, Shat does not mean that the
polarization image disappears: in most of the cas#spolarization in terms of wage,
there is some polarization in terms of educatiorwal, but considerably milder and
more upwards biased. Across most of Europe, empayrexpanded more strongly on
those jobs with a higher average educational laaeiany cases even moving away

from the jobs with a lower educational level.

The amenities ranking makes the patterns even myogeading in most cases (figure
5.3). In fact, some important countries which weraracterized by polarization in

terms of education and wages, become purely upggaditerms of the non-pecuniary
conditions of work and employment (for instancearfee and Germany). The clearest
case of polarization in terms of the wage and diitutal structures, the Netherlands,
becomes nearly flat when we rank the jobs by anesniOnly Slovakia, and to a lesser
extent Cyprus and Hungary could still be classifisdpolarizing countries in terms of
the amenities ranking. Therefore, in nearly all Bfirope, most job growth is

concentrated on jobs with relatively good non-péaynattribute<$?

We could summarize our conclusions so far in thkowiong points: 1) there is
considerable variation in the patterns: no singkoty can explain everything; 2) the
most pervasive image of change is that of upgradingre are some cases of clear

polarization, but no downgrading; 3) the three rag& give consistent results, but each

%2 The results derived from the use of the amenitiaking, as mentioned in previous chapters, must be
taken with some caution because this ranking doesaver the whole economy (some job creation,
therefore, is not included in the picture of fig&8), and it forces the same job quality hierarabyoss

all Europe.
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with a slightly different emphasis: the wages ragkigenerates more plurality of
patterns (basically, more polarization); the ediocat ranking a very similar picture to
the wage ranking but more biased upwards; and thengies ranking generates the
most similar results across all countries (penasiypgrading). These three points
constitute the basic elements of our story: thé eéshis thesis will basically qualify,

complement and deepen our understanding of thosec belements. The first

qualification to be made concerns the scale otrénesformations which we are talking

about.
2.2. Putting changein its proper scale

Figures 5.1-5.3 expressed only the change of eatiilg in absolute terms, with the

vertical scales adapted to the level of employnggatvth in each country. This is the
most adequate representation to identify and ¢lagsitterns, but not to evaluate or
compare the magnitude of change in the differembean countries. For that purpose,
it is necessary to show change rescaled to thalisiructure: that is, representing the
size of each bar in the beginning and end of thmgeThat way, we should be able to
see whether the change represented earlier intimolamplies a significant

transformation of the initial structure or just anor reallocation of some jobs in the

margin.

Figures 5.4-5.6 show suakscaledquintile pictures. For each quintile, rather trean
single parameter, we represent now three: firsth \ah empty black box with thick
lines, the initial size of the quintile; secondttwa very thin line (in many cases hardly
visible because it is very close to the thick black), the size of the quintile in 2000
(therefore, the moment when it was really a quantdr close to if’f‘; and third, with a
grey bar (on the back), the size of the quintilethe end of the period. What we
represented earlier in figures 5.1-5. 3 is theed#fhce between the thick black box and
the grey bar in figures 5.4-5.6, as can be eas§nsThe picture, nevertheless, looks

very different: now we can see change in its prapetext.

3 We can see in figure 5.4 that the quintiles ditinall cases splits all employment in five sigict
equal-sized groups of jobs: that is, they are ivaays proper quintiles. The clearest case, in tiatc
based on the wage ranking, is Sweden, where in #@0fburth “quintile” was clearly smaller than the
third and fifth. The reason, as explained in chaPtés that the jobs which are the basis for thiatijes
are rather uneven in their size, which sometimelsamiét very difficult to achieve a proper distrilmut of
jobs in five 20% employment groups. In most casesertheless, the quintiles are reasonably even in
terms of employment; and in any case, this has ajommplications for the analysis.
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Figure 5.6: Initial, middle and final size of the anenities quintiles (different periods)

The first conclusion we can derive from inspectiigyres 5.4-5.6 is that the scale of
change in the initial structure varies consideradatyoss countries. This variation was
completely missing in pictures 5.1-5.3: becauseheamuntry chart was rescaled to
maximize the range of quintile change in each aguid make the pattern more visible
and identifiable), the wide differences in the ssabf change were completely out of
the picture. We can see now, for instance, thatatteial amount of employment
expansion in Germany, the UK or Austria were mutialter than in Spain, Ireland or

Cyprus.

Nevertheless, although the scale of the employnmexgansion is an important
parameter of the transformation of the job quadityicture, it is not the only one. The
other parameter is the extent of employmesdllocation across jobs, which can
transform the structure very significantly evenhaiit any employment expansion. And
the opposite: there can be very a very large expansf employment with no
transformation in the job quality structure, if tagpansion is evenly spread across the
guintiles. A comparison between Spain and Luxembftog instance, illustrates this.
Spain experienced an extraordinary expansion ofl@mment over the 1995-2007

period, as can be seen in the sheer distance betivegrey bars and the black boxes of
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each quintile. But because job creation affectery \&milarly the five job quality
quintiles, the (final) shape of the grey bars doeisdiffer much from the (initial) shape
of the black boxes. In contrast, in Luxemburg jobation was more limited between
1995 and 2007: the area of the grey bars whichasethe black boxes is considerably
smaller in Luxemburg than in Spain. Yet, the transfation of the wage structure in
Luxemburg was much more important than in Spainr diaes period: the contrast
between the shape of the black boxes and the sifape grey bars in Luxemburg is
quite striking (they became significantly more ined upwards), whereas in Spain such

difference is relatively minor.

We shall not discuss figures 5.4-5.6 with the sage¢ail as figures 5.1-5.3. As
mentioned earlier, the main point of figures 5.8-& to complement and qualify the
picture given by figures 5.1-5. 3. We can see noat, over the period of 12 years
(maximum) that we cover here, the actual scalehef transformation of European
employment structures was in most cases ratheteliniimplying just a marginal
change of the initial structures of job quality.eTbountries where the transformation
was deepest were Luxemburg (with a very significapigrading), Cyprus, the
Netherlands, France, Finland, Slovenia, Portugdl@reece. The Irish case seems quite
unique, because in the first half of the period thege structure changed in the
complete opposite way as in the second half ofpiréod, which means that although
this country experienced radical transformationstsnwage structure, the initial and
final shapes look relatively similar. On the othend, Germany, Slovakia, the UK,
Spain, Austria and the Czech Republic all endedotredod with a wage structure very
similar to the initial one (in some cases, becgobecreation was very limited; in
others, because job creation was evenly spreadsthie five quintiles). There seems to
be no link between the different patterns and tadesof transformation of the initial
structure (cases of deep and shallow transformatppear across all types of patterns

of job expansion).
2.3. Job polarization in Europe? A response to Goos, Manning and Salomons

A recent paper using a very similar approach todhe used in this thesis reached
surprisingly different conclusions. Goos, Mannimglé&Salomons (GMS from now on),

in their 2009 paper “Job Polarization in Europe'M& 2009: 58-60), argued that over
roughly the same period studied here, all EU15 t@mexcept Portugal experienced a

polarization in their job quality structures (a dlpment that they link to the impact of
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task-biased technological changes explained in chapter 2). In the previous pages

did find polarization of job structures in some oties, but certainly not in all. Our
main conclusion from the analysis, in fact, wag thare was a considerable plurality in
the patterns of employment growth by job qualityoas Europe; and that, if we would
have to name a single image of change that fittedt mountries, it would be one of
upgrading rather than polarization. How can we &ixplsuch discrepancy in the

conclusions of two very similar studies?

There are three potential sources for this discrepathe data used, the analytical
strategy, and the interpretation.

1. The data used:although there were some differences in the dsedf? we can be
confident that the discrepancy of results doescoate from there, because in fact
we exchanged data sources and could replicater@ina results with the data of
the other party® There is just one difference in the data used mlicof great
significance: that GMS used a single wage rankorgafl EU countries (based on
UK LFS data), whereas we used country-specific wageings. But in fact, this
difference was the result of a difference in thprapch, so we will discuss it in the

following point.

2. The analytic strategy although the paper by GMS and this thesis foliogimilar
(jobs-based) approach, there are two apparentlyl stifferences in the analytic

strategy which have important implications for thsults obtained:

a. As mentioned earlier, the GMS paper used a sirgi&ing to characterize
the quality of jobs across all the EU15 (basednen1t994 UK LFS), whereas
we used country-specific wage rankings. In notef 3heir paper (GMS
2009: 59), the only reason given for the use dhgls ranking is the lack of
EU-wide data, but in subsequent discussions thgyeal that it is necessary
to use a single ranking to be able to compare ctyrdifferent employment
structures (Goos 2009). As we will see in the rsdtion, it is true that the
main driver behind the plurality of patterns acr&ssope is the differential

evolution of employment by occupation and sectad aot the job quality

64 Most importantly, GMS only analysed EU15 count(ies analysed 23), used a single wage-based
ranking (we added two secondary rankings, by edutaind amenities), covered the period 1993-2006
(we covered 1995-2007) and studied change in hearked rather than number of workers.

® This exchange took place in the meeting of the S@Bject that took place in Salamanca in July of
2009 (see Fernandez-Macias 2009; Goos 2009).
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rankings. But this does not mean that the wageimgnéf a single country
can be used to characterize the quality of jolmlaither countries: in fact, it
can generate quite different and potentially midileg results. In Ferndndez-
Macias 2009, it is shown that using the UK wageirantends to generate
slightly more polarized results than using the oral wage rankings: so the
use of the UK wage ranking is likely to have biageolarized) the national
results shown in GMS 2009. In our view, the use of a single ranking for all
countries is justified only when there is no othiternative: for instance, in
the case of the amenities ranking or for the amalgs the EU-level we
ourselves use such approach. But by no means t&naitgued that such an

approach is more adequate than using country-speaifkings.

. A second important difference in the analytic giggtresides in the way the

job quality tiers are constructed. In this theB#ipwing the earlier example
by Wright and Dwyer (2003), we grouped the jobfive equal-sized groups
ranked by their median hourly wages (what we cdltpdntiles”). GMS also
rank the jobs by their median wages, but they dlaghem in three
categories (good, middling and bad jobs) which hesy uneven sizes in
terms of number of occupations (8-9-4) and in teahemployment shares
in the first year of the period studied (29%-499%4)2 There is no
explanation in the paper for the rationale behimd particular grouping of
jobs. This is quite striking, because the way thtesjare grouped has very
important implications for the results, especiailgen the relative rates of
growth are the main parameter of the analysis abe case in the GMS
paper). In table 5.1, using the EU figures givenGiyS (2009: 59), we show
an example of the importance of the grouping ddatddnder column 1, we
can see the original grouping of jobs made by GMBich generates the
rates of growth of 8% for good jobs, -9% for middjijobs and 1.2 for bad
jobs (hence the polarization). In column 2, we havade an alternative

grouping in which the initial shares of employméntgood, middling and

® The idea that using a single ranking improvesctiraparability of the analysis is also wrong. As we
discussed in chapter 3, the comparability of tlssification of employment by sector and (espegiall
occupation is only approximate. Using country-sfiecankings is a good way of minimizing the
potential implications of such comparability prabke (as we are sure we are comparing likes witlsJike
that is, jobs of similar quality), whereas using eanking for all countrieftensifiesthese problems (as
it necessarily assumes that the jobs are identickdbsified in all countries)
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bad jobs are roughly the same (one third eachameimmediately see that,
even though there is still a gap in the middle, degree of polarization
diminishes considerably (the rates of growth noe: &6 for good jobs, -5.4
for middling jobs and -2.2 for bad jobs). The samm@even) grouping shown
in column 1 was applied to all European countresl the resulting patterns
of job growth (table 2 of the GMS paper; see GM®2061) were the
evidence provided for the pervasiveness of polagzaAlthough we cannot
prove it directly (the occupational breakdown faaclke country is not
provided in the paper), we suspect that the wayahe are grouped tend to
inflate the degree of polarization for each courtsymuch as it did for the

EU as a whole as shown in table 5.1 below.

1. GMS grouping 2. Alternative
of jobs grouping of jobs
Wage Initial Relative [Initial Relative [Initial Relative

ranking Occupations share growth |share growth [share growth
1 Corporate managers 4.54 1.25
2 Physical, mathematical, egineering professionals 2.92 1.02
3 Life science and health professionals 1.86 -0.14
4 Other professionals 2.82 0.7
5 Managers of small enterprises 3.6 1.28
6 Pysics, mathematics, engineering associate professionals 3.99 0.91
7 Other associate professionals 6.77 2.07

8 Life science and health associate professionals 2.28 0.66] 28.78 7.75

9 Drivers and mobile plant operators 5.48 -0.17 34.26 7.58
10 Stationary plant and related operators 1.75 -0.39
11 Metal, machinery and related trades workers 8.33 -2.33
12 Precision, handicraft and related trades workers 1.31 -0.4
13 Office clerks 12.04 -1.98
14 Customer service clerks 2 0.19

15 Extraction and building trades workers 8.17 -0.52 33.6 -5.43
16 Machine operators and assemblers 6.71 -2.01

17 Other craft and related trades workers 3.19 -1.37| _48.98 -8.98

18 Personal and protective service occupations 6.94 1.15
19 Labourers in construction, manufacturing, transport 4.11 0.48
20 Models, salespersons, demonstrators 6.73 -1.42

21 Sales and services elementary occpations 4.47 1.02| 22.25 1.23 32.15 -2.15

Table 5.1: Uneven vs. even groups of jobs in the G$12009 paper

3. The interpretation: in our view, the GMS paper places too much emphas the
polarization story, ignoring almost completely sieultaneous (stronger) trend of
upgrading which is apparent even in the figures tin@y provide. Let us go back to
the original GMS results (shown in column 1 of &bll above): nobody could deny
that relative growth figures of 8, -9 and 1.2 foiod, middling and bad jobs imply a
polarization effect; but | guess nobody would deityher that they imply a rather
significant upgrading of the jobs structure as wgbtod jobs grew 8 times faster
than bad jobs). Even if there were not problemshwite way the analysis is

constructed, the polarization story seems to be-engphasized in the GMS paper.
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But we would not like to make much emphasis ondifierences in the interpretation,
as they are always much more open to debate. Tiresoarce of differences between
our results and the results of the 2009 GMS pagsrin the different analytic strategy:
basically, in the use of the UK rankings to chagdze the quality of jobs of the whole
of Europe, and in the construction of uneven joaligutiers. Both elements combined
generate results which are more polarized than sheuld be, leading to the incorrect

conclusion that polarization was a pervasive deurakent across all European countries.
2.4. Somefinal remarks

Our results show that there was no universal patérevolution in the employment
structures of 23 European countries between 199b 2807. Instead, there was a
considerable diversity, not only in the patterns ddgo in the intensity of change of the
job quality structures across different Europeamnemies. This in itself suggests that
neither of the three types of hypotheses which gradate in the literature (which we
summarized earlier in three images of change: doadigg, upgrading and
polarization) suffices to explain the empiricaltpats of change according to our jobs
approach. But to transform this hint into evidenwee, still need to make a much more
detailed analysis of what lies behind the pattefrfggures 5.1 and 5.2 in this section. In
the remaining of this chapter, we will try to evatle to what extent did the differences
in the observed patterns across Europe result frbiferent evolutions in the
composition of the division of labour or from diféat job quality structures (section 3),
and also to what extent could these different diats be the result of different starting
positions within a general process of convergencgacallel evolutions (section 4). In
both cases, what we will evaluate is whether we s#@lh maintain some type of
universalistic explanation, according to which behithe superficial diversity there

would still be universal underlying forces.

But although no single explanation suffices, thre¢hmain hypothesis that we distilled
from the literature have varying rates of succestheir applicability to the observed
patterns of job growth. The degradation hypothésiparticular, seems totally knocked
out: from our compositional, job-based approach,ceeld find no evidence at all of
downgrading in the job quality structure. The outeois more positive for the
polarization approach, but certainly not totallgsessful: we could see some cases that
fit the image of change anticipated by this thedmyt not a universal validation. The

theory that finds more widespread support in owlyais is the upgrading hypothesis.
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In fact, in many ways it could be argued that aliredk cases involve some type of
upgrading in the job quality structure (somethingick certainly cannot be said of the
other two hypotheses). In nearly all counftiesor the three job quality rankings, the
one or two bars representing job growth at theabthe job quality structure between
1995 and 2007 were the tallest. In this sense, wio$te country differences lie at the
middle and bottom of the job quality structure: tbp looks rather similar everywhere
(the main differences at the top being with respleetscale of growth, rather than with
its shape). So there may be, after all, some us@vdactors that, across most of Europe,
explain the fact that the share of employment bsjof a relatively high quality tended
to increase. In chapter 6, we will try to identifyose universal factors and also the
factors that explain the variability in the degmefejob expansion in the middle and

bottom of the job quality structure.

3. The importance of the national rankings

The picture of change in the employment structyrgb quality quintiles is determined
by two main parameters: on the one hand, the gwalatf employment within each of
the cells in the jobs matrix and, on the other hanel job quality ranking which is used
to assign each job to one of the five quintilesoitld be that all countries experienced a
very similar evolution in terms of the division labour, yet the patterns of employment
growth by job quality differ because the jobs aiffedently ranked in different
countries. It could also be that the job qualitpkiags did not play any role in the
observed differences, because these are totallsethdt of differences in the structural
evolution of employment. Or it could be that th#edences are the result of differences
in structural changand differences in job quality structures. Each ofsth@ossibilities
would have different implications for the overafitarpretation of the patterns of

employment growth across Europe.

The methodology used in this thesis makes it redfjti easy to test the relative
importance of each of the two basic parameterbendetermination of the differences
across Europe in the evolution of job quality stuoes. As we have already seen
previously (section 4 of chapter 4), the fact tiegt job matrices of all countries have

essentially the same structure (all of them arenddfby a crosstabulation of sector and

57 The exceptions are Slovakia (for the three rar&iniipe Baltics (for the three rankings), Nethedian
(for wages and amenities) and Austria (for educatio
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occupation and the two-digit level) means that \&a cross the parameters, applying
the ranking of one country to another, or the gi@rdllocation, or the employment
structure. This makes it possible to generate @vtadtual results, in which we make
one of the two parameters constant across the mesi@ind therefore all the remaining
variation necessarily a result of the other &hehis is exactly what we will do in this
section: we will apply the rankings of one refeountry (Germany) to all the other
countries, reconstruct the quintiles (making thesntlaey would have been if all
countries had the same educational and wage jatarbiées as Germany) and then
compare the resulting (counterfactual) picture with real quintile picture which we
presented in the previous section. The comparisgtween this counterfactual and the
real picture shall allow us to evaluate the impuetaof the national rankings in the

determination of the different patterns of job gtiovecross Europe.

As usual, it is necessary to make some qualifinatizefore embarking in the analysis.
The first one is that this section will only concghe wage and educational rankings,
because the amenities ranking is the same foroalhtcies. In fact, the pictures of job
growth across the amenities quintiles discussdtiérprevious section (figures 5.3 and
5.6) can be understood as a first approximatiahdcanalysis we are going to carry out
here: because the amenities ranking is the samallfoountries, all differences in the
shape of the amenities quintiles across countgesltr from differential evolutions in
the employment structures. A second qualificationcerns the fact that this type of
analysis assumes that the classification of empémtniby sector and occupation is
strictly comparable across Europe (so that we cassahe rankings), which is only true
in broad terms (for a detailed discussion of tesue, see section 3.2 of chapter 3).
Therefore, we need to keep a broad-brush approximafiocusing on general trends
and not being too finicky about small details. Adhqualification relates to the overall
aim of this section. This section should not beetais an evaluation of the differences
in the national job quality rankings: this was attg done in chapter 4. It may be useful,
in fact, to remember that we found the nationakirags to be generally rather similar,
but still different enough as to be necessary te tem (rather than a single EU
ranking) in order to characterize the nature of leytpent growth across Europe. Our
aim here is not to discuss the same issue agatntobstart from where we left it in

chapter 4. What is the relative influence of thekmags on the different patterns of job

®8 This method is in fact very similar to shift-shamalysis.
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growth across Europe? Do these differences denmmainly from the fact that the

rankings differ, or from differential evolutions the employment structure?
3.1. A visual exploration

Figures 5.7 and 5.8 show a graphical comparisaheotounterfactual and real quintiles
for each of the job quality rankings. There are tvaos for each quintile, one black and
one grey. The black bars represent the countedhdtat is, how much job creation
would have taken place in each quintile if courriad the same educational or wage
structure as Germany. The grey bar behind represbatreal growth of each quintile,
using the educational or wage structure that trodyresponds to each country:
therefore, these grey bars are identical to thekblears of figures 5.1 and 5. 2. There
are two important things to look for in these chafirst, the difference between the
black and grey bars for each country, which is rdication of how much does the
quintile picture change when we use the Germangadlity ranking instead of the
national one; second, the difference between thekbbars of each country and the
black bars of Germany, to see whether using then@eranking makes other countries

look more similar to Germany than using their oanking.

We are not going to do a detailed analysis of thgs&rts country by country: as
mentioned earlier, we want to keep an eagle-eygppetive. But just a quick overview
of figures 5.7 and 5.8 suggests that the diffeq@mguality rankings are not obscuring a
similar evolution of the division of labour in tltgfferent countries. That is, using the
German job quality ranking does not make all coumatterns look like those of
Germany. That does not mean that applying the Gemaaking makes no difference:
the quintile shapes do change in most cases, wiraves that the differences in the
national rankings have an influence on the shapgleofjuintile picture. But the crucial
point here is that eliminating the variation whidérives from using different national
rankings does not seem to reduce significantlyotiginal variability, nor does it seem
to make all countries look like Germany. The ragkintherefore, would not seem to be

the main source of variability in the patternsaif gprowth across Europe.

Of course, there are some qualifications to sualeesye’s picture. If we pay close
attention to the country charts in figures 5.7 &r] we can see that in some cases the
German ranking does seem to make the quintile siragpe German-like especially in

the case of the educational quintiles. The bladis lod figure 5.8 include noticeably

more polarization than the grey bars. The amountvadfiability in the original
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educational quintiles, on the other hand, doeseem to diminish (the variability in the
educational picture was always lower than in thgevpicture). Applying the German
ranking across the board makes the educationatilgupictures become slightly more
polarized, not more homogeneous (which suggests ttiea German ranking has
something to do with its asymmetrically polarizedtyre, but it does not prove that the
variability was the result of having different ramis because most of it remains after
using only one ranking). Nothing like this, on tbther hand, happens with the wage
quintiles: in this case, the shapes also changeswbat, but not moving in a more
“German” direction; and of course, the amount ofiataility of the black and grey

shapes is very similar.
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Figure 5.7: Counterfactual (Germanic) vs. real wageuintiles (different periods)
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One way to think about the implications of figueg and 5.8 is to imagine how would
the overall analysis of the previous section hadnbié, because of lack of national
sources, we had been forced to use the German amgjeducational hierarchies to
characterize the quality of jobs of the 23 coustri@ some cases, the classification of
countries as polarizing or upgrading would havengeal, in others it would not; the
overall interpretation of the educational quintilesuld have shifted slightly towards
polarization. But clearly, we would still have ctuded that between 1995 and 2007
there were significantly different patterns of jgtlmwth across Europe, that none of the
three hypotheses of change (downgrading, upgraagpolarization) can explain on
its own what happened everywhere. Therefore, thema rankings do matter: but they

are not the reason why the patterns of job growtardacross Europe.
3.2. A pseudo-parametric approach

Although the previous section probably providesugtoevidence of the fact that the
national patterns do not differ only (not even mygitbecause of the use of nationally-
specific rankings, the fact that such evidenceueely based on a visual exploration
may make it seem confusing or inconclusive. Fos tieiason, we are going to use a

pseudo-parametric approach which puts numberset@dmparison that we carried out
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visually in the previous section. We call this ajgmh pseudo-parametric because in
fact, it is only a numerical translation of what wee in figures 5.7 and 5.8. But by
expressing numerically figures 5.7 and 5.8, the mamson between the different

countries is simplified, and it is easier to reaahoverall conclusion.

This whole section is based on a kind of differemedifferences analysis. Basically,
we are analyzing whether the difference between, th@ Spanish quintile picture and
the German quintile picture is diminished when wapla the German job quality
ranking to Spain. This idea can, in principle, b@ressed mathematically. What we
need is a way to measure the original differende/den two country patterns, and then
see whether that measure diminishes if we applyséime ranking (the German one in

this case) to both countries. Such pseudo-pararagtn was carried out in 3 steps:

1. First, all the figures were normalized, to ensurat they were expressed in a
comparable scale. Our interest here is not job tirge&r se but change in the
structure of employment by job quality as charaeger by the quintile picture.
Therefore, we have opted for a normalization th@iresses the change in each
quintile with respect to the average change offithe quintiles in each country

(each quintile is divided by the average absolutevth of the five quintiles).
2. Then, twodissimilarity indiceswvere calculated:

a. First, we calculated, which expresses the difference between the raltion
patterns of employment growtthat result from applying the national
rankingsand the German patterns of employment growth. Ximslex is the
sum of five sub-parameters, each expressing tliereiifce between the size
of each quintile in the national pattern and Gewyn#&ather than comparing
each quintile in isolation, they are compareddgions that is, taking also
into account the quintiles which are adjacent. Themula used for

calculating these sub-parameters is the folloing

59 As can be seen, eaxlsub-parameter derives from the absolute additiawo values: the first one is
simply the difference between that quintile in ttagional figures and the same quintile in the Ejuifes;
the second one is the difference for that quiratild its neighbor/s (depending on which quintilis)itn
the national and EU figures. The second measwd@dsd because this way the dissimilarity index is
sensitive to dissimilarities not only for each parar quintile, but also for its area (its neightjo
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b. Then, we calculated, which expresses the difference between the
national patterns of employment growth that deffr@m applying the
German rankings and the German patterns of emplotygrewth shown
in figure 5.7. The calculation is identical as fofand therefore, there is
no need to repeat the formulas), only that in ¢hise the national figures

are those that derive from applying the Germaniraysk

3. With x andy, we can finally calculate oudifference-in-differences indeXwo
versions of the index are calculated:

a. z1, which is simplyx — y and expresses in absolute terms how much the
difference between each country and Germany chawpes the German
ranking (rather than the national ranking) is agali

b. z2 which isz1 divided byx, and therefore expressed in relative terms, as a
ratio (reflecting the proportion by which the diéace between the national
and German patterns changes when applying the @Gerarkings to the

national employment figures).

The most important index for our purposegz2swhich ranges betweemc-and 1,
taking a value of 0 when if the German ranking does change the original
differences between the national and the Germaerpafwhich would imply that
the national ranking makes no difference whatsqeasd therefore all the observed
differences are the result of different structurhéinges in employment); a value
approaching 1 if the German ranking makes the natipattern more similar to the
German pattern (with an upper limit of 1 when appiythe German ranking makes

the national patteridentical to the German pattern: that is, when all the ogbi
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differences were the result of different rankings)d a value below 0 if the German
ranking makes the differences between the natiandlGerman pattern even larger
(in this case, the limit isse because of the fact thatis in the denominator: if the
German and national results were originally veryilgir, x would be close to zero,
so any increase in the difference measureg-byhich is subtracted from in the
numerator—would be magnified). It may seem sumgsdihat applying the same
ranking to two countries would make their result®ren dissimilar, but it is
theoretically possible, and it does happen in pactas we will see. What this
means is that the national ranking happened to rddfexent structural evolutions
in employment appear more similar to the Germatepathan they really were, so

that when the same ranking is applied to both gheslerlying differences surface.

