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ABSTRACT

Dynamics and Diversity: Ethnic Employment Differences in
England and Wales, 1991-2001"

This paper uses microdata from the 1991 and 2001 Population Censuses to examine
differences in the employment experiences of ethnic minorities living in England and Wales. It
focuses on two main issues, firstly the extent to which the employment position of the main
ethnic minority groups changed between the two Census dates and secondly, a detailed
examination of employment amongst ethnic groups in 2001. In relative terms, it is found that
there was an improvement in the employment rates of most ethnic minority groups over the
period, some of which could be explained by enhanced levels of observable characteristics.
However, the employment gap between Whites and certain ethnic minority groups remains
extremely large. Religion, local deprivation and educational qualifications are important
influences on employment for many of these groups.
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1. Introduction

The 1990s witnessed a large decline in unemploynmetite United Kingdom (UK).
OECD statistics indicate that the UK unemploymaate rfell from 8.6per cent in
1991 to 5.0per cent in 2001. This improvement was, in abgotatms, better than
the OECD as a whole, where unemployment only felhf6.8 per cent to 6.5 per cent
(OECD, 2003). Some European countries fared péatigubadly in comparison to
the UK. For example, unemployment rates in Germamy Italy rose from 4.2 and
8.5 per cent to 7.8 and 9.5 per cent respectivetwéen these dates (OECD, 2003).
However, some sections of the UK population comitm suffer from high rates of
unemployment, and increasingly from high rates cbr®mic inactivity as well.
These factors combine to generate low employmeas ri@r certain ethnic minority

groups, which is the focus of this paper.

The UK'’s impressive labour market performance caurtly be explained by the more
active labour market policy stance taken by theegoment, particularly after New
Labour came to power in 1997. Policies such asNber Deal and Employment
Zones were introduced with the aim of reducing high levels of unemployment
amongst certain at risk groups such as youngsiergiell as those in particular areas
such as inner cities. Since ethnic minorities areeerage younger than the majority
White community and overwhelmingly reside in urtaeas, New Labour’s labour
market policies would be expected to disproportielyaaffect the employment
prospects of minority individuals of working agearfexample, Department of Work
and Pensions (DWP) data indicate that around 17ceet of British New Deal for
Young Persons participants are from the ethnic conities, which is roughly double

their proportion in the population as a whole. Histpaper we use Census microdata



from 1991 and 2001 to investigate whether the eympémt position of ethnic
minorities has improved relative to that of Whitéée proceed to conduct a detailed
analysis of the diversity of ethnic minority emphognt rates for the most recent

Census year.

There are a number of advantages of using Censusdaia. First, we have access to
large sample sizes so the position of narrowly raefi minority groups can be
investigated for both sexes without the need tol plada over time. Second, since
Census microdata are now available for both 1994 2001 and the variable
definitions are relatively consistent for these tyaars, we can also analyse changes
over time. Thirdly, the 2001 data contain an enbkdnset of covariates that could
potentially add to our understanding of the differes between ethnic groups. For
example, a question on religion was asked for in& time, which should be
important for labour market outcomes, especiallyféanales. In addition, the 2001
microdata contains better information on certairialdes such as educational
gualifications, children in the household and Hedltan in 1991. The 2001 Census
also asked a more detailed question on ethnicitychvallows us to identify different
groups among the White community and a range okedhbace groups. Finally, the
2001 data contains a local authority identifier ethmeans that the impact of spatial
factors can be examined. These latter developnegratble us to perform an in-depth
analysis of the employment position of ethnic mityogroups living in England and

Wales in 2001.

The remainder of the paper is organised as folldwsSection 2, we review the

previous literature on employment differences betwthe main ethnic groups living



in the UK. This is followed, in Section 3, by adfrdiscussion of the data that we use
in our analysis. Section 4 describes our analydisthe dynamics of ethnic
employment difference using Census data from 1984 2001, while section 5
contains a detailed discussion of ethnic employnwversity in 2001. Section 6

concludes.

2. PreviousLiterature

Research into labour market differences betweemniethinority groups living in the
UK has increased considerably over the past twadks: This can be explained by a
range of factors. First, the ethnic minority popialia is expanding relatively quickly,
as shown by Table 1, which reports that the peagenodf the population of England
and Wales accounted for by individuals from thengtltommunities increased from 6
per cent in 1991 to 9 per cent in 2001. Growthgdt® some groups have been
particularly large, for example, the Black Africgropulation more than doubled
between 1991 and 206INote also the age structure of the ethnic minagityups
compared to the White majority community. Blackriédns, Bangladeshis and
Pakistanis have relatively high proportions of thpbpulation in the 0-15 age
category implying further growth in the populatiohworking age from these groups
in the future. Second, ethnic minority males a@chdles have persistently suffered
from labour market disadvantage, some of which Heeen attributed to
discrimination, and this has partly driven the gttowf interest from academics and
policymakers in the welfare of ethnic communitiegshe UK. Finally, there has been
an improvement in the quality and quantity of reléadata on ethnic differences in

the labour market in recent years.

! The following section contains a discussion of difeerences in the definition of ethnic group hret
1991 and 2001 Censuses. See also the Data Appendix



Early research was based on either specificallynoimsioned surveys or the General
Household Survey (GHS). For example, Smith (19%6) Brown (1984) used the
National Surveys of Ethnic Minorities, irregularrgelys carried out by the Political
and Economic Planning/Policy Studies Instituteexamine the relative employment
prospects of various ethnic minority groups. Snm(it!976) reported considerable
ethnic differences in female employment rates. &lyearters of West Indian females
aged 16-55 were found to be in employment, comptred per cent of non-Muslim
Asians, 18 per cent of Muslim Asians and an empkayhrate of 55 per cent in the
population as a whole. In contrast, ethnic empleytdifferences for males were
much smaller, with West Indian and Asian males egpeing unemployment rates of
less than 3 per cent in the early 1970s. Neithes ®eown (1984) able to find
substantial ethnic employment differences amongsdésnin the early 1980s since the
employment rates for West Indians and Asians weuad to be 64 and 68 per cent
respectively, compared to 67 per cent for WhiteEhe pattern of labour market
disadvantage now widely recognised to affect ethmimorities is therefore a

relatively recent phenomenon, beginning with theession in the 1980s.

Until the early 1990s, the main government survet tould be used to study ethnic
variations in the UK labour market was the GHS eeflly if one wanted to analyse
differences in earnings in addition to employmétawever, this required researchers
to pool several years of data together to achielegaate sample sizes. Furthermore,
the GHS only identified individuals as being WhateNon-White until 1983, which
further restricted the research that it was posdibicarry out. Blackabgt al. (1994)

considered the employment position of ethnic mimesi (Non-Whites) as a whole



relative to Whites using the GHS. They found tlh&t ¢mployment position of ethnic
minority males worsened in the 1980s compared &dl®v70s, since the employment
disadvantage suffered by ethnic minorities incrddsam 2.6 percentage points in the
1970s to 10.9 percentage points in the later pelisthg decomposition analysis they
found that differences in observable human capma other characteristics typically

explained around a half of these differences.

However, during the 1990s, advances in data avkijalexpanded the range of
research possibilities. The Labour Force SurveyS{l.-Rvhich although had been in
existence since 1975, became an extremely useBduree for labour market
researchers after it became quarterly in 1992 ediinis increased the potential sample
sizes and made it easier to pool the data. The &l88 introduced an earnings
qguestion at the end of 1992, thus allowing more p@inensive analysis of ethnic
earnings disparities than possible with the GHSabse of larger sample sizes.
Crucially, these improvements enabled researcbersrhpare separate ethnic groups,
rather than treating Britain’s Non-Whites as a hgemwus bloc or blocs. This
advance led to the recognition that differences/ben separate ethnic groups in their
labour market outcomes were often greater thanethetween Whites and ethnic

minorities as a whole.

An ethnicity question was asked in the CensusHerfirst time in 1991. The 1991

Census also saw the release of a sample of Ceesosis, known as the Sample of
Anonymised Records (SARs). The SARs consistedrahdom sample of 2 per cent
of Census returns, which allowed for analysis ef $maller ethnic groups, as well as

the ability to make comparisons by gender. Oneddizatage of Census data in the



UK, however, is that they contain no informationearnings. This restricts analysis

of the full range of labour market outcomes.

The larger sample sizes in the LFS and SARs haablea recent studies to consider
the position of different ethnic minority groupwifig in the UK in much greater
detail. For example, Blackabgt al. (1997) used the 1991 SARs to examine
unemployment differences between nine ethnic minayoups (Black Caribbeans,
Black Africans, Black Other, Indian, Pakistani-B&dgeshi, Chinese, Other Asian,
‘Other Other’ and Irish) by males and females, whsrBlackabet al. (1999) used
pooled LFS data from 1986 1991 to analyse variations in unemployment betwe
White males and three minority groups: West Indiankidians and
Pakistani/Bangladeshis. Both studies applied Oakgma decompositions and found
that, for most groups, a large part of the difféisda between Whites and the ethnic
groups remained unexplained after controlling foe main personal and household
characteristics. Blackabgt al. (1999) reported that the unemployment differential
between White and Pakistani/Bangladeshi males wWagetcentage points, virtually
none of which could be explained by characteristifferences. The variation in
unemployment between White and West Indian males 8& percentage points,
whereas Indian males had a 2.6 percentage poin¢hignemployment rate than their
White counterparts, despite having better charsties, suggesting discrimination at
the hiring stage against this group. By examinirayerdetailed information on ethnic
groups, Blackabyt al. (1997) were able to establish that of the Blackugsy it was
Black Africans, and the Black Other group to a éessxtent, who were particularly
susceptible to unemployment. In contrast, it wasntb that Chinese males and

females experienced very similar unemployment reté&hites.