Tables 5.11.1 and 5.1.2 show the results of thiereise. The countries have been
arranged in the same way as in figures 5.3.1 aB@ 5to facilitate the analysis of the
table. For each country, the four parameters expthabove are shown, including the
values for each quintile (so that we can identifyeve the differences in the patterns
come from). For instance, the upper left-hand frashéable 5.11.1, which shows the
comparison between the Dutch patterns obtained fusing the Dutch and German
rankings would be interpreted in the following wayiNL shows that the overall
difference between the original Dutch (NL) pattefas shown with black bars in figure
5.1, or grey bars in figure 5.7) and the German)(D&ginal patterns (shown in the
second chart from of the top row in figures 5.1t &.3.1) is 5.8 according to our
measure (above the overall indeXL we see the contribution of each quintile: the
biggest dissimilarity lies in quintiles 2, 1 and Bhe following columnyNL, shows the
difference after the German ranking has been appte the Dutch figures of
employment growth (therefore, this comparison gpoads to the difference between
the black bars of figure 5.7 and the German pattetime value of this overall
dissimilarity index is 6.02. Therefore, applying@tGerman ranking to the Dutch figures
of job growth makes the Dutch pattern slightly mdigsimilar to Germany. Inspecting
the results by quintiles, we can see where thdBareinces come from: whereas the first
quintile becomes more German-like, the second dmdl tquintiles become more
different, because they expand considerably whemppdy the German ranking to the
Dutch employment figures. The indiced and z2 show this: in absolute terms, the

similarity decreases by .241) which in relative terms corresponds to a decredse4.
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q xNL yNL zINL z2NL [xDE yDE =zI1DE z2DE |xFI yFI z1Fl z2Fl |xES yES z1ES z2ES [XLT yLT zILT 2z2LT
1 143 086 057 04 068 1.05 -0.36 -0.54| 0.62 092 -0.3 -048f 4.2 249 171 041
2 183 204 -0.21 -0.11 066 146 -08 -1.2| 198 214 -0.16 -0.08 0.75 1.32 -0.57 -0.76
3] 1.34 174 -04 -03 1.8 1.88 -0.08 -0.04] 2.62 271 -0.09 -0.03 29 261 0.29 0.1
4] 051 0.83 -0.32 -0.61 0.7 0.71 -0.01 -0.01f 0.54 0.56 -0.02 -0.03 06 173 -1.13 -1.88

5/ 064 05 014 0.22 1.04 071 033 0.32 1.15 0.94 021 018 277 173 1.03 0.37
Total] 575 5.98 -0.22 -0.04 489 581 -092 -0.19] 6.92 7.27 -0.35 -0.05[11.22 9.88 134 0.12

lelojoleloNa]
oOooooo
oOo0ooooo

q xFR yFR z1FR Zz2FR [xBE yBE 2zI1BE z2BE |xLU yLU 2z1LU z2LU |xPT yPT zIPT z2PT [xLV yLV zILV 2z2LV
1 07 084 -014 -019] 129 0.29 1 077 171 165 006 0.03] 192 145 047 0.24] 268 292 -0.23 -0.09
20 069 179 -1.1 -159( 2.02 091 111 055 011 0.05 005 049] 162 198 -0.36 -0.22[ 0.82 0.39 043 052
3] 1.19 158 -0.39 -0.32| 224 146 077 035 187 152 0.36 0.19 27 282 -012 -0.05 3.23 265 0.57 0.18
4/ 063 0.86 -0.23 -0.37[ 0.36 0.57 -0.21 -0.58| 0.78 098 -0.2 -0.26/ 053 0.89 -0.36 -0.67| 137 0.82 055 04

5| 046 052 -0.06 -0.13 0.39 0.7 -0.31 -0.81 0.78 156 -0.78 -1 127 101 026 02 177 14 036 021
Total|] 3.68 559 -191 -052| 6.29 3.93 236 037 525 576 -051 -0.1] 805 8.16 -0.11 -0.01) 9.86 8.19 1.67 0.17

q xCY yCY zICY z2CY [xIE ylE z1lIE z2IE |xSE ySE zISE z2SE |[XGR yGR z1GR z2GR |xEE yEE Zz1EE Zz2EE
1] 088 129 -041 -0.46| 062 0.89 -0.27 -043] 18 049 131 0.73 1.95 254 -059 -0.3] 145 211 -0.66 -0.46
2] 1.13 214 -1.01 -0.89 19 244 -054 -0.28/ 0.98 0.96 0.02 0.02| 2.05 111 094 046 258 183 0.75 0.29
3] 162 248 -0.86 -0.53| 1.91 283 -092 -048[ 274 2.09 066 0.24] 215 236 -021 -0.1/ 088 244 -1.56 -1.77
4 076 0.84 -0.08 -0.1f 042 1.26 -0.83 -1.98 129 109 02 0.15 074 062 0.12 0.16] 0.92 2 -108 -1.17
5/ 029 0.36 -0.07 -0.23| 0.57 0.98 -04 -0.71 052 0.79 -0.27 -0.51] 1.18 1 018 0.5 178 17 0.09 0.05
Total| 4.68 7.11 -2.42 -0.52| 542 8.39 -2.97 -055| 7.34 542 192 0.26] 808 7.63 0.45 0.06) 7.61 10.08 -2.47 -0.32

q xSK  ySK z1SK z2SK [xUK yUK z1UK z2UK |xDK yDK z1DK z2DK |xCZ yCZ z1CZ z2CZ [xAT yAT z1AT z2AT
1 181 171 009 005 08 18 -094 -1.09] 194 189 0.05 0.03] 3.78 4.79 -1.01 -0.27| 055 1.47 -0.92 -1.66
2| 247 162 085 0.34f 1.03 095 008 0.08f 095 0.92 003 0.03] 181 093 0.88 049 181 327 -1.46 -0.81
3] 083 312 -229 -2.76 08 124 -044 -0.54] 143 035 1.08 0.75| 041 0.88 -0.46 -1.12| 2.67 3.07 -04 -0.15
4 08 141 -061 -0.76 0.63 0.64 -0.01 -0.01| 0.78 0.16 062 0.79] 1.48 0.33 114 0.77[ 054 1.6 -1.06 -1.95

5/ 178 0.76 1.02 057 0.76 058 0.18 0.24| 032 039 -0.07 -0.21) 16 069 09 057 141 114 0.26 0.19
Total|] 7.68 862 -0.93 -0.12 4.09 5.21 -1.12 -0.27] 544 372 172 0.32] 9.08 7.63 145 0.16] 6.98 10.55 -3.57 -0.51

q xHU yHU z1HU Zz2HU [xSI ySl| z1Sl z2Sl |xXIT  yIT z1IT  z2IT
1 178 257 -0.79 -045 14 142 -0.01 -0.01] 1.28 113 0.15 0.11
2 24 103 137 057 1.87 0.93 0.95 05| 144 144 0 0|
3] 236 3.15 -0.79 -0.33| 0.74 1.73 -098 -1.32 2.63 259 0.04 0.02
4 146 178 -0.32 -0.22[ 1.17 1.1 0.08 0.06/ 099 102 -0.03 -0.03
5/ 096 0.78 0.8 0.19( 1.03 1.3 -0.27 -0.26] 0.68 047 021 0.31
Total] 896 9.31 -0.35 -0.04f 6.23 6.48 -0.25 -0.04] 7.02 6.64 0.38 0.05

Table 5.11.1: Pseudo-parametric comparison betweenounterfactual and actual patterns (wage)

q xNL yNL zINL z2NL [xDE yDE =zI1DE z2DE |xFI yFI z1Fl z2Fl |xES yES z1ES z2ES [XLT yLT zILT 2z2LT
041 042 -0.01 -0.02 092 082 01 0.11] 091 048 044 048 422 117 3.04 0.72
1.29 137 -0.08 -0.06 0.8 035 044 055 164 157 0.07 0.04] 098 1.01 -0.03 -0.03
1.19 1.75 -0.56 -0.47 154 172 -0.17 -0.11] 2.49 2.01 0.48 0.19| 196 159 0.37 0.19
0.27 0.24 0.04 0.13 164 139 025 0.16/] 0.68 0.13 0.55 0.8/ 036 112 -0.76 -2.1
049 098 -0.49 -0.98 083 06 022 0.27| 122 144 -022 -0.18( 225 0.57 1.68 0.75
Total] 3.66 476 -11 -0.3 573 489 084 0.15] 694 563 131 0.19| 9.77 547 43 0.44

abwnN =
Oo0ooooo
oOooooo
oOooooo

q xFR yFR z1FR Zz2FR [xBE yBE zI1BE z2BE |xLU yLU z1LU z2LU |xPT yPT zI1PT z2PT [xLV yLV zILV z2LV
038 0.1 028 074 11 057 052 048] 167 12 047 0.28 135 059 076 056/ 331 09 241 0.73
065 055 011 017/ 025 02 0.04 0.18] 041 0.08 033 081 0.87 148 -061 -0.7/ 0.1 146 -1.36 -14.2
1.67 145 022 0.13| 206 121 0.86 042 1.05 087 0.18 0.18 28 251 0.29 0.1 28 0.67 214 0.76
1.16 1 017 0.14f 138 1.73 -0.36 -0.26/ 1.33 0.88 0.44 0.33] 0.78 059 0.18 0.24[ 1.1 042 0.68 0.62
0.63 059 004 006/ 046 083 -0.37 -0.81] 1.61 1.85 -0.24 -0.15| 0.36 1.07 -0.71 -1.97| 1.85 1.04 0.81 0.44
Total 45 368 0.82 0.18] 5.24 4.54 0.7 0.13] 6.07 4.87 1.2 0.2] 6.16 6.24 -0.08 -0.01) 9.16 4.48 4.69 0.51

b wnN -

q xCY yCY zICY z2CY [xIE ylE z1lIE z2IE |xSE ySE zISE z2SE |[XxGR yGR z1GR z2GR |xEE yEE Zz1EE Zz2EE
112 061 051 045 081 0.82 -0.01 -0.01f 1.33 0.38 095 0.72| 3.03 072 231 0.76| 1.72 122 05 0.29
1.69 126 043 025 168 198 -0.31 -0.18] 1.11 045 0.66 0.59] 0.53 1.08 -0.55 -1.03| 1.33 1.05 0.27 0.21
221 221 0 0] 235 289 -0.54 -0.23] 222 098 123 056/ 196 133 0.62 0.32[ 0.73 0.9 -0.17 -0.24
05 053 -0.03 -0.06] 065 0.47 0.18 0.28 0.72 031 041 057/ 05 025 025 05 055 059 -0.04 -0.08
057 085 -029 -05 141 176 -0.35 -0.25| 0.21 0.19 0.01 0.07| 0.93 1.16 -0.23 -0.24| 281 125 156 0.56
Total] 6.08 5.47 0.62 0.1] 691 7.94 -1.03 -0.15] 559 231 327 059 6.96 454 241 0.35] 7.13 5.01 213 0.3

b wN -

q xSK  ySK z1SK z2SK [xUK yUK z1UK z2UK |xDK yDK z1DK z2DK |xCZ yCZ z1CZ z2CZ [xAT yAT z1AT z2AT
218 127 091 042] 265 2.63 0.01 0 2 206 -0.06 -0.03| 321 272 049 0.15| 1.8 0.87 0.98 0.53
155 0.97 057 037 043 0.85 -042 -0.97| 0.83 056 0.27 0.33] 1.88 1.63 0.25 0.13| 3.17 193 1.24 0.39
1.74 043 132 0.76] 152 1.38 0.14 0.09 04 038 0.03 0.06f 039 1.08 -0.69 -1.78] 0.71 1.79 -1.08 -1.52
0.06 069 -063 -10] 144 105 039 0.27] 157 139 0.18 0.11f 0.89 0.67 0.22 025 115 0.88 027 0.23
14 241 -1 -0.72( 0.72 0.75 -003 -0.05] 1.01 07 031 03] 158 119 039 0.25( 1.63 0.44 119 0.73
Total] 6.94 576 117 0.17] 6.76 6.67 0.09 0.01] 581 5.09 0.72 0.12| 795 7.29 0.66 0.08 851 5091 2.6 031

abwnN -

q xHU yHU z1HU Zz2HU [xSI ySl| z1Sl z2Sl |xXIT  yIT z1IT  z2IT

169 014 155 0.92| 0.76 0.29 047 062 209 091 118 056
0.76 0.49 0.28 0.36] 0.04 0.53 -0.49 -10.9] 0.41 0.23 0.19 0.45
1.17 1.21 -0.04 -0.04f 096 0.36 0.61 0.63] 218 199 0.19 0.09
0.74 055 018 025 127 0.16 111 0.88] 145 171 -0.25 -0.17
061 013 048 078 09 009 081 09| 086 0.79 0.07 0.08
498 253 245 049] 393 143 251 0.64 7 563 137 02

Table 5.11.2: Pseudo-parametric comparison betweenounterfactual and actual patterns
(education)

b wN -

Tot,

1=

The results of tables 5.11.1 and 5.11.2 largely foon our preliminary conclusions from
the previous visual inspection. In the case ofwhge quintiles, we can now corroborate

that the impact is limited in most cases (most eslofz2 are very close to zero). In
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fact, in 13 out of 22 case®is negative, which means that applying the Germaaking
generates more rather than less differences wah#tional rankings (of course, this
effect is very marginal, so it has no implicatioms its own beyond the fact that it
reinforces the conclusion that the German rankiogsdnot homogenize the national
patterns). The important point is that, in theecas the wage quintiles, applying the
German ranking across the board does not reducarttoeint of variability between

countries, nor does it make the patterns of othenties more German-like.

In the case of the educational rankings, the resafe not so clear-cut. In most
countries, the value @2 s positive, in a few cases significantly so (@ven countries,
the reduction in the original dissimilarity indexopguced by applying the German
ranking is above 20%). The German educational renkioes seem to make other
countries more German-like, which is as saying nemgmmetrically polarizéd Still,
this effect is by no means strong enough as toeatigat the differences in the rankings
are the main parameter behind the differences enpiditterns. Only in 2 of the 22
countries which are compared to Germany is thamissity index reduced by more
than 50% when applying the German ranking (takiBgs an index of the extent to
which the difference in the national rankings ekplde difference in the pattern). In
five more countries the reduction in the dissinitjais between 20 and 50%. And in the
remaining 15 countries, even after fixing the samaeking more than 80% of the
original differences between the national and Gerpatterns remain. So even in the
case of the educational quintiles, it is clear thatdifferences in the patterns are mainly

the result of different evolutions in the divisiohlabour’*
3.3. Concluding remarks

The original aim of this section was to test whettiee observed variability in the

patterns of employment expansion by job qualitpssiEurope was primarily the result

“We saw in section 4 of chapter 4 that the Gerntmicaional ranking was rather unique in Europe (its
uniqueness in a principal components analysisettlucational rankings was the highest excepttor t
Baltics), whereas its wage ranking was very commidiis must be surely related to the fact that the
German educational ranking makes a much biggerdhpathe patterns of job growth of the other
countries than the German wage ranking.

"L There is yet another way to prove the same pamive did in section 4 of chapter 4 for the differe
rankings, we can produce correlation matrices efctiange in the employment levels of each job acros
the different countries. The correlations are is ttase much smaller (in most cases, between .133nd
than those of the rankings (which ranged betweemd.9, see sct. 4, ch. 4). Because the diffeseince
the quintile pictures can only come from those pacameters, the fact that the correlations between
rankings is much higher than the correlations betwemployment change matrices proves that most of
the variability in the quintile picture derives fnathe latter.
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of using nationally-specific job quality rankings other words, whether behind an
apparent plurality of patterns there could be alamevolution in the division of labour,
confounded by different national job quality rargsn In light of our results, we can
reject this hypothesis. The main source of the eskvariability in the patterns of job
growth is, in fact, a different distribution of efopment growth across the jobs
structure, not differences in the job quality ramgd. But it would be wrong to infer
from this that the national job quality rankings miat matter. They do have an impact
on the observed patterns of job growth: shifting jibb quality rankings leads in many
cases to significantly different results, which Wblead to different conclusions. What
we have proved is that the job quality rankings ravethe main source of variability,

not that they do not matter.

4. Convergence or parallel evolution of European jo structures

Why should we expect some process of convergenparatiel lagged evolution of job
structures? We have empirical evidence suggestiag such a process could be
important: in the last section of chapter 4, weenbsd an association between the level
of economic development and the structure of ermpéyt, with less developed
European countries having a downwards-biased jaltitgustructure (using the German
job quality quintiles as reference). This suggesime type of universal process of
evolutionary change in employment structures, agss that would involve parallel
developments but with time lags associated to tifierdnt initial positions, or a
convergence if the less developed countries woutdve faster to catch up with richer
countries. This kind of development would have argipport in the Social Sciences
literature, which has often taken an evolutionappraach that assumes that most
countries experience a roughly similar processtofctural change, only varying in
speed and timing. In fact, any explanation of thatgsns of transformation of
employment structures which is based in the eféédabne or more universal factors
(such as the TBTC theory discussed in section 2M)lves the assumption that all
employment structures evolve in similar ways, dretéfore that all differences are just

the result of different points of departure.

There are important reasons, however, to expecofiposite as well. The growing
degree of integration of national economies witBuropean or even global markets

could lead to the formation of a European (or glpldivision of labour, and
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consequently to a growing differentiation ratherarth convergence of national
employment structures. If different countries agio®s specialize in the production of
different goods or services for the internationarket, their employment structures
could tend to diverge, and this is likely to hav#edent implications in terms of job

quality as we are studying it in this thesis. The®iof structural economic change that
emphasize the importance of institutions, as wefld to be much less unidirectional in
their predictions: the transformation of employmstructures is not only affected by
universal factors such as technology or trade, hutthe intended or unintended
consequences of human behaviour, expressed orizshahrough the action of

institutions.

In the end, what we have is different alternativews of the factors explaining

structural change in employment, which lead toedéht hypothesis that ultimately
must be validated or invalidated empirically. Imstsection, we will specifically try to

assess whether there is evidence of similar ewwlaty paths in the transformation of
European employment structures in the last 15 ydams our jobs perspective. Even
though we will try to contribute to the clarificati of this issue, quite obviously we will
not be able to settle it. In fact, the followingawvehapters will also deal with this
fundamental issue of the degree of universalisthénpatterns of job growth in Europe
between 1995 and 2007.

In order to evaluate the importance of initial difnces in the patterns of job growth
between 1995 and 2007, we need to use a diffeepnésentation of change to the one
used previously in this chapter. The quintile mdthsed in figures 5.1-5.3 is not
suitable for our purposes here, because such mpet®n is totally focused on
nationally-specific relative change. The quintifes the year 2000 were constructed in
such a way that they divide total employment inheaountry in five equal-sized
groups. But it should be very clear by now thatsthive groups arequally-sized, not
equally-definedthe same job can be in the first quintile in @oentry and in the third
one in another. And this is not only because offdet that we use country-specific
rankings: the different quintile position of thevsajob in different countries is, in fact,
largely the result of the existence of differendesthe (initial) composition of the
division of labour. For instance, let us take a j@bich occupies exactly the same
ranking position (a low one) in countries A andiBcountry A has a large share of

employment in low-quality jobs, this job can beigsed to the second quintile, whereas
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if in country B the share of employment in low-gtialjobs is very low, it may be
assigned to the first quintile inste&dlf we want to compare employment structures
ignoring differences in job quality hierarchies, weed to use the same quintile
allocation across all countries. This is what wet idifigure 4.3 of the previous chapter:
using the German job quality quintiles as referepment, we created a set of
“counterfactual” quintile pictures which summarizgaphically the differences in the
division of labour from a job quality perspectifer the year 2000. In this section, we
use the same analytic strategy, but this time idymamic manner: using the 2000
German job quality quintiles, we will create a esrdf counterfactual charts that show
how the quintile picture of each country differedr the German in 1995 and 2007.
The comparison between those counterfactual geingictures shall allow us to
evaluate whether there is some evidence of conmeggén job quality structures or
similar paths of evolution. Figures 5.9-5.11 showapdically this counterfactual
dynamic analysis, while tables 5.111.1-5.111.3 pe@s a pseudo-parametrization similar to

the one utilized in the previous section.

Obviously, this analysis is constructed ignoring ttiifferences in the national job
guality rankings. This is necessary because, tahesconvergence hypothesis, we need
to fix a homogeneous metric, which is provided g German job quality quintiles in
this case. This does not mean that the differeimctee rankings are not important here:
in fact, as was the case in the previous sectibe, ¢comparison between the
counterfactual patterns shown in figures 5.9-5A4d the real patterns shown in figures
5.1-5.3 is a way to evaluate the role played byr#éimkings and the initial differences in

job quality structures in our results.

2 For instance, the high share of low-quality agdtimal employment in Southern European countries
fills most of the lowest quintile, leaving less nodor low-quality service jobs that occupy mostiud
lowest quintile in more advanced economies.
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Figure 5.9: Counterfactual job quality structures (wages), 1995 (white bar) to 2007 (black bar)
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Figure 5.10: Counterfactual job quality structures(education), 1995 (white bar) to 2007 (black bar)
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Figure 5.11: Counterfactual job quality structures(amenities), 1995 (white bar) to 2007 (black bar).

1,000 2,000
500

Absolute change (different periods) - aid
| [
g

0 00
0 100 200 300

5000 10,000

0 200 400 60O
0 2,000 4000 6,000
|
0
|

—
=

1,000

0 20 40 ©BO0
0 1,000 2,000
|

0 100 200 300
|

0 2,000 4,000 6,000

-
—
-

oo
s00

o s00 0 1,000

1

0 500 1,000 1,500
|
0 100 200
|

1,000
1,000

=

0 500 1,000 1,500
|
o 500

0 500
|
0 2,000 4,000 6,000
|
0 200 400 §OO
|

1,000

0 2,000 4,000 6,000

First, let us look at the country that will sen raference for this exercise: Germany.
The German structure of employment, as we alreadyk changed little between 1995
and 2007, destroying some employment in the midategting many jobs at the top and
some, though not so many, at the bottom (accorttinghe wage and educational
ranking: the amenities ranking shows an unambigupgsading). In overall terms, the
German transformation can be summarized as a naldripation strongly skewed
upwards (or alternatively, a slightly polarized tgujng). The fact that the German job
quality structure changed so little over the 19982 period makes it a convenient
reference point: basically, a convergence of jobligu structures would require the

counterfactual (non-German) job quality quintilezbming more even.

Do figures 5.9-5.11 provide evidence of such a eogence? Certainly, not
overwhelmingly, nor everywhere. Some of the coestrivhich were different initially
(such as Spain, Latvia, Lithuania, Greece, ItalBlmvenia) became significantly more
similar to Germany over the years (their quintiietyres reduced their initial skewness
towards the bottom). But some other countries whvelne also initially quite different
(such as Portugal, Finland, the UK or even Netheldh seemed to become even more

different, or at least their original differencerin the German job quality structure was
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not reduced. Other countries which were initialgry similar to Germany (such as

France, Luxemburg or Denmark) became clearly mmsrdilar over time.

The convergence hypothesis does not seem to fitwell these results. There are some
cases where our results may suggest some typenvEgence, but there are many
others that do not fit such hypothesis at all, eseggesting divergence rather than the
other way around. The effect is, nevertheless, w@nor in all cases: even where there

seems to be some convergence, most of the initiafehce remains.

That is what can be said by means of a simple visgpection. But as in the previous
section, there are so many parameters being repeeseimultaneously in figures 5.9-
5.11 that it may be difficult to identify clear patns in the differences between each
country and Germany. Again, we are doing here temdifice-in-differences type of
analysis (comparing the difference between eachtcpand Germany at the beginning
and at the end of the period), so that a simileeude-parametrization to the one
introduced in the previous chapter may help inttipg our results. This is done in
tables 5.111.1-5.111.3, which for each country shawfirst, the differences between the
quintiles of each country and Germany in 1995 ¢econd, the differences between the
quintiles of such country and Germany in 209y, third, the absolute difference-in-
differences betweex andy (z1); and fourth, the relative difference-in-differesc
betweenx andy (z2. The latter index, a ratio expressing how muchtred initial
difference remained in 2007, can be understood kisdaof convergence indeix this
case: positive values implying convergence withn@ery (increased similarity), and

negative values implying divergence (decreasedasiityj).
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Convergence towards Germany, educatinal quintiles
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Table 5.111.3: Convergence towards Germany, amenigs quintiles

Thez2index shows that most of the original dissimilapersisted in 2007 (only in one
country did the dissimilarity reduce by more thaaifhin Latvia). But of course, there
was no reason to expect a complete homogeneizaitiBnropean job quality structures
over this particular period of 12 years. In faat, most countries the original
dissimilarity was reduced over this period (in baictries for the wage index, 15 for the
educational index, and 16 for the amenities indles,values o2 are positive), which
suggests some convergence whose importance isutliffo evaluate. A possible way to
evaluate the extent of this convergence is to stadyelationship between the extent of
initial differences and the degree of convergemte@rinciple, the countries which were
initially more different from Germany should haveneerged faster than the countries
which were initially rather similar (whose dissianiity index should not have changed
that much). This is shown in figure 5.12, whichtplthe convergence indezx against

the initial dissimilarity indexx).

A process of convergence in job quality structuwesuld require a clear positive

association between initial dissimilarity and camence, and figure 5.12 does not show
that. Only the wage ranking suggests a significkgree of convergence, and only very
mildly (there are very clear outliers, such as Rygat, the Czech Republic or Denmark).

Certainly, figure 5.12 does not allow us to coneldldat convergence was an important
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driver behind the evolution of job quality struasaracross Europe. All our evidence (be
it the visual inspection of the convergence in d¢etfactual job quality quintiles or the
pseudo-parametric analysis) points to this samectiom. Convergence was not a

determinant factor, or only a very marginal one.
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Figure 5.12: Convergence in the three job quality gintiles vs. original dissimilarity

But there is a second way in which the initial elifnces would affect the patterns of
employment growth, even if there is no convergehtsfar as economic development
is associated with a particular sequence of tramsftions in the employment structure,
the observed differences in the patterns of jolwgranay simply reflect the different
stages of economic development of the Europeantgesiwe are studying here. Our
earlier analysis of convergence would not reflact effect, because we used a moving
target as point of reference: the fact that theerottountries did not become more like
Germany between 1995 and 2007 may prove that th@seno convergence, but not that
there was not a similar pattern of developmenbrtter to test this second idea, we can
keep Germany as reference, but rather than congpdhim initial structures of each
country and Germany versus the final structuresaeh country and Germany, we can
compare both the initial and final structures offeaountry to the initial structure of
Germany. If between 1995 and 2007 the countriechviare on a lower stage of
development became significantly more like Germanyl995, whereas those on a
similar or even higher stage of development becaroke dissimilar, we could take it as

evidence of the existence of a shared sequencansfbrmations in the jobs structure.

This second hypothesis finds slightly more suppodur data, although still the support
is by no means overwhelming or even conclusiveigare 5.13, we can see a plot of
the z2 index (in this case, based on the convergencertismine 1995 German job
quality structure) against the initial differenaegasured by the index (which in this

case is identical to the horizontal axis of fig@r&2, as the initial differences refer to
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Germany in 1995). The association between the degfreriginal dissimilarity and the

degree of final dissimilarity when the point ofesdnce is fixed to Germany in 1995 is

slightly better for the three job quality measul® can take the argument even further

and plot thez2 index against GDP per capita in PPP in 2000 (gpeef 5.14), which

can be taken as an indicator of the level of ecooa®velopment of each country. The

job quality structures as measured by educationvaages became more similar to

Germany in 1995 for most of the countries whose GiBP capita was below that of

Germany, whereas they became more dissimilar fat mbthe countries whose GDP

per capita was around the same level as Germaryeor higher (of course, there are

exceptions; like Ireland, which became much mamglar to Germany over these years

despite the fact that its PC GDP was already h)ghée effect, though, remains mild.
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Figure 5.14: Convergence in the three job quality gintiles to Germany 1995 vs. GDP PC in 2000

The overall conclusion for this exercise, therefasehat although there were important

differences in the job quality structures at thgibeing of the period, these differences

are not the main factor behind the observed pattefijob growth by job quality. Our

evidence suggests that such initial differenceggalaonly a minor role. Throughout the

period of 13 years covered here, the 23 countridsndt experience a process of
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convergence in their job quality structures, othigy did, it was very limited. Clearly,

there are other more important factors behind tifferdnt patterns of employment
growth by job quality, factors that we shall exglon the next section. We found
slightly more convincing evidence of the possipilihat the evolution of employment
structures would have followed a similar path ie tfifferent countries (which rather
than convergence, involves parallel paths withedéht starting points); but even in this
case, such an effect seems rather weak and probatiyndary to other most important

explanatory factors.

5. Conclusions

The first and most obvious conclusion that cantdaevd from the analysis carried out in
this chapter is that there was a considerable |glia the 1995-2007 patterns of job
growth across the European Union. Such findingctviin itself would not seem very
surprising (after all, we are speaking about veffgent countries, economic situations,
social systems), contrasts with most of the liteabn the implications of the changing
division of labour. Such literature, as argued hapter 2, is dominated by three broad
approaches which have in common a relatively detestic explanation, in which
organizational, technological and economic exogendactors would affect the
employment structures of advanced economies inlairand one-directional wa$s
Our findings prove that this is not the case, oleast it was not in the sample of 23
European countries and the period of 12 years edudere. There was a plurality of
patterns, and therefore a certain degree of inaktecy in the effects of the structural
evolution of the division of labour on job qualifihis suggests that even if all countries
are subject to similar exogenous mechanisms, thereendogenous mechanisms that

can alter the equation significantly, leading teedging results for job quality.

In terms of the method used here to study the noetiaf job growth by job quality, this
observed plurality could have two different sourctewe different evolution in the
employment structures and the different job quatdapkings across Europe. In the
second section of this chapter, we tried to evaltia relative importance of those two

main parameters behind the patterns of job growtbss Europe. We concluded that

3 Not all these theories have such deterministis:biaparticular, the trade/institutionalist potziion
hypothesis explicitly argues that the outcome efékiolution of the division of labour depends oa th
interaction between such exogenous factors (teolygand international trade for this hypothesig) an
endogenous institutions and political action.
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the main determinant for the observed country difiees is the differential
transformation of employment structures, with tiagional job quality rankings playing
only a secondary role. If the national job quabtyuctures changed in different ways
across Europe between 1995 and 2007, it is priyndéicause European countries
transformed their employment structures in differemays. This reinforces the
hypothesis that the different countries had sonexibillity to accommodate the
economic transformations brought about by technoédghange and globalization to
the organization of labour, with rather differemtplications for the quality of existing

jobs.

But there are still alternative possible explanaiof the observed plurality of patterns
which would retain a universalistic/deterministi@$ It could be that the observed
plurality of patterns was simply a result of théfetient initial positions: even if all
countries shared exactly the same sequence ofageweht in the division of labour, if
we compare different segments of that same seqyeitnieh is the case, because not all
countries were in 1995 in the same stage of ecandewelopment) we will inevitably
see different patterns. In section three of thiaptér, we tested the validity of this
hypothesis by fixing the same quintile structuraliocountries and evaluating whether
their evolutions were somehow converging or palalldl national employment
structures were reconstructed as if they were mastwof the German employment
structure at a different stage: the evolution opkryment in less developed European
countries over such counterfactual German structigr@ot lead to a significant level of
convergence towards the current German structurefimecan be taken as evidence that
convergence played a very secondary role (if anyhe patterns of job growth across
Europe between 1995 and 2007.

In any case, once we assume the existence of aipfuf patterns of job growth across

Europe, we can try to fit each of them to the thmages of change distilled from the
theoretical discussion of chapter 2. The downgmradiypothesis does not fit any of the
observed patterns of job growth (with the partiad ot very convincing exception of

Estonia), so we can safely reject it from our jpbsspective. The polarization image of
change fits the patterns of job growth of many ingoat countries (especially, some of
the big countries of continental Europe, such asr@ay, France and the Netherlands),
though only in two of the three job quality measur@ducation and wages, not

amenities). But in the sample of European counstadied here, the image of change
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which clearly predominates is one of upgradinghi@ job quality structure. When jobs
are ranked by wages, around half of the counthesvsan upgrading pattern; when jobs
are ranked by their educational level, three qusirtand when jobs are ranked by

amenities, nearly all countries seem to upgradie jible quality structures.

In fact, if we look at the patterns of job growthimtile by quintile, the support for the
upgrading hypothesis is even more overwhelmingidarly all countries, for the three
job quality dimensions, employment at the top gfester than in the middle or the
bottom. Even in some of the clearest cases of igal&on, as Germany or France, such
polarization was clearly skewed to the top. Thamf@another way to describe the
patterns of job growth across Europe between 19@52607 is that good jobs grew
vigorously nearly everywhere, whereas bad jobs gsmmificantly in some countries
(those in the first and second columns of figur® &nd middling jobs in some others

(those in the fourth column of figure 5.1).

Most of the differences in the patterns of job gilmvtherefore, took place in the bottom
and in the middle of the job quality structure: tbp looked rather similar everywhere.
In section 3 of this chapter, we proved that suiffereénces are mainly the result of a
different distribution of job creation and destiant across the different sectors and
occupations (not of the different job quality strues). This raises many questions that
we will try to answer in the following chapter. Whyid most countries expand
significantly their share of good jobs? What typpégobs are we talking about? Were
they the same types of jobs in all countries? @natiner hand, why did some countries
expand significantly their share of bad jobs? Whattors and occupations were
responsible for such development? In which waysewbkose countries different from
the rest? By decomposing the patterns of job grdwtibroad sectors of the economy,
we shall be able to get a better understandinghef mechanisms that explain the
differences observed across Europe. By further meosing those patterns by
employment status, we shall link the evolution ol jquality structures with recent

changes in employment regulation.






6. Understanding the patterns: decomposing the patns of job growth
by sector, occupation and type of employment relain

1. Introduction

In the previous section, we identified the broattgzas of employment growth by job
quality between 1995 and 2007 in 23 European castand linked them to the three
main images of change in the composition of thesaim of labour that appear in the
Social Sciences literature. In this section, we gol one step forward and try to explore
what lies behind those developments, by decompo#tiegn in terms of sector,
occupation and type of employment relation. In ipafar, we will try to identify the
sources of variation and similarity in the patteohgob growth across Europe, using the

theoretical framework discussed in the second enast the yardstick of our analysis.

It is, in fact, debatable whether in this chapterwill really do explanatory analysis or
we will remain at an exploratory or even descriptievel. A proper explanatory
analysis of the differences in the patterns of gobwth across Europe would require
studying directly the mechanisms behind technicatganizational and social
innovation, which is obviously beyond our possthEb in this thesis. Our approach in
this chapter is much less ambitious, yet we beli@vean provide very useful
information for the interpretation of the differascin the patterns of job growth across

Europe, and for linking them to the theoretical dtyyeses discussed earlier.

The approach used here for the analysis of theugwaol of European employment
structures is based on what we have called thenaligx, which is a detailed system of
classification of employment into jobs defined sitaneously by sector and occupation

at a relatively detailed level. So far, we havelgs®d this evolution only from the
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perspective of job quality: the information on se@nd occupation has only been used
to classify employment into jobs. But in fact, #cnd occupation contain very useful
information for the interpretation of the patterofsevolution of employment by job
quality: they directly classify employment in terna$ the horizontal and vertical
dimensions of the division of labour, as arguedcihapter 2. Because sector and
occupation are the basis of the jobs matrix, thitep@s of job growth shown in the
previous chapter can be easily decomposed by aaggregation of those two
dimensions. In other words, we can see what wapréngse contribution of each sector
and occupation to the change of each of the gestiThis shall allow us to evaluate
more directly the evolution of employment by jobality from the perspective of
changes in the composition of the division of labdiuis this type of analysis that can

most directly answer the big questions posed ag¢tineof chapter 2.

This detailed analysis of the contribution of eaelstor and occupation to the different
patterns of job growth in Europe will be done irctg@n 3. But before such analysis, in
section 2 we will evaluate the relative contribatiof each of the two dimensions
defining the jobs matrix (sector and occupationpaghole. The jobs matrix is defined
by both sector and occupation, the assumption b#iag the division of labour is
defined by those two dimensions: but this does mean that both dimensions are
equally important in terms of the evolution of jajuality from a compositional
perspective. It may be that the change in the ceitipo of employment by sector, for
instance, is irrelevant for the evolution of jobatity as defined in this project, and that
such evolution is totally determined by shifts mpoyment across occupational levels.
By constructing two counterfactual pictures of eoyphent growth by job quality, one
which keeps constant the structure of occupatiodstle other the structure of sectors,
we will be able to evaluate the relative contribatiof each dimension to the

transformation of the employemnt structure withpeeg to job quality.

Then, in section 4, we will add a further dimenstorthe analysis, by differentiating
employment by type of contract. This differentiatiaill be done in terms of two
different variables: the employment status of tbée f[with three categories: self-

employed, permanent employees and contingent emgi)yand part-time statigwith

" As explained in section 4 of the theoretical chapie opted to leave out supply-side factors foam
analysis, which means that we will not discussatbgociation between gender and part-time employment
nor gender in general. For the association betweader and the expansion of part-time employment in
Europe, see our previous work in Mufioz de Bustfernandez-Macias and Antén 2008 (especially,
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two categories: full-time and part-time workersheTjobs matrix is defined in terms of
the division of labour from a material perspectiraighly speaking, it is a classification
of all workers within an economy in terms of theeg of products and services they
produce (horizontal division of labour, or sectasyl in terms of the types of skills and
responsibilities they deploy at work (vertical digin of labour, or occupations). The
contract of employment is a transversal dimensmihis basic differentiation, which

cuts across its categories and belongs to a differealm. Sector and occupation
classify workers in terms of their contribution pooduction, and reflect the material
relations of production; type of contract classifiworkers in terms of the relation
binding them to the organization where they wonkg aeflect the social relations of
production. Therefore, the decomposition of thetgquas of job growth by type of

contract introduces an institutional element in #rmalysis, which shall allow us to

evaluate whether the regulation of production retfet (in a very basic sense) played

some role in the patterns of employment growthdiyquality.

In the previous two sections, we used three diffej@b quality rankings to characterize
the structure of employment: one based on wagespttier on the educational level of
job-holders and the third one based on non-pecurj@s attributes. Having three

different measures contributed to the robustnessunfanalysis and interpretations,
because we could contrast the results obtainedyusia three approaches. In this
section, which will be based on a graphical decasitjpm of the broad patterns

discussed earlier, it would be totally impractitaluse again the three rankings, as it
would require multiplying by three all the figuregithout adding much information in

most cases. It seems much more sensible to usepaelgf the three rankings for all the
decompositions of this chapter, or alternativelyn®erge the three rankings into one and
use it for the decompositions. The latter altes@atias the problem of introducing a
new ranking (a merged one) that has not been uséar,sand which therefore cannot
be related to any earlier analysis. It is obviougtgeferable to use one of the three
rankings which we have been using up to now, buthvlbne? The ranking based on
the multidimensional non-pecuniary index of job lifyas out of the question because
it does not cover the whole of the jobs matrix |@aves out more or less 10% of
employment) and it is not country-specific: thigkimg is useful as a complement to the

other two, but it cannot be used as a standaldmejyality measure. The educational

chapter 2); for the association between the pattefijob growth and gender, see Fernandez-Macias an
Hurley 2009 (especially, chapter 5).
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ranking has very good technical properties (it cewbe whole sample, it is country-
specific, and draws from the same source as thdogmpnt data), but it is the most
indirectly linked to job quality, which also disdiis it as a standalone job quality
measure. The best choice, therefore, is the wagking which covers the whole
sample, is country-specific and has a direct ind@iple relationship (even if this
relationship is not without problems) to the coricepjob quality. Nevertheless, in
annex 7 we include the same graphical decompositised in the body of this chapter

but based on the two other job quality rankings.

2. What drives the change in the quintiles: sectaor occupation?

The jobs matrix, our picture of the division of ¢aly within each country, is constructed
as a big table of employment by sector and occopaiihe main aim of this thesis is to
evaluate from a job quality perspective how sudbsjmatrix changed between 1995
and 2007: hence the quintile approach used inrénéqus chapter. But because each of
the two variables defining the matrix representsnaension of the division of labour, a
natural question to ask oneself is whether oného$d two dimensions is driving the
change in job quality represented by the quintit@upe, or whether the two are equally

important.

Although our general approach in this thesis dagdnvolve any strong assumption in
this respect, it may be argued that both dimensghmild have some importance in
terms of the evolution of the division of labouorn a job quality perspective. If only
one of the two dimensions would explain most of trensformations of the jobs
structure from a job quality perspective, it wosithply be unnecessary to use the other
one. The theoretical frameworks discussed in chapteon the other hand, have
different assumptions with regards to the relativgortance of each of these two
dimensions. For instance, the downgrading hyposhesits more emphasis in the
importance of changes in the organization of woithiw companies: hence, it would
argue that changes in the occupational structurddndrive the effects of the evolving
division of labour on job quality. The upgradingpmghesis puts much more emphasis
in big-scale sector shifts in employment as the nmdriver of changes in the
composition of job quality (from industries to sees, and from personal and
distribution services to information and knowledggvices), although it also assumes

an upgrading trend at the occupational level (witkense growth of technical,
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professional and managerial occupations). The reiffie flavours of the polarization
hypothesis vary in this respect: the trade/insanaélist theories seems to put somewhat
more emphasis on sectorial shifts in employmenteredis the technological variety

emphasizes much more shifts in the occupationattsire.

A simple but effective way of testing whether ommehsion of the division of labour is
driving the changes in the structure of job qualktyo redo the analysis using only one
dimension for constructing the jobs matrix, thekiags and the quintiles. The basic
unit of analysis in our approach is the job, delires a specific combination of
occupation and sector. If one of those two dimarsiwas irrelevant for the changes in
the structure of job quality, the results obtainsthg only the other dimension should
be very close to the results obtained using thedineensions. For instance, if only the
sector was relevant for job quality, all occupasiomithin each sector would tend to
cluster together (with very similar values in terofigob quality, and very different from
the values of the same occupations in differentosgc and only the sector would
determine the allocation of each job to the questilin such case, using only the 60
sectors as the basis of the analysis (ignoring mattons) would produce essentially the

same results as using the full jobs matrix.

Figure 6.1 presents again the original pattern®ifgrowth discussed in the previous
chapter (shown as white bars; these patterns ofjowvth are based on using the full
jobs matrix, defined by sector and occupation), ddding two new series of figures
which represent the patterns of job growth obtaimé@n using only ISCO and only
NACE as a basis. At the left-hand side of the blaictyv represents the original results,
we can see the patterns of job growth obtainedsiiyguonly ISCO for defining the jobs
matrix: this bar can be identified by its dark gmjour. At the right hand-side, in a
light grey colour, we can see the pattern of jobwgh obtained when only sectors
(NACE) are used.

5 |n fact, the main exponents of the technologicaibjuced polarization hypothesis within this jobs
approach, Goos and Manning, in some cases us¢eanadive jobs matrix defined only by occupation,
assuming that the results are broadly the samegq @t Manning 2007).
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Figure 6.1: Patterns of job growth using only ISCO}SCO and NACE (original), and only NACE

These alternative figures must be understood as gnsapproximation. The wage
ranking we have at our disposal was originally ¢rtsed for jobs (occupations within
sectors), so for redoing the quintiles based omlysectors or occupations, we had to
generate a weighted average of the normalized mgrpsitions of all the jobs whithin
each sector or occupation. Then, all employment assigned into five groups
(quintiles), according to the average ranking posibf each sector (or occupation).
Because the number of sectors (60) and occupa(@B)sis much smaller than the
number of jobs (1600), these quintiles are morevemethan the original quintiles,
which may generate some distortions in the patterbat should serve as a reasonable
approximation —. Finally, the change in the nuntifgseople employed in each of those
five groups between 1995 and 2007 is plotted ior8g6.1, together with the original
patterns as explained earlier. These new figullestetore, are just than a simpler
version of the original analysis, using only 26 wgations or 60 sectors as the basis
instead of 1,600 jobs.

Neither of these two alternative figures are a \@ogd match of the original patterns of
job growth, which proves that both dimensions nmatteother words, using only one of

the two dimensions for the analysis implies loosiog much information: the results
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are so distorted that they would lead to differemriclusions. That said, it seems quite
clear by looking at figure 6.1 that using only IS@@ get a much closer approximation
to the original results than using only NACE — desphe fact that the number of
categories in ISCO is three times smaller. In nuastes, the patterns of job growth
obtained by using only NACE are rather differemnfr the original patterns, whereas
the patterns obtained by using only ISCO look imyneases approximately similar. So
if we have to point to one of the two dimensionstls main driver behind the
transformation in the structure of employment bl puality, it would be ISCO. But
again, even in the case of ISCO, using only oneedsion would mean loosing too
much information and distorting the real patterfigal growth. Neither ISCO nor
NACE on their own can reflect adequately the ewvotutof employment from a job

quality perspetive.

In fact, the results shown in figure 6.1 pointhe existence of a significamtteraction
between the two dimensions that form the jobs math there is a different
occupational composition in each sector, for instéara change in the structure of
employment by sectors will transform the overalimpmsition of employment by
occupations indirectlyeven if there is no change in the occupational ausitjpn
within each sectorThe interpretation of the impact of occupationtiom patterns of job
growth would in that case be totally different: aauld even argue that all the impact of
occupation is spurious, because it would just Beoanpositional) result of a change in

the structure of employment by sectors.

Following this argumentation, we can try a secasi of the impact of each individual
variable: by fixing the structure of occupationghan sectors at the level of 2000, we
can eliminate the net impact of occupation (leavordy the compositional effect
through the change in sectors explained earlied,then see how much do the results
change. The underlying question of such exercideoig much would the job quality
structure have changed if only the sectorial contipoms had changed, and the
composition of employment by occupation within eaector had remained constant.
We can do the same exercise keeping constant sewittin occupations, and by
comparing the results in both cases, we can seehwhdividual dimension had a

largest effect on its own.
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Figure 6.2: Counterfactual (keeping constant one diension) vs. original patterns of job growth

The results of this analysis is shown in figure. &2 important to notice that the logic
behind this exercise is different from that behfiglre 6.1. In figure 6.1, we just

constructed two simpler versions of the jobs apghpasing only sector or occupation
as the basis. In figure 6.2, we used the full jotadrix of the original analysis, but we
manipulated it to generate two sets of counterfdasults to eliminate the net effect of
each of the dimensions. These counterfactual sesudre generated by making the
occupational structure within each sector congianproportional terms) at the level of
2000/° Therefore, only the sector structure changed; ahdthe change in the

occupational structure was due to the change iretlagive size of each sector.

"8 For instance, for constructing the quintile pietwith ISCO fixed at the 2000 level, we did the
following transformations to the each original natll jobs matrix: 1) we calculated the proportién o
employment that each occupation represented wéthih sector (for instance, the proportion of office
clerks — ISCO 41 —in construction — NACE 45 — 8&6% in Spain in 2000); 2) we multiplied the
number of people employed in each sector and eaahly the vector of proportions generated in the
previous step (that is, the original number ofe#fclerks in construction in 1995 was substitutethie
total number of workers in construction in 1995 tiplied by 0.0366, etc.); 3) with such counterfadtu
jobs matrix (in which only NACE changed throughthe years, with the ISCO structure frozen in 2000
for the whole period) we recalculated the quinpddterns in the same way as we did in the previous
chapter.
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As in the previous case, figure 6.2 contains tliflerent parameters for each country
and quintile. The first one, on the left, and reprged with dark grey bars, shows the
patterns of job growth with NACE fixed at the 208t@ucture: therefore, all the change
represented by these bars is solely the resukifis sn employment across occupations.
The second one, represented in the middle andanithite bar, represents the original
results: that is, this bar is identical to the bsin®wn in figure 6.1 of the previous
chapter. The third one, represented at the rightilsade for each quintile with a light
grey bar, shows the patterns of job growth with@sitxed at the 2000 level: hence, all
the change represented by these light grey barsolisly the result of shifts in

employment across sectors.

In this case, the alternative figures are mucheelts the original results, both for ISCO
and NACE. This was to be expected, since the efitetich variable on the patterns of
job growth also includes the indirect compositiomapact through the other variable.
But the important thing is that the results shownfigure 6.2 confirm our earlier

conclusions based on a simpler approach. If orteeofwo dimensions explained all the
change in the structure of job quality between 1888 2007, the counterfactual results
keeping fixed such dimension would be flat (as waild have eliminated all change),
whereas the counterfactual results keeping constenither dimension would look

identical to the original results. This does noppen in any case: which proves that
both variables have a significant influence ongh#erns of job growth. But as we also
observed in figure 6.1, it seems quite clear tB&® played a more significant role than
NACE in the change of the structure of job quallty. most cases, the patterns of job
growth by occupations (keeping sector constantpar similar to the original results,

much more than the patterns obtained when onlystietor shifts in employment

(keeping occupations constant) are taken into adcdine shape of the light grey bars
representing change with ISCO fixed within eachiceare clearly flatter than the dark

grey bars representing change with NACE fixed.

Figure 6.2 suggests a systematic geographic patietime relative importance of both
dimensions, something which was not so clear inrég6.1. In a few countries we
cannot say that ISCO drives the transformationhef job quality structure, but the
evolution of both dimensions of the division of daio seem to be equally important (the
shifts across NACE categories are as importanheshifts across ISCO). This is the

case in most Southern and Eastern European cauynamel to a lesser extent, also in
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Germany, Austria and Luxemburg. What this seemsuggest is that the vertical
dimension of the division of labour is crucial ftme evolution of job quality in

structural terms in all stages of economic develepin whereas the horizontal
dimension seems to loose importance with economawtty. This seems rather
plausible. The move towards a service economy, hwkakes place at relatively low
levels of economic development (in an Europeanecdjtinvolves large-scale shifts in
employment across sectors with important impligegidor job quality. In countries
which are already service economies, sector shittsikely to loose relevance for the
structural evolution of job quality (with occupatal shifts taking an even more

prominent role).

3. Decomposing the patterns of job growth by occupi@n and sector

Now that we have seen that both dimensions of itvision of labour play an important
role in the evolution of job quality as presentedthe quintile picture (although
occupation is more important than sector, espgciall higher levels of economic
development), we can proceed to a detailed anabysise contribution of the different
sectors and occupations to the growth of the dastin the different countries. Of
course, we will not be able to analyse in full detae whole list of 60 sectors and 26
occupations: instead, we will use a reaggregatibath variables into 9 broader
categories. In the case of occupation, we will $ympse the one-digit level of

aggregation of the ISCO classification; in the cafeNACE, we will use our own

reaggregation based on different proposals availabthe literature, and explained in
section 2.1 of chapter 4 of this thesis.

3.1. A decomposition of the patterns of job growth by 9 broad occupational levels

The 9 one-digit occupational codes of ISCO sumreathe information contained in the
full list of 26 occupations used for the constraotdf the jobs matrix in a way which is
both meaningful for our purposes (in terms of tleetigal division of labour) and

manageable. These 9 categories, which are defimeerms of the skill contents and
skill levels of jobs, broadly correspond to the alsuierarchical levels within productive
organizations, from managers (group 1), throughgssionals, technicians (groups 2
and 3), administrative and service workers (grdupsid 6), to skilled, semi-skilled and

unskilled workers (groups 7, 8 and 9). Of courbés toes not mean that all real-life
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organizations have employees of all these differgmtes: many organizations,
depending on their type of activity (hence therat&ion between occupation and sector
mentioned in the previous section), would only hexekers in two or three categories.
Furthermore, the one-digit ISCO classification bas group that does not fit into such
idealized organizational structure: group 6 referskilled agricultural workers, which

is a category more pertinent in terms of secton tinaterms of occupation (although it
certainly involves distinct skills, which is why is a category of ISCO). But
nevertheless, the analysis of the contributiorheké 9 broad categories to the patterns
of job growth across Europe should help us intérrese patterns from the perspective

of the division of work within productive organizats.

In line with the analytical strategy employed so ifathis thesis, our analysis will be
primarily based on a graphical representation efdbntribution, in absolute terms, of
each occupational category to the growth (or detlof each quintile over the period
1995-2007, country by country. Figure 6.3 showshstepresentation for the three
upper categories of ISCO at the one-digit level:nagers, professionals and
technicians. The five bars for each country shéodd rather familiar, because they are
in fact basically the same as those discusseckiprtvious chapter (in fact, they are not
completely identical, because the different occiopal categories can have
contradictory and therefore compensating contrilmsti— the overall figure being the
net sum of the contribution from all categoriesWjthin each bar, the contribution of
each occupational group is represented with diffiecelours: in this case, managers are
represented in black, professionals in dark greghnicians in light grey and all the
other categories (together) in white. The inteigiieh of these charts, therefore, should
be relatively easy. For instance, for the Netheldarwe can see that almost all job
growth in the 8 quintile (that is, the highest paid jobs) corresped to professional
occupations, with some small contribution from ngera. The growth of the fourth
quintile was the result of the expansion of teciams and professionals — both
categories contributed almost equally —, whereasctntribution of managerial jobs to
this quintile was in fact negative (though very #indhe category of technicians also
contributed marginally to the expansion of the selcquintile. The bottom and the
middle quintiles had almost no contribution fronesk three upper categories of ISCO

in the Netherlands.
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Figure 6.3: The contribution to job growth of managers, professionals and technicians
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Figure 6.4: The contribution to job growth of clerks and service workers
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Figure 6.6: The contribution to job growth of craft workers, operators and elementary occupations
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3.1.a) Managers, professionals and technicians

In the 23 countries shown in figure 6.3, withouteption, the growth of the top quintile
was dominated by the category of professional wstke some cases, the category of
managers also added significantly to the growthth® jobs with highest median
earnings: most notably, in Belgium, Finland, Fran&astria, Spain, Ireland and the
UK. In many other countries, the category of managobs grew very marginally,
although always around the top of the wage stract@iithough not as universally as for
professionals in the top quintile, the categorytexthnicians tended to dominate the
growth of the second highest quintile, in a fewesasven extending its reach into the
third quintile. The contribution of these three exgiries to the bottom quintiles was

close to zero in all countries (and negative in &avg.
3.1.b) Clerical and service workers

Figure 6.4 shows a similar breakdown for cleriaal aervice occupations, which would
occupy a middling position in our earlier idealizedyanizational structure. In fact, as
we can see, these two categories contributed mastihe growth of the mid-low

quintiles, although there is considerably more afatity here than in the case of
managerial-professional occupations. The growtkes¥ice occupations explains most
of the expansion of the bottom quintile in thoseurdoes where such quintile did
expand: basically, in the polarizing countries.9pain, Austria, the UK and Greece,
service occupations tend to be in the second rédfiaer the lowest quintile: in all these
countries, the second quintile grew much more ttren first. Portugal is the only

country where service occupations account for aifsignt part of the growth of the

third quintile. In general, the contribution of k@l occupations was considerably
smaller (in some cases, most notably in Denmarlenenegative), and generally

concentrated on the second and third quintiles.
3.1.c) Skilled agricultural workers

Figure 6.5 shows the contribution to the quintilgtterns of the category of skilled
agricultural workers. As mentioned earlier, thidegary is a hybrid of sector and
occupation: in fact, as we shall see later, itsiltesare almost identical as those of the
primary sector, so we will discuss them with moegad later. Here, we will only

briefly mention that this occupational group cdmtited negatively to job growth in
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most cas€d, especially where the primary sector still emplaysizeable proportion of
the population. In most cases, such (negative)itotion took place in the bottom two
quintiles: in fact, where agriculture contributadnsficantly to employment change, it

tended to depress growth at the bottom of the sageture.
3.1.d) Skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled workers

Much more interesting for our present purposesigsiré 6.6, which shows the
contribution to the patterns of job growth of theee categories of “workers” in the
most traditional sense. The category of craft oatiops includes not only skilled
workers in the industrial sector, but also builditgdes workers: because the
construction sector has had such a dynamic andsdivevolution across Europe in
recent years, the evolution of employment in thegary of craft occupations has been
in many countries dominated by developments in ttoaon. In most countries, craft
occupations tend to occupy the middle quintile, st happened in this particular
category explains in many countries a large partwbht happened in the middle
quintile, with widely varying developments acrossigtries. In those countries which
experienced a construction boom between 1995 afd, Zuch as Spain, Ireland and
most Eastern Member States, the category of crafkevs expanded considerably and
consequently, the middle quintiles as Welalthough in Ireland the position of this
category is abnormally high, contributing mostlythe growth of the fourth quintif8).
On the other hand, there were some countries, lyo&drmany, where the construction
industry collapsed over this period, and the cate@d craft workers destroyed large
amounts of employment in middling and mid-low job&t in other countries, this
category did not change much in terms of employmemtit contributed little to the
patterns of job growth. In the next section we Wwilbk more in detail at the specific

contribution of construction to the patterns of grbowth.

" The main exception is Portugal; see note 76.

8 In the transition economies of Eastern Europegthere simultaneously important expansions and
contractions in this category across the diffecgnitiles (for instance, in Slovakia there was an
important expansion of craft workers in the secquithtile, while the third, fourth and fifth quirgis
shrinked for this category). Where there is a esjmam it tends to be associated to the construcimmor;
where there is a contraction, it tends to be aasediwith skilled industrial workers affected b thrge-
scale restructuring carried out in these countridke last couple of decades (see Kattel, Reamit
Suurna 2009: 12; also Crespo and Fontoura 20&/666).

9 In the early 2000s, activity in construction ielind was growing at a truly phenomenal pace, which
led to considerable shortages of labour (especiéilied and semi-skilled craft construction worRer
and consequently to abnormally high increaseslafytevels. From 1998 to 2003, hourly earningthia
construction sector in Ireland increased by 57% highest proportional increase among all sectotiseo
Irish economy over that period (see Casey 2009).p.
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The second main category of workers, operatorsamsemblers, is the most directly
linked to traditional industrial employment, andvseery little change over this period
except in three Central-Eastern Member States (CRepublic, Slovakia and Hungary)
which experienced a very important expansion invpeadustries over this period. As
we can see in figure 6.5, this expansion led toctteation of many jobs of mid-low

salaries in these countries.

Finally, the evolution of elementary occupationscéch-all category which basically
comprises unskilled jobs across different typesdivity) was strongly linked to the
growth of the bottom quintile. As in the case afvigge occupations, employment in this
category only expanded in those countries whictesgpced growth in the very bottom
of the employment structure (basically, the poklian countries plus Spain and
Austria).

3.1.e) Some final remarks

In all European countries, there is a strong aatioci between the five quintiles (which
we should recall, are five equal-sized groups @isjoanked by their median hourly
wages) and the nine occupational levels of ISCOndrst countries, professionals and
managers dominate the fifth quintile, techniciams ftourth, clerks and skilled workers
the third, service and unskilled workers the twétdra quintiles. The association is so
strong, that the evolution of employment by quegiband the evolution of employment
by the nine occupational levels of ISCO are to s@xent the same thing: the top
expanded everywhere because there was a wideggxpadsion of the professional and
technical groups; the behaviour of the middle depenargely on the evolution of craft
workers; and the bottom expanded where low-skilexvice and industrial occupations

expanded.

As we argued earlier, it is debatable whether type of analysis is really explanatory
or simply exploratory. In our view, the most im@ort thing is that, by putting the
patterns of job growth in the context of the eviolmtof employment by occupational
levels, it does expand our capacity to understhatht If we go back to the hypotheses
derived from the specialized literature, we cantbe¢ our results do fit relatively well
the predictions of the post-industrial theories iGhnot only predicted a generalized
upgrading of employment structures, but specifychtiked it to a large expansion of
the professional and technician occupations), wtdlentradicting strongly the

predictions of the downgrading hypothesis (not omhere was no generalized
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downgrading, but there was obviously not a shiftvamds the most unskilled
occupations) and mildly the hypothesis of polar@at(in those countries that did
experience a polarization of their employment dtie; the occupational patterns do fit
the predictions of the polarizing hypothesis: bevertheless, this only happened in a

minority of countries in Europe).
3.2. A decomposition of the patterns of job growth by 9 broad sectors

In this section, we are going to study the secymachics which are behind the patterns
of job growth identified in the previous chaptearEhis, we will use a reclassification
of the 60 sector codes used in the constructidheofobs matrix into 9 broad categories
which capture the most important distinctions betwéhe types of economic activity

mentioned in the literature.

In many ways, this breakdown of the patterns of gobwth is even more informative
than the occupational one which we discussed ipteeious section, precisely because
the association between the quintiles and the oot so strong as the association
between the quintiles and the nine 1-digit occupeti codes of ISCO (so that it adds
more new information). The analysis of this sectt@m be linked to the tradition of
studying the sector dynamics of economic developroe€lark (1944), Kuznets (1963)
and Fourastié (1963), with the limitation of cowmgria much shorter time span than
those seminal works but the added value of puiting the context of our two core
concepts: the division of labour and job qualitheTshorter time span of our study
means that the long-term dynamics which were thadmf these classic studies will be
confounded by developments of a cyclical naturejcwimay make it difficult to
evaluate the implications of our results in thegenterm. Nevertheless, we will try to
take this into account as much as we can whilerpnééing our results, trying to

differentiate long-term and short-term transformiasi in the employment structure.