However, both of these studies focus on unemploym&hereas it may be more
meaningful to investigate employment differencecaose of the low rates of
economic activity amongst some ethnic minority gruespecially Pakistani and
Bangladeshi females. Moreover, inactivity ratesehalso increased for older males
(Disney, 1999). Blackabgt al. (1998) decomposed employment differences between
White males and three ethnic minority groups (B&adkdians and Pakistanis), as
well as minorities as a whole, using 11 quartergaufled Labour Force Survey (LFS)
data from the early/mid 1990s. After estimating hiromodels, they report
considerable differences between the groups, wilah males having only a slightly
lower employment rate than Whites, whilst the emplent rate differentials with
Blacks and Pakistanis were around 19 and 13 pexgergoints respectively. Around
a half of these differences could be attributedifferences in characteristiés.The
difference between the employment rate of Whites Alh Ethnic Minorities was 9.8

percentage points, of which 56 per cent was duliffierences in characteristics.

Blackaby et al. (2002) extended this analysis by taking accountwbkther an
individual attained their schooling in the UK orrahd and by considering the
differences between native Whites and ethnic miiesd The difference in
employment rates between native and immigrant ethminorities was 14 percentage
points, less than 20 per cent of which could belamnped by differences in

characteristics, suggesting that native ethnic ntiee have made little progress in

% The explanatory variables used in the probit éqnatare age, region, housing tenure, marital statu
(number of) dependent children, qualifications, iigmant, year of arrival, year of interview, headthd
children of preschool age.

® Otherwise, very similar results are obtained tacRhbyet al. (1998) given that the same three
minority groups are focused upon and their sangptaly slightly different given that 13 quartererfr
the mid 1990s are analysed.



closing the employment gap and as a result, hatiagrimination cannot be ruled out.

This issue is analysed in greater detail in Blaglettal. (2005).

Other studies have focused on specific aspects n@mployment/employment
differences between ethnic grodpszor example, given that a large, although
declining, proportion of ethnic minorities are ingrants then the poor labour market
performance of some of the ethnic minority grous/rne explained by their relative
lack of English language skills (Dustmann and Fab®003; Leslie and Lindley,
2001; Shields and Wheatley Price, 2001). Fritggral. (2003) examined whether the
job search methods employed by immigrants are réffiteto those used by natives
because of factors such as the lack of fluencizenBnglish language. Similarly Battu
et al. (2004) focused more explicitly on ethnic differeadn job search methods. An
alternative strand of research has conducted atudiies whereby applicants, similar
in all characteristics except their race, have iagpfor jobs or services such as
insurance (Daniel, 1968; Commission for Racial Hityal996). Such studies have

provided very direct evidence of racial discrimiaat

Ethnic minority groups also tend to be concentrategarticular geographic areas
(Clark and Drinkwater, 2002). Given that these tgr@cally poor inner city areas,
there may be lower levels of labour demand in sairgas. These problems may be
exacerbated by the fact that some ethnic minotitaase oppositional identities (Battu
et al, 2003) or a taste for isolation (Blackal®y al, 1999). Thomas (1998a)
investigated the lower willingness to commute dfnét minorities using the Survey

of Incomes In and Out of Work. He estimated tha tblative reluctance of non-

* Wheatley Price (2001a; 2001b) examines employnzemt unemployment differences between
immigrants and natives rather than focusing onietheriations.



Whites to commute over long distances accountedafound 20 per cent of their
excess unemployment spells in comparison to Whitesmas (1998b) used the same
dataset to determine whether higher ethnic minottyemployment is due to
differences in attitudes towards work. However,foignd no evidence in favour of
this view since ethnic differences in unemploymspells actually widen after the
inclusion of the attitudinal variables. Lindley () examined the links between
labour market activity, religion and ethnicity. Stoeind that of those from the ethnic
communities, Muslims suffered a considerable emplayt disadvantage relative to
non-Muslims and that only around a half of thidetiéntial was due to characteristic

differences.

In the remainder of the paper we extend the exsliterature by explicitly
considering the dynamics of ethnic employment diaathge in England and Wales
over the period 1991-2000. Prior to the release¢hef 2001 Census data it was
difficult to examine changes in employment overdifor meaningful samples on an
ethnically disaggregated basis, using a consistefihition of ethnicity. We further
extend previous research by considering the diyersif ethnic employment
disadvantage using the more detailed informatiomilalle in the 2001 sample of
microdata. In particular, we are able to achieVimer breakdown of ethnicity and to
consider the impact of religion and local levelsdefprivation on the employment

performance of ethnic groups. The next sectioeniass the data.

3. Data
The ensuing empirical analysis makes use of mi¢eoftam the Population Censuses

that took place in Great Britain in 1991 and 2002ensus microdata, unlike other



surveys of the population, provide relatively laggenples of individuals from ethnic
minority groups. Datasets such as the LFS or GH8aoo only small numbers of

Non-White individuals in any given period and selewaves must be pooled to
achieve reasonable sample sizes. As Section 2 rd#rated, considerable labour
market differences exist between different ethninarity groups, thus necessitating
sample sizes which allow analyses that are spedtifiéndividual groups to be

conducted. Census microdata, known as the SAR®991 hnd Controlled Access
Microdata (CAMs) in 2001, are a 2 per cent samflesturns in 1991 and a 3 per
cent sample in 2001, allowing us to analyse alhietlyroups, as well as males and
females, separately. Note that we study England/dalés because different ethnicity

guestions were asked in Scotland and Northernnideia 2001

The 2001 Census ethnicity question was differerih& asked in 1991 hence in our
comparison of employment rates across time we teédd a definition of ethnicity
which is relatively constant across the period.atmauthoritative study, Simpson and
Akinwale (2004) exploit the Office of National Stdics Longitudinal Study of
England and Wales (LS) to examine changes in iddali reported ethnicity between
1991 and 200%.They find that there are seven clearly definedugsowhich are
relatively stable over the period — White, Caribhedfrican, Indian, Pakistani,
Bangladeshi and Chinebefhus we focus on these seven groups, as wellhascet

minorities as a whole, in our comparisons of the@11%nd 2001 data. We

® There are also differences in the religion questisked in these two countries and in the edugaltion
guestion asked in Scotland in 2001. Moreover, ttimie minority populations in each of these
countries is small, with 2.01 per cent of the Ssbtand 0.75 per cent of the Northern Irish popoifest
from the ethnic minorities in 2001. Both of thesacaints are lower than the percentage of ethnic
minorities in the Welsh population (2.14 per ce@tf8 per cent of residents in England were froen th
ethnic communities in 2001, ranging from 2.31 partdn the South West to 28.86 per cent in London.
® The LS containsjnter alia, information on the Census returns for the sanividuals for
approximately 1 per cent of the population of Endland Wales since 1971.

" In fact Simpson and Akinwale (2004) also include@ther’ category making an 8-way classification
but the ‘Other’ category dropped from our timewésenparison as it has no clear interpretation.

10



subsequently analyse the more detailed 2001 datg aginer breakdown of ethnicity

which allows us to identify 16 groups.

Table 2 contains some information on the samplessand labour market status of the
seven consistently defined groups for males andlesiin 1991 and 2001. We report
activity and unemployment rates as well as employnates (measured over the
economically active population) including and exithg students. While our total
sample is large (over 315,000 males in 1991 anidahatlillion in 2001 reflecting the
larger sample of microdata selected from the 206mhsGs) the fact that the ethnic
minority population is small is reflected in theryiag sample sizes for the individual
groups. Nevertheless one year of LFS data woyltt@jyly contain no more than a

hundred Bangladeshi males compared to over 90teii®91 Census microdata.

The data in Table 2 on the labour market statub®imain ethnic groups show that,
although the absolute position of ethnic minoritreproved between these two dates,
large differences between groups remained, paatiguin relation to White&. For
example, the unemployment rate for all ethnic mtgionales and females was still in
excess of 10 per cent (13.2 and 11.1 per centateply) in 2001, compared with 5.8
per cent for White males and 4.3 per cent for Wféteales. Despite the substantial
decrease in joblessness over this period, unem@oymates in 2001 remained in
excess of 16 percent for Black Caribbean malesfanthales and females from the

Black African, Pakistani and Bangladeshi groups.

8 The precise definitions of the measures of lalmarket activity can be found in the Data Appendix.
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Pakistani and Bangladeshi females continued to havg low economic activity

rates: combine this with high unemployment and ¢ngployment rates for these
groups were less than 30 per cent in 2001, evem tfé exclusion of students. The
comparable employment rates for White and Blackllbaan females were over 70
per cent. Relatively low employment rates were alsserved in 2001 for Pakistani
and Bangladeshi males, even after the removalunfestts. This contrasts with the
situation for Chinese males for whom the exclugibetudents implies that they have
the highest employment rate. Given that this grdigplays a relatively low activity

rate, this highlights the high proportion of Chieemales of working age who are
currently in full time education. The employmenterdor Chinese females is also
much higher when students are removed. A simif@cefs observed for Indian males

but it is not as pronounced as it is for the Chenes

In the subsequent econometric analysis we focut®m®employment rate where full-
time students are removed from the numerator andrdaator. We choose to focus
on employment rates because of the large amounbhaaftivity amongst certain
groups, particularly Pakistani and Bangladeshi feséDale and Holdsworth, 1997)
and also amongst older males (Disney, 1999). Apaoison of unemployment rates
would fail to account for the economically inactivePartly for this reason high
employment rates are a target for policymakerhieénWK and European Union. For
example employment rates are the focus of the Uikegoment's labour market
policy towards ethnic minorities, and more gengréirough its endorsement of the
European Union’s Lisbon Strategy (DWP, 2001, 200Byevious research has also
noted how, in the context of racial discriminatiarthe UK labour market, barriers to

entry to the labour market are likely to be morepamant than other forms of

12



discrimination, such as in the payment of wagessesidiscrimination at the hiring
stage is potentially less easily observed than wadigerimination (Leslie, 1998).
Furthermore given that, compared to Whites, ethmiworities are more likely to stay
on in post compulsory education (Leslie and Drintexal1999), deferring their labour
market entry in anticipation of enhanced future neags and employment
opportunities, we also report employment ratesradtecluding students from the
denominatof. This is done because the majority of studentsnateactive in the
labour market, which implies that the inclusion students would reduce the
employment rate considerably for some ethnic mipagioups. This is evident from
Table 2 where there are some differences in emmoymates are in excess of twenty

percentage points depending on whether studentedugled or not.

4. Ethnic Employment Dynamics. 1991-2001

Table 3 highlights the dynamics of ethnic employtndisadvantage over the period
by reporting the difference-in-differences in ecomo outcomes for each ethnic
minority group compared to Whites between 1991 20@1. These were calculated

using the formula:

(Yo~ Yo = (Yo~ %) 1)
where theY's denote the outcome (rate) in question. Thesuperscript refers to

Whites while thg superscript refers to the comparison ethnic mip@ibup.

Whilst this is merely an alternative method of pr@ghg the data in Table 2, the

difference-in-differences emphasise the performarfi@ach group relative to Whites.

® Full-time students are also removed from the namoerin 2001 since some are recorded as
economically active. Please see the Data Appemdifufther details.

13



Note that economic activity for all ethnic minoesi fell compared to Whites between
1991 and 2001, partly reflecting the increasingpprtion of students among the
ethnic minority groups. However, Black African m&leucked this trend by showing
a large increase in activity rates. Ethnic minontales and females saw their
unemployment rates fall more rapidly than Whitesthwparticularly noteworthy

reductions for Black Africans, Pakistanis and Badglshis. Whereas employment
rates improved for ethnic minorities as whole ig&atto Whites for males, the
opposite was true for females. This was mainly duihe relatively small increases in

employment experienced by Black Caribbean and Ghifiemales.

Focussing on our preferred measure of employmeénis clear that the relative
improvement for males was statistically significdat all ethnic minority groups
except the Chinese. For females, there was afisgni decline in the relative
employment rate for Caribbeans, a significant iasesfor Indians, with the other
differences-in-differences insignificantly diffeterirom zero. Whilst statistical
significance is important we should not lose sighthe economicsignificance of the
results in Table 3: difference-in-differences ofepvl0 percentage points in
employment rates are substantial changes in thévellabour market performance of
different groups of workers. The magnitude of thelsifis emphasises the importance

of understanding ethnic employment patterns.

To analyse these changes in further detail we etdtna series of probit models
where the dependent value took the value one iintthieidual was employed and zero
otherwise. To fully account for ethnic differendasaccess to employment, separate

probit equations were estimated for each of theesesthnic groups described in

14



Table 2, for each sex and for each year of Censusdata. We controlled for the
following variables: age and its square, maritatist, whether there were dependant
children in household, whether the respondent hgldelh qualifications (defined here
as any post-school qualification), country of hirttmiting long term illness and
region’® Note that the Census did not collect data on Bhdhnguage ability or, for

immigrants, the year of arrival in the UK.

The primary purpose for estimating these models igse the coefficients as inputs
within a decomposition procedure; in the interastdrevity we do not report the

coefficient estimates from each equation. Instéadjive a flavour of the results,

Tables Al and A2 in the Appendix contain the esta@satdf pooled probit models

containing dummy variables for each ethnic grouphe signs of the estimated
coefficients in the pooled models are broadly cstesit with expectations and
previous research. The employment probabilitpéseasing in age, but at a declining
rate and education (captured here by a dummy fgineni qualifications) improves

employment outcomes. There is a strong marriageipre for males in both years,

whilst for females, the significantly negative efféen 1991 becomes a weak positive
effect after controlling for other influences in@Q relative to being single. Those
with limiting long-term illnesses have substantidibwer employment probabilities

and the UK born have significantly higher employmettes compared to immigrants.
Region of residence also impacts on employment @svauld expect. Even after
controlling for observableharacteristics, however, there are significant legmpent

differences between Whites and the minority grodje only groups which did have

9 Further information on the construction of theagiables can be found in the Data Appendix.

" The only language information available in the §enfor England and Wales is the ability to speak,
read and write Welsh in Wales. English languagétglohay also be less important now because of the
lower proportion of ethnic minorities who were baverseas and changes in immigration policy.

15



not significantly lower employment rate than Whi@sthe 5 per cent level were
Indian and Chinese females in 1991. Note that Bl@akbbean females were more
likely to be in employment than Whites in 1991 &@01 after controlling for other

characteristics.

Tables 4 and 5 present the results of using thenattd probit coefficients in the

following decompositiott:
E'-E ={RXB)-RABNH PRy -P W £t PH -(PH} .
Here E"is the average of the predicted employment prolisilfor Whites ancE’is

the same for the ethnic minority gro[up[} is the vector of estimated coefficients

from the probit model anﬁ* is a vector of estimated coefficients from a probddel
estimated on a pooled sample (Whites and the etiimority comparison group),
P(Xp')is the average of the fitted probabilities from te@bit model estimated

using the observations in groji@nd the estimated coefficients from grgugnd so
on. The first term in the braces is the compomérihe probability difference due to
observed characteristics, while the second terfiraces is the effect of coefficients
which corresponds to unobservable, group-specifftuences on the employment
probability. The decomposition allows us to estenavhat proportion of the
difference between any ethnic minority group and White majority is due to
differences in observed characteristics. The reimgi‘unexplained” component may
reflect differential treatment by the labour marketh as employer discrimination, or

cultural/ethnic differences in motivation or prefeces between groups.

2 This decomposition is based on Gomulka and St#89Q), as implemented in Blackaley al
(2002). This is basically an extension of the @ax&1973) decomposition to the case of a binary
dependent variable.
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The results of applying equation (2) to the emplegindifferential between White

males and the male members of the six other cemigtdefined ethnic groups for

1991 and 2001 are reported in Table 4. Table 5rteploe equivalent information for

females. In the tables a positive entry indicatesadvantage for Whites over the
respective ethnic minority group thus the first roanfirms that in 1991 there were
large employment differentials between White maled their counterparts from each
of the other groups, apart from Indians and Chin@sel991. The Chinese were
actually very slightly more likely to be in emplogmt in 1991, which is entirely due
to this group possessing greater employment enh@ncharacteristics relative to
Whites since these characteristics were less vesllarded in comparison. Indian
males also possessed better characteristics thaitedVbut this was more than
outweighed by lower rewards to these charactesisficoducing a 2.4 percentage
point lower employment rate compared to White mal@se difference in

employment rates between Pakistani and Bangladealés and Whites was more
than 20 percentage points, a clear majority of tviwas unexplained by characteristic
differences. Males from the two Black groups alspegienced far lower levels of
employment than Whites. Again, very little of thidfetential between Whites and
Black African males could be accounted for by chtmastic differences, while for

Caribbeans around half of the differential was axyd.

The bottom panel of Table 4 shows that the relgbesition for males from each of
the minority groups improved between the two Ceasusiowever, the extent of
these improvements varied. While Black AfricangkiBtanis and Bangladeshis
experienced fairly large falls (in percentage poiatms) in their employment

differential relative to Whites, this was not these for Black Caribbeans. For the two
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most successful minority groups, the small difféidrbetween Indians and Whites
that existed in 1991 had further narrowed, whitgt Chinese extended their modest
employment advantage over Whites between the twesddahe improvement in the
relative employment prospects of Black Africans tenattributed to the possession
of better characteristics than Whites in 2001; ¢haracteristics component also fell

for both Pakistanis and Bangladeshis.

This characteristics component of the decompositaombe further broken down into
its constituent parts using a technique describdéiven and MacPherson (1993) and
the results of this are also presented in Tablas#5™ Age accounts for some of the
improvement, especially for Bangladeshis, whilirger proportion of Pakistanis and
Black Africans possessed higher qualifications tétes in 2001. These factors had
an offsetting impact on the much higher proporedmmmigrants amongst the ethnic

minority groups which tends to reduce the employnpeobability.

Further evidence of the enhanced endowments ofctarstics possessed by ethnic
minority males can be found in Table 6 which reporhean levels of key
characteristics for 1991 and 2001. There were qaaily large increases in the
percentage of Black African and South Asian malik higher qualifications. Leslie
and Drinkwater (1999) identified the high propomtiof ethnic minority individuals
from these groups in higher and further educatio®991 and it is the movement of
these cohorts into the labour market which helpexplain the improvement in the
employment prospects of these groups and the velatpoorer performance of the

Black Caribbean group, where educational particpatis lower. In line with

13 The interested reader can find the formula fos tieakdown in Blackabst al. (2002).
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increasingly strict regulations on who can enterh, there was a general decline in
the percentage of immigrants in our sample of thetmic groups. Insofar as
immigrant status reduces employment prospects ctimgributes to reductions in the
employment gaps with respect to the White groupil&there was an increase in the
proportion of Black African immigrants, this was raothan offset by more

favourable levels of other characteristics.

Table 5 reports that the position for females imewhat different. First, Black
Caribbeans enjoyed a higher employment rate thaied/in 1991, despite having
lower endowments of employment enhancing charatiesi A potential explanation
is that this group of women have higher proportiohsingle individuals and are thus
under greater pressure to find employment as tlie sarner in the household
(Holdsworth and Dale, 1997). Second, the employmaie of White females was
higher than that of all other groups in 1991, witie advantage over Pakistanis and
Bangladeshis being particularly large. For bothh&fse groups, the differential with
Whites was more than 45 percentage points, leghasf a half of which could be
explained by endowments of characteristics. Intresh to males, Chinese females
had lower levels of employment than Whites, whils¢ gap between Indian and
White females was also greater than it was for sjaléth characteristics explaining
most or all of the employment differences betwdwsé two groups and Whites in

1991.