We will use the same analytical strategy as inpifeious section: taking advantage of
the fact that the patterns of job growth are peifeecomposable by any classification
of jobs by sector or occupation, we can represexgtgcally the individual contribution

of each sector to the change in each quintile @mnahtry) over the period 1995-2007.
Figures 6.7 to 6.10 present such graphical decoitmuus of the patterns of job growth
by nine broad sectors of the economy, which areséimee ones used in chapter 4 of this
thesis for a static analysis of the different ergpient structures across Europe (see that

chapter for details of the construction of thesg§regated sectors).
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Figure 6.7 shows the contribution to the growtrea€h quintile over the period of the
primary sector and construction. Contrary to figu@8, 6.9 and 6.10, there is no
particular reason for representing these two settgether: they are very distinct on all
accounts, and we only represent them togetherdardo limit the number of figures.
Therefore, we will discuss the contribution of eaoh the primary sector and

construction separately, as if they were representdifferent figures.
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Figure 6.7: The contribution to job growth of the grimary sector and construction
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Figure 6.8: The contribution to job growth of low and high technology industries
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Figure 6.9: The contribution to job growth of low and high knowledge intensive services
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Figure 6.10: The contribution to job growth of public administration, education and health

3.2.a) The primary sector

The evolution of employment in the primary sectoiEurope between 1995 and 2007
reflects the last 12 years of a very long procdsdesadence which started with the
Industrial Revolution. The agricultural sector degéd employment across Europe
between 1995 and 2007, most intensively in thosmities which still had a sizeable
proportion of agricultural employment in the bedimn of this periof® (in the South

and East of Europe), but also in some of the mdstm@ced economies (such as
Germany, France, Finland or Luxemburg). As we caa m figure 6.7, this net

destruction of agricultural employment affected thothe three lowest quintiles: that
is, the evolution of employment in the primary seatontributed to the destruction of

relatively low paid jobs, quite significantly indtSouth and East of Europe.

8 The only exception is Portugal, which accordinghi® Eurostat ELFS data used in this Project,
expanded its agricultural sector by more or lessA@ workers between 1995 and 2007. Between 1995
and 1997 in Portugal, according to this data, egmpbnt in agriculture expanded rather strongly, and
after that it went down and stabilized in relatigems (although in absolute terms it increasedyvasall
employment grew, which is what explains the groafti00.000 workers shown in figure 6.7). These
figures are not only contradictory with historite#nds and the developments in similar countrias, b
even with other statistical sources from Eurostath as the agricultural statistics published inoEtat
2007a. There must be some problem with the ELF& afaagricultural employment in Portugal, but we
could not find any documentation. Slovenia alsoegigmced a very small expansion of agricultural
employment over the period 1996-2007, of aroun@d@workers.
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3.2.b) Construction

Of all sectors discussed here, construction isntlest obviously affected by cyclical
economic factors. Employment in construction tetadgrow very rapidly in economic
expansions, and to plummet in crises, so it is ywdifficult to evaluate the long-term
implications of any development in this sector (3sehetter and Lukasiewicz 1983).
The period we are analysing here, from 1995 to 280@Faradigmatic in this respect: in
many countries, there was a long construction bagmch led to an exceptional
expansion of employment, only to collapse drambyicdter 2007 destroying as many
jobs as it had created earlier, and a few more. it chief examples of such
development are Spain and Ireland, but similareiats took place in many Eastern
European countries (and to a lesser extent al$talyy Greece, Portugal, the UK and
Austria). On the other hand, during this same petieere was one European country
which actually experienced, for idiosyncratic reasoa long and deep contraction of
employment in this sector: Germany. The reunifaratbf Germany in the first half of
the nineties inflated an earlier bubble which sioweflated between 1995 and 2007
(see Walter 2002), while many other European camtrere creating their own ones.
And finally, in many other countries (all excepbsie mentioned earlier) construction

did not expand nor contract very significantly stperiod.

All these developments are certainly reflectedunaata, as can be seen in figure 6.7. It
is particularly interesting to see their implicasofor the overall structure of job quality
in the different countri€s In general, construction tends to be located raothe
middle quintile (with some exceptions), and as ¢heere such wide variations in the
evolution of employment in the construction secemross Europe, this sector
determined in most cases the evolution of middjatxs. Therefore, the countries which

experienced a boost in construction tended to ekpaonsiderably their share of

81 Nevertheless, we have to mention a limitationwf approach with respect to this specific sector.
Because of the way NACE and ISCO are defined atvtbedigit level, around two thirds of all workers
in construction are in most countries assignedgimgle cell (NACE code 45, ISCO code 71: that is,
trade workers in the construction sector). Thismsemlarge number of workers: in many countries,
around 4% of all employment is concentrated in simgle cell. This may be stressing too much tts jo
approach, which assumes that all workers withinagikecarry out the same type of economic activity,
are required the same type of skills and respditabi and enjoy the same type of job quality fwiat
taking into account differences between workerthénsame cell which are the result of career effect
working in different companies). The ISCO and NA€&ssifications at the two-digit level may not be
detailed enough for the construction sector. Thissdhot mean that the results shown in figure &7 a
wrong, only that they are probably less precise foa other sectors (many jobs that should be
differentiated within this sector are aggregatdd msingle one, and its aggregate median wagéi Qusi
this job in the middle quintile in most countries).
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middling jobs (middle-high paying jobs in the caddreland, middle-low in Slovakia,
Hungary and Estonia). In Germany, the long recessicconstruction over this period
is the main factor behind the deep through in thedfe of the job quality structure
(more than three quarters of a million jobs wers ia construction over this period,
most of them located in the third quintile). Sueinge shifts in the middle of the job
quality structure were absent in most of the coestwhere construction remained more
or less stagnant over this period. So the evolutibemployment in the middle was

mostly determined by developments in the conswaciectof?

The fact that any large expansion (or contractinrthe construction sector is likely to
be a cyclical development, fundamentally unsustdenan the long run, makes it
interesting to consider how would the evolutioreofployment have looked without the
construction effect. In the case of Spain and Aaisthe patterns of job growth would
have fitted more a polarizing than an upgradinggenaln the case of Ireland, the
polarization would have looked even stronger (byrdssing the second highest
quintile). The polarization of Germany, on the otheand, would remain, but
considerably softened (something similar would hawappened in Slovakia and
Hungary). So overall, we would have seen a bit afrenpolarization, although the
overall plurality of patterns would remain (the Bxamn of employment in construction

had little impact on the overall patterns in maoyrries).
3.2.c) Manufacturing industries

Figure 6.8 shows the contribution to the patterhgob growth of the manufacturing
sector, which is split in two sub-sectors accordingtheir technological intensity
following an OECD proposal, as explained in chagtgHatzichronoglou 1997). We
can immediately see that the contribution of tleistsr to the patterns of job growth was
quite small between 1995 and 2007 in most countakisough this does not mean that
such development is not relevant for our purpo$és. fact that manufacturing, which
still accounts for around one fifth of the workipgpulation in most countries, remained
more or less stagnant in absolute terms in a peodbdyeneralized employment
expansion means that it shrinked in relative teramg] this certainly had implications

for the structure of employment by job quality v&es shall see now.

82 Construction tended to dominate the evolutiorhefthird quintile for another important reasonywes
will see later: the manufacturing sectors thatitiadlly pulled the expansion of mid-paid jobs wer
stagnant over this period (despite the fact theit hare in the third quintile was still importgrand
services did not create mid-paid jobs.
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In general, Low Technology Industries tend to beated quite low in our job quality
quintiles: in most countries, between one and thiod$ of the lowest quintile is
accounted for by this sub-sector. Low Technologgubiries destroyed employment
everywhere in Europe (with the single and surpgsaxception of the Netherlands),
contributing in some cases quite significantly he shrinking of the lowest quintiles.
Such negative contribution was specially importantNew Member States, as a
consequence of the economic transition that thegetdes experienced over the period
studied and which involved the intense restructurof many old and inefficient
industries of the Communist period (see CrespoFordoura 2007). Low Technology
Industries also contributed importantly to the sking of the low-paid tier in Italy,

Portugal, Austria and the UK.

On the other hand, High Technology Industries témde positioned in the middle
quintile, and in some countries it also accountsafoimportant share of employment in
the highest paid segment: in France and Germarny aheount for nearly 20% of all

employment in the fifth quintile, and for 10% iretJK. In this sector, there were very
diverging developments in EU15 and in NMS (excégt Baltics). Across EU15, High

Technology Industries hardly contributed at aljdio creation (or destruction), except in
the fifth quintile in Germany, France and Austtiathe Czech Republic, Slovakia and
Hungary, this sub-sector contributed very impoitamd the expansion of jobs with

wages around the median (third quintile; in the cbzRepublic, it also contributed to
the expansion of the second quintile, and in Sl@avak the expansion of the first
quintile). East-Central European countries grewmidle and mid-low paid jobs in

High Technology Industries while neighbouring WE€sntral European countries grew
in high paid jobs in the same sector: the type efetbpment we would expect in a
process of Europeanization of production systems. i®sults, nevertheless, point to
specialization rather than relocation: there was laoge-scale destruction of
employment in middle and low-paid jobs in this secin the West to match the

expansion of these jobs in the East.

So in general, Low Technology Industries contribute the shrinking of the low-paid
segments of employment, whereas High Technologystnigés had very little impact on
overall employment change except in the mentiorteaistern and Western) Central
European countries. Surely the weak growth of lawd amid paid jobs in many

European countries must be linked to the very sewitribution of manufacturing to
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overall job creation. Where there was expansiorrployment in the middle, it was
more because of the cyclical boom in the conswuactndustry than because of the
growth of middle-paid industrial workers. Sometinasabsence can be as significant
as a presence. Mid-paid industrial jobs used toedresidered as the foundation of the
Post-War European middle class: although such gsiiliprepresents an important
segment of overall employment (around 20%), ieslé@wvance in the dynamic analysis of

the patterns of job growth between 1995 and 20§Xffits its decadence.
3.2.d) Services

Most of the action, of course, took place in thevise sector. For analysing the
contribution to the patterns of job growth of thisry large sector of the economy,
which employs between 50 and 70% of overall empkayin all European countries,
we will split it into five different segments. Firsve will differentiate between services
which are typically (in Europe) provided privatedynd publicly. Within the private

service sector, we will use a Eurostat proposalifferentiate between the knowledge
intensity of each activity. Within the (typicalljgut not necessarily) public service
sector, we will differentiate the three largestriof@es: public administration, education

and health. For more details of this sector breakdaee chapter 4.

Figure 6.9 shows the contribution of private sersido the overall patterns of job
growth. It seems quite clear that private servicastributed disproportionately to the
expansion of the two extremes of the job qualitycture, with little impact on the

evolution of middling jobs. And it seems also quiiear from a quick look at the
picture that there is a sharp differentiation be&mvehe contribution of the two groups of
private services: Less Knowledge Intensive Servit¢dS, which coincide more or

less with the more meaningful denomination of peatand distributional services)
contributed mostly to the expansion of low-paidgolwhereas Knowledge Intensive

Services contributed disproportionately to the @sjpan of the highest-paid jobs.

Such development results from two reinforcing d@femn the one hand, a purely
compositional effect; on the other, what we carl eal internal centripetal effect
Personal and distributional services (or LKIS) témdbe concentrated on the bottom of
the pay structure, so any expansion of this segibnecessarily involve an expansion
of the bottom. But beyond such purely compositioeffiect, the expansion of
employment within personal and distributional seegi is also downwards biased: that

is, the jobs within personal and distributional véees that expanded most rapidly
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between 1995 and 2007 were those with lowest meséges. The expansion of LKIS,
therefore, has a compounded effect on the employstarcture that tends to boost the
growth of its lowest paid segments. Something &&myilar, but at the other extreme of
the employment structure, happens with knowleddensive (private) services: not
only does the shift of employment towards this @eétnd to expand the top of the
employment structure because of its initial higipon, but it is precisely the best paid

jobs in this sector which expanded most, leadingntantensified upgrading effect.

But whereas knowledge intensive services expandasiderably everywhere, personal
and distributional services only expanded signifigain a few countries. In this sense,
we can consider private services as the main dhbeéind both the upgrading and the
polarizing transformation of European job qualityustures. There was upgrading
nearly everywhere because everywhere there wasngasi(though with different
intensities, of course) expansion of (private) klemlge intensive services. And there
was polarization in some countries because suchtdes simultaneously expanded
their share of private personal and distributiosetvices — where such expansion was
missing, there was no polarizatiinWe can even link the development of private
services with the weak expansion of the middle asthtountries: neither LKIS nor KIS
contributed significantly to the change of the néddjuintile, despite the fact that
together they account for more or less one thirdhig quintile (as a result of the

centripetal effect mentioned earlier).

Finally, figure 6.10 presents the contribution ofbpic services to the patterns of job
growth across Europe between 1995 and 2007, ine thrategories: public
administration, education and health. After thetaharite privatization wave of the
eighties and early nineties, it may seem somewti@ated to characterize these sectors
as public. Even in the case of public administratizvhich is in principle public by
definition, there is in some European countriesigmiicant proportion of workers
which are in fact employees of the private sectuck as the British Public-Private
Partnership schemes). In the case of educationhaatth, the proportion of private

sector employees is larger, in a few cases evemumiiering those directly employed

8 The main exceptions to this general argument pegnSand Austria: in both countries, personal
services expanded very significantly, so we wowlpeet a polarization pattern of job growth. In fact
such polarization pattern would have been thetigeife had not been a massive increase of the
construction sector boosting job growth in the nledaf the employment structure, generating a petur
which looks like upgrading with strong growth irettiddle. Without the construction boom, as argued
earlier, Spain and Austria would probably have beear cases of polarization.
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by the State (for instance, the health sectoretaird and Netherlands; see Nolan and
Nolan 2004; WHO 2000). These three sectors, nesiedh, remain mostly public in
most European countries, and certainly accounthfervast majority of public sector
workers. Being mostly public, the evolution of emyrhent in these sectors responds to
a completely different logic than in the case atgie sector services. For this reason,

we opted to study them separately, as shown imdigulO.

Across most of Europe, public sector jobs contedytositively to employment growth,
especially to the expansion of the highest paidtgas. Of the three sectors represented
in figure 6.10, the largest contribution was by tzait of the health sector. In almost all
European countries (the exceptions being Eston#yid, Slovakia and Sweden),
employment in the health sector grew above treadiributing mostly to the expansion
of the two highest quintiles. In a few countrieelgnd, Netherlands, Austria and the
UK) this sector also contributed significantly teetexpansion of the second lowest
quintile: but only in Ireland was this contributiderger than that of the top quintiles.
The contribution of education to employment growtlas more uneven: in some
countries, it hardly contributed to employment giiovat all, in others it contributed
significantly to the expansion of well paid jobsitlin most cases the contribution was
smaller than that of health. Something very simdan be said about employment in
public administration: small or even negative cimittion to employment growth in
some cases, significant contribution to the exmansf high paid jobs in others. In
Germany, Austria, Belgium and Slovakia there wasgaificant destruction of public

administration employment in the middle quintileeothis period as well.

The period analysed in this thesis represents ratound of previous trends in the
evolution of public sector employment in Europer (B review, see Rothenbacher
1997). Following the earlier example of the Unitéidgdom under Margaret Tatcher,

many European governments reduced the share ofogmeht in the public sector in

the late eighties and early nineties; only in sd@mastern European countries did public
sector employment increase during this earliergoe(Rothenbacher 1997). Between
1995 and 2007, in the context of a more bening @xdn situation, there was a more or
less generalized expansion of public sector empémymwhich as we have seen
contributed significantly to the expansion of thghest paid segments of employment.
Such contribution was specially the result of aesigread and above-trend growth of
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the health sector, but in some countries educatiah even public administration also

had significant positive contributions.
3.2.e) Some final remarks

Since the 1970s, the debate on the sector dynamesployment is primarily a debate
about the shift to services, as all advanced ec@®hmve become largely dominated
by this broad sector. In this section, we have bable to evaluate some of the
implications of this shift (within a relatively stiotime span, but covering a large
sample of European countries) for the compositibremployment in terms of job

quality. As discussed in chapter 2, there are tamidant hypotheses with respect to
the impact of the shift to services on the quatifyemployment: the relatively rosy

picture of post-industrialists, which consider 8fgft to services as “the great hope of
the 20th Century”, leading to a generalized upisijlnd upgrading in the employment
structure; and the most nuanced arguments of pataon theories, according to which
the shift to services is associated with an exansf highly paid knowledge intensive

jobs as well as low-paid personal services occapatiln both hypotheses, industrial

employment tends to shrink, depressing the midtiteeowage distribution.

Across Europe, we could see instances of both igatéon and upgrading, so we could
try to identify the sector dynamics behind eachtguat and evaluate whether they
corresponded to the hypotheses described earhierpiimary sector and manufacturing
shrinked across most of Europe between 1995 and, 2{¥pressing the expansion of
the bottom and middle of the job quality structucfsmost countries (although with
different intensities). Such development does retrs so interesting anymore, once the
shift to services has been widely accepted as taglei: but its impact on the overall
structure of employment is still very important (regative terms), depressing some
specific types of jobs, so it should not be forgoitWithout this development, the net
growth of the bottom and middle of the employmeanicture would have been much

more important in many countries.

Partly because of purely cyclical reasons (the -f886 boom which has recently
collapsed), the construction sector had a suptisimgportant impact on the different

patterns of job growth across Europe. It tendedetermine the evolution of the middle
of the employment structure, partly because otbles that should have contributed to
the middle were stagnant (such as manufacturing, jab already mentioned). Where

construction grew, mid-paid jobs tended to grovwwadl; where it contracted, mid-paid
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jobs were destroyed; and where nothing happenednttidle remained quite stagnant.
Without this development, we may have seen a bihofe polarization in the patterns
of job growth: in particular, Austria and Spain M@ilook more polarizing. Still, most

of the variability in the patterns would have ren&al even without this clearly cyclical

development.

But of course, the most dynamic development wasdhthe service sector, which we
divided into five different sub-categories, accaglto its (typical) ownership (public-
private services) and the type of activity (knovgedntensive or not in the case of
private services; public administration, health asdlcation in the case of public
services). The most important driver behind theraWepatterns of job growth are
clearly those of private services, which match velgsely the patterns of the whole
economy. Knowledge intensive services expandedyedmre, and were responsible
for the pervasive expansion of the top of the emmplent structure, whereas less
knowledge intensive services (personal and didiabal services) were responsible for
an expansion of the bottom of the employment strectwhere the bottom did expand.
In other words, the differential expansion of thatbm of the employment structure
seemed to be related to the expansion of personbtstributional services, whereas
the pervasive expansion of the top was partly #mult of an expansion of private
knowlege intensive services. This expansion oftdpeof the employment structure was
significantly helped by an important growth of thablic sector in many European
countries, especially in health activities.

So again, our results seem to support the posstnduhypothesis more than any other
one. The shift to services, and within servicesktmwledge intensive and social
services, is clearly associated with a rather @veaexpansion of relatively high paid
jobs. In the few cases of polarization, the argusien polarization theories seem to fit
our results; but the simple fact that this patteas only observable in a few countries

challenges the universalist claims of this hypathes

We know that where there was an expansion of ttternoof the employment structure,
it was associated to an expansion of distributi@mal personal services. But what we

still do not know is why such expansion only hapxeimn a few cases.
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4. Patterns of job growth by employment status

All the analysis carried out so far has been lithite the evolution of employment by
sector and occupation (using the job quality rag&ito characterize the resulting jobs).
The decompositions carried out in the previous seations did not add any new
information to this analysis, it only organized théormation differently by merging or
breaking up the occupations and sectors in morenmgfal ways. In this section, on
the contrary, we will add information which is extal to the primary jobs matrix:
information which will allow us to characterize &éagb in terms of its status of
employment, and to see to what extent such statssrelated to the observed patterns

of job growth.

In fact, we have used this kind of information befoAn important component of the
multidimensional index of job quality (what we aall “amenities”) was in fact the
status of employment: having a non-permanent jols wansidered as a negative
attribute (see chapter 3). But we only used tHatimation to rank the jobs according to
their non-pecuniary qualities: as we have mentiogpexkral times, such ranking was
fixed over time, and it only served as the basis gfualitative characterization of the
jobs. In this section, we will use the information the status of employment in a
completely different way: to decompose the pattainpb creation, trying to test the
association between the quantitative evolution mpleyment by its status and the
guantitative evolution of employment by job qualifyhe source of data will also be
different: whereas for the construction of the aitiesiindex we used the 4th EWCS,
for the decompositions of this section we will ke ELFS, the same source used for
studying the evolution of the structure of employmnbetween 1995 and 2007. For

ranking the jobs, we will use the wage index (atherest of this section).

Most Western European countries experienced, duhegthree decades after World
War Il, a process of standardization and regulatbthe employment relation. Such
process was a core element of the development obpEan Welfare States and
Industrial Relations systems (Esping Andersen 1929). As a result of this

development, the conditions of employment were idemably standardized (and
improved) for a majority of workers, under what wan call a Post-War norm of
employment, which was mostly defined by being fiie (around 40 hours a week)
and permanent. Such norm, which was a victory Herttaditional industrial working

class (fulfilling some of their historical aspimtis), came under crossed fire in the late
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seventies and eighties: from the right, neolibeeafyued that the standardization had
gone too far and was asphyxiating economic activiypecially in the context of
globalization (Huber and Stephens 2001: 48); froma lkeft, the feminist movement
argued that such norm assumed and perpetuated fam distribution of household
tasks (Wilson 1977). Such crossed fire changedpiblgical consensus, and many
European countries initiated a process of dereigulaif the employment relation that
explicitly tried to facilitate more flexibility iterms of working time arrangements and
the stability of employment contracts (Stanford afodko 2004). As a result, since the
1980s in many countries there was a very signific@crease in the proportion of
workers whose employment conditions fitted the R@ar norm (for a detailed

discussion of the concept of destandardizatiomalodlir, see Beck 1992: chapter 6).

Such regulatory changes have been explicitly linf@c polarization or even to an
outright downgrading of the employment structuese(dor instance Peck 1996: 123; or
Polavieja 2005). In this sense, the status of eynpémt can be understood not only as
an indicator of job quality (our main dependentiafle in this thesis), but also as an
indicator of regulatory changes in employment ctods, which is one of the most
important potential determinants of the evolutiontlee division of labour from a
compositional perspective. It is in this secondssethat we will look at the status of

employment in this section.

In what sense could a destandardization of the @mnt relation be related to the
structure of employment from a job quality persp@& On the one hand, it could
facilitate the creation of many low-productivityn@ low-quality) jobs that would
otherwise be too costly (thus, directly boosting &xpansion of the bottom of the job
guality structure). The 90s “eurosclerosis” apmkisvhich blamed strict European
labour regulation for the high levels of unemployrbecause it impeded the creation
of low-productivity jobs (OECD 1994; Siebert 1991%,based in this same idea. This
first relationship would imply a direct causal litletween destandardization and the
growth of low quality employment. On the other haeden if a destandardization
would not affect directly job creation, it could lspecifically associated with some
segments of the job quality structure: most pldysito the bottom. A deregulation of
employment would not contribute to the expansiodoef-paid jobs, but would make
low-paid jobs more precarious. Finally, it couldthat there is no relationship between

the destandardization of employment and the streadli job quality: in this case, the
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expansion of non-standard employment should haen levenly spread for jobs of

different qualities.

How do we operationalize the destandardization thg®is? It mainly concerns the
contractual conditions of employment: 1) the peremay of the employment contract:
we can differentiate between self-employed work®ish no employment contract as
such), non-permanent employees (with an employm@miract with a limited duration)

and permanent employees (with an unlimited conteddbond); 2) the (time) intensity

of the employment relation: we can differentiatéAsen full-time (defined by the norm

of standard working time, in most countries 40 lsoarweek) and part-time (whose
definition is more complicated, as we will see fat@ general, we can define it as
working hours which are below the full-time normip both cases, the standard
relationship implies a stronger bond between theleyee and the employer than the
non-standard alternative (stronger over time indage of the duration of the contract,
stronger in time in the case of the duration ofwek schedule). The standard will be
defined here as permanent full-time contracthe non-standard employment relation

will be anything that deviates from such ndth.

8 The consideration of self-employment as a nonestethemployment relation may result somewhat
more problematic than the other distinctions. 8efiployment is associated to some types of economic
activity that have always been carried out by setiployed workers, even in the heyday of the Post-Wa
norm of employment. Still, it is clearly a depagdrom such norm, and it has been argued that btie o
forms of destandardization of employment in regeatrs has been an artificial increase in the ptapor
of self-employed (see Frade, Darmon and Laparrd:288). In practice, as we will see, the inclusion
not of self-employed does not change much the mdtumost cases: and in the few cases where & doe
it does look like an idiosyncratic process of dedtdization.
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Figure 6.13: Breakdown of job growth by employmenstatus

Figure 6.11 shows the patterns of job growth betwE¥5 and 2007 in Europe, broken
up in two categories, one including workers witetandard employment relation (full-
time permanent employees) and the other categatydimg all workers that depart
from such norm. This figure will be used to disctlss overall relationship between the
patterns of job growth and the destandardizatioremiployment: but because the
developments in terms of permanency of employmadt @art-time status are not the
same in many countries, we will also discuss séplgréhe specific developments for

those two variables (presented in figures 6.126ahd).

Before discussing these figures, it is importantéoognise some difficulties of this
particular exercise. The contractual and part-tstegus depends on the regulation of
employment, which is in Europe (still?) an attribntof member states: there are very
important differences across countries, which mehat the same concept can mean
rather different things in different contexts. Fastance, in some cases part-time work
it is defined with respect to what is stipulatedhe contract (a worker works part-time
if she has a part-time contract), in others itefired by the hours of work (a worker

works part-time if she works less than X hours &kyeThe boundaries between part-
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time and full-time are so different that they oegrlacross countries: for instance, in
France 35 hours defines the full-time norm, whereddungary it represents the upper
boundary of part-time work (see Mufioz de Bustillernandez-Macias and Antén
2008: 51). We are not speaking (or not only) alzoomteasurement problem, but about a
problem of different regulatory definitions of tkame concept. The same happens in
the case of contractual status: for instance, & WK, Ireland and Denmark, the
distinction between permanent and temporary contdaes not make much sense
because permanent contracts have themselves ttgypliotection against dismissal,
whereas in Spain the difference between permamehteamporary contracts in terms of
employment protection is enormous. Still, thesebfgm should not be taken too far
because, after all, our interest is in the prooéskestandardization (an abstract concept
which simply implies the degree of departure fréwa horm, in this case exemplified by
the percentage of workers that do not fit the sdadd not in comparing identically

defined contractual relations.

Saying that after the eighties there was a proc#ssiestandardization of the
employment relation in Europe is, of course, a vgrgss generalization. Many
European countries did reform their labour markegutations in the eighties and
nineties, but at different paces and to differeagrdes — and some did not deregulate at
all. This is advantageous for our purposes, as awe ltountries that did experience a
process of destandardization between 1995 and a067countries which did not, so
that we can compare their outcomes in terms of eynpént; but it also makes our task

more difficult, because again we will have to dedh a very high level of complexity.

Another potential problem for the analysis is howv deal with destandardization
processes that took place before the period covaretthis study, and which may
therefore have already transformed the employmémictsre before our dynamic
analysis kicks in. For instance, one of the moatthtic examples of destandardization
(in Europe and beyond) is Spain, which after tHeola market reforms of the mid-
eighties generated an enormous amount of tempfwlasywhile permanent employment
was being massively destroyed (in a few years,stiere of temporary employment
reached 35% of all employment; see Fernandez-Ma&€l@8). Such enormous change
would obviously be of great interest for us: butsinfor all) of its effects would have
taken place before 1995, the first year which weecohere. Around 1995, the

percentage of temporary employment stabilized, anave shall see, it did not play a
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very significant role in the employment dynamicgiué following years (the expansion
of temporary employment in Spain was in fact betoend). How much of a problem

can this be? It can be a problem if we want to sayething about destandardization
per se, and its implications on the quality of eogpient. But our analysis goes the
other way around. We want to see whether a destdizdtion process had anything to
do with the patterns of job growth observed in perdetween 1995 and 2007. What
happened before determines the starting pointadwute are totally focused in analysing

the change over a particular period, what happéeéate is not so important here.

The first thing we can say about figure 6.11 id,tha expected, the contribution of non-
standard employment to job growth was very divers®ss Europe between 1995 and
2007. In some countries, there was an indisputpbdeess of destandardization of
employment, with nearly all growth correspondingntan-standard employment and a
simultaneous net destruction of jobs with standarghloyment contracts (for instance,
in Germany, Netherlands, and Austria); in otherntnas, non-standard was clearly
secondary to standard employment in terms of jolwtr, in some cases even irrelevant

(or negative, as in Estonia).

But as mentioned earlier, our real interest isarothe process of destandardization per
se, but on its links to the patterns of changdééjob quality structure. Figure 6.10 does
suggest that they are related, but as usual, taorship is complex and full of

exceptions:

» The five clearest cases of polarization (Nethesar@ermany, France, Belgium
and Cyprus) experienced some of the strongest gseseof destandardization in
Europe between 1995 and 2007 (the only case of steoyg destandardization
that did not fit a polarization pattern of job gribmis Austria, which as we keep
on saying, may be problematic). In Netherlands,n@&y and Belgium, the
expansion of non-standard employment was truly phmemal, and affected the
whole quintile structure although it was slightkegved to the bottom; but at the
same time these countries experienced a signifidastruction of standard
employment in the low-mid quintiles and a small@xgion at the top. Together,
these two developments amount to an important déstdization of the bottom
of the employment structure, and contribute topblarization of job growth. In
France and Cyprus, the expansion of non-standaptbgment did not affect the

whole structure of employment: it was polarized btrbngly skewed to the
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bottom, whereas the expansion of standard employmes polarized but
strongly skewed to the top. The two developmengetteer, again, involve a

process of destandardization of the bottom andaxipation of job growth.