For females there was less convergence over tintegeiemployment rates of Whites

and ethnic minorities than was observed for mabBtack Africans and the South

Asian groups did see some narrowing of the employndeficits with Whites but
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these reductions were small. Furthermore, unlikenfales, this is not so much the
outcome of rising endowments of employment-enhancecharacteristics. For
instance, while the explained component fell focleaf the South Asian groups, it
remains positive and fairly large in each case. TRable 6 shows, although the
percentage of Pakistani and Bangladeshi femalesepssg higher qualifications
increased substantially between 1991 and 2001, #t#lylagged behind White
females. The reduction in the contribution of tharacteristics component for Indian
females was due to this group having experiencecerg large increase in the
proportion with higher qualifications and also aluetion in the proportion with

dependant children.

5. Ethnic Employment Diversity in 2001

In the preceding section we examined the relativgpleyment experience of six
ethnic minority groups using Census data from 1894 2001. In this section we use
some of the additional information available foe thirst time in the 2001 Census to
augment the analysis. In particular we use theendetailed breakdown of ethnicity
to describe the employment position of a largero$etthnic groups and we examine
the impact of religion, qualifications and loca¢areffects on the employment rates of

these ethnic groups.

To set the scene, Table 7 reports labour marketitgctusing the same definitions as
Table 2, by narrow ethnic group for the 2001 sampleis represents the most
ethnically disaggregated information that is avaéafor the working age population

of England and Wales. In particular, it allows thosf mixed ethnicity to be
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identified, separates Whites into three groups @mogides a more useful breakdown

of the ‘Other’ group than previously available.

Despite the general reduction in unemployment rates the 1990s, Table 7 shows
that, allied to the earlier analysis, male unemppieyt rates were in excess of 10 per
cent in 2001 for all ethnic minority groups aparmbrh Indians, Chinese and the
Mixed: White & Asian group. Furthermore, unemployreates were in excess of 20
per cent for Bangladeshi males and males idengfyfremselves as Mixed: White &
Black African. The employment rates of some of Miged groups are particularly
low, with just over a half of Mixed: White & Blackfricans in employment and less
than two-thirds of this group in employment eveterathe exclusion of students.
White Britons had the highest employment rate ef\t¥hite groups, with White Irish
experiencing relatively low levels of employmenteafthe exclusion of students.
Again the importance of excluding students from teewployment rate is
demonstrated here. In addition to those groupsadyrediscussed in Table 2, the
employment rate discrepancy when students wereudedl was in excess of 10

percentage points for Mixed: White & Asian, Othadather Mixed males.

The overall situation for females was slightly betiith only 5 out of the 13 ethnic
minority groups recording an unemployment rate xoess of 10 per cent in 2001.
Some interesting anomalies are also observed ®rniixed groups with Mixed:
White & Black Caribbean females experiencing thedst employment rate amongst
the mixed groups despite the high employment rdétesthe White and Black
Caribbean groups individually, whilst the Mixed gpolabelled White & Asians had

the highest rate out of all of the Mixed and Othewvups even though some of the
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Asian groups experienced very low levels of emplegin The factors underlying the
employment rates of the mixed ethnicity groupscamaplex. For example, the social
and cultural implications of belonging to, or deilg, a mixed ethnicity are likely to
be important (Mansaray, 2003). How these factotsract in the determination of
employment outcomes for mixed race individualsnsagea where further research is

required.

Pooled probit estimates for males and females dietudummy variables for the 15
ethnic dummies (relative to the excluded categdrWaite British) are presented in
Table A3. This specification exploits the greatktail on explanatory variables
available in the 2001 sample. First, more detadlefinitions are available for some
of the variables that were present in 1991 suahad#tal status, ill health, children in
the household and educational qualifications. thisr latter variable there is now a 6
category breakdown as opposed to a single highecagidn identifier in the 1991
sample. Second, we have included a vector of dumam@ables representing the
individual’s religion. A question on the religiai household members was included
for the first time in the 2001 Census. Recentaade has analysed the linkages
between religion and economic outcomes. BarroMo@leary (2003) suggest that at
the macroeconomic level the average level of mligibelief is positively associated
with a country’s economic growth. They argue ttgher religious beliefs stimulate
growth because they help to sustain aspects oVithdil behaviour that enhance
productivity” (p. 39). Guiseet al. (2003) analyse religion and “economic” attitudes
towards such things as thriftiness, the market esgnand working women. They

conclude that the strength of religious beliefs associated with attitudes favouring
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higher national income but are also associated waitist beliefs and negative

attitudes towards female participation in the laboarket.

Finally, we have included the Index of Multiple Dmation (IMD), a summary
statistic used by the UK government to measureddesatage at local area level along
dimensions including income, employment, healthjcation, housing and crime.
While the magnitude of the IMD has no natural iptetation and is scaled to lie
between 0 and 100, we include it to reflect theaidleat unobservable local area
effects have an impact on the employment prospafcethnic minority individuals
over and above their personal characteristics. rkCdad Drinkwater (2002) have
explored similar issues for minorities in the UKnding that area level effects
influence labour market outcomes even when commll for individual

characteristics.

From Table A3 it is clear that the more detailetbimation available in the 2001
Census provides additional explanatory power ineghmployment probits. For both
males and females, higher levels of qualificatiormotonically increase employment
probabilities with the high marginal effects of (fieations for females, relative to
the excluded category of no qualifications, patédy noticeable. The additional
dummy variables providing more detail on family quoosition and health status are

also statistically significant.

Turning to religion, compared to those with nogin, we find that Sikh and Hindu

males and Buddhists of both sexes experienced fisigmily lower employment
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probabilities?4 Furthermore, while Jewish males were significantiyre likely to be
in employment than Christians, the opposite wa® tfar females. Christians,
comprising the majority of our sample, were mokelly to be in employment than
those with no religious affiliation, while those whefused to answer the religion
guestion on the Census form had significantly lo@eployment probabilities than
those who declared themselves to have no religignfar the biggest effect from the
religion dummy variables, however, was for Muslimisere males and females had
employment rates which were significantly lower,dath economic and statistical
senses, than the excluded category. This contimnméindings of Lindley (2002) who
analyses data from the Fourth National Survey ahketMinorities. Note, however,
that in our pooled model, there is likely to beighhdegree of correlation between
religion and ethnicity and this may be influencthg results. In the pooled model, the
IMD was also highly significant for males and fesml The marginal effect is
somewhat difficult to interpret given the naturetloé variable, nonetheless it is clear
that in areas which score highly on the deprivatmale individual employment

probabilities are reduced.

Controlling for this extended list of charactegstit is still the case that males from
all ethnic minority groups had a significantly lowemployment rate than White
British at the 5 per cent level. The probabilityesfiployment was significantly lower
at the 5 per cent level for females from all mibogroups apart from Indians, Black
Caribbeans, Other Blacks and Chinese. Signific#férdnces also remain between
Whites and the Mixed and Other groups. These @iffees are particularly noticeable

for Mixed: White & Black Caribbean, Mixed: White Black Africans, Other Black

4 The Census contains no information on religiougodéness or on how often an individual attends
places of worship.
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and Other males. However, some of the differetiedaeen White Britons and the
South Asian groups have been considerably attetuatehe 2001 pooled probit

results compared to both the raw data and thedetsled specification reported in
Table Al. Investigation reveals that this is daettie inclusion of religion in the

current specification: the vast majority of Pakissaand Bangladeshis are Muslims
whilst nine out of ten Sikhs were from an Indianckground, hence there is
considerable collinearity between religion and &fiynm Separate estimation of the
model by ethnic group is necessary to obtain a malirable estimate of the impact of

religion.

Tables 8 and 9 report the marginal effects forgreti, qualifications and the IMD
from probit models estimated separately for eacthefdisaggregated ethnic groups
and for males and females. Note that each probitacws the full set of explanatory
variables, however we report only those effectatiadj to these three variables. For
the religious effects, estimates are only repoitele cell size is at least 25.If the
cell size is less than 25 then that particulagrelis category is subsumed within the
Other category. Each of the religious effects imsueed relative to those who stated
that they had no religion. The results suggestithalim males were less likely to be
employed than those with no religion in 11 outlod L3 groups which had adequate
sample sizes, although these differences werestitatly significant at the 10 per
cent level or lower for 4 of the groups: White B, White Other, Pakistani and
Other. The large (16 percentage points) penaltyedaby White Muslims is
particularly notable. Bangladeshi Muslims had iasignificantly) higher probability

of employment than those with no religion, althow@h per cent of Bangladeshis

5 The only exceptions to this are Bangladeshi matesfemales, for whom the cell sizes are 15 and 12
respectively for the no religion category, whiclttie comparison group.
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described themselves as Muslims. Pakistani Chmistigere significantly less likely to
be employed but Christians accounted for only 1qaart of this ethnic group. The
other religious effects were relatively small foales, with only a few significant
differences. For example, despite the religiougidity amongst Indians, there are no

significant employment differences compared to ¢hogh no religion.

Table 9 contains the results for females. Muslimad & lower employment rate for 12
out of the 13 groups, the exception being Othercliga The differences in
employment rates between Muslims and those withefigion were in excess of 20
percentage points and significant at the 5 per lexeat for 7 of the groups. The other
religious effects were quite mixed for females: fexample Christians had
significantly higher employment rates for White ti&ft, Other Black, Mixed: White
& Black Caribbean and Other at the 10 per centllbuesignificantly lower rates for

White Other, Other Mixed and Indians.

Tables 8 and 9 also reveal that qualifications dadsitive, increasing and significant
effect on employment for virtually all ethnic graipThe marginal effects for
gualifications were also generally higher for ethmiinority groups than for the White
British. For example, the employment advantage latEB African and Mixed: White

& Black African males with a higher education gtiadition (Level 4 or 5
qualifications) over those with no qualificationssvmore than 30 percentage points,
compared to less than 10 percentage points foraMitish males. However, Level 1
and Level 2 qualifications (equivalent to 1 ‘A’ Lelvor lower) did not have a
significant impact on the employment prospects bin€se and Other Black males.