Ireland and the UK, which have been classified iearhs mild cases of
polarization with an upwards bias, look completdlfferent. Although there
was some expansion of employment of a non-standaiare, such expansion
was not biased downwards (in fact, in the UK it \B@ssedupward$ nor did it

seem to contribute significantly to the overalltpats of job growth.

In most of the Transition countries of Eastern fperothere is very little

evidence of any ongoing process of destandardizatio employment, and
therefore it could not be a determining factorha €volution of the employment
structure (in fact, in Latvia, Lithuania and Hungathere was a small but
significantdestructionof non-standard employment). The only exceptiothi®

general pattern is Slovakia, where there was a signjficant expansion of non-
standard employment in mid-low paid jobs (espegidie second lowest
quintile), simultaneous with a very significant neéstruction of standard
employment in the middle quintiles (to a much lessdent, something similar
happened in Slovenia). As we will see, these devetnmts have the peculiarity
of being related to self-employment rather thatetaporary or part-time work,

contrary to the rest of Europe.

With respect to the countries in the third and floucolumn of figure 6.10,
characterized by upgrading with or without growththe middle of the job
quality structure, destandardization was clearlycimless of an issue between
1995 and 2007. In some of these countries (FinlBretmark, Greece), there is
no evidence of destandardization at all (the expansf non-standard
employment was negligible, and clearly below trend) Sweden, Italy and
Spain, the expansion of non-standard employment wase significant
(although not nearly as much as in the polarizatiomntries), but there was no
bias of such development in terms of the job qualitucture (the patterns of job
growth were rather similar for non-standard ansidéad employment). Among
the upgrading countries, only Portugal and Luxerglaeem partial exceptions
in the sense that there was a significant growtmanf-standard employment,

and such growth was biased with respect to thej@lity structure (leading to a
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mild destandardization of low-paid jobs). But ewerthese two cases, the scale

of such effect was much smaller than in the paddian countries.

Figures 6.12 and 6.13 show the specific patternsngbloyment growth broken up by
employment status (differentiating permanent emg#dsy non-permanent employees
and self-employed workers) and by full-time or parte status. These two figures
present a more detailed view of the issue of ddstalization that we have just
discussed in broader terms: we will only brieflgaliss any departure from the overall

picture discussed above.

In the Netherlands, Germany, Belgium and Austrize thove towards part-time
employment was really important (see figure 6.12)net terms, all job creation was
part-time in these four countries, with a simulaume important destruction of full-time
employment in Germany and Austria. In many otherlkldountries there was some
creation of part-time employment, but much lessdrntgnt than in those four countries
(we can mention Spain, Portugal, Luxemburg, Sweded France). There was no
significant expansion of part-time employment inrmNBlember States, nor in Cyprus,
Ireland and Greece. In many countries, the expangfopart-time work was spread
across the five quintiles, but at the same timestrmew full-time employment was
concentrated in mid-high paid jobs: so in relatieems, the expansion of part-time

employment is much stronger on the bottom.

The expansion of non-permanent employment was rmute clearly skewed towards
the lowest quality jobs across all Europe, exceyatitsand Portugal (where the bulk of
new non-permanent jobs concentrated around thelenittds development is probably
linked to the expansion of middling jobs in constion, a sector which makes more use
of non-permanent contracts in Southern Europe).-p&ymanent employment grew
most rapidly in the same countries that generatect rpart-time jobs: especially, in the
Netherlands, Germany, Belgium and Austria. The egmm of non-permanent

employment was also important in Sweden and Slavewer this period.

In figure 6.13 we can also observe the developmanterms of self-employment.

There is a clear difference in this sense betweldna®d New Member States. In Old
Member States, the expansion of self-employment vesig small, and tended to be
concentrated in relatively well-paid jobs (the oelyception is Portugal, as a result of
the expansion of agricultural employment discussethe previous section). In New

Member States, the contribution of self-employmienthe change in the employment
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structure was much more important, though not hanegus. In Slovakia, there was a
very large expansion of mid-low paid self-employmeover this period: the
destandardization of employment in this countryt tva identified in figure 6.10 is
totally due to this expansion in the number of -sefiployed workers, which has no
match in Europe. In Estonia, there was also a fsgmt expansion of self-employment
of mid-low quality, although not as important asSlovakia. On the other hand, self-
employment contributed significantly to a net rethut of low-paid employment in

Hungary, Latvia and Lithuania.

Therefore, in manycontinental European countries there was a destandardization
process between 1995 and 2007 that involved simediasly the expansion of part-time
and non-permanent employment, and which tendeée skbwed towards the lower half
of the job quality structure. Although there is somvidence of destandardization in
other EU15 countries between 1995 and 2007, itk gsaconsiderably smaller in all
cases. And the destandardization story does nat seepply (at least, not yet) to the
New Member States that we are studying femmly in Slovakia there was a significant
increase in non-standard employment, and such o@velnt was the result of sui

generisprocess of expansion of self-employment.

Can we say that there is some relationship betwd®n destandardization of
employment and the patterns of job growth iderdifia the previous chapter? We
believe there is, although as usual, such relatipnis not unambiguous and there are
some important exceptions. Broadly speaking, thentees that experienced a most
intense process of destandardization happen tbebeduntries where the pattern of job
growth was more polarized (especially, the Netmel$a Germany, France, Belgium and
Cyprus; maybe also Slovakia): it is difficult nat $ee some relation between the two
phenomena. This interpretation is strengthened hey fact that the countries that
experienced a generalized upgrading in their enrmpéoyt experienced a considerably
smaller expansion in non-standard forms of employm&nd an expansion which was
less downward-biased (as the countries in the gotdmn of figure 6.11). There are,
though, some exceptions that make such relationg@fween polarization and
destandardization less pristine. Austria, for inst&a should have experienced more

polarization according to this interpretation, hesm it experienced a destandardization

8 Unfortunately, our data does not cover Polande® Nlember State where there was a very significant
process of destandardization in recent years.
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as important as that of Germany, Belgium or Netm$. There was no

destandardization in Ireland, so its polarizatiamstrhave other reasons behind.

So there is a relationship between the destanddioliz of employment and the
polarization of the employment structure, but omlybroad and general terms. But
doing analysis at such a high level of abstractmmparing the developments of so
many different countries, should make us suspicimuany pattern which looks too
clear and unambiguous rather than the other wayndtoThe task of social sciences is
to simplify reality to be able to understand (aneér@ually change) it — not to pretend

that reality is simpler than it really is.

5. Conclusions

We started this chapter with a general evaluatiothe relative importance of the two
dimensions behind the jobs matrix on the evolutiddrthe employment structure in

terms of job quality. We found that such evolutisrprimarily driven by shifts in the

vertical division of labour (occupations). In secti3.1 we explored directly those
shifts: the expansion of the top two quintiles irsh countries is the result of a
generalized growth in professional and technicalupations; in the few cases where
the bottom also expanded, it was the result of groim service and elementary
occupations, whereas the change in the middle @viaits sign and scale) was mostly

related to the evolution of craft industrial anchsuction occupations.

Although the vertical dimension of the divisionlabour is the most strongly linked to
the patterns of employment growth by job qualitedduse of the strong association
between occupational levels and job quality quesdil the horizontal division of labour
is by no means irrelevant. Not only because theeesgstematic differences in the
quality of employment across the different sect@tsough smaller than across
occupations), but also because the structure aipatons differs significantly across
sectors (which intensifies the impact of sectoftshin employment over the job quality

structure).

In section 3.2, we studied in detail the sectoraggits which are behind the patterns of
employment growth by job quality. Such dynamics even more interesting for our
purposes than the occupational dynamics: on thehane, because the link between

occupational levels and quintiles was so strong tha analysis seemed almost
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tautologic, whereas — paradoxically — the weakek lbetween quintiles and sectors
means that the sector decomposition adds morenfewnriation to the original analysis;

on the other hand, because this type of analysisrttae theoretical resonance: not only
there are more references to sectorial dynamitisediterature summarized in chapter
2, but this type of analysis is directly relatedthe traditional economic debate on

structural economic change of Kuznets, Clark anar&stié.

Although we can say that all sectors contributedthe patterns of job growth
(expanding, contracting or keeping stable), thenmsiars of this story are private
knowledge intensive services and the health settwse two sectors expanded above
trend in almost all European countries over thisgae and were primarily responsible
for the pervasive growth in the share of employmentelatively high paid jobs.
Knowlege intensive services are routinely mentiomethe literature as a key driver of
the expansion of good quality jobs; there are nanany references to the health sector
in this respect, which being predominantly pubBcsubject to a completly different
logic (more political than strictly economic) irs ievolution. The expansion of personal
and distributive services (which we called “lesoWiedge intensive services”) was
clearly associated with the growth of low-paid jolsere they did not expand, neither
did the bottom of the employment structure. Quitgpssingly, the evolution of
middling jobs depended mainly on the evolution lié tonstruction sector: the sector
which traditionally pulled the expansion of thipéyof jobs, manufacturing, was largely
absent from the picture except in the three Celsstern European countries whose
analysis we covered here; and although thereignéisant proportion of middling jobs

in private services, they tended to grow mostlytioe extremes. The primary sector,
unsurprisingly, contributed negatively to employmenowth, depressing the lowest

paid quintiles in those countries where the prins@gtor had still some room to fall.

In the previous chapter, we saw that the broacpattof job growth tended to conform
mostly to the (upgrading) predictions of post-indiadists, with only a few countries

following a polarizing pattern of job growth and rsupport whatsoever for the
downgrading hypothesis. The variety of patternsithunevertheless, implied a rejection
of the universalist claims which were somehow behthe three theories. The
occupation and sector decompositions of this chagefirm and qualify those earlier

interpretations. The sector dynamics behind thendat) generalized upgrading did

conform to the arguments of post-industralistsreasing irrelevance of the industrial
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sector, expansion of services of high informatiod &nowledge content as well as
social services, expansion of professional andnieeh occupations. This type of
development was nearly universal in the 23 countioe which we have data, even in
those economies whose employment structures tetaleards polarization between
1995 and 2007. What differentiated the latter eatiee was, in fact, a bigger expansion
of low-paid private service occupations (mostlypersonal and distributive services).
Such development seems to confirm the hypothesgsolafrization summarized in
chapter 2: but as we mentioned earlier, the fatittonly happened in a few cases puts
a question mark to the whole argument, especiallihe technological version. If all
countries were under the same type of technologioaktraints, why did the bottom

only grow in a few countries?

The final section of this chapter provided suggesénswer to this question, an answer
that is more anchored on institutional than tecbgichl factors. There seems to be an
important (although not totally unproblematic, ascdssed earlier) association between
polarization and destandardization of employmerdstf the countries that expanded
the bottom of their employment structures expegenca very important
destandardization of employment, especially acateéhe low-paid segments of the
labour market. Most of the countries where there n@ polarization did not experience
such a destandardization, or it was not nearlymg®rtant. This suggests an institutional
explanation for the expansion of low-paid employmeather than (or complementary
to) the technological explanation which is oftenntiiened in the literature. Only where
the regulatory framework facilitates the expansaériow-paid employment does the
bottom grow, most usually in personal and distiliservices. The expansion of the
top, on the other hand, seems more fitting for @relogical explanation for its
pervasiveness. The middle, as we have mentioneztaetumes, is either absent from
the picture, or (in a few cases) determined byctfadical evolution of the construction

sector.






7. Patterns of employment growth for the whole EU

1. Introduction

It may happen at some point; but it is indisputablet nowadays, there is not such a
thing as an European Labour Market (Mufioz de Bas#ihd Bonete 2009). Despite
some recent efforts of “soft” harmonization (Trubskd Trubek 2005), the differences
in the labour regulation of the different Europeasuntries remain very important
(Dehejia and Samy 2006: 10). In fact, the impetusarmonize employment and social
regimes that started with the Lisbon strategy se@mbe fading recently (as the
repeated failure to update the working time dixectestifies), in favor of more pressing
priorities as the financial crisis or climate chand@@ut even if there was a real
harmonization of labour regimes across Europe,ethepuld be still enormous
difficulties to overcome for the construction of @&uropean labour market. The
existence of 23 different official languages isthatcrucial barrier and a symbol of the

difficulties for integrating so many different cufes within a single frontier.

For these and other reasons, the levels of labalnility across EU countries (which
can be understood as an indicator of the extentwdur market integration) remain
strikingly low. Despite the fact that the EU activencourages the mobility of labour
within Europe and despite the enormous disparitiasnemployment and wage levels,
the proportion of European citizens working in airmioy which is not their own is less
than 2.6% (less than 6 million workers of a totabrkiorce of 222 millions). To

understand the significance of this figure, we campare it to the proportion of non-
EU nationals working in the EU, which is almost dteu(4%). Or we can compare it to

the other large Union of States: although the Bguare not totally comparable (there
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are no nationalities within the US), the proportafrlJS citizens living in a state which
is not the one where they were born is 32% (Vanderde 2006: 14).

So instead of a single European Labour Marketetlzee 27 different labour markets
with formally open borders between them which aaeely used for work-related

reasons. That is the main reason why, up to thistjpwe have maintained the analysis
strictly at the country level: the patterns and atyics of employment growth by job

guality are naturally circumscribed by the natiofrahtiers, so only at that level are
they really comprehensible. Still, there are irgérg questions regarding the patterns
of job growth for which using an European approawc@y be useful. Despite the

mentioned deficit in terms of labour mobility arabbur regulatory harmonization, the
countries of the European Union have achieved &nlést few decades a degree of
economic integration that has no match in any otbgion of the world. There are open
borders not only for labour, but also for servicespital and goods: and at least in the
two later cases, the degree of institutional hatiraiion and effective mobility is really

important. There is no European labour market nobgbly an European services
market, but there is probably an European capitaket and certainly an European
goods market (see Jones and Verdun 2005: 82-83)n Eithout effective labour

mobility, a high level of integration of capital @dmgoods can surely have important
implications for the evolution of the division adour within each European country,
and for job quality too. If the national divisiomd labour are becoming engrained
within a wider European division of labour, it makeense to carry out a specific
analysis of the patterns of job growth from an pe@n perspective, and from that

perspective go back to an analysis of their impilice at the regional level.

So in this chapter, we are going to take the dathe 23 European countries which
have been studied separately in the previous desnfool it into a single large dataset
and analyse it as if the EU really was a singl@lsbmarket. As the data is essentially
the same, only arranged differently, we have ta@émeful not to repeat what we have
already said in previous chapters. In this chapter,will try to answer only those
guestions which specifically need a pan-Europeamageh. What kinds of jobs has the
EU as a whole created in the last job expansionW loes the EU pattern of
employment growth by job quality quintiles compari¢h the US patterns for a similar
period? What was the contribution of each Europesyion (or institutional country

clusters) to the overall patterns of job growthZhere any evidence of a geographic
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division of labour within Europe, and what are theiplications for job quality? This is

the kind of questions that we will try to answethis chapter.

The period that goes between 1995 and 2007 seemsadequate for our purposes.
This was an incredibly eventful period for EU intatjpn, especially from an economic
perspective. During this period, under the Maaltrireaty (which came into effect in
1993), the European Economic Community became tireggan Union. This was a
period of intense deepening and widening of the &pecially in economic terms. The
European Central Bank was created to manage anfulletary union which came into
effect for a core group of countries in 1999, amityfsubstituted national currencies by
the Euro in 2002. Three new countries joined theiBW995 (Sweden, Finland and
Austria); but the most crucial expansion of the 80k place in 2004-2007, when 10
Eastern European countries of the former Commuiat joined the EU. Although the
actual accession of these 10 countries took plaee the end of the period studied here,
the process of adaptation to EU membership and ocacicnintegration coincided
broadly with the period we are studying here. Hnat is in this period when for the
first time the EU attempts some form of harmonamatiof labour regulation and
employment policies, with the European Employmemat8gy (EES) which was kick-
started in 1997. Initially, this strategy was ngatbtally focused on employment
growth: but the critiques by social partners ad aglthe better economic conditions of
the late nineties led to a shift towards job gyatitat made the EES adopt (at least
rhetorically) the motto of “more and better jobs”a—motto that, transformed into a
question, summarizes the objectives of this thesiSThe implementation of EES,
though, is not based on “hard law” as many otheasrof EU integration, but on a
semi-experimental “Open Method of Coordination” qisally consisting on declaring
objectives, benchmarking, reviewing performance strating good practices; for many,
this simply proves the lack of will for harmonizingbour standards in Europe — see
Chalmers and Lodge 2003). The EES may be littleemibhan a declaration of
intentions, lacking effective enforcement mechasishut at least, it justifies studies as

this one.
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2. Some prior methodological considerations

In this chapter, the EU(23) will be analysed ai$ ¥Wfas a single country. The two core
elements of the jobs approach, the ranking anathgloyment matrix, are aggregated

at the EU level by jobs, in the following way:

1. The rankings: the original wage and education ranking were canstd
separately for each country. In order to have amrrd&i#iing of jobs for wage and
education, the national rankings were averagedgiwielg by employment for
occupations, sectors and countries. It is importabe aware that for wages and
education the EU ranking is just amerageof the national rankings, but this has
its advantages too. By averaging 23 national ragskinather than creating a new
index based on absolute wage and educational l@veiirope, we solve the
problem of how to put the incommensurate wage ahataional levels of the
different countries within the same metric. Withspect to the amenities
ranking, it was from the start constructed at thel&vel, so we will just use it

directly.

2. The employment matrix: the matrix of employment by occupation and sector
for the whole of the EU was constructed by addihg absolute levels of
employment of the 23 countries per year. As for homsintries we only have
information from 1998 onwards, the period coveradthe EU analysis starts in
that year instead of 1998.The same adjustments applied to the national data
(for the 8 countries with breaks in the ELFS emplent series) were applied to
this data (the adjustments were made at the natiemal, and then all the

national data aggregated into the European totals).

3. The quintiles: finally, the quintiles were constructed for theokhof the EU for
the year 2000, for the three rankings, and theuthm of employment by

quintile is analysed in exactly the same way akénprevious chapters.

Before embarking on our analysis, it is importanbé aware of its limitations. First, we
would like to stress that the natural limits foe thnalysis of the patterns of employment

growth are the national boundaries: the analystbigsection refers to a chimera, to a

8 |n fact, for Cyprus the data starts in 1999 rathan 1998. But it would not make much sense tedoo
a full year of data for 22 countries just to makeesthat the smallest country of our sample is¢h8o
the data for Cyprus in 1998 is in reality the samdor 1999 (as if nothing had changed in that)y&are
implications of this little trick are negligible.
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purely theoretical artifact which is constructed forcefully merging completely
different realities. It is important to be awareoabthe implications of this merging, in
terms of our methodology. The same job will recdive same quality ranking across
the whole EU, which implies assuming that, withime tEU, the differences by
occupation and sector are more important for jolliu than the differences by
country. It will be (necessarily) assumed that EBEO and NACE classification are
strictly comparable across Europe, which is onltin broad terms (see chapter 3 for
more details). And the evolution of employment witlthe whole of the EU will be
studied as if it was a coherent one, when we kraw the economic cycles and trends

varied considerably between countries.

A second important limitation is the fact that, dese of data availability, we can only
cover 23 member states. This was not such a bilggroin the previous pages because
the analysis was carried out at the country lewgdsing countries meant that the scope
was narrower, but there was no misrepresentatiareality. In this case, our European
results will in fact represent only a sub-sample 2 European countries. Most
importantly, we leave out Poland, which joined B in 2004 (as the other 8 new
member states which are included in our analysisyli which has a large employed
population (around 7% of the whole EU), so thatiitslusion may have slightly
changed the results. Poland is the only countthefwhole EU that did not experience
employment growth between 1998 and 2007, the peria@red in our analysis here:
but this was surely a period of deep changes irPtiish division of labour because of
the intense restructuring of its economy. But uttfieately, the Polish LFS data does not
include information on economic sector before 20€al,it was simply impossible to
include Poland in the jobs matrix. The questiontin, why include at all the New
Member States in the analysis? Leaving out Polagans leaving out almost half of the
story, and after all, these countries joined thei&2004 (only three years before the
end of the period covered here). But after alk thijust a theoretical exercise, and it is
interesting to see what are the implications of thelusion of the NMS for the
evolution of the division of labour within the EW&ven though the NMS formally
joined the EU in 2004, the impact of their inclusizvas being felt much earlier (the
process of integration started in the early nisti€o we decided to include the NMS

(minus Poland and Malta) in the analysis, and smbpl aware of this limitation.
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3. Overall EU patterns of employment growth

Figures 7.1-7.3 show the overall EU(23) patterngobf growth, ranking the jobs by
wages, educational level and amenities. The firsigt that we can say by looking at
these pictures is that the overall EU figures pteva good summary of the national
patterns for each ranking. The patterns of job ¢fna@nking the jobs by wages are the
most polarized of the three, yet strongly biasedards. The jobs occupying the 20% of
employment with higher wages grew more than twiedaat as the jobs occupying the
lowest 20%; and the fourth highest quintile grewoatjuite vigorously (expanding by
nearly 6 million workers), whereas the second ldveesl middle quintile grew much
less than the rest. If we put these patterns ircoimeext of the national results discussed
in chapter 5, the EU would fit in the second colyrtogether with Germany and the
UK, as a case of mild polarization with strong wgaling of the employment structure.
When the jobs are ranked in terms of their averedcational level, we get a very
similar pattern, but the degree of polarizatiommidder because rather than the lowest
quintile, it is the second lowest which grows sligtabove average (with the middle
and lowest quintiles growing below trend). Finalllge results based on the amenities
ranking show much less polarization, with the togd aniddle of the structure growing

relatively fast and the bottom growing below trend.
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Figures 7.1-7.3: Patterns of job growth by job quaty, EU(23) 1998-2007

[

These overall EU patterns, constructed as if theleviof the EU was a single labour
market, provide a good summary of the 23 natioa#tiepns discussed in chapter 5: the
main pattern was one of upgrading, with some degfgmlarization (most clear when
the jobs were ranked by wages, but apparent inhttee rankings) and rather limited
expansion of those jobs occupying middle positiomsrall (except in the amenities
ranking). But although these EU patterns may beoedgsummary of the national
patterns, we should not forget that they conceahtwhay be the most interesting

finding of all this study: the plurality of pattesrof job growth that existed in Europe
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between 1995 and 2007. That is one of the reasbysthve country results are always
the main result, and these aggregated EU figueegiat a useful analytic tool to answer

some specifically transnational questions.

4. A comparison between Europe and the US

One important question that the EU-level analyais answer is: how did the patterns of
job growth in Europe as a whole compare with thitepas of job growth in the United
States over a similar period? Figure 7.4 compdre€t) wage-based pattern shown in
figure 7.1 above with the pattern of employmentwgtofor the United States between
1992 and 2000. This figure has been directly takkem the paper that Wright and
Dwyer published in 2003 in the Socio-Economic Reyigvhich was one of the main
inspirations for this thesis (see Wright and Dwg&03). Although there are some
differences in the detafl§ the methodological principles behind the US ckadwn on
the right-hand side of figure 7.4 and the EU clshdwn in the left-hand side (both are
based on a ranking of jobs by their median wages) exactly the same, so the
comparison is perfectly legitimate. And even thoulgh periods covered are not the
same, they are comparable in a very important waereas in the US, the strong
employment expansion took place precisely betwed? land 2000 (the years of the
“American Jobs Machine”), in the EU the expansioakt off a bit later, covering the
period between 1995-6 and 2007. After the year 20@employment growth has been
much milder, whereas in the EU the expansion ofleympent remained quite strong.

8" The most important difference is that the Ameriaaalysis referred only to full-time employees,
whereas our own analysis is based on all workarthd EU analysis, leaving out part-time workersds
an option because of the enormous importance stype of employment for the patterns of job growth
between 1995 and 2007 in many countries (see settid chapter 6 for a discussion of the pattefns o
job growth for part-time and full-time employees).
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Figure 7.4: EU vs. US patterns of job growth (wagequintiles)

In any case, the comparison shown in figure 7.4ely suggestive, because of their
similarities as well as their differences. In bo#ses, the pattern of job growth is one of
asymmetric (upwards) polarization; but there is mowre polarization in the US than
in Europe, and much more upgrading in Europe timathe US. In fact, the quintile
picture in the US and Europe is remarkably simitarthe three upper quintiles, and
quite different for the bottom two. The ratio ofttee-to-worse jobs in the US expansion
of 1992-2000 (taking the first and fifth quintiles) 1.8/1; in the EU(23) expansion
between 1998 and 2007 it is 2.1/1. But if we tdiettvo lowest versus the two highest
quintiles, the ratio in the US is 1.5/1 while iretkU it is 2.5/1. Another interesting
comparison is between the US patterns and the nadtjgatterns discussed earlier in
chapter 5: the US figures would be among the mo#rizing of our sample of 23
countries, only matched by the countries of thet fiolumn of figure 5.1.1 of chapter 5

(Netherlands, France, Cyprus and Slovakia).

A similar pattern of job growth, but with more pofation: that is how the US pattern
looks in the light of our European results. A sanipicture suggests that there could be
similar dynamics behind. Is that the case? In Hmespaper where figure 7.4 is taken
from, Wright and Dwyer make a decomposition analygry similar to the one we
carried out in the previous chapter, and their Itesare strikingly coincidental with
ours. According to their analysis, the gap in thddie was the result of “the collapse of
durable manufacturing as a source of employmenwiiWoand of “the absence of a
countervailing expansion of middle quintile jobs high-end services” (Wright and
Dwyer 2003: 321). The expansion of the bottom dl@stwas largely the result of a

strong expansion of retail trade and personal sesyiand the very strong expansion of
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the top of the employment structure came mostlynfran expansion of business
services and high-tech activities (Wright and Dwg2803: 318). In broad terms, these
were also the main sector dynamics behind the Eamoppatterns of employment
growth that we discussed in the previous chaptebably the biggest difference would
concern the role of the public sector, which wasy\ienportant in Europe for the

expansion of high paid jobs, whereas Wright and &wgo not even mention them;
also, the role played by high technology industilesthe expansion of good jobs
seemed to be more important in the US than in reosbpean countries (except in
Germany, Austria and Ireland).

For explaining why there was such a large expaneiolow-paid jobs in distributive
and personal services, Wright and Dwyer refer mpdstltwo factors: immigration and
the historically low minimum wage of the 90s. Alttlgh we did not analyse such
factors in the previous chapter, it is unlikelytthiizey would be the main determinants
of the expansion of low-paid jobs in the EU, altbuhey may have played a role.
There were some European countries that experieacaarge in migration over the
period covered here (such as Spain, Ireland ordgjeand countries with traditionally
high shares of migrant workers (such as Germarg/,UK or Austria): but although
migrant employment tends to be located at the buttoeither the number of new
migrants nor the number of existing migrants seerbet related to whether the bottom
of the employment structure grew in Europe (foresaded analysis, see Fernandez-
Macias and Hurley 2008: 45-46). With respect to tivbethe level of minimum wages
played a significant role, answering such questvonld require a detailed analysis that
we cannot carry out here, although the countrieglwvbxpanded most their shares of
low quality jobs do not seem to be those with lawesimum wages, at least at first
sight®® Our prime explanation for the expansion of thetdrotin some European
countries and not others was the destandardizafie@mployment, something that is
completely missing in the US picture according taght and Dwyer. So the expansion
of the top and the stagnation of the middle seeratee very similar explanations in
Europe and the US, but the expansion of the bottoes not, despite their similarity in

terms of the sectors affected (in both cases digivie and personal services).

8 Some of the countries which expanded most thelotivo quintiles in relative terms are among the
highest as well in terms of their minimum wagesalisolute and relative terms (such as Netherlands o
France; see Hurley 2007: 1-2).



280 Patterns of employment growthtfer whole EU

5. Decomposing the EU patterns of job growth by regns

But the real benefits of using an EU approach dbloin looking at the overall
patterns, but in the possibility of breaking up ghadbroad patterns by regions and
industries. We must remember that the analysisisfahapter is constructed as if the
whole of the EU was a single labour market. ThatisEuropean workers within the
same occupation and sector are classified togethespective of where do they work,
and are located in one of the five job qualitydiaccording to the average wage ranking
of their jobs for the whole of the EU. But evenujb we ignore the nationality of each
worker when we generate the quintiles and repretbait change between 1998 and
2007, we do have such information, and thereforecarebreak up the overall patterns
and examine exactly how much of all EU employmestation of each job quality tier

goes to (or more precisely, comes from) the diffeEeuropean regions.

In this section, and in the rest of this chaptex,will classify the 23 European countries
of our sample in five groups. On the one hand, wehis to reduce the complexity of
the analysis; but an even more important reasomtehe use of country groups is the
fact that such grouping is meaningful on its owegdwuse it puts together countries with
similar institutional frameworks. The idea of cleishg European countries in a few
(ideal) types according to their similarities antfedences in institutional terms goes
back to the analysis of welfare regimes that Espindersen published in 19§9.
Although Esping-Andersen was primarily concernethwine classification of welfare
systems, and although there were many critiques andndments to his original
scheme, this approach proved to be enormoushfutddr many areas of comparative
social analysis (for a review of the field, seesAand Gelessen 2002). In the last two
decades, there have been countless studies whigh Ueed some type of Esping-
Andersen-inspired scheme to explore or explain Eneopean distribution of many

different social issues.

Esping-Andersen (1990: 26-29) originally spoke alibree types of welfare regimes:
the Conservative (corporatist, which puts the farall the centre of social provision),
the Liberal (which relies primarily on the marketihd the Social-Democratic
(universalist, which puts more emphasis on theeS&st a provider). This typology

broadly coincided with the geographic regions ohteental Europe (the Conservative

8 In fact, this idea goes further back, to Titmu8§&; but it was the publication of Esping-Andersen’
book in 1990 which really initiated this field.
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type), the UK and Ireland (as well as the US, waitthie Liberal type) and Scandinavian
countries (the Social-democratic type). Most latesearchers added a fourth group,
following the arguments of Ferrara (1996), specifar Mediterranean countries
(Esping-Andersen considered Mediterranean counéiseanderdeveloped examples of
the Conservative type), characterized by clientglibow social expenditure and even
more reliance on the family as a welfare provideant the continental Conservative
group. The collapse of the Eastern European Corshnilohoc and its increasing
integration into Europe has stretched even further type of typology: it is widely
debated whether Eastern European countries sha@ulcbbsidered as a new type (or
types) or whether they can be fitted within thesérg typologies (see, for instance,
Fenger 2007).

Our classification of countries will be based, #fere, on the original Esping-Andersen
typology, with the addition of a Southern Europegoup and a group for Eastern
European Transition countries (hence, five typBsither than labelling these types in
terms of their institutional settings (as in theyoral scheme by Esping-Andersen), we
will use the more neutral geographic labels of Nem, Continental, Southern, Eastern
and lIsles (table 7.1l shows the classification athte country), which correspond to the
Social-democratic, Conservative, Mediterraneann3iteon (or Post-Communist) and
Liberal types. Although the institutional labelseamore informative, they involve a
stronger commitment to a specific analytic framdwtbian is necessary here. Of course,
we use these groupings because we believe thahghtutional framework that they
refer to is relevant for our core subject (the gras of employment growth by job
quality): but it remains secondary to our geneggraach. This is not a study about
welfare regimes and the transformation of employinsémuctures: we will just use this
institutional typology in order to understand bettiee regional dynamics which are
behind the European patterns of job growth showieea

Figure 7.5 shows the patterns of employment expansi the EU by job quality
quintiles (from now on, we will only use the wagaskd quintiles), broken up by the
mentioned five European regions. This figure regmés employment growth in
absolute numbers (in thousands): below, table Wolws the relative contribution of
each region, in percentages. Just by giving a qgliakce to these results, we see that
the different European regions had different cbuotions to the overall European

patterns of job growth. We will discuss each regieparately:
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1. Continental Europe. Figure 7.5 makes quite clear that job polarizaticas

primarily a Continental development: the white segimof the bars is what
gives the EU quintiles picture its polarized shaecomparing the percentages
to the row marginals of table 7.1, we can get araidbout how skewed was the
contribution of each country cluster to the expansdf the EU quintiles: the
more distant the percentages to the marginals, nioee biased was the
contribution of each cluster to the overall expansf employment. In the case
of Continental Europe, its contribution to the exgian of the lowest and second
lowest quintiles was far above its overall conttibn to employment (48% and
45%, compared to 36% overall), whereas for thetdeiholding middling jobs
the contribution of Continental Europe was consbgr below (11%
contribution to this tier of employment, againse@@verall). The contribution
of Continental European countries to the expansfahe top two quintiles was

proportional to its overall contribution to emplognt growth.

[ JCONT IEAST [ NORTH HIHEESOUTH [ UKIF

Figure 7.5: Patterns of employment growth in the EUbroken up by regions
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Contribution to quintile growth Share
1 2 3 4 5 Total growth emp.2000

CONT 48.2% 45.5% 11.4% 33.5% 38.6% 36.1% 43.4%
EAST -3.8% -16.9% 15.0% 3.7% 6.4% 3.3% 8.3%
NORTH 1.8% 0.6% -2.2% 3.8% 7.2% 3.8% 5.3%
SOUTH 57.1% 66.9% 74.9% 51.5% 29.1% 48.0% 26.4%
UKIE -3.3% 3.9% 0.8% 7.5% 18.6% 8.8% 16.6%

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

2.

Table 7.1: Contribution to quintile growth of each region

Southern Europe.This group of countries made the biggest overitigbution
to employment expansion in Europe between 1998 204, accounting for
almost one in every two new jobs: such contributwas far above its
employment share in 2000, what means that thigerlexpanded considerably
its share in EU employment over this period. Thetgbution of the South to
the EU patterns of job growth were quite differémaim those of Continental
Europe: as can be seen in figure 7.5, it contribwery strongly to the
expansion of all quintiles, but most importantly ttee third and fourth. The
percentages of table 7.1 show that where the daritan of the South was most
significant for the EU patterns was in the thirds{aggering three quarters of all
employment created in this tier of the labour markame from Southern
Europe), second (two thirds) and first quintile3%g. On the other hand, the
contribution of this group of countries to the empian of the quintile holding
the 20% of best paid jobs was far below its overatitribution to employment

(29%, compared to 48% overall).

Eastern Europe. The contribution of the 7 Eastern European coestifior
which we have data was extremely thin (3.3%), faloWw what would have
corresponded to their share in employment (which 88% in 2000). Between
1998 and 2007, these countries were still suffefrogn a difficult economic
transition, and although their economies were gngwtheir employment levels
remained stagnant. Nevertheless, the contributighi® cluster to the European
patterns of job growth was rather significant anffiecent from that of other
clusters. Its contribution to the expansion of th&ldle quintile (15%) was
completely disproportionate with respect to its ralle contribution to
employment growth (which was only 3%). And, as aule of the large
restructuring processes suffered during this pdripothese transition economies,
this cluster had the biggest negative contributiofsall European regions:
Eastern Europe reduced by 17% the size of the degoimtile, and by 4% the

size of the quintile holding lowest paid jobs.
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4. Northern Europe. The contribution of Finland, Sweden and Denmark was
unambiguously upgrading, contributing very littless than what would have
corresponded to their overall growth, as shownalet 7.1) to the expansion of
the three bottom quintiles and most importantli(tg into account the small

overall contribution of this cluster) to the expiansof the fifth quintile.

5. Isles. Finally, the contribution of the UK and Ireland svalso strongly skewed
to the top, even more than the contribution of Nem Europe. They hardly
contributed at all to the growth of the three lowvegiintiles, and their
contribution to the top quintile was almost 20%spite the fact that these
countries contributed by less than 9% to overalpleyment growth in the 23

EU countries covered here.

Figure 7.5 and table 7.l suggest that the regigralping of countries (which, we must
remember, is based on institutional similaritiesyjuite relevant for understanding the
overall patterns of job growth in Europe. All Eueam regions expanded significantly
their share of relatively good jobs (what expldine overall upgrading pattern for the
whole of the EU), but they had considerably différeontributions, especially in the

middle and bottom of the wage structure. But howwedknow that such development is
really associated to European regions, and nogjuahdom result of the aggregation of
countries into regions? Was the contribution otcalintries within each cluster similar?
Or did the contribution of each cluster dependt@aimpact of a few big countries? Are

the clusters really relevant?

The answer to some of those questions has beeiallyagiven in previous chapters,
when the analysis was done at the country levad. &ii countries within the same
European region share the same pattern of empldygrewth by job quality? Not
really, or at least not very clearly. There seernmete some link between polarization
and continental Europe (the four clearest polanpatases were the Netherlands,
France, Germany and Belgium); the three Scandinaw@untries were put together
within the group of upgrading countries; and mostut8ern European countries
experienced some type of upgrading with strong gmoef middle-quality jobs. But
there were too many exceptions and ill-fittings&y that there was a clear link between
the regions and the patterns of job growth. Thatiposof Eastern European countries
was totally unclear: apparently, they were locatetiomly across all typologies of job

growth patterns (the Baltics were, in fact, simipiglassifiable); the characterization of
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the UK and Ireland was also unclear; Austria didl fitathe polarization pattern at all,
nor did Luxemburg (two Continental European coasii And the differences among

Southern European countries in the patterns ofjolvth were considerable.

Table 7.1 makes a further decomposition of thetggat of job growth in Europe,
breaking up the contribution of each cluster irfte tontributions of each individual
country. The difference between the results in thiide and the analysis of chapter 5 is
that, in this case, the perspective is strictly dpg@an. What is shown here is the
contribution of each country to the EU patterngadf growth, instead of the national
patterns of job growth defined in its own termsl &untries share the same job quality
ranking, whereas in the previous chapters, we usstbnally-specific wage and
educational rankings to construct the quintiles. t8is table should allow us to

reconsider, from a more adequate perspective eteeance of the clusters.

Quintiles Lowest 2 3 4 Highest Overall growth

EU (absolute growth, Empl. Share
thousands) 3796.56 1639.16 2781.41 5423.83 8427.51 22068.46 2000
Continental 48.2% 45.5% 11.4% 33.5% 38.6% 36.1% 43.4%
AT 3.5% 8.9% 2.9% -0.3% 1.0% 1.9% 2.1%
BE 1.9% 3.2% 1.8% 1.1% 3.3% 2.3% 2.4%
DE 18.5% 19.5%  -10.0% 15.7% 12.7% 12.1% 20.9%
FR 14.8% 8.4% 13.3% 13.0% 18.1% 15.0% 13.3%
LU 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%
NL 9.5% 5.3% 3.3% 4.0% 3.3% 4.7% 4.5%
East -3.8%  -16.9% 15.0% 3.7% 6.4% 3.3% 8.3%
cz -4.6% -4.8% 3.3% 2.5% 1.5% 0.4% 2.7%
EE 0.2% -0.6% 1.1% -0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3%
HU -0.7% 3.3% 4.2% 0.1% 1.8% 1.4% 2.2%
LT 0.5% -6.0% 1.0% -0.7% 0.8% -0.1% 0.8%
LV -0.4% -3.2% 1.9% 0.9% 0.6% 0.4% 0.5%
SI 0.1% -2.8% 0.3% 0.6% 0.9% 0.3% 0.5%
SK 1.2% -2.8% 3.2% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 1.2%
North 1.8% 0.6% -2.2% 3.8% 7.2% 3.8% 5.3%
DK -1.3% -2.2% -1.8% 1.3% 1.2% 0.2% 1.6%
FI 0.8% -0.9% 0.1% 0.8% 2.5% 1.2% 1.4%
SE 2.3% 3.7% -0.5% 1.8% 3.5% 2.4% 2.4%
South 57.1% 66.9% 74.9% 51.5% 29.1% 48.0% 26.4%
CcY 0.4% 1.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.2%
ES 45.8% 50.1% 54.4% 20.4% 15.2% 29.3% 8.9%
GR 2.8% -5.5% 6.0% 2.2% 2.1% 2.2% 2.4%
IT 9.7% 21.4% 10.0% 27.4% 9.6% 14.9% 12.1%
PT -1.6% -0.1% 3.9% 1.2% 1.9% 1.2% 2.9%
UK and Ireland -3.3% 3.9% 0.8% 7.5% 18.6% 8.8% 16.6%
IE 2.4% 5.8% 7.2% 0.5% 2.3% 2.8% 1.0%
UK -5.8% -1.8% -6.4% 7.0% 16.3% 6.0% 15.6%

Table 7.11: Contribution to quintile growth of each region and country
Again, we will discuss each cluster one by one:
1. Continental Europe. Table 7.1l shows that Germany, France, the N&thds

and Belgium all shared a polarizing contributionmikr to the overall

contribution of this group. The German contributien specially important,
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because it intensifies the polarization effect togryly depressing the expansion
of employment in the middle (in Germany, there veaset destruction of
middle-paid jobs that accounted for 10% of the allechange of this tier).
Austria and Luxemburg, on the other hand, did muitgbute to polarization at
all despite their belonging to this group: yet theverall effect is negligible

because of their small size compared with the atbantries in this group.

. Southern Europe This group seems much less homogeneous in itsilmation

to overall employment trends in Europe. First ¢f #de enormous quantitative
importance of a single country for the contributioh this group is really
striking. Spain accounts on its own for almost ¢med of all the expansion of
employment between 1998 and 2007 in the 23 Euromeamtries of our
sample. The contribution of Spain, therefore, haksaroportionate weight on
the contribution of this cluster (the contributi@i all the other countries
together was almost half the contribution of SpaB)it the contribution of
Spain was, in fact, rather different from that &k tother countries. Spain
contributed mostly to the expansion of the bottbree¢ quintiles (more than half
of the growth of the three bottom quintiles in fld came from Spain); Italy, to
the expansion of the fourth European quintile (aoting for more than one
fourth of it, nearly doubling its overall contribom to employment growth);
Portugal to the third and fifth (destroying emplaym in the first and second)
and Greece in the first and third (destroying empient in the second). So the
overall contribution of this cluster seems moree litke aggregation of rather
disparate patterns (with one country totally doriima the result) than a

coherent contribution from similar national devetamts.

Eastern Europe The contribution from Eastern European countsesertainly
not coherent, but there are some similarities.llifcastern European countries
there was strong destruction of employment in tbigoln (which only happens
here, and in some Southern European countries)aatmbng expansion of the
middle. So we could say that these countries cadustered together because
they are all very different from the rest, not saam because they really look

like each other.

Northern Europe. Table 7.1l shows that the developments in Noriieurope

were not at all coherent. This is interesting beeain the country-specific
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analysis all Nordic countries seemed relativelyilsim(all experiencing strong
upgrading). When we use a single EU-wide wage rapksome of those
similarities disappear: in particular, Sweden losksnewhat polarized. This is
because some of the jobs that expanded most ineésweztween 1998 and 2007
occupy a higher position in the wage ranking irs ttountry than elsewhere (so
that when we use the same ranking everywhere, Swed&s more polarized).
In any case, Denmark and Finland had a stronglyragigg contribution,
whereas Sweden had a polarizing one: hence, thare internal coherence in
this group either.

5. Isles The UK and Ireland look also rather incoherend as the UK is much
bigger than Ireland, it dominates the aggregatdrittion from this group of
two: the strongly upgrading contribution of the elslis totally a UK
development. Ireland, at its more modest scaletribcoted mostly to the
expansion of the three lowest quintiles, in fadte Tontribution of Ireland looks
much more like Spain than the UK.

So only within the Continental group of countrideere seems to be a coherent
development in terms of job quality, leaving asiiestria and Luxemburg (Luxemburg
is a perfectly reasonable outlier: it is too smatid odd to expect similarity with
anything; the Austrian case is more significantheTother groups have too much
internal variability to be considered as differeasses of the same model in terms of
patterns of employment growth by job quality.

6. Decomposing the EU patterns of job growth by séars and regions

In this last section, we will look at the sectommmosition of the EU patterns of job
growth, and its interaction with the regional dirsem. As happened with the previous
section, some of these findings will seem familater all, both the data and the basic
method of decomposition are the same as thoseinsg#tpter 6, so the results have to
be at least coherent. There are, of course, soffieeetices with the analysis of previous
chapters that justify the addition of this sectialhthese differences can be summarized
by saying that the perspective will be strictlynsaational in this case. As in the rest of
this chapter (and differently to previous chaptetts¢ ranking of jobs will be based on
the European average; the quintiles will be cor$tdi for the whole of the EU(23); and
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the analysis will be carried out upside-down, frtm European figures down to the
regional results. Nevertheless, we will try to aveepeating what we have already
discussed in previous chapters, focusing on newrnmdtion or, at least, on results

which present the same information from a new angle
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Figure 7.6: Patterns of employment growth in the EUbroken up by 9 sectors

Contribution to quintile growth Share
1 2 3 4 5 Total growth emp.2000

Primary -2.4% -83.3% -1.9% -2.0% 0.0% -7.3% 5.1%
Construction 0.6% 26.1% 65.4% 3.9% 5.3% 13.3% 7.9%
LTI -43.5% -20.1% -8.3% 1.7% 3.0% -8.5% 13.7%
HTI -0.1% -3.8% -11.0% -1.1% 6.0% 0.3% 7.6%
LKIS 111.2% 79.5% 18.9% 15.0% 10.6% 35.2% 26.8%
KIS 26.7% 69.0% -0.7% 36.4% 41.7% 34.5% 15.8%
Publicadm 0.0% 8.7% -9.5% 16.6% 8.3% 6.7% 7.0%
Education -0.3% 22.8% 2.0% 2.3% 14.9% 8.1% 6.8%
Health 7.8% 1.2% 45.1% 27.3% 10.1% 17.7% 9.3%

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 7.111: Contribution to quintile growth of eac h sector

Figure 7.6 and table 7.1II present a first breakdayt the overall EU patterns for the
same 9 sectors used in chapter 6 for decomposagadtional patterns. As happened
with the overall EU patterns of job growth, thessuits provide an excellent summary
of the country-level analysis of previous chaptersich clarifies what was general and

what was particular in those earlier results. Lagkat the two final columns of table
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7.1, we can see that there were two sectors #wgtanded considerably their
employment share in Europe between 1998 and 200Gwlkdge intensive services
(KIS) and health (in both cases, their contribugiom employment growth doubled their
initial employment shares). Construction also exjgahconsiderably, and to a lesser
extent also personal and distributive senitdsKIS) and education. All the other
sectors contributed less than what correspondeleio initial shares, which implies a
contraction in their relative importance. The Pniynaector and Low Technology
Industries (LTI) contracted even in absolute te(that is, there was a net destruction of
employment in these sectors between 1998 and 200ich accounted for almost 2
million jobs in LTI and 1.6 million jobs in the Pmiary sector). High Technology
Industries (HTI) did not destroy employment in netms (although there were very
large shifts across quintiles and regions, as wk sd@e later), but it made no
contribution whatsoever to the overall employmexpamsion (0.3% growth), which
implies a significant contraction in its employmeshare. And finally, public
administration expanded in absolute terms (by lilkoms), but such growth was in fact

below its initial share, and therefore it contracséightly in relative terms.

From a sector perspective, the characteristic agtnrally polarized pattern of the
European employment expansion that took place let#898 and 2007 was the result
of two main dynamics: the polarized nature of jolovgh in services and the
contraction of middle and low paid employment innufacturing and the primary
sector. Such dynamics are clearly reflected inrgti6. Knowledge Intensive Services
contributed enormously to the expansion of théhfduintile (three and a half million
more jobs), diminishing its contribution as it appched the middle quintile (to which it
contributed negatively, in fact), and increasinggtin, although much less strongly, in
the lowest quintiles (it should be noted that despieingknowledge intensivehese
services contributed with more than 1 million nekg to the expansion of each of the
two bottom quintiles). Personal and distributiveveees (LKIS) also had a somewhat
polarized contribution, although much less pron@ahand very strongly skewed to the
bottom. In fact, nearly all the net expansion afpaid employment was contributed by

LKIS, as we can see in figure 7.6. The contributainthese two sectors together

% Although LKIS contributed the most to overall grtw35%), this contribution was close to its irlitia
share of employment (27%), whereas the contributfddlS was more than twice its initial share (35%
compared to 16%) and health was a bit less thazet(i8% contribution compared with 9% initial
share).
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(strongly upwards for KIS, strongly downwards foKIB; in both cases somewhat
polarized), which account for 70% of the overalpamsion of employment, is what

gives the EU pattern of job growth its polarizedyst.

If it was only for services, the degree of polatima would be quite intense. The
contribution of other sectors tended, thereforestwooth the polarization effect of
services. Most importantly, the middle and bottointhe wage structure were dragged
down by the developments of the less dynamic (imseof employment) sectors of the
economy, which have traditionally been the drivérthee mid-low paid segments of
employment. Low Technology Industries, which sdificount for a large share of low-
and mid-low paid jobs (first and second quintilespntracted very importantly in
Europe between 1998 and 2007, eliminating 1.6 oniljobs in the lowest quintile, one
quarter of a million jobs in the second lowest d¢jienand more than two hundred
thousand jobs in the middle quintile. High techmgyloindustries did not contract
overall, but it nevertheless eliminated more tharmee¢ hundred thousand jobs in the
middle quintile. And the Primary sector still hadrery significant contribution to the
contraction of employment in the second quintile3(nillion jobs destroyed in net
terms), despite being such a marginal sector mgesf employment (it accounted for

only 5% of overall EU employment in 2000).

Other significant developments were the expansfdmgh paid public employment (in
the top two quintiles), especially in the healtbteg and the expansion of employment
in construction, which softened even further thdappation pattern of the service
sector by closing the gap in the middle. As memtbrn the previous chapter, the
expansion of construction over the last decade umofie was clearly a one-off
development, which has reversed very rapidly siB887: an intensification of the
polarization tendency in terms of overall EU jolowth is therefore to be expected in

the context of the current crisis.

So these are the sector dynamics underlying th@d&térns of employment growth by
job quality. But the real objective of this sectigrto further breakdown such dynamics
by their regional dimension. The expansion of thieient sectors and their impact on
the job quality structure took place within an emmic space that, as we said earlier, is
divided by (national) cultural boundaries but uditey a joint (European) political and
economic project. The policy of open borders foodm services, capital and people

could have some type of impact on the economiccttra of the different countries,
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injecting some tendency towards integration that davolve some kind of pan-
European division of labour. If there is such aelegment, it should be reflected in our
figures: in particular, we should see simultaneexpansions and contractions of
employment of the same type (and quality) in ddférareas of Europe, as some areas
concentrate the production of specific goods amdices for the European market. If
there is such a development, we should be abledmate also its implications for the
geographical distribution of job quality across &pe. That is what we will try to do in

the remainder of this chapter.

The nature of economic activity of the differenttees provides by itself, even before
looking at any results, a partial answer to thissgion. European specialization requires
European trade (as argued by Adam Smith a long déigoe the limits of the division of
labour are given by the size of the market), bnewithin a highly developed single
market as that of the EU, not all sectors are dyjtraldeable. Given the current state of
technology and the practical lack of restrictionghim the EU, the markets for
agricultural and industrial products are alreadggnated to a large extent. But as we
have seen earlier, these sectors account for d anthlapidly decreasing share of total
employment, with the very large and heterogeneewgice sector taking all the rest
(around 70% of employment on average). And althowggrvices are very
heterogeneous, one thing that they share in comsnibiat they are much more difficult

to trade than the products of the primary and sg@gnsectors.

Most services involve a direct and simultaneousrattion between the user and the
producer, rather than an indirect interaction medidhrough a product, as in the case
of the primary and secondary sectors. Although reolution in communication
technologies is bringing new possibilities for thmvision of services at a distance
(medical services through the internet, for inségnso far it remains anecdotal except
in a few very specific services subsectors (suchamsmunications, for instance). On
top of this, the degree of regulatory harmonizatéord formal openness to trade of
services in the EU is much lower than in the cdssgacultural and industrial goods: it
is only very recently that the EU is taking conedraind decisive action in this respect
(see OECD 2009 for a review). And finally, thereaitarge part of the services sector
for which there is not even the will of an Europeéategration (or if there is, it is of a
totally different nature): public services. Althdughe EU itself is an example of

integration of some types of public services (sashthe administration of monetary
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policies), its size in terms of employment relatite national public services is

absolutely negligible.

What we are trying to say is that, even before ilbglat any result, we can assume that
the real potential for integration of the nationamployment structures into a
hypothetical EU division of labour is rather limdteThere is certainly some of that in
the primary sector and in manufacturing, and we sék how that is reflected in our
data. But most employment is concentrated in theice sector, which is much less
integrated and much less capable of integratinghéncase of public services, it is
simply absurd to look for the impact of Europeategmation in terms of employment:
so we will not include public administration, edtioa nor health in the analysis of the

following pages.

In the following pages, we will use the same fiegional categories discussed in the
previous section, which may seem odd considerimg thur findings suggested that
there was too much internal variability within ea®gion as to consider them really
meaningful in terms of the patterns of job growm#ixdept in the case of continental
Europe, which seemed to be associated with theeterydtowards polarization). Still,
the regional categorization of the previous sectemains a useful tool for simplifying
an analysis that otherwise would become unmanagealphplex (we will deal with 5
quintiles, 9 sectors and 23 countries), and weuraterstand it as a necessary first step

of an attempt to evaluate the extent of geogragbécialization.

We will discuss, one by one, the regional compaositiof each of the sector

contributions to the overall patterns of job growaththe EU level. Hence, we will be
doing a decomposition of a decompositi@ach of the segments of figure 7.6 will be
broken down by region. The analysis will be baeeda graphical representation of
absolute quintile growth (figures 7.7 to 7.12) amda table breaking up the contribution
of each sector to quintile growth by region (taBle&/). The graphical representations
require no further explanation: they follow the sapminciples as all charts used in this
thesis (representing absolute growth by quintite,this case corresponding to the
contribution of each sector to overall EU quingiewth). Table 7.1V requires giving

some more details.
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Real Exp. Diffe-

shares Lowest 2 3 4 Highest TOTAL  shares Lowest 2 3 4 Highest rence  Lowest 2 3 4 Highest
Primary -2.4% -833% -1.9% -20% 0.0% -7.3% Primary Primary

CONT -1.1% -10.6% -1.2% -1.0% -0.2% -1.4% CONT -0.9% -30.1% -0.7% -0.7% 0.0% CONT -0.2%- -0.5% -0.3% -0.1%
EAST -0.8% -26.3% -1.0% -1.3% -0.1% -2.6% EAST -0.1% -28% -0.1% -0.1% 0.0% EAST -0.7% -23.5% -0.9% -1.2% -0.1%

NORTH -0.3% -3.9% -02% -0.1% 0.0% -0.4%  NORTH -01% -32% -0.1% -0.1% 0.0% | NORTH| -0.2% “0.7% -0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
SOUTH  14% -435% 1.1% 07% 0.1% -2.6% SOUTH -12% -40.0% -0.9% -0.9% 0.0%  SOUTH| 25% -3.5% 2.0% 1.7% 0.1%
UKIE -1.6% 1.0% -0.6% -03% 02% -0.3% | UKIE  -02% -7.3% -0.2% -0.2% 0.0% | UKIE -14% 83% -0.4% -0.2% 0.2%
Constr. 0.6% 26.1% 654% 39% 53% 13.3% Construction Construction

CONT 0.6% 2.1% -8.0% 1.1% 05% -0.3% | CONT  02% 9.4% 23.6% 14% 19%  CONT | 04% -7.3% -31.6%| -0.3% -1.4%
EAST 01% 15% 7.3% 06% 04% 1.3%  EAST  00% 09% 22% 0.1% 0.2% | EAST [ -0.1% 0.6%WEi% 0.5% 0.2%
NORTH 0.0% -0.3% 3.8% 00% 03% 05%  NORTH 00% 10% 25% 0.1% 0.2% | NORTH| 0.0% -13% 13% -02% 0.1%
SOUTH  0.1% 16.8% 50.6% 2.2% 2.8% 9.2% SOUTH 03% 125% 31.4% 1.9% 2.6%  SOUTH -0.2%- 0.3% 0.2%

UKIE -0.1% 59% 11.6% 0.1% 14% 24% = UKIE 00% 23% 57% 0.3% 0.5% UKIE -0.1% -0.2% 0.9%
LTI -43.5% -20.1% -83% 17% 3.0% -85% LTI LTI

CONT  -10.1% -13.1% -2.6% 05% 1.3% -24% | CONT -157% -7.3% -3.0% 0.6% 1.1% CONT 56% -58% 0.4% -0.1% 0.2%
EAST -7.2% 25% -0.8% -1.0% -0.2% -1.5% = EAST -14% -07% -03% 0.1% 0.1% EAST -58% 3.1% -05% -1.0% -0.3%

NORTH -2.6% -15% -1.8% -0.6% 0.0% -0.9%  NORTH -1.6% -0.8% -0.3% 0.1% 0.1%  NORTH -0.9% -0.8% -15% -0.6% -0.1%
SOUTH -14.7% 9.0% -0.9% 3.1% 1.8% -0.6% SOUTH -20.9% -9.7% -4.0% 0.8% 1.4%  SOUTH | 6.1%8I6% 3.1% 22% 0.3%
UKIE -8.8% -16.9% -2.3% -03% 0.2% -3.1%  UKIE  -38% -18% -07% 0.1% 0.3%  UKIE = -5.0% -15.2% -1.6% -0.5% -0.1%
HTI 0.1% -3.8% -11.0% -11% 6.0% 0.3% HTI HTI

CONT 0.1% -0.8% -44% -15% 3.8% 0.5% CONT  00% -14% -40% -0.4% 22% CONT | 0.2% 05% -04% -1.1% 1.6%
EAST -01% -05% 6.0% 03% 04% 09%  EAST  00% -0.1% -04% 0.0% 0.2%  EAST | -0.1% -0.4%N6M% 0.4% 0.2%
NORTH -0.1% -0.4% -2.0% -05% 0.3% -0.3% NORTH 0.0% -0.1% -04% 00% 0.2%  NORTH| -0.1% -0.3% -15% -0.4% 0.0%
SOUTH  00% 1.3% 1.9% 25% 19% 17%  SOUTH -0.1% -18% -53% -05% 2.9%  SOUTH | 0.1% " 3.1% e 3.0% -1.0%
UKIE -0.1% -3.3% -12.6% -2.0% -0.2% -2.4% UKIE 0.0% -0.3% -1.0% -0.1% 0.5%  UKIE | -0.1% -3.0% -11.7%| -1.9% -0.8%
LKIS  111.2% 795% 189% 15.0% 10.6% 35.2% LKIS LKIS

CONT  37.7% 19.5% 8.1% 6.3% 25% 11.4% CONT 40.2% 28.7% 6.8% 54% 3.8%  CONT  -25% -9.2% 1.3% 0.9% -1.4%
EAST 41% 3.4% 2.8% 16% 1.0% 21%  EAST  3.7% 26% 0.6% 05% 04% | EAST 04% 07% 2.2% 11% 0.7%
NORTH  4.0% 32% 0.7% 04% 0.8% 14%  NORTH 4.2% 30% 0.7% 06% 04%  NORTH -02% 0.2% 0.0% -02% 0.4%
SOUTH 59.2% 52.0% 6.3% 81% 4.0% 184% SOUTH 534% 382% 9.1% 7.2% 5.1%  SOUTH | 58%ISIE -2.8% 0.9% -1.1%