For females the impact of human capital is agaimenmimportant for most ethnic
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minority groups compared to White British, espdgidbr those with Level 4/5
qualifications. For instance, Bangladeshi and Blaékcan female graduates had an
employment rate more than 40 percentage pointsehighan those with no
qualifications, compared to an equivalent advantg#gest over 20 percentage points

for the White groups.

Table 8 reports that the IMD had a negative andifsognt impact on employment
probabilities at the 5 per cent level for 13 of fltemale groups. The exceptions being
Other Mixed (significant at 10 per cent), Mixed: it¢h& Black African and Chinese,
for whom employment rates are higher in more depriareas. Whilst from Table 9 it
can be seen that females from the majority of tteugs had significantly higher
employment rates in less deprived areas, with tiggelst effects observed for
Pakistani and Bangladeshi females. In a sensernbi surprising that for those in
more deprived areas there are fewer employmentrappbes for most groups. That
there is ethnic diversity in the extent of thiseeffis more interesting. Whilst Whites
also suffer lower employment rates in highly depdvareas the marginal effects are
generally larger for ethnic minority groups. Givitie disproportionate representation
of minorities in relatively deprived, urban areéise impact of the local area on
employment, if not addressed by policy measures,tha potential to widen ethnic

differences in labour market outcomes.

6. Conclusions
Over the period between the two population Censa&991 and 2001, there was a
general improvement in employment outcomes foriethmnorities in England and

Wales. Substantial reductions in the employmentwiip Whites were observed for
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three of the most disadvantaged groups: Black AfricPakistani and Bangladeshi
males. Moreover, the narrowing of the gap for ¢hgoups is attributable in part to
increases in endowments of employment-enhancingactaistics, particularly

educational qualifications. Other groups also erpeed increased employment
rates compared to Whites, however it would be radileg to suggest that such
progress has eliminated ethnic employment disadgentFirst, in spite of increasing
employment rates for most ethnic minority grougsgé employment deficits with

Whites remained in 2001, even for those groups etemsployment rates had risen.
Second, Black Caribbean males, whose educatiotahmtent lags behind all other
groups, largely failed to benefit from the genenmaprovement in the labour market,
when compared to Whites. Third, convergence batwkhites and ethnic minorities

was much less for females than for males and tisitipo of females from some

ethnic minority groups actually deteriorated. RburPakistani and Bangladeshi
females continued to have extremely low employnratés in absolute terms — less

than 30 per cent for each group in 2001.

The results of our comparative analysis of micradeam the two Censuses illustrate
the complexity of the picture. Whilst some groupsiotably Indian and Chinese
males as well as Caribbean females — have empldyraés broadly comparable
with the White majority, others experience extrgmatge employment gaps. Whilst
most groups have improved their relative positiearahe period, others lag behind.
Furthermore, although human capital deficits explaome of the differences in
employment rates, this is not the whole story —dbeomposition results show that
individuals with identical characteristics can exgece quite difference employment

probabilities and this may reflect discriminatiom the labour market as well as
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between-group differences in labour supply behavicelated to tastes and
preferences. The complexity of the picture implibeat generalisations about the
causes of ethnic gaps, or macro-level policy pipgons which ignore the diversity

of group-specific experiences, are unlikely to @t

Similarly, our analysis of responses to the 200hdDe emphasises the particular
problems faced by ethnic minorities in terms ofitlgeographical concentration in
relatively deprived urban areas. It is well knotluat such concentration exists; what
our results suggest is that the deprived natutheofocal area is associated with lower
employment rates, even when the impact of individharacteristics is held constant,
and that the penalty associated with local depgowataries by ethnic group. Clearly
there may be problems inferring causality here: ameas deprived because of the
(observable and unobservable) characteristics aéethwho live there or does the
general level of economic activity in the area uefice individual probabilities?
There is a sense in which, from a policy perspectwhich explanation is correct is
not important: policy resources and measures taggat particular types of area
could have disproportionately beneficial effects &hnic communities. To this
extent the approach taken by the UK GovernmenttiEt Minority Employment
Task Force in “providing greater discretion andkifdity for local delivery bodies
and improved targeting of resources in disadvamtageas” (DWP, 2004, p.5) is to

be endorsed.

Another key policy challenge concerns educationchmof the improved employment

performance of Pakistanis, Bangladeshis and Bldakaxs is due to younger cohorts

of workers, many of whom are native born and wheehavested in human capital,
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entering the labour market and reaping a returrth@ir investment. Our results
suggest that the returns to educational qualificeti for ethnic minorities are
substantially greater than those for Whites. Tikisa success story, however the
challenge for the UK Government is to promulgaie #uccess to the groups which,
thus far, have not improved their skills and emplaiity and which, consequently,

still suffer severe disadvantage in the labour meark

Our regression models suggested that religion iadahitional source of variation in
labour market behaviour. In particular there ismeoevidence that, controlling for
other factors, Muslims have lower employment rétes individuals with another, or
indeed no, religion affiliation. Quantifying this problematical for some of Britain’s
ethnic groups simply because ethnicity and religgom extremely highly correlated.
Cultural attitudes and norms underlie some of tve émployment rates, especially
for Pakistani and Bangladeshi women, but separatiagnfluences of ethnicity and
religion is extremely difficult, both conceptualgnd empirically. It may also be
misleading to label behaviour which is a potentialh choice as economic
disadvantage. More interesting, and perhaps simgti is that White Muslims

experience an employment penalty, other things lequaderstanding the impact of

religion in the UK labour market forms an importan¢a for future research.

There are of course limits to how far governmerlicgocan impact on employment

rates. Labour supply is driven by preferences ashnas market incentives and some
aspects of ethnicity or religion which reflect cuél differences may not be amenable
to manipulation by the usual policy instrumentsdded such manipulation may not

be desirable hence a framework which is sensitiveulture is required. Equally
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though, in spite of around 30 years of anti-disangion legislation, a significant
body of empirical evidence leads inevitably to ttenclusion that some amount of
racial discrimination exists in the UK labour matk&uch considerations suggest that
ethnic employment differences are unlikely to beadly reduced in the immediate

future.
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Table 1. Population by Ethnic Group and Age: 1991- 2001

Per centage Point

1991 2001 Change 1991-2001 Growth Rates 1991-2001

0-15 16-64 65+ Total 0-15 16-64 65+ Total 0-15 16-64 65+ 0-15 16-64 65+ Total
White 19.2663.81 16.93 46,937,861 19.20 63.79 17.01 47,520,866 -0.05-0.02 0.07 0.97 121 167 1.24
Black Caribbean ~ 21.892.46 5.64 499,030 20.36 69.02 10.62 563,843 -1.53-3.44 497 508 7.62 112.5512.99
Black African 29.3869.13 1.48 209,589 30.18 67.50 2.32 479,665 0.79 -1.63 0.84 135.02123.47258.29 128.86
Indian 29.5466.39 4.07 830,205 22.89 70.50 6.61 1,036,807 -6.65 4.11 2.55 -3.24 32.61103.06 24.89
Pakistani 42.8155.44 1.75 455,363 34.98 60.83 4.19 714,826 -7.83 5.39 2.43 28.28 72.25275.14 56.98
Bangladeshi 47.2%1.51 1.20 161,701 38.4458.33 3.23 280,830 -8.85 6.83 2.03 41.15 96.69 367.66 73.67
Chinese 23.1573.41 3.44 146,462 18.33 76.55 5.13 226,948 -4.83 3.14 1.69 22.63 61.58 131.17 54.95
All Ethnic Minorities 33.02 63.73 3.25 2,952,416 30.14 64.74 512 4,521,050 -2.88 1.01 1.87 39.76 55.56 141.40 53.13
Total 20.0763.81 16.12 49,890,277 20.15 63.87 15.97 52,041,916 0.08 0.07 -0.15 4.75 4.42 334 431

Sources1991 and 2001 Censuses of Population.

Note: The figures for All Ethnic Minorities include othand mixed ethnic groups, which are not reporegghgately in the table.
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Table2. Labour Market Activity by Broad Ethnic Group: 1991-2001

Male Female
Activity Emp. Emp.Rate Unemp. Sample  Activity Emp. Emp. Rate Unemp. Sample
Rate Rate (nostudents) Rate Size Rate Rate (nostudents) Rate Size
1991
White 86.1 768 811 . 109 297,205 673 629 670 6.5 274,501
Black Caribbean 84.7 63.4 66.8 25.1 3,220 72.3 63.1 67.9 12.7 3,473
Black African 64.8 45.8 62.6 29.4 1,372 56.2 42.4 52.2 24.6 1,354
Indian 81.4 69.8 78.8 14.2 5,455 59.1 51.7 57.9 12.6 5,206
Pakistani 73.7 50.8 59.7 31.0 2,585 26.6 18.6 20.8 30.3 2,333
Bangladeshi 73.1 48.5 56.4 33.7 922 20.0 12.4 14.1 38.1 776
Chinese 659 584 816 115 1005 531 493 644 7.1 1,085
All Ethnic Minorities 77.5 61.0 70.9 21.3 18,420 54.7 46.4 53.0 15.2 18,012
2001

White 823 775 811 . 58 467,739 719 688 718 43 432473
Black Caribbean 77.5 64.5 68.9 16.8 5,361 72.8 66.1 71.0 9.3 6,239
Black African 71.7 59.2 72.0 17.4 4,818 60.1 50.0 58.8 16.8 5,136
Indian 77.4 71.3 80.5 7.9 11,087  63.7 59.2 65.2 7.2 10,746
Pakistani 68.0 57.0 66.4 16.2 6,810 31.0 25.4 27.4 18.0 6,541
Bangladeshi 68.6 54.7 63.3 20.3 2,586 27.9 21.4 22.2 23.0 2,430
Chinese | 648 601 824 7.3 2579 567 524 667 7.7 2,754
All Ethnic Minorities 72.3 62.7 72.9 13.2 43,962 56.1 50.0 56.0 10.9 44,762

Sourceslndividual Sample of Anonymised Records (SARs)rirthe 1991 Census and Controlled Access Micro@@ds) from the 2001
Census.