UKIE 6.2% 15% 1.0% -14% 23% 1.9% UKIE 98% 7.0% 17% 13% 09% | UKIE = -35% -55% -0.7% -2.7% 14%
KIS 26.7% 69.0% -0.7% 36.4% 417% 345% KIS KIS

CONT  11.3% 35.6% -0.3% 11.8% 16.7% 13.8% CONT  9.6% 24.9% -0.3% 13.1% 15.1% | CONT | 16%[JE0N@E ©0.1% -1.3% 1.7%
EAST 15% 3.5% -0.9% 22% 2.6% 19% EAST  09% 23% 0.0% 12% 14% EAST & 06% 1.2% -09% 10% 1.3%
NORTH 16% 07% -1.3% 1.8% 3.1% 1.8% NORTH 10% 26% 00% 14% 1.6%  NORTH 06% -1.9% -13% 0.4% 1.5%
SOUTH 10.6% 29.1% 4.7% 16.9% 11.9% 13.3%  SOUTH 12.8% 33.1% -0.3% 17.5% 20.0% | SOUTH -2.3% -4.0% -0.6% -8.1%
UKIE 1.8% 0.0% -2.8% 38% 7.3% 3.7%  UKIE 23% 6.1% -0.1% 32% 3.7% UKIE = -05% -6.0% -2.8% 0.6%137%
PubAdm 0.0% 8.7% -95% 16.6% 83% 6.7% PubAdm PubAdm

CONT 0.0% 9.3% -41% 4.1% 2.3% 20% | CONT  00% 32% -3.4% 6.0% 3.0%  CONT | 0.0%NeHe8 -0.7% -1.9% -0.7%
EAST 00% 02% -1.8% 12% 09% 04% EAST  00% 03% -0.3% 0.6% 03% |EAST | 00% -0.1% -15% 06% 0.6%

NORTH 0.0% -04% -15% 07% 08% 0.2% NORTH 0.0% 03% -04% 06% 0.3% NORTH 0.0% -0.7% -1.2% 0.1% 0.4%
SOUTH 0.0% -1.3% -27% 81% 23% 24% SOUTH 0.0% 42% -46% 7.9% 4.0% SOUTH | 0.0% -5.5%| 1.8% 0.1% -1.7%

UKIE 00% 09% 06% 25% 21% 1.6% UKIE 0.0% 0.8% -0.8% 15% 0.7% UKIE 00% 01% 15% 11% 1.4%
Educatio -0.3% 22.8% 2.0% 23% 14.9% 8.1% Education Education

CONT -0.9% 28% 06% -37% 7.1% 1.9% CONT -01% 82% 0.7% 0.8% 5.4% CONT -08% -54% -0.1% -45% 1.7%
EAST -0.5% -0.8% -0.2% -02% 0.7% 0.1% EAST 0.0% 08% 0.1% 0.1% 0.5% EAST -05% -1.6% -0.3% -02% 0.2%

NORTH 0.0% 35% -0.1% 1.8% 11% 1.1%  NORTH 00% 09% 0.1% 0.1% 0.6%  NORTH 00% 26% -0.2% 1.7% 0.5%
SOUTH  1.1% 27% 1.0% 3.1% 29% 24% SOUTH -0.1% 11.0% 0.9% 1.1% 7.1%  SOUTH 1.2% -8.2% 0.0% 2.0% -4.2%
UKIE 0.0% 14.7% 07% 13% 3.0% 27% UKIE 0.0% 20% 02% 0.2% 1.3% | UKIE 0.0% A 06% 1.1% 1.7%
Health  7.8% 12% 451% 27.3% 10.1% 17.7% Health Health

CONT  10.7% 0.6% 23.3% 16.0% 4.7% 10.5% CONT  28% 04% 163% 9.8% 3.6%  CONT [Hl00 0.2%EaeR% 1.0%
EAST  -0.7% -02% 3.6% 02% 0.6% 0.6% EAST  03% 00% 15% 09% 0.3%  EAST | -1.0% -02% 21% -0.7% 0.3%
NORTH -0.8% -03% 0.1% 04% 10% 04% NORTH 03% 00% 17% 10% 04%  NORTH -11% -03% -16% -0.6% 0.6%
SOUTH -0.6% 0.7% 12.8% 7.0% 14% 3.8% SOUTH 3.7% 06% 21.6% 13.1% 4.8%  SOUTH -4.3% 0.2% -8.8% -6.1% -3.4%
UKIE 0.9% 0.3% 52% 3.7% 24% 2.3%  UKIE 0.7% 0.1% 4.0% 24% 0.9% UKIE | -15% 0.2% 112% '1:3% 1.5%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table 7.1V: Decomposition of sector contributions @ quintile growth by region

Table 7.1V includes three sub-tables. The first doe the left), simply shows the
percent contribution of each sector to overall tlgngrowth, broken up by region
(therefore, it is just a regional decompositiontaible 7.1ll). The second one (in the
middle) shows a set of counterfactual values whiepresent how the regional
composition of the sector contribution should haeen if all regions had contributed
equally, relative to their overall contribution. 8de “expected values” (expected under
the assumption of no association between regionsantbr in the contribution to the
patterns of job growth) are generated by multiglythe relative contribution of each
sector to the growth of each quintile by the remtcontribution of each region to
overall job growth. The third sub-table within tabl.IV includes the raw difference
between the real and expected values, with colodirg of cells to identify more easily

high and low values: this table will assist us ime tidentification of regional
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contributions which deviate from the general pattef each sector contribution, and

therefore suggest some type of relation betweeomegnd sector.
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Figure 7.7: Contribution of PRIMARY SECTOR to quint ile growth by region

1. The primary sector (fig. 7.7): as we have seen in previous pages, the
contribution of the primary sector to the patteaigob growth was negative
across the five quintiles, but strongly concenttate the second lowest job
quality tier at the EU level. Although this negatistevelopment was contributed
by all European regions, it was disproportionatsgociated with Southern and
Eastern European countries (which was in fact ragiemeralized within those
two regions). Table 7.1V shows that in fact, thgioa with a highest negative
contribution in relative terms was Eastern Europdiereas the negative
contribution from Continental Europe and the Iskess far below what would
have corresponded to their overall employment dmution. What can we make
of such development? It is surely more associatiéal avlater industrialization
of Southern and Eastern Europe than with anythisg @hat is, with a late
introduction of labour-saving technologies in agtigral production). This
development could also be related to a global ratien European division of
labour (as agricultural production tends to becolaes competitive with
economic development): but in fact, the Common égtural Policy has

sheltered the European agricultural sector frorerel competition, so in terms
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of output there has not been a major reduction ¢batd suggest a process of

integration (or disappearance) of this sector énggobal division of labout*
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Figure 7.8: Contribution of CONSTRUCTION to quintil e growth by region

2. Construction (fig. 7.8): the construction sector was responsible for mbghe
expansion of the third quintile. And as figure 7sBows, most of this
contribution came from the South of Europe: althouthere was some
expansion also in Eastern Europe and the Isl&sks very small in comparison
(and as shown by table 7.1V, it was more in lin¢hviheir overall expansion of
employment). A country-level analysis (not showrnrehebut available on
request) shows that Spain in particular was resplendor most of this
expansion of construction: but still, in most Medianean countries this
expansion was above average. The development ®fs#ator in Continental
Europe was the complete opposite, destroying afsignt amount of jobs in the
middle quintile between 1998 and 2007. This negationtribution, in fact, can
be reduced to a single country: Germany, whereetinare more than half a
million jobs destroyed in net terms in constructlmetween 1998 and 2007 (in
other Continental countries, there was in fachadiexpansion of construction,
although not big enough to imply an increase irshtare). So in this sector there
were clearly diverging developments between 199B2807 across Europe: but

the nature of activity in this sector does notwlto interpret such development

91 While the share of labour force in agricultureldesl in all European countries between 1995 and
2005, the output value at producer prices of thicalgural industry was still raising in absolutgms
(see Eurostat 2007a: 24)
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in terms of Europeanization (although it may be eotmt related to a
specialization of Mediterranean Europe in tourisgt@rvices, which probably
contributed to the construction boom in those coes)t. The most plausible
explanation of these diverging developments liethéndifferential impact of the
single European monetary policy, with the arrivithee Euro. On the one hand,
the EU-wide interest rates were too low (belowatfin) for Mediterranean
countries and just about neutral for Continentatoga (especially Germany).
On the other hand, these Mediterranean countridsnbaer experienced such
stable and favourable monetary conditions. All i) this led to radically

different outcomes in different regions, fuellindvage construction boom from
which we are still recovering in the Mediterranedmile making little impact in

Germany and other Continental economies. So agairspecialization: rather,

different development paths, even if triggeredtsy same monetary policy.
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Figure 7.9: Contribution of LOW TECH INDUSTRIES to quintile growth by region

3. Low Technology Industries (LTI, fig. 7.9 we saw earlier that LTI were

characterised by an intense destruction of emplogmeoncentrated at the
bottom of the wage structure. Where this destractod low-paid, low-tech

industrial jobs was more intense was in Southemof; which simultaneously
created a smaller but significant amount of higba&id jobs in the same sector
(second, fourth and fifth quintiles). Something i&&m though less voluminous
and less upgrading, happened in continental Eut©Opehe other hand, Eastern

European countries destroyed large numbers of émh-tow-paid jobs without
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creating jobs in these sectors at any other pasl,lemd something similar (but
at the second lowest rather than the lowest ge)ntibppened in the UK. The
regions that created high-paid jobs in this sesimultaneously destroyed many
more low-paid LTI jobs: this looks much more likeetimpact of an internal
process of technical change than anything elsdadty the sheer amount of
employment destruction in this sector throughoutoga suggests that the key
development of LTI, shared by all European regidespne of progressive
decadence (in terms of employment), probably drivgriechnical change and
globalization (that is, the division of labour atgibal rather than European
scale). Still, there are some shifts in employmemtoss regions and quintiles
that could suggest some degree of EuropeanizatforLow Technology
Industries, which would have benefited mostly theut8 of Europe (which
contributed to the creation of more than 300.000 jobs in the two highest
quintiles) and Continental Europe (where it contr#dl to the creation of
roughly 130.000 relatively well paid LTI jobs).
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Figure 7.10: Contribution of HIGH TECH INDUSTRIES t o quintile growth by region

4. High Technology Industries (HTI, fig. 7.10): despite its tiny contribution to
overall employment growth, this sector is very iagting because it suffered
very large shifts in employment across regions guothtiles. The UK and
Ireland destroyed a very significant number of jaobsthis particular sector
across the five quintiles, but specially in the diédquintile (more than 300.000

jobs). There is no evidence of any job creatiorihis sector for this region,
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which suggests that the UK and Ireland were simpbying away from it. The

developments in Nordic countries were very simitathe Isles, although at a
smaller scale. On the other hand, in Southern Eutiopre was quite a lot of job
creation in HTI, specially in the two upper quiasl(although table 7.1V shows
that it was in the middle where the relative cdmition from the South was
more significant). In Eastern Europe there was atsanportant creation of HTI

jobs, most of them within the middle quintile. Artlde development of this
sector in Continental Europe suggests shifts upsvardhe value chain: there
was some job destruction in quintiles three and,feimultaneous with the
creation of more than 350.000 jobs in the top dj@nSo this is probably the
case in which the evidence more clearly suggestsestype of regional

specialization, with some regions destroying maniy ldw- and mid-paid jobs

while other regions created many jobs of middle laigth paid levels in the same
sector. Still, the very limited impact of this sacton the overall European
patterns of employment growth illustrates the ledit relevance of this

development for the division of labour at the Ewap level.
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Figure 7.11: Contribution of LESS KNOWLEDGE INTENSI VE SERV. to quintile growth by

region

5. (Private) Less Knowledge Intensive Services (LKISjg. 7.11): as we already

mentioned in previous pages, the potential of ses/in general for integration
within an European division of labour are, a priaather limited. This is
especially true in the case of LKIS, which, we nmagsiall, includes personal and

distributive services: services that in most caegsire a strict simultaneousness
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between production and consumption and the dinetetraction between the
producer and the consumer. It is nearly impossiblgroduce this kind of
services in a different country from where it imsomed: therefore, except in
areas which are very close to the border, theliglesroom for integration. Still,
regional specialization and integration is not tdmy possible reason for the
existence of different economic and employmentcstmes: the general degree
of economic development tends to be associated @ifferent employment
structures, as we saw in chapter 4, and there neagtlber cultural or even
climatological reasons behind such differencestt@oua Europe has the largest
shares of employment in LKIS of Europe, and thisutiarity seems to intensify
over time, as the expansion of this sector in SematlEurope was larger than
could be expected according to the overall contiginuof this region to the
expansion of EU employment; and as we can sedla alV, such contribution
was more downwards biased than in any other red@esides this Southern
European peculiarity, there is not much more tohimdpt in the results for
LKIS: this sector grew in absolute terms in all iogg, and even if it was
reasonable to expect some type of Europeanizatiadhi® sector (which it is
not), our results would not support such hypothdtiiere is no sign of
employment transfers, and the differences in tlitepe of growth are not large

enough as to suggest specialization due to econateigration).
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Figure 7.12: Contribution of KNOWLEDGE INTENSIVE SE RVICES to quintile growth by region
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6. (Private) Knowledge Intensive Services (KIS, fig..12): although this is also

a category of services, and therefore in principle potential for trade and
hence a transnational integration is smaller than manufacturing or
agriculture, there have been recent technologieleldpments which are
rapidly changing this situation. In many activitigmt fall within this category,
such as communications and financial services, imd@rmation technologies
are allowing a degree of internationalization tb&m match or even surpass that
of the most traditional activities producing maaégoods. The hypothesis of an
Europeanization of this sector, with some regiopec&lizing and absorbing
European production and employment, is therefareieh more reasonable one.
Do our results suggest any type of EU integrationspecialization in this
sector? Even more than in the case of LKIS, theas avgeneralized expansion
of Knowledge Intensive Services across all Eurap®] this expansion was
strongly concentrated on the higher layers of egmpknt everywhere, as we
have repeatedly argued in previous pages. Yeteifook at the deviations of the
different regions from the overall patterns in &f.IV, we can see some
interesting results. The contribution from the $otd the expansion of this
particular sector was smaller than expected (thdbwer than its contribution to
overall employment growth), and it was less conegeatl on the top of the pay
structure than elsewhere. The Isles, at a smaikde shad the opposite type of
contribution: much more upwards biased than angratbgion, and bigger than
what would be expected according to the overalktrdmution of this region to
EU employment growth. The other noteworthy residltable 7.V regarding
KIS is that Continental Europe had a larger thapeeted contribution to the
two lowest quintiles (especially the second lowesthich shows that the
polarization tendency of Continental Europe aff@stsn this strongly upgrading
sector. All in all, it seems that the expansiortho$ sector was too generalized
across Europe, and too similar in its upgradingepat to sustain a hypothesis of
a significant integration/regional specializati@nly in the case of the Isles (UK
and lIreland), the very disproportionate contribaitiof this region to the
European expansion of high paid Knowledge IntenSeevices does suggest
that this region has managed to specialize onsesor, absorbing a significant
amount of KIS activity and employment at the Euwlpdevel (this is not

surprising: the UK and Ireland have been very ssgftgé as centres of
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international financial services in the last twocades — though maybe not
anymore —). Such development is surely important tias region: the
progressive specialization of the Isles on thesd kif activities at the European
level is probably linked to the large expansionhajh paid jobs in these two
English-speaking countries between 1995 and 200at #Br the overall
European patterns of job growth, this developmead tery limited impact,
being diluted in much larger developments.
This last point could be a good summary for the leftsection. We have looked for
evidence of an Europeanization of the divisionadifdur, or more precisely, of the kind
of effects that such a development would have bathk structure of job quality. It has
to be acknowledged that our approach is not reéldymost suited for answering such a
guestion, as our data can only provide indirectdente of an integration of
employment structures (direct evidence would regsiudying directly trade flows in
the different sectors). Still, if there would beckian Europeanization we should be able
to see some of its effects with our job-based apgrowe should see something like
simultaneous positive and negative developmentifferent regions and job quality
tiers (within the same sector). We could only skarcevidence of this type in the
manufacturing sector, especially in High Tech Indes. Our results suggest that the
South and East of Europe tended to concentratexjpe@nsion of production activities in
High Tech Industries, whereas the Isles and Nomked away from this sector and in
Continental Europe there were many new high palsk,jgprobably in managerial,
professional and technical activities, in this secthis did have some impact on the job
quality structures of the different countries, cimitting to the expansion of good paid
jobs in the Continent, the destruction of low anid paid jobs in the Isles and North,
and the creation of mid paid jobs in the South &agdt. But the relevance of these
developments, when put in the context of the oVegratterns of transformation of
European employment structures, is very limitedsiaf what happened between 1998
and 2007 to the European employment structure easesult of dynamics which were
very similar across all European regions (such has expansion of high paid jobs
because of the move towards knowledge intensivdaces;, or the contraction of mid
and low paid jobs because of the collapse of thmawy and secondary sectors), and

therefore unrelated to the hypothetical formatiba &uropean division of labour.
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7. Conclusions

The interest of this chapter derives mainly frone level at which the data was
analysed. We have not included any new data aredilany new analytical technique:
we have just shifted our perspective by aggregatiegdata of the 23 countries into a
single pool, representing a hypothetical (not tp d@merical) European labour market,
which we have then studied with the same technigsesl for individual countries in

previous chapters (charting the patterns of empéaytnexpansion by job quality, and
decomposing such patterns by sector and regiom)g@al was to try to answer several
guestions that could only be answered by doingatiedysis at this European level. We
have provided several answers, some of them manelugsive than others: we will

conclude by summarizing these answers one by one.

What kinds of jobs has the EU as a whole creatdtarast job expansion? We saw in
the first section that between 1998 and 2007, tHeemployment structure was both
upgraded and polarized in terms of job quality. €kpansion was largest in the top two
job quality quintiles, so that there was an indiaple upgrading in the overall
employment structure. The jobs that occupy mid-jp@sitions in terms of median
wages grew the least (quintiles 4 and 5 expande ttimes more than quintiles 2 and
3). The lowest quintile, on the other hand, expdnctensiderably more than quintiles 2
and 3 (by almost 4 million in net terms, comparathwearly 2 million in each of the
two subsequent quintiles), although much less thanjobs at the top two quintiles.
Overall, the upgrading was more intense than thargation, but both developments

were significant.

How did the EU pattern of employment growth by ppmlity quintiles compare with

the US pattern for a similar period? With all thegautions required in a comparison
between what is really an integrated labour masket an artificial aggregation of 23
separate labour markets, we did this comparisahensecond section of this chapter.
The most remarkable outcome of such comparisdmeisimilarity between the patterns
of job growth of the two unions of states at battes of the Atlantic: in both cases, the
pattern of transformation was one of asymmetri@apoétion (or polarized upgrading),

although the degree of upgrading was considerablyelb in Europe and the degree of
polarization much more marked in the US. The sintylaof patterns suggests a

similarity of underlying dynamics which is confirchdy a comparison of our findings
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in this chapter and the findings of the Americamdgtwhich inspired this whole thesis.
The expansion of high paid jobs was in both caséed to an expansion of knowledge
intensive services, the expansion of low paid jmbpersonal and distributive services,
and the gap in the middle to the secular declimaahufacturing employment (although
there were differences too: in the American cagghHiech Industries seemed to play a
more significant role than in Europe, and in the ti& expansion of the public sector

was absent, at least from the analysis of Wright@wyer).

What was the contribution of each European regmnntitutional country clusters) to
the overall patterns of job growth? In answerings thuestion, we simultaneously
discussed the more general problem of whetherrtsigutional country clusters often
used for the analysis of European social and ecanmsues are relevant for studying
the patterns of job growth. Our answer was, in tri@ams, negative. In most cases, we
found more variability within each cluster than s them, a finding that challenges
the use of clusters for the analysis of the padtewh job growth for job quality
(suggesting that these patterns are not linkebdedig institutional families of Europe).
There was one exception: just one, but very sigaifi. The polarization tendency
seemed to be rather clearly linked to Continentabgean countries (otherwise known
as Conservative Welfare Regimes), with the singleeptions of Luxemburg and

Austria.

And finally, is there any evidence of a geograpthidgsion of labour within Europe, and
if there is, does it have implications for job dtyd Even before carrying out any
analysis, we could provide a partial negative amgewesuch question, simply by taking
into account the different nature of the labourcess of the different sectors: services
lend themselves much less easily to internatiomatet than manufacturing or
agriculture, and the transformation of the Europearployment structure was mostly
the result of developments within services. Anywag,decomposed the contribution of
each sector to the overall expansion of the fiie guality tiers into the specific
contribution of each region: any evidence of shiftemployment between regions, or
at least of significantly different patterns of gtth for the same sector would be taken
as possible evidence of integration within an EWisibn of labour. Only in the
manufacturing sector, especially in High Tech Irides, did we find some evidence of
that kind (with the South and East absorbing mestwith of middling jobs in High
Tech Industries, and Continental Europe expandisgsihare of high-tech high-paid
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jobs). Other diverging developments did not seeaugbly linked to any ongoing
integration within an European division of labouior( instance, the diverging
developments in construction are more likely tdibked to the interaction between the
EU monetary policy and local conditions; or in tjpeimary sector, to the late
industrialization of the South and East of Europ®d in most cases, the regional
dynamics behind the sector contributions to the f&tterns of job growth were so
similar that they simply suggest shared regionaktigpments rather than any regional

specialization within a hypothetical European dosof labour.



8. Conclusions

Each of the individual chapters of this thesis tasown concluding section with a
detailed summary of the main results. In this fictzdpter of overall conclusions we will
not repeat once again such a detailed summary sdlt® because it would be both
tedious and unnecessary. Instead, we will concentoam what we think are the key
findings and on their implications with respectttee Social Sciences debate on the
changing division of labour and job quality. Fordatailed summary of the findings for

each chapter, the interested reader is referreth&individual chapter conclusions.

1. The debate on the effects of the changing divisi of labour on job quality

In this thesis, | have tried to evaluate the natfréghe recent evolution of European
employment structures, from the perspective ofdahlity. Ultimately, it has been an
attempt to contribute to the debate on the effélots technical and organizational
change has on the conditions of work, a debate dgoas back to the origins of
contemporary political economy, and which remainsttee core of the fields of

sociology of work and labour economics.

Since the earliest contemporary analysis of thereadf work? (with Adam Smith)
until three or four decades ago, this debate wasirthted by a profound pessimism
which derived from the recognition of the contradig impact of technical and
organizational progress on the human condition.ti@none hand, such technical and
organizational change (for Adam Smith, the divisodriabour) was the ultimate source

of economic growth, and hence of the massive expars the human capacity for

92 To avoid loading the conclusions with referenedsenever our arguments are only summarizing the
discussion of previous chapters we will not inclaghy reference. When the arguments are new or based
on literature which has not been discussed eavlienyill include the new references explicitly.



306 Conclusions

survival and well-being that the Industrial Revaatwas bringing about. On the other
hand, these advances were produced at the expeaseoatinuous degradation of the
condition of work: the proud independent produdemedieval guilds was transformed
into a kind of brainless mechanical beast, whicly grovided his raw energy to
production without even understanding the productiprocess to which they
contributed. Most classical economists and socistsegincluding Adam Smith and
Karl Marx, agreed that a continuous degradatiowark was an inevitable consequence
of technical and organizational progress, althoofjitourse they proposed radically
different responses (a revolution that would albolige division of labour in the case of
Marx, a lukewarm programme of public educationifatustrial workers in the case of
Adam Smith).

Such pessimism is slowly dispelled while, after #1& World War, most advanced
Western economies initiate a series of instituticedorms that transform them into
more egalitarian and inclusive social systems. Despfinal wave of labour unrest in
the 1960s and 1970s (which coincides with the pabbn of the swansong of the
pessimist view described earlier, “Labour and MargCapital’ by Harry Braverman),

it becomes more and more obvious that the labowisleape has changed radically
since the ? World War. It did not fit anymore, not even metagibally, with the
striking descriptions made by Engels of the condiiof the working class in England
in the 19" Century. Slowly, a new vision starts to domindtte debate on the impact of
technical and organizational change on labour ¢mmdi, a vision that is much more
optimistic than the previous one and which is lohke the debate on the coming of the
Post-Industrial Society. It is precisely the enoamsiteap in productive human capacity
derived from industrialization which, accordingtteese new theories, has been slowly
improving the conditions of work of the vast majgrof the population, through two
different ways. First, by reducing dramatically #rount of work necessary to produce
the material goods required to support the popmrativhich implies a gradual increase
in the share of workers dedicated to the provisbimmaterial services, leisure and
well-being. Second, by the substitution of the mastluous industrial tasks by
machines, and the transformation of the unskillessnproduction worker into high-
gualified engineering workers whose main task ie ttesign and supervision of
machines. In both cases (increasing predominansereices, substitution of the mass

industrial workers by smaller numbers of high-gdllengineers), the conditions of work
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are improved substantially, not only in extrinsic @dmpensatory aspects (such as
wages, holidays or employment conditions), but alsothe most intrinsic or
anthropological aspects of work (autonomy, sodigbilcomplexity). The profound
pessimism of the classics is therefore abandoned saibstituted by the somewhat
messianic and naive optimism of the theorists stfaustrialism (as illustrated by the
tittes of the main texts of this tradition: “The &t Hope of the 20 Century”, “The

Coming of the Post-Industrial Society”, etc.).

But the pendulum swings again when, around the seignties, most advanced
countries enter a crisis which affects first theremmy and then the identity of the state
itself. The political consensus that had domindtetiprevious three decades and built
the Welfare State started to deteriorate, slowdbeadily, until many of the previous
social and labour policies are rolled back (in ¢ighties in the UK and the US, in the
nineties elsewhere). Social inequalities start gngwagain, and many argue that the
conditions of work and employment deteriorate owkis period. Against this
background, a more pessimistic view about the icagilbons of technical and
organizational change returns to the forefront afia sciences. It is, nevertheless, a
more nuanced view, which in some ways can be utw®tsas a synthesis between the
pessimistic and optimistic views. According to tmew synthesis, the structural
evolution of the division of labour in advanced italgst societies since the seventies is
marked by polarization. The literature on this ess$ends to focus on two explanatory
factors, technology and international trade. On dhe hand, the nature of technical
change since the informational revolution tendsubstitute workers that traditionally
occupied intermediate positions (routine productaomd administrative tasks) while
boosting the demand for labour at the two extrenfethe skill-job quality hierarchy
(knowledge intensive tasks and manual non-routasks). On the other hand, it is
argued that the globalization of markets has aldesiructive impact on the middle of
the employment structure, especially on unskillead aemiskilled industrial jobs that
can be equally performed in developing economies faiction of the cost. Some of
these theories recognize the possibility thattutstinal and political factors (such as the
decline of trade unionism or the shift towards ekl policies) may also have an

important role in this polarization trend.

This thesis is an attempt to test empirically th@mmarguments of these three visions

about the impact of technical and organizationaihgfe on job quality. For this purpose,
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we have applied a method which is still relativelgw, which we called the “jobs”
approach, to a sample of 23 European countriesayeriod of 13 years. It should not
be a surprise if we say that our test is only phdind indirect, considering the large
scale of the phenomenon we are studying here: Ingpk that this dissertation has
contributed to shedding some light on the shaddwved still surround this subject,

despite more than 200 years of debate.

In the final section of the theoretical chapter, netormulated these three visions into
five hypotheses, constructed as sets of propositioat could be empirically tested with
our approach. These five hypotheses have guidethallempirical analysis of this
thesis, and in the following pages we will use thlere to summarize our main
conclusions and to link them to the Social Scieniteature on this issue. But first, it is
important to summarize the strategy followed foe #mpirical testing of these three
dominating visions about the change in employménttires, demarcating scope and

limitations of our analysis.

2. Analytical strategy

In this dissertation, we used an existing methoglplavhich has been previously
applied, with similar objectives, to study patteafigob growth in individual countries.
We called this methodology the “jobs approach”, andasically consists in the
following ideas: 1) using jobs rather than indivadkias unit of analysis, defining jobs as
specific occupations within specific sectors; Z2pgsa relative measure of job quality to
group the jobs into ranked job quality tiers; Q)dsting the change in the number of
workers within each of those tiers over time.

In previous studies, the theoretical foundations tlos approach were not fully

developed, partly because in most cases the maiceoo of these studies was strictly
empirical: to evaluate the nature of job creatiwarcspecific job expansions. In chapter
2, we tried to contribute to the development ofsthdheoretical foundations by
anchoring the jobs approach in the Marxian thedhe two-dimensional nature of the
division of labour. Against Adam Smith (and we cadd, against neoclassical
economics, that still assume that all employmearigactions are similarly governed by
market mechanisms), Marx argued that the princijplesind the division of labour

within andacrosscompanies were fundamentally different: whereahiwicompanies
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the coordinating principle is power and hierarchgross companies it is the market
which coordinates the allocation of work to thefehiént units or tasks. A very similar
idea lies behind the Coasean theory of the firmclwlrgues that the costs of using the
price mechanism to organize labour within firms ‘ioloe too high, hence the existence
of a different mechanism for coordinating intertrahsactions, which is hierarchy and
power. Our argument was that, because these twendions of the division of labour
are behind the classifications of sector and odoapaised to construct the jobs matrix,
this matrix can be understood as a stylized strattepresentation of the division of

labour in any society and point in time.

This implies a first delimitation of our analyti¢rategy: our evaluation of the three
visions about the impact of the changing divisidriabour on job quality is limited to
the analysis of quantitative changes in the empeystructure (even if evaluated from
a job quality perspective, as we will see laten).other words, our attention in this
dissertation has been totally focused on studytregchange in the quantities of labour
which are allocated to the different tasks accadio the vertical and horizontal
classifications of the division of labour measutsdthe variables of occupation and
sector. Because we are only looking at the chamglee number of people within each
cell in the jobs matrix (that is, within each spgecicombination of occupation and
sector), we leave out everything that happeitisin those cells (for example, changes in
the nature of work within each job) autsidethe classification systems used (for
instance, any changes which imply the creationent types of economic activity). Of
course, we do not leave those developments outiradmmalysis because we believe they
are not important, but simply because our concesre lis on the implications of

structural change in labour markets.

But our objective is not to study structural chamgéhe division of labour for its own

sake, but from the perspective of job quality. Thosthe quantitative jobs matrix (the
matrix that holds employment levels by job, courdand year), we added a qualitative
element: the job quality rankings. These rankings simply job quality indices

measured at the job level, used to position alé jefithin an economy in a job quality
continuum. In previous studies using this same @gagit, the job quality rankings have
been only based on the median hourly wages for gdichn this dissertation, we used
the same type of measure for our primary job guadihking, but to complement and

enrich the analysis we added two further measuoeg based on the average
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educational level of job-holders, and the othetttma non-pecuniary attributes of each

job.

This qualitative element and the way it was comséd implies a second important
delimitation of our analysis: our vision of job djtya was only partial, relative and
static. Partial because we had to cope with thetiegi data sources at the European
level, which simply do not allow for the construactiof a single comprehensive job
guality measure: hence the value of adding two njabequality indices, to reinforce
our analysis. Relative because we only used these measures as a way to rank the
jobs according to their quality, from low to highie believe that such approach is more
adequate for comparing employment conditions ac28sgery different economies (not
to say that the use of a non-parametric, ordingr@gch to job quality makes the
analysis more robust to the data problems mentieaeler). Finally, our vision of job
quality was static because the rankings were urggtdhfior the whole period studied:
although the relative structure of job quality nahange slightly over a period of 13
years, using a fixed ranking allows to focus oueraton on structural change, which

was our real objective in this dissertation as axgd earlier.

The quantitative and qualitative jobs matrices geteel in the two earlier steps were
finally merged into a single one (linked at the |elsel). The resulting information was
then aggregated intquintiles five groups of equal size in the year 2000 (ichea
country) and ranked from low to high job qualitiietexamination of the evolution in
the number of workers across the quintiles ovee tisnthe basis of our empirical test of
the three visions of change in the division of labdescribed earlier. Each of the three
visions predicts a particular pattern of job growah image of change (to continue with
the visual metaphor) which we contrasted with timpigical images of change given by

the quintile change over time within each country.

This brings us to a third important delimitationurdest of the hypotheses of change in
employment structures superficial in the sense that it does not really evaluate the
causal mechanisms proposed by each hypothesispritutwhether their predicted
effects on the structure of job quality conformtte empirical patterns of the 23
European countries of our sample. Still at thidasie level, we took advantage of the
possibility of decomposing the overall patternsdifferent levels of occupation, sector
and employment status in order to refine our evalnaf the predictive capacity of the

different hypotheses (because those hypothesestdonty predict the broad direction
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of change in employment structures, but also theupation and sector dynamics
behind).

A final important delimitation of our analysis caras the time period covered. If in
terms of geographic coverage this dissertationigesvan important expansion of the
scope of previous similar studies (which in mostesaconcerned just a single country),
in terms of time scale this dissertation is someawihdted by covering only 13 years, a
period which can be considered as short-term foewaluation of such a long-term

phenomenon as the nature of structural changeeidithsion of labour. This limitation

was, in fact, imposed by the comparative naturthefexercise: at present, it is simply
impossible to stretch the analysis any longer foirdernational comparison covering
more than two or three countries. In some wayslimgation is more severe than the
previous ones, because it is not the result ofrs@ous decision in order to focus our
analysis, but of data limitations (without any dgubwould have been better to cover a
longer time span). Furthermore, it is difficultassess or control its implications for our
results (it is impossible to differentiate shomatefrom long-term changes). The only
way to deal with this problem is to try and takentb account into the analysis as much
as possible, which is what we have done. In thedastion of these conclusions, we

will come back to this issue.

Once the scope of our analysis has been delimited will discuss the empirical
findings of this dissertation within the contexttbé main hypotheses derived from the
social sciences literature on the implicationsh&f thanging division of labour on job

quality.

3. The hypothesis of the degradation of work

In the final section of chapter 2, we summarizeid ttypothesis for our purposes as

follows:

(Degradation of work hypothesi3he patterns of change in the jobs structure
will be downgrading, either totally downgrading @olarizing with a very
strong downgrading bias. This downgrading shoulddieng place across most
sectors, in similar ways. By occupations, we shobiserve a strong destruction

of skilled and semi-skilled occupations, a simwdus strong creation of
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unskilled occupations and some creation of techrdod managerial jobs at the

top of the wage structure.

In this case, our answer is categorical: accortkingur approach, for the period and
countries analyzed, there has been no degradadtithre gobs structure (in other words,
there was no downwards-biased expansion of employmeith only two partial

exceptions: Estonia and Slovakia). This findingfaet, is not very surprising at all:
most of the literature on this issue from the 19@@mcides that there is no empirical

support for this hypothesis.

Nevertheless, we have to concede that the scoper@mpirical approach (as delimited
in the previous section) leaves out some of thetnmoportant elements of this
hypothesis, as it was developed for instance byryHBraverman in “Labour and
Monopoly Capital”. It could be argued that the pitetted process of degradation mainly
concerns changes that take pladgthin jobs (affecting their task content in ways that
deskill and disempower workers), rather than changehe composition of the labour
market, which is our focus here. Insofar as theratdagion of work arguments refer to
changes which do not affect the structure of emmpkayt by sector and occupation,
those arguments could be totally correct despéaeisults presented here. For instance,
the countries studied in this thesis could havéesedl between 1995 and 2007 a process
of generalized deterioration of job quality, or B\&deterioration that only affected the
bottom of the employment structure, and our resultaild be totally unaffected
(because we are blind to changes that take plabewobs, or changes across jobs that

do not affect the relative position of each jobiaggthe restf>

That said, it is also true that both Braverman #hedclassics did argue that technical
and organizational change leads to a downgradiagstormation of employment
structures, in very similar terms as those usethis dissertation. Braverman argued
that, even if technological change does reduceveeall number of industrial workers
of all skill levels, the excess workers are absdriv#o low-skilled, low-paid service
occupations: “there has been therefore an immdmnifteo$ labour out of the traditional

manufacturing, mining and construction, and transpion industries into the very

% In fact, all evidence suggests that there wasuch a process of degradation of work in Europ@ eve
in this sense. In our previous work studying theletion of working conditions in Europe between @99
and 2005 (see European Foundation 2007; ParenibithFernandez-Macias, Hurley and Vermeylen
2008), we could not identify any generalized negatlevelopment except for the perception of work
intensity, which seemed to increase more or lessistently over the years, and less clearly for the
perception of autonomy at work.
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rapidly growing areas of real state, insurancerfae, services and wholesale and retail
trade. But these rapidly growing fields of indusémg precisely the low-wage portions
of the economy, while the higher-wage sector is stegnant or declining portion”
(Braverman 1974: 323; see also chapter 17). We &@er in this dissertation that such
arguments do not fit the empirical patterns of cdtrtal evolution of European labour
markets: the overall sector dynamics that Braversoke about are broadly correct,
but their implications for job quality are wronglgterpreted. The rapidly growing
sectors were not, in most cases, the low-wageguartof the economy (nor the low-
educated or the low-quality ones), but quite thposjte; and the stagnant or declining
portion were not the higher-wage, but the middld kow paid segments of the labour
market in most countries. So the empirical pattdrjpb growth is almost the complete

opposite of what Braverman said.

4. The upgrading hypotheses: the coming of the pestdustrial society and skill-
biased technological change

There are two distinct theoretical traditions angufor a generalized upgrading of the
jobs structure as a result of technical and orgdinizal change: the theories of the post-
industrial society and the theories of skill-biagedhnological change (SBTC). The
implications of these two theories for structurahinge as understood in this thesis are
quite similar (although the post-industrial argutsefocus more on sector dynamics,
and the SBTC on shifts across occupations), byt diféer considerably in tone, as we
will see. The condensed arguments of these tworitgedor our purposes were

summarized as follows:

(Post-industrialist hypothesiglhe patterns of change in the jobs structure will
be unambiguously upgrading. By sector, we showdaséecrease in traditional
industrial (and goods-producing) jobs of a low oidAow quality, simultaneous
with an increase in middling to high quality jobs services and a strong
increase in knowledge-intensive services of highliju By occupations, we
should see a decrease in unskilled and semi-skdlamipations, and a rapid

growth in managerial, technical and professionatwgations.

(SBTC hypothesis)The patterns of change in the jobs structure void

unambiguously upgrading. Across most sectors, veelldhsee fast growth of
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highly-skilled (and highly paid) jobs, and stagmatior even destruction of

middling and low-skilled jobs.

Of the three broad images of change that domihatéheoretical debate, this is the one
for which we found a most universal empirical suppwithout any doubt. Practically
all the European countries which we studied in thésis, for the three indicators of job
guality, experienced some type of upgrading inrtegiployment structures: the relative
growth of good jobs (those in the upper quintiléshe distribution) was in most cases
higher than the relative growth of bad and middlijpdps (which reduced their
employment share in relative and in some cases ievansolute terms over the period).
Even in the few countries which experienced a m®cef polarization in their
employment structures, this polarization tendedb& upwards-biased: that is, the
expansion of good jobs was much larger than thataaf jobs, even if the bad jobs
expanded more than middling jobs (the only excegtibbeing Netherlands and

Slovakia, and only for the wage-based quintiles).

The sector and occupation dynamics that were bethiisdmore or less generalized
upgrading also coincide to a great extent with @ahguments of post-industrial and
SBTC theories. The sectors that pulled the expansib good jobs were private
knowledge-intensive services (a category which udebs financial services,
communications and research and development, amdmgs), and health (where
employment is primarily public in most European mies). On the other hand, the
primary and secondary sectors pulled down jobs afdle and low quality. It is

interesting to note that a similar developmentpadiog to the Wright and Dwyer 2003
paper that inspired this dissertation, is takiragplat the other side of the Atlantic.

Nonetheless, there were some countries whose paitgob expansion between 1995
and 2007 did not fit exactly the image of unambigsiapgrading predicted by the
theories of post-industrialism and SBTC (there wssee clear cases of polarization,
and even some casesa@ntripetaljob growth, with a relative expansion of middling
jobs). Because of this reason, and also becausactbal extent and type of upgrading
varied considerably between countries, we arguatirthne of the three broad theories
of change provides a universal answer to our problen the contrary, there seems to
be some degree of indetermination in the pattefrjeboexpansion, which has important

implications that will be discussed later.
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But if we take the upgrading hypothesis in broachte as an upwards shift of the center
of gravity of the employment structure, it is uniddate that most countries experienced
such a process to some extent, an that the undgrbgctor and occupation dynamics
also fit in broad terms the upgrading hypotheseghis sense, the broad arguments of
postindustrialist theories and SBTC are vindicdigaur results: the idea that technical
and organizational change boosts productivity amdegates a surplus that contributes
to the expansion of leisure and welfare activitieBpse conditions of work tend to be

above average; as well as the idea that techni@aige substitutes specifically for the

low-mid segments of industrial employment, incragsihe demand of skilled work in

particular, seem like plausible explanations fa tibserved similarity in the European

patterns of job growth.

We have to be careful with the interpretation @& Wider implications of these results.
In this sense, we feel much closer to the impsoinber interpretation of the theory of
SBTC than with the somewhat naive enthusiasm ofespast-industrial theories. The
theories of SBTC were originally an attempt to expla not very pleasant development
in the distribution of income in advanced capitaksonomies since the 1970s: an
unprecedented expansion, especially in Anglo-Sa&ammomies, of income inequalities.
The core idea of SBTC is that technical change tsabe demand of skilled labour and
depresses the demand of unskilled labour, whichiéman upgrading transformation of
employment structures as discussed earlier, bot alsubstantial expansion of wage
inequality and/or unemployment. In a relativelyefrmarket economy, the bias in the
relative demand for skilled vs. unskilled jobs wibuahean that the wages of the earlier
are pushed up and the wages of the later are pukivent in a regulated economy with
minimum wages and strict employment protectioncan lead to an increase of
unemployment (specifically for low-skilled workersee Krugman 1994). Hence the
paradox that the more or less generalized upgradinghe employment structure
discussed earlier can be associated with a tenden@yrds higher inequality and social
polarization, rather than with a generalized prece$ social progress and human
flourishing as argued by post-industrialists. Weuldanot like to push this argument too
far, because we believe that social and employmelnty can significantly change the
wider implications of the upgrading pattern shovwereh In other words, we disagree
with the idea that technological change has thevit@iele outcome of increasing

inequality or increasing unemployment: good po#iciand regulations can help
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redistributing the benefits of technological chargel neutralizing its negative social
consequences (see Atkinson 2000). But what we witkédto emphasize here is that
the wider implications of the patterns of change are discussing here are not
straightforward: upgrading in the employment stwwoetdoes not necessarily mean

social progress, in fact it is more likely to be@sated with social polarization.

5. The polarization hypotheses: trade and technolagcal explanations

The polarization hypothesis has two main versi@me which focuses on trade and
institutions and the other one on technologicahgea Although both versions predict a
similarly polarized pattern of job growth, the sscind occupation dynamics postulated

by each of them are rather different, so we wgcdiss them separately.

(Tradelinstitutional hypothesiglhe patterns of change in the division of labour
of advanced capitalist economies will tend towapdéarization, although the
institutional framework of each country can altebstantially the implications
that this underlying trend will have for job qualit The patterns of
transformation of the jobs structure should hav&rang sector bias, because of

the different openness to trade in the differedustries.

This version of the polarization hypothesis is tarliest one, going back to the
American debate on the “declining middle” of theB@S. Although these theories also
referred to technological change, it was mainly tioered as an enabling factor for the
key explanatory variable, which was the (increasidggree of international trade.
According to these theories, international trades bao types of impact on the

employment structures of advanced capitalist ecoegnone which is direct and one
which is indirect. The direct impact refers to thature of trade-induced shifts in
employment across regional blocs: the activitiescivtare easily traded and whose
labour costs are higher in developed economies terae shifted to the developing
world. And those activities were precisely the basi the middle of the advanced
economies’ employment structures: skilled and sskilied industrial jobs. Hence, the
increase in international trade tends to emptyredle of the distribution. But the

growing internationalization has also a secondjréatl impact on the employment
structures of advanced capitalist economies. Thsipility of fleeing, or the threat of

disinvestment, alters the balance of power betwsagrital and labour that had existed
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since the # World War, giving capital the upper hand vis-a-visrkers and the state.
The resulting rollback of some key elements of Rat labour institutions (such as the
role of trade unions, minimum wages or employmeawtgetion legislation) also has

polarizing effects on the structure of the emplogine

Do our results fit these arguments? Only to a MVanjted extent: the predicted
polarization pattern was only visible in a handail countries, and the postulated
underlying dynamics were only partially confirmedea in those few countries. On the
one hand, it is indisputable that the most inteomaiized sectors (especially,
manufacturing industries) were stagnant or recessivthe most advanced European
economies between 1995 and 2007. It is also traeiththe particular case of High
Technology Industries, we did find some indirectidemce that pointed towards the
creation of a proto-European division of labourtwCentral-Western Europe moving
away from production but keeping the high-value eatldctivities (a move up in the
value chain which contributed to the upgrading ledit employment structure), and
Central-Eastern Europe absorbing labour-intensiedyxtion activities (contributing to
the expansion of middle-paid jobs). But on the othand, the significance of these
developments is minor compared to developmentsttw place in the much larger

service sector, less affected by internationalerad

The main advantage of these theories, compardtktother theories discussed here, is
that they explicitly consider the institutional inawork as a mediating factor between
the underlying mechanisms leading change in thesidiv of labour (technical and
organizational change) and job quality. This makespredictions of this version of the
polarization hypothesis less deterministic or ursaéistic, which fits much better the
fundamental variability in the patterns of job gtbwhat we found across our sample of
23 European countries. Although in fact, the méaiggainstitutional factor proposed by
this theory is not the most important one, accardanour results. When Kuttner argued
that institutional differences could lead to diffeat outcomes of the same processes of
technological change and internationalization, heinig spoke about differences in
wage structures. But in fact, we argued in chaptéhnat the differences found in the
patterns of job growth across Europe are not maihé result of the existence of
different wage hierarchies, but the result of ddéfe types of structural change.
Different European countries, in particular, seertediffer in the (relative) quantities

of low and mid paid jobs that they generated betwE295 and 2007. So we can infer
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that institutions do not matter only in terms ohggating different wage hierarchies, but
also in terms of generating different pathwaystoictural evolution in the division of

labour. We will discuss this issue in more detaillie following section.

The second version of the polarization hypothesitotally focused on technological
factors:

(Task-Biased Technical Change, TBTC, hypothesig patterns of change in
the jobs structure will tend towards outright palation across most developed
economies (as all are experiencing the same typt&edafnological change).

There should be some sector bias (the differergstyqf tasks are differently
distributed by sector), but the main driver of chanshould be occupational
shifts in employment (the routine and cognitive teoh of tasks is mostly

correlated with the vertical division of labour).

First of all, we have to say that the point maddiezafor the trade version of the
polarization hypothesis also applies here: onlyaadful of countries conform to the
predicted pattern of structural change. That ghid,version provides a more complete
and plausible explanation for the polarization sag&n the previous one. The main
problem of the trade hypothesis is that it mostiplees to sectors which in practice
account only for a small and shrinking proportidremployment, leaving out most of
the service sector which is in fact the one drivimg overall polarization pattern (in the
cases where such pattern applied). In other warndiside the primary and secondary
sectors there is even more polarization, and thdetrhypothesis simply does not

provide a clear answer for why that should be tsec

The TBTC theory classifies labour tasks in four gigups, according to whether they
are routine or non-routine, and intellectual or oanlt argues that, in a similar way as
mechanical technologies have been replacing routirenual workers since the
Industrial Revolution, the new informational teclogies allow the substitution of
routine intellectual workers (clerks) for computers (as well as an ewveme efficient

substitution of manual routine workers by prograrbf@andustrial machines). Routine
manual and intellectual tasks (skilled and semliexkiindustrial workers, and clerks)
constituted the bulk of the middle segments of e@ymplent until the 1970s: the
technological revolution that took place in thatage and which found increasing
application to production in the following two deles led to the stagnation and

decadence of these types of employment, henceaihénghe middle. This explanation
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of the polarization patterns fits better our restittan the trade-based one, because it not
only predicts the collapse of middling industriabg, but also of service employment
with middling salaries and working conditions whiake not exposed to the effect of
international trade. Our results show that the farnithe centrifugal evolution of
employment in services) was as important for theetigpment of polarization as the
latter. Also, as this theory predicts, the bottohth® employment structure, in those
countries where there is polarization, grows mogtgcause of the expansion of
personal and distributional services (that is, rmurtine manual jobs). The top of the
distribution also changes more or less as thisryheedicts, but in this case the TBTC
arguments do not differ from the previously diseasarguments of SBTC from which

it derives.

But we are continuously emphasizing the fact tlnd theory provides a plausible
explanation for the polarization pattamthose cases in which there is such a pattern
This is very important because it constitutes arvias contradiction of the
presumption that all countries are experiencingsdume type of evolution because of
the impact of the same type of underlying caussk{baased technological change in
this case). We have to say that in this, this thetwmes not differ too much from the
other ones discussed here (except the trade/istiist arguments): there is a
somewhat universalist, almost deterministic tonth&ir understanding of the evolution
of the division of labour and its implications fimb quality. In some empirical studies
from the TBTC perspective (see Goos, Manning arldnans 2009), this has lead to
the claim that all European countries (except Ry as well as the US, have
experienced the same polarization pattern of jalwtr during the nineties. In chapter
5, we discussed with some detail why we believeetheirical support for such striking
claims are very thin (they assume that the wagectsires across all Europe are so
similar that using the UK wage rankings for all ntries does not make a difference,
and they also define the job quality tiers in apsisingly non-transparent way which
amplifies the polarization effect); but even fromparely theoretical or aprioristic
perspective, such claims seem quite implausible.relquires a truly platonic
understanding of how employment structure changes time to believe that a single
pattern can characterize the evolution of employnstructures of all European (15)
economies (except Portugal) and the US. We knove thee very important differences

in the structure and development level of theseneweues, in their institutional
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frameworks, culture and values, even in the speaifoment of the business cycle in
which each economy was situated in the period ZA¥Y. Even if we agree that all of
these economies are experiencing more or lessasimilocesses of technological
change, how could it be that the change in the eynpént structures acrosl
advanced economies (except Portugal) is only aftebly that single universal factor?
Even if such universal factor would generate simil@ndenciesin terms of the
evolution of employment structures, would not thésedencies be distorted by the

different economic structures, institutional franoelks, etc?

In chapter 5 of this dissertation, we presentediattp evidence showing that the
polarizing pattern did characterize the evolutibremployment in some countries, but
not in all of them. Because of the universal clawhshe TBTC theory, this on its own

implies a partial rejection of the TBTC hypothe$ie do not think that such hypothesis
should be rejected completely, because it provideglausible explanation of the
patterns of job growth in those countries whereapshtion did happen: but it is

obvious that this hypothesis should be reevaluatedause it cannot explain why in
some cases there is polarization but not in oth&fes.believe that the factors that are
missing in this hypothesis and which makes it inptete (as much as the other
hypotheses) are related tostitutions the same institutions that systematically
contradict most attempts to reduce processes adlstitange to a single universalist
explanation, because they imply a fundamental ardahacy, or non-inevitability, in

any process of social change.

6. Accounting for the plurality of patterns of emplyment growth

In the previous pages, we have argued that althoogie are some broadly shared
tendencies that fit better the upgrading hypothedhisre was an important plurality of
patterns of job growth between 1995 and 2007 wittim sample of 23 European
countries, which none of the hypothesis can rea¥ylain. How do we interpret this

outcome? Two main readings can be done. One woubglys consider that the

hypotheses were incorrectly specified: the pluyadit patterns identified would be the
result of a more complex set of factors, which douitimately be reduced to a more
complex, but still universal and deterministic exmtory model. Another reading
would be that the identified plurality is the resofl a fundamental indeterminacy of the

processes of social change, indeterminacy whidtseédf the result of the capacity of
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human beings to direct — however successfully -ewts destiny. The results of this
thesis can not provide conclusive evidence for @inthese two possible readings, but
we believe that they do point in the second dicggtbecause they suggest that behind
the plurality of patterns there are institutioredtors (which are, by definition, the result

of conscious human action).

The first element that points to an institutiongplanation is the fact that the polarizing
countries experienced a simultaneous important geocof destandardization of
employment. The association between polarizatiah destandardization was not only
one of simultaneity, but there was an obvidntgraction in the polarizing countries
(which, we must remember, differed from the resimyabecause the bottom grew
faster than the middle), the destandardization stes1gly downwards-biaseth terms
of job quality (bad jobs became much more destatizied than good jobs, even if all
the structure was affected to some extent). By ndafn, this process of
destandardization has its origins in changes imudabregulation, and hence in
mechanisms which are basically institutional. Itstnbe noted that this argument is not
necessarily contradictory with the TBTC explanatiibris perfectly reasonable to think
that there may be some kind of underlying polarratendency induced by technical
factors as argued by TBTC, but which would not bke anaterialize into an expansion
of low-paid jobs unless the institutional framewdakilitates it (for instance, if there
are minimum wages of a relatively high level, oghfiring costs, low-paid jobs may

not grow even if there is a “latent” demand of montine manual work).

The second element which points towards institgtienthe geographic distribution of
the different patterns of job growth across Eurofithough the usual institutional
country clusters, in general terms, did not seelvetalearly associated with the variety
of patterns of job growth, there was one significarception which fulfilled the
required internal homogeneity and external difféegion to be considered a
meaningful cluster: the group of continental Eumpecountries (or conservative
welfare model, or corporatist regimes). This graipcountries included most of the
polarization cases and only one country which did fit the polarization pattern

(Austria)?* The association between a country cluster, defibgdits institutional

9 There was another exception which was Luxemburgttis country is too atypical to be taken into
account in this respect. As for the Austrian exiceptthere are some reasons to be suspicious #&bout
because there was a large reclassification of ateuys that may have distorted the patterns of job
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similarities, and such a characteristic patternjaif growth clearly points to the

importance of institutional factors.

It is, in fact, a surprising association, not exérfipm irony, because it affects the
countries that during the 90s were subject to ifredst criticism for the rigidity of their
labour institutions, rigidity which (according this$ criticism) was blocking the creation
of low-paid jobs necessary to reduce unemploymeisicteptable levels. As we know,
these countries introduced important regulatorgmas, during the period studied here,
in order to make their labour markets more flexifdee Zdrojewsky et al 2009;
Ebbinghaus and Eichhorst 2006; or for a generalevwevBarbieri 2007): it seems
impossible not to link such reforms with the simuakous and intertwined processes of
polarization and destandardization of employmerscuised earlier. Whether these
reforms were really successful (if the aim was exii@g the low-paid segments of
employment, they were) or necessary (what wouldehbappened without these

reforms?) is a different matter.

In any case, what we would like to emphasize, bezane believe it is a useful
contribution to the debate on the recent evolubibBEuropean employment structures, is
that the plurality of patterns that we have fouhdvss that there is nothing inevitable in
this process. Universalist and deterministic explimms are not only likely to lead to

defeatist and unassertive employment policiesthmyt actually do not fit the facts.

7. The long view

The period we have covered in this dissertatiovely short, if we consider that our
ultimate objective is to evaluate the implicatimisstructural change in the division of
labour. The problem of using a short period fordging a long-term issue is that,
beyond our own common sense when interpreting #sailts, there is no way to

differentiate between transitory and structuraingjes.

How can we know, then, whether our results canxbegolated beyond the particular
period that goes from 1995 to 2007? At most, wedmrducated guesses. For instance,
we know (now) that the large expansion of employmén construction that

characterized several European countries betwe®@s 49d 2007 (especially Spain and

growth (see annex 6). There was, for instanceraatenormal discrepancy between the results usieg t
wage and the educational rankings, and the laittiesttbw a very important polarization of job growth
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Ireland, but also most other Mediterranean anddeastountries) was a fundamentally
unsustainable development. After 2007, employmentthis sector has collapsed
dramatically in those same countries, and althdbgl will eventually recover to some
extent, it is very unlikely that they will ever ¢pack to the high levels of 2007. We can
infer from this development (taking into accourdtthonstruction jobs tend to be in the
middle of the wage structure) that the patternobf growth in some of these countries
may become slightly more polarized (although dificult that it would alter radically
the previous pattern, except maybe in the Sparsh)c On the other hand, in Germany
the construction cycle was completely deflationbegpween 1995 and 2007, which is
not likely to continue either, and may tend to eofslightly the polarization trend of
that country (although, again, it is unlikely thtatvould change significantly). The other
sector whose growth was inflated because of theifspeharacteristics of the 1995-
2007 business cycle is the finance sector, espedialthe two English-speaking
countries (UK and Ireland). This sector contributegortantly to the expansion of very
well-paid jobs, especially in the two mentioned mimies, from which we can infer that

the tendency towards upgrading may be somewhateneak

But beyond these relatively small changes and sothers that surely escape these
sketchy considerations, it seems likely that theegal trends observed for the 1995-
2007 period will continue in relatively similar wayfor the same reasons that they have
been going on until now. It seems likely that tachhchange and to a lesser extent
international trade will keep on depressing, slowiyt inexorably, the weight of the
primary and secondary sectors in employment, whithkeep on bringing down the
lower and middle segments of employment. The sesvisector, and specifically
services linked to knowledge, leisure and welfar@vision are also likely to keep on
expanding, making the share of relatively good jmbgrow as well. The expansion or
not of low paid jobs, as we have also arguedkeaylito depend on employment policies
and regulations as much as on the impact of teahmicange (although eventually

machines will be able to substitute for manual nautine labour as well).

Anything can happen. But drawing from our resuttisthe period 1995-2007, the most
plausible prediction is that to a greater or legsgent, the general upgrading trend will
continue. However, as we said before, it would tilly wrong to interpret such

tendency as an unambiguous proof of the inevitghili social progress. The existence

of such a clear and more or less pervasive upggaéimdency can be very good news
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for the productive system and for highly qualifiedrkers, but it is not necessarily good
for low-skilled workers (who still exist) nor fohdse which are displaced by the march
of technical and organizational progrégshe workers affected by the net destruction of
employment in the secularly receding sectors). tRerlatter, the upgrading trend can
mean less employment opportunities and increasorgpetition, and consequently,
decreasing wages, deteriorating working conditi@m&l/or unemployment. In the
context of the current recession, this possibitypbecoming a very alarming reality.
Since 2007, employment is being destroyed in maayies at much faster rates than
it had grown in the 13 previous years. The retorthe previous levels of employment
will be slow, and the chances available for uneHillworkers, assuming that the

upgrading trend is likely to continue or even irsién very bleak.

But as we argued in the previous point, there ithing inevitable in social and
economic change. The existence of a generalizeterpatof upgrading in the
employment structure shows that the potential ohd society to provide for its needs
keeps on expanding at a very fast pace. The ber@fisuch upgrading, which are the
result of generations of human creativity and inggnapplied to production, naturally
belong to the whole of society, not only to thasat thave the chance to profit directly
from them. There are always options for transforomal public policy to make the
implications of technical and organizational charigdy beneficial for the whole

society.

% A very similar point could be made with respeclaiog-term trends in productivity, which are infac
surely linked to the upgrading trends in the empliemt structure about which we are talking about.
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