Notes Sample size relates to working age populati@5%/64). The All Ethnic Minorities category alseiudes those ethnic
minority groups not in the table i.e. the othed anixed categories.
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Table 3. Differencein Differencesin Labour Market Outcomes, reative to Whites: 1991-2001

Male
Activity Employment Employment (no students) Unemployment
Black Caribbean -0.033” 0.003 0.021 -0.032”
Black African 0.107" 0.126~ 0.094" -0.069"
Indian -0.001 0.008 0.018 -0.013"
Pakistani -0.017 0.055" 0.070” -0.098"
Bangladeshi -0.003 0.058 0.073" -0.085"
_Chinese 0.026° ! 0009 6008 0.008 .
All Ethnic Minorities -0.013" 0.011" 0.021" -0.030”
Female
Activity Employment Employment (no students) Unemployment
Black Caribbean -0.042” -0.030” -0.017 -0.013
Black African -0.006 0.018 0.016 -0.055
Indian 0.000 0.016 0.024” -0.032”
Pakistani -0.002 0.010 0.017 -0.100
Bangladeshi 0.033 0.031 0.032 -0.126
_Chinese 0009 - 0028 0025 ] 0.028
All Ethnic Minorities -0.033"” -0.024" -0.018" -0.020”

Sourcesl991 SARs and 2001 Individual Licensed SARs.
Note Data relate to working age population. There tmaglight differences compared to Table 2 becatissuading and because the

Individual Licensed SARs is used here rathan the CAMs. p<0.1;” p< 0.05;" p < 0.01 (two-tailed tests). Significance teststased on standard
errors computed from a regression on pooled 19812801 data where the dependent variable was oelanarket outcome and the explanatory variables

included a “treatment” (ethnicity) dummy, a timenglmy and an interaction between the preceding twialvies.
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Table 4. Male Praobit Decompositions of the Employment Differential with Whites: 1991 and 2001

1991
Black Black ) ) ) ) )
Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi  Chinese
Caribbean African
Differences in means 0.142 0.186 0.024 0.214 0.248 -0.005
Differences in coefficients 0.073 0.176 0.032 56.1 0.137 0.020
Differences in characteristics 0.070 0.010 -0.008 0.059 0.111 -0.025
Characteristics breakdown:

Age 0.006 -0.016 -0.024 -0.008 0.010 -0.021

Higher qualifications 0.010 -0.007 -0.005 0.007 0.009 -0.015

Marital status 0.023 0.005 -0.030 -0.021 -0.019 -0.013

Dependant children -0.001 0.001 0.010 0.011 0.013 0.004

Immigrant status 0.015 0.017 0.048 0.045 0.038 0.033

Region 0.012 0.014 -0.005 0.005 0.025 0.007

Il health 0.005 -0.005 -0.001 0.021 0.035 -0.020

2001
Black Black . . . . .

Caribbean African Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi  Chinese

Differences in means 0.122 0.092 0.007 0.147 0.180 -0.013
Differences in coefficients 0.081 0.107 0.021 26.1 0.147 0.018
Differences in characteristics 0.041 -0.015 -0.014 0.022 0.033 -0.031

Characteristics breakdown:

Age -0.011 -0.065 -0.015 -0.018 -0.021 -0.029
Higher qualifications 0.004 -0.039 -0.011 -0.002 0.002 -0.021
Marital status 0.019 -0.004 -0.019 -0.023 -0.021 -0.010
Dependant children -0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000
Immigrant status 0.021 0.101 0.038 0.049 0.049 0.065
Region 0.005 0.023 -0.004 0.005 0.016 0.001
Il health 0.003 -0.031 -0.003 0.009 0.007 -0.036

Notes:Students are excluded. Data relate to workingpegeilation.
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Table 5. Female Probit Decompositions of the Employment Differential with Whites:
1991 and 2001

1991
Black Black
Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi  Chinese
Caribbean African
Differences in means -0.008 0.148 0.092 0.463 10.53 0.027
Differences in coefficients -0.047 0.087 -0.007 .26® 0.291 -0.002
Differences in characteristics 0.039 0.061 0.099 .198 0.239 0.029
Characteristics breakdown:
Age -0.001 -0.026 -0.016 -0.006 -0.002 -0.022
Higher qualifications 0.001 -0.017 0.005 0.017 0.021 -0.024
Marital status -0.018 -0.009 0.007 0.007 0.008 0.002
Dependant children 0.010 0.035 0.058 0.097 0.115 0.031
Immigrant status 0.016 0.040 0.037 0.066 0.055 0.048
Region 0.019 0.037 0.001 0.002 0.027 0.011
Il health 0.012 0.001 0.008 0.015 0.017 -0.016
2001
Black Black . . . . .
Caribbean African Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi  Chinese
Differences in means 0.008 0.131 0.067 0.445 0.497 0.052
Differences in coefficients -0.039 0.067 0.012 298 0.301 0.042
Differences in characteristics 0.031 0.064 0.054 .14D 0.197 0.010
Characteristics breakdown:
Age -0.020 -0.029 -0.015 -0.011 -0.009 -0.018
Higher qualifications -0.010 -0.027 -0.016 0.007 0.015 -0.028
Marital status 0.005 0.001 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 -0.001
Dependant children 0.014 0.026 0.022 0.051 0.065 0.008
Immigrant status 0.025 0.064 0.053 0.081 0.079 0.061
Region 0.023 0.039 0.005 0.004 0.036 0.011
Il health 0.004 -0.009 0.007 0.016 0.014 -0.023

Notes:Students are excluded. Data relate to working agellation.
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Table 6. Means of key characteristics: 1991 and 2001

Males
1991 2001
Age Higher quals UK born Age Higher quals UK born
White 39.385 0.167 0.954 41.160 0.210 0.949
Black Caribbean 38.381  0.057 0.441 39.796 0.153 0.546
Black African 34.737 0.300 0.233 37.776 0.506 0.190
Indian 38.084 0.205 0.151 39.414 0.376 0.272
Pakistani 37.268 0.098 0.152 36.242 0.236 0.273
Bangladeshi 38.668  0.081 0.068 34.976 0.174 0.134
Chinese 38.050 0.300 0.096 39.433 0.417 0.174
Females
1991 2001
Age Higher quals UK born Age Higher quals UK born
White 37.410 0.139 0.950 39.384 0.214 0.942
Black Caribbean 36.135 0.134 0.446 38.154 0.281 0.587
Black African 33.187 0.235 0.222 36.139 0.402 0.183
Indian 36.090 0.110 0.147 37.555 0.324 0.272
Pakistani 34.184 0.040 0.183 33.953 0.167 0.313
Bangladeshi 35.352  0.015 0.081 32.609 0.111 0.144
Chinese 36.828  0.264 0.081 38.712 0.413 0.134
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Table 7. Labour Market Activity by Narrow Ethnic Groups. 2001

Male Female
Activity  Emp. Emp. Rate Unemp. Sample  Activity Emp. Emp. Rate  Unemp. Sample
Rate Rate (no students) Rate Size Rate Rate (no students) Rate Size

White
White British 82.5 77.8 81.2 5.7 446,470 72.2 69.1 72.0 4.2 410,539
White Irish 76.1 71.0 73.4 6.8 6,616 70.4 67.0 69.5 4.9 5,993
Other Whie = 765 712 806 70 14653 654 612 679 64 15941
X
Mixed: Whi. & Bla. Car. 73.7 60.7 68.8 17.6 1,365 62.0 53.2 60.1 14.2 1,531
Mixed: Whi. & Bla. Afr. 70.9 55.4 64.0 21.8 662 60.2 54.3 60.6 9.8 659
Mixed: Whi. & Asian 70.9 64.2 77.5 9.4 1,410 62.2 57.1 65.2 8.2 1,354
OtherMixed 696 611 736 122 1187 616 556 651 98 1314
O N
Other Asian 72.2 64.5 73.6 10.7 3,048 54.9 49.8 55.7 9.3 2,193
Other Black 72.5 58.7 67.8 19.1 808 66.9 57.0 64.2 14.7 917
Other 63.6 55.7 71.3 12.4 2,241 52.1 47.4 55.5 9.0 2,948

Sources2001 CAMSs.

Note Sample sizes relate to working age populatioguifeis for the remaining ethnic groups are repartddable 2.
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Table 8. Selected Marginal Effectsfor the Probability of Being in Employment, Males: 2001

Vvlh.ite White White Mixed: Mixed: Mixed: Ot.her Indian Pakist. Bangla. Other Blapk Black Other Chinese Other

British Irish Other W&B.C. W&B.A. W&As. Mixed Asian Carib. African Black
Christian 0.018" 0.012 0.009 0.001 0.102 0.038 -0.019 -0.0039.291 B -0.024  0.039 0.023 0.082 -0.029 _0.08T
Buddhist .9.053" B -0.052 B B B B B B B 0.054 B B B -0.032 -0.041
Hindu -0.064 B B B B B B 0.031 B B 0.063 B B B B B
Jewish 0.041 _ -0.011 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Muslim  .0.159 B .0.194 B -0.138 -0.048 -0.081 -0.032 _0.118 0.079 -0.051 -0.049 -0.055 0.045 0289
Sikh 0127 B B B B B B 0.008 B B 0.027 B B B B B
Other 0.009  -0.025 -0.012 -0.028 -0.005 0.048 142" 0.040  -0.307*  0.135 (.17  -0.108 0.007 0.032 -0.048 -0.121

Religion  -0.008 0103  .0.041  -0.045 0.086 0112 -0.117 -0.000 -0.153 0.015 -0.003 0.023 0.010 -0.021 .0.0790" -0.228"
not stated

Level1 0073  0.062  0.075 0206 0204 0139 0146 0064 0104  0.078 0039 0162 0160  0.027 0.025 0.096
quals

Level2 0082 0096 0077 0249 0211 0165 0186 0070  0.129  0.144 0095 0182 0213  0.054 0.021 0112
quals

Lsglesl 3 0091 0136 0080 0275 0229 0124 0172 0081 0168 0208  0.147  0.185  0.204 0114 0052  0.075
Eﬁ;ﬂ 45 0.099 0160 0142 0249 0342 0221 0214 0150 0218 0233 0185 0219 0304 0165 = 0.104 = 0217
qosgg 0.069 0108 0076 0189 0217 0117  0.041 0049  0.066 0087 0099 0106 0155  -0.277  0.076  0.082
|q|\/|D/100 .0.066  -0.107  -0.163 0338  -0.141 921  .0161 -0072 0351  -0.138 -0.359  -0.153  -0.318  -0.225  0.027 0263
N 416,301 6,285 12,527 1,099 528 1,072 903 9306 51%, 2,077 2510 4,832 3,542 661 1,723 1,632

Notes: Controls also included age, marital stath#dren in household, region, health and immigistatus. All students are excluded from the anslysi
Data relate to working age populatign< 0.1;” p < 0.05;” p < 0.01 (two-tailed tests).
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Table 9. Selected M arginal Effectsfor the Probability of Being in Employment, Females: 2001

White White White Mixed: Mixed: Mixed: Other Indian Pakist Banala Other Black Black Other Chinese Other

British Irish Other W&B.C. W&B.A. W&As. Mixed ) gia. Asian Carib. African Black
Christian 0029  -0.017 0040  0.115 0.056 0.016 .0.088°  -0.097 0.129 0.015 0.037 -0.033 0.150 0.019 0180
Buddhist  .0.063 B .0.184" B B B B B B B 0.073 B B -0.002 -0.015
Hindu -0.105 B B B B B B -0.034 B -0.017 B B 0272
Jewish -0.036 _ -0.055 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Muslim -0.203 _ -0.275 _ -0.128  .0.256 -0.248 -0.307 -0.008  -0.459 -0.150 -0.011 0248 0.018 -0.030
Sikh 0.008 B B B B B B -0.026 B B 0.139 B B B B B
Other -0.010 _0.141"  -0.035 212" 0.154 -0.049 -0.107 -0.007 0.108 9129  -0.002 0.080 -0.104 -0.144 -0.010 0.063
Religion -0.008 0079 -0054  0.057 -0.004 o207  -0.064 -0.083 -0.004 0145  -0.095 -0.013 0137 0.142  -0.005 0.011
not stated
Level 1 0.131 0.106 0.107 0.256 0.100  0.100 0.162 0.125 0.207 0.222 0.117 0.125 0.207 0.204 0.127 0.069
quals
Level2 0175  0.164 0154 0253 0284 0205 = 0225 0200 0308 0296 0235 0148 0295 0250  0.057 0113
quals
Level 3 0.193" 0171 0144 0332 0218 0265 = 0229 0182 0389 0318 0320 0176 0303 0296 0142  0.147
quals
Level 4/5 0219 0242 0210  0.349 0319 0265 0279 0187  0.325 0454 0349 0227 0401 0324 0164  0.169
quals
Other 0111 0109 0138 0237 0288  -0061 0235 0136  0.163 0290 0161 0097 0177 0243  0.027 0.075
quals
IMD/100 0112  -0.163  -0.052 -0.351  -0.074 0321  -0238 -0.151  -0.455  -0.389  0.027 0150  -0.315  ~-0.005  -0.070  -0.048
N 377,011 5565 13,602 1,207 513 1,068 1,011 9,087 5,525 2,035 1,826 5,507 3,824 759 1,958 2,356

Notes: Controls also included age, marital stath#dren in household, region, health and immigistatus. All students are excluded from the anslysi
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DATA APPENDI X
Ethnic Group

The Ethnicity question in the 1992ensus asked the person to tick the appropriate
box from the following options:

0 White

1 Black-Caribbean

2 Black-African

Black-Other (please describe)

3 Indian

4 Pakistani

5 Bangladeshi

6 Chinese

Any other ethnic group (please describe)

The question also stated that “If the person iseleded from more than one ethnic or
racial group, please tick the group which the personsiders he/she belongs, or tick
the ‘Any other ethnic group’ box and describe tle¥spn’s ancestry in the space
provided”.

The Ethnicity question in the 20@ensus asked the person to choose ONE section
from A to E, then tick the appropriate box to irate their cultural background:
A White

British

Irish

Any other White background (please write in)
B Mixed

White and Black Caribbean

White and Black African

White and Asian

Any other Mixed background (please write in)
C Asian or Asian British

Indian

Pakistani

Bangladeshi

Any other Asian background (please write in)
D Black or Black British

Caribbean

African

Any other Black background (please write in)
E Chinese or other ethnic group

Chinese

Any other (please write in)
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Economic Activity

The Economic Activity question in the 19%lensus asked which of the following
things was the person doing last week (more thanoption could be chosen):

1 Was working for an employer full time (more tt&hhours a week)
2 Was working for an employer part time (one haumore a week)
3 Was self-employed, employing other people

4 Was self-employed, not employing other people

5 Was on a government employment or training scheme

6 Was waiting to start a job he/she had alreadgatec

7 Was unemployed and looking for a job

8 Was at school or in full time education

9 Was unable to work because of long term sickoesgsability

10 Was retired from paid work

11 Was looking after the home or family

Other (please specify)

From the responses to these question, the follovdatpgories were created to
described the respondent’s primary economic positidhe 1991 SARSs:

1 Full-time employee

2 Part-time employee

3 Self-employed, with employees
4 Self-employed, no employees
5 On a government scheme

6 Unemployed

7 Student

8 Permanently sick

9 Retired

10 Other

In Table 2, the economic outcomes were derived filterabove categories as
follows:

Activity Rate = ((1+2+3+4+5+6)/(1+2+3+4+5+6+7+8+D) 100
Employment Rate = ((1+2+3+4+5)/(1+2+3+4+5+6+7+8+33*1100
Employment Rate (no students) = ((1+2+3+4+5)/( B3H4+5+6+8+9+10))*100

Unemployment Rate = (6/(1+2+3+4+5+6))*100

The following Economic Activity questions were adka the 2001Census:
18. Last week, were you doing any paid work:

* as an employee, or on a Government sponsored scheme
* as a self-employed/freelance, or in your own/farhilginess
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(Tick ‘Yes’ if away from work ill, on maternity lage, on holiday or temporarily laid
off. Tick ‘Yes’ for any paid work, including casual temporary work, even if for
only one hour. Tick ‘Yes’ if you worked, paid or paid, in your own/family
business.)

Yes => go to Question 24
No => go to Question 19

19. Were you actively looking for any kind of wadliring the last 4 weeks?
Yes or No.

20. If a job had been available last week, could lyave started it within 2 weeks?
Yes or No.

21. Last week, were you waiting to start a jobadseobtained?
Yes or no.

22. Last week, were you any of the following? (tadkthe boxes that apply)
Retired

Student

Looking after home/family

Permanently sick/disabled

None of the above

The change in the nature of the economic activitgstions to some extent reflected
the intention to make the statistics compatiblenwtite ILO definition of economic
status.

From the responses to these questions, the foltpwétegories could be identified in
the 2001 SARs:

1 Employee part-time

2 Employee full-time

3 Self-employed with employees — part-time

4 Self-employed with employees — full-time

5 Self-employed without employees — part-time

6 Self-employed without employees — full-time

7 Unemployed, seeking work and available to stittin 2 weeks
8 Unemployed, waiting to start a job already ol#diand available to start within 2
weeks

9 Retired

10 Student (not economically active)

11 Looking after the home or family

12 Permanently sick or disabled

13 Other

Students who were economically active were codedategories 1-8 above if they
reported that they did some form of economic afstivi
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In Tables 2 and 3, the economic outcomes were el@from the above questions as
follows:

Activity Rate = ((1+2+3+4+5+6+7+8)/(1+2+3+4+5+6+7B-10+11+12+13))*100
Employment Rate = ((1+2+3+4+5+6)/(1+2+3+4+5+6+7+8#®+11+12+13))*100

Employment Rate (no students) = ((1+2+3+4+5+6)/
(1+2+3+4+5+6+7+8+9+11+12+13))*100

N. B. All full-time students are removed from bdtfte numerator and denominator
under this definition i.e. economically active stuts are excluded from this
definition.

Unemployment Rate = ((7+8)/(1+2+3+4+5+6+7+8))*100

I nfor mation on selected explanatory variables

Higher qualifications An individual was identified as having a higheratjfication in
1991 if they responded that they had any post-dcoalification. In 2001, those
with Level 4 or Level 5 qualifications were deentedhave a higher qualification.

Qualification levels in 2001

Level 1: 1+ ‘O’ level passes; 1+ CSE/GCSE any gsad&/Q level 1; Foundation
GNVQ.

Level 2: 5+ ‘O’ level passes; 5+ CSE (grade 1); GESEs (grades A-C); School
Certificate; 1+ ‘A’ Levels/AS levels; NVQ level Zntermediate GNVQ.

Level 3: 2+ ‘A’ Levels; 4+ AS levels; Higher Schooktrtificate; NVQ Level 3;
Advanced GNVQ.

Level 4/5: First degree; Higher degree; NVQ Lewvkland 5; HNC; HND; Qualified
teacher status; Qualified medical doctor; Qualifikxhtist; Qualified nurse; Midwife;
Health visitor.

Dependent children in householdin both vyears, residents of communal
establishments were defined as having no depewrtiddten in their household.

Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD)Published by the Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister, 2004. The IMD is constructed using se@iper Output Area level Domain
Indicies. These domains are income deprivation; leynpent deprivation; health
deprivation & disability; education, skills & traimg deprivation; barriers to housing
& services; crime and living environment deprivatioThe indicators used to
construct the domains generally relate to 2008hduld be noted that the IMD scores
for England and Wales are constructed slightlyedéhtly. The IMD is only available
in the CAMs since no local authority identifiersegoresent in the 2001 Individual
Licensed SARs, which is available through the Gatfiarsh Centre for Census and
Survey Research at the University of Manchester.
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Table Al. Probit Estimates of Employment Incidence: 1991

Males Females
Mean M.E. S E. Mean M.E. SE.

Age 39.316 0.023 0.000 37.318 0.038 0.001
Age Squared/100 17.211 -0.034 0.001 15.314 0.054 0.001
Married 0.620 0.119 0.003 0.647 -0.073 0.003
Divorced/Widowed 0.072 -0.002 0.003 0.106 -0.095 0.004
Dependant children in household 0.377 -0.024 0.002 0.460 -0.267 0.002
Higher qualifications 0.167 0.082 0.002 0.138 0.159 0.002
UK Born 0.923 0.021 0.004 0.916 0.045 0.004
Black Caribbean 0.010 -0.078 0.008 0.012 0.054 0.009
Black African 0.003 -0.218 0.017 0.004 -0.106 0.017
Indian 0.016 -0.053 0.007 0.017 0.003 0.008
Pakistani 0.007 -0.209 0.012 0.008 -0.359 0.012
Bangladeshi 0.003 -0.161 0.019 0.003 -0.401 0.021
Chinese 0.003 -0.034 0.016 0.003 -0.005 0.018
North East 0.062 -0.007 0.004 0.062 0.014 0.005
Yorkshire and Humberside 0.098 0.019 0.003 0.097 0.036  0.005
East Midlands 0.081 0.043 0.003 0.081 0.047  0.005
East Anglia 0.041 0.064 0.003 0.040 0.043 0.006
Inner London 0.046 -0.020 0.005 0.049 -0.035 0.006
Outer London 0.081 0.049 0.003 0.084 0.035 0.005
South East 0.214 0.065 0.003 0.213 0.047 0.004
South West 0.092 0.048 0.003 0.090 0.039 0.005
West Midlands 0.105 0.039 0.003 0.104 0.038 0.005
North West 0.125 0.009 0.003 0.125 0.037 0.005
Limiting long term illness 0.101 -0.491 0.003 0.077 -0.457 0.003
Pseudo R 0.213 0.120

N 293,928 270,611

Notes: Default categories are single, no dependant @rldn household, born

overseas, no higher qualifications, White and Wabtadents are excluded from the
analysis. Table reports marginal effects and het&dasticity robust standard errors
as well as the means of the explanatory variables.
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Table A2. Probit Estimates of Employment Incidence: 2001

Males Females
Mean M.E. S E. Mean M.E. S.E.

Age 40.992 0.024 0.000 39.194 0.035 0.001
Age Squared/100 18.406 -0.035 0.000 16.644 -0.048 0.001
Married 0.561 0.113 0.002 0.581 0.009 0.002
Divorced/Widowed 0.094 0.024 0.002 0.129 -0.000 0.003
Dependant children in household 0.348 0.001 0.001 0.450 -0.177 0.002
Higher qualifications 0.215 0.063 0.001 0.219 0.136  0.002
UK Born 0.911 0.040 0.003 0.901 0.086  0.003
Black Caribbean 0.010 -0.098 0.007 0.013 0.032 0.006
Black African 0.008 -0.162 0.009 0.009 -0.085 0.009
Indian 0.020 -0.040 0.005 0.021 -0.014 0.006
Pakistani 0.012 -0.184 0.008 0.013 -0.385 0.008
Bangladeshi 0.004 -0.202 0.012 0.005 -0.382 0.013
Chinese 0.004 -0.035 0.011 0.005 -0.047 0.012
North East 0.049 -0.015 0.003 0.049 -0.009 0.004
North West 0.129 0.013 0.003 0.129 0.025 0.003
Yorkshire and the Humber 0.095 0.025 0.003 0.095 0.031 0.004
East Midlands 0.082 0.043 0.002 0.081 0.034 0.004
West Midlands 0.101 0.035 0.002 0.100 0.027 0.004
East of England 0.106 0.065 0.002 0.105 0.033 0.004
South East 0.156 0.069 0.002 0.154 0.041 0.003
South West 0.094 0.054 0.002 0.093 0.034 0.004
Inner London 0.052 0.009 0.003 0.055 -0.039 0.005
Outer London 0.081 0.050 0.002 0.085 0.019 0.004
Limiting long term illness 0.153 -0.460 0.002 0.133 -0.447 0.002
Pseudo R 0.251 0.144

N 462,198 425,013

Notes: Default categories are single, no dependant @rldn household, born
overseas, no higher qualifications, White and WaResyions are slightly different to
Table Al because of the regional boundary charigasdaok place between 1991 and
2001.All students are excluded from the analysis. Tabfgorts marginal effects and
heteroscedasticity robust standard errors as veellha means of the explanatory

variables.
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Table A3. Probit Estimates of Employment Incidence, Detailed Specification:

2001
Males Females
M ean M.E. SE. Mean M.E. S E.
Age 40.913 0.026 0.000 39.128 0.036 0.001
Age squared/100 18.340 -0.036 0.000 16.590 -0.047 0.001
Married 0.455 0.116 0.002 0.465 0.005 0.002
Remarried 0.081 0.092 0.002 0.080 0.020 0.003
Separated 0.024 0.045 0.003 0.036 -0.022 0.004
Divorced 0.085 0.036 0.002 0.109 0.016 0.003
Widowed 0.009 0.026 0.005 0.019 -0.068 0.006
Only dep. Children in household 0.325 0.001 0.001 0.427 -0.209 0.002
Non-dep. Children in household 0.024 -0.006  0.004 0.024 -0.082 0.005
Dep. and non-dep. children 0.023 0.025 0.003 0.021 0.029 0.005
Level 1 qualifications 0.191 0.076 0.001 0.199 0.137 0.002
Level 2 qualifications 0.183 0.086 0.001 0.220 0.183 0.002
Level 3 qualifications 0.073 0.095 0.001 0.078 0.201 0.002
Level 4/5 qualifications 0.218 0.109 0.001 0.221 0.229 0.002
Other qualifications 0.092 0.071 0.001 0.047 0.118 0.003
UK Born 0.902 0.003 0.003 0.890 0.047 0.004
White Irish 0.013 -0.031 0.006 0.013 0.005 0.007
Other White 0.027 -0.054 0.005 0.031 -0.065 0.006
Mixed: Whi. & Bla. Car. 0.002 -0.125 0.014 0.003 -0.087 0.014
Mixed: Whi. & BI. Afr. 0.001 -0.181 0.022 0.001 -0.079 0.022
Mixed: Whi. & Asian 0.002 -0.049 0.013 0.002 -0.069 0.016
Other Mixed 0.002 -0.091 0.016 0.002 -0.056 0.016
Indian 0.020 -0.018 0.008 0.021 -0.003 0.010
Pakistani 0.012 -0.045 0.008 0.013 -0.141 0.011
Bangladeshi 0.004 -0.065 0.011 0.005 -0.143 0.016
Other Asian 0.005 -0.083 0.011 0.004 -0.061 0.014
Black Caribbean 0.010 -0.109 0.007 0.013 0.019 0.007
Black African 0.008 -0.185 0.010 0.009 -0.085 0.009
Other Black 0.001  -0.144 0.019 0.002 -0.036 0.018
Chinese 0.004 -0.031 0.011 0.005 -0.018 0.012
Other Ethnic Group 0.003 -0.131 0.013 0.005 -0.116 0.012
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Table A3 (Continued)

Christian 0.682 0.018 0.002 0.737 0.028 0.002
Buddhist 0.003 -0.030 0.011 0.003 -0.050 0.014
Hindu 0.011 -0.013 0.009 0.011 0.031 0.011
Jewish 0.005 0.037 0.008 0.005 -0.036 0.011
Muslim 0.027 -0.115 0.008 0.027 -0.180 0.009
Sikh 0.006 -0.046 0.012 0.007 0.050 0.012
Other religion 0.018 0.009 0.004 0.010 -0.006 0.008
Religion not stated 0.073 -0.014 0.003 0.063 -0.014 0.003
North East 0.048 -0.013 0.003 0.049 -0.005 0.004
North West 0.128 0.015 0.002 0.128 0.026 0.003
Yorkshire and the Humber 0.094 0.032 0.002 0.094 0.040 0.004
East Midlands 0.081 0.046 0.002 0.080 0.035 0.004
West Midlands 0.101 0.043 0.002 0.099 0.031 0.004
East of England 0.105 0.066 0.002 0.104 0.026 0.004
South East 0.155 0.066 0.002 0.154 0.028 0.003
South West 0.093 0.050 0.002 0.092 0.023 0.004
Inner London 0.055 0.024 0.003 0.058 -0.021 0.005
Outer London 0.084 0.054 0.002 0.089 0.019 0.004
In fairly good health 0.207  -0.118 0.002 0.240 -0.110 0.002
In not good health 0.085 -0.531 0.003 0.081 -©.460.003
Index of Multiple Deprivation/100  0.212 -0.079  0.003 0.215 -0.127 0.005
Pseudo R 0.239 0.159

N 470,603 433,754

Notes: Default categories are single, no children in lethaéd, born overseas, no
qualifications, White British, no religion, Walesida in good health. All full-time
students have been excluded from the analysis.tdlble contains marginal effects
and heteroscedasticity robust standard errors dsaw¢he means of the explanatory
variables.

52





