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Ethnic minority groups in Britain are more likely 
than the majority group to work for less than the 
living wage. This publication examines why this is 
the case. It uses two large-scale datasets to analyse 
what types of job ethnic minority groups tend to do. 
It then calculates the minority–majority wage gaps 
associated with particular occupations.

The main results are as follows.
• Ethnic minority groups are relatively likely to be in poorly paying 

occupations rather than to receive relatively poor pay in all occupations. 
While inequality is low in some occupations, minority groups often find 
limited access to these.

• Minority groups tend to be well educated on average, so low education is 
not the main cause of wage inequality or poverty.

• Ethnic outcomes are extremely varied. Some minority groups do better 
than the majority group and this applies especially to women.

• Pakistanis and Bangladeshis tend to be not only in the lowest-paying 
occupations but on top of this also poorly paid within these.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The main purpose of this research project is to 
examine ethnic inequalities among employees in 
the UK.1 

The focus is on the role of occupational choices. The questions the research 
aims to answer include the following.

• Do people from some ethnic minority groups enter low-paying 
occupations or do they tend to receive relatively low pay whatever 
occupations they enter?

• Which occupations offer better wages and are ethnic minority groups 
well represented in these?

• Finally, what factors are associated with these occupational choices? 
For instance, are ethnic minority employees who enter low-paying 
occupations relatively poorly educated or, alternatively, are they less able 
to obtain jobs suited to their skills?

We use two large-scale datasets, the Labour Force Survey (LFS) and the UK 
Household Longitudinal Survey (UKHLS) to test these questions. Throughout 
the analysis we examine the wages of a number of ethnic minority groups 
compared to those of white people (from all the white ethnic groups, 
whether British or not). The minority groups we focus on are:

• black Caribbean;
• black African;
• black ‘other’;
• Bangladeshi;
• Indian;
• Pakistani;
• Chinese;
• Asian ‘other’;
• ‘other’.

The research is structured around three themes:

• ethnic minority groups, inequality and the living wage;
• occupational distributions;
• the characteristics of poorly paid ethnic minority employees.
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Below we summarise the main results under each of these headings. We 
then describe some of the main differences between the individual ethnic 
minority groups.

Ethnic minority groups, inequality and the living wage

Ethnic minority employees are on average more likely to be paid less than 
the living wage than are white employees. However, ethnic minority women 
are far better off relative to white women than ethnic minority men are 
relative to white men: the ethnic wage gap is significantly smaller for women 
than for men. Gender and ethnic divisions do not reinforce each other.

Ethnic minority workers tend to be concentrated in low-paying types 
of job. However, within occupations there is relatively little inequality. This 
suggests that wage inequality – receiving less pay for doing the same sort 
of work – is less of a problem than the types of work people from ethnic 
minority groups tend to do.

Ethnic minority workers are nevertheless relatively likely to be the most 
poorly paid and in the lowest-paying types of job. This double disadvantage 
is especially acute for Pakistanis and Bangladeshis, who have a higher 
probability than any other ethnic group to be paid less than the living wage in 
all occupational classes.

Occupational distributions

We examine over 80 occupations to pinpoint the different situations ethnic 
minority groups typically face. In some types of job – including financial 
administrators and design associate professionals – ethnic minority groups 
are well represented, receive good pay and are paid on average more than 
their white counterparts, but in most they face some sort of deficit. The 
research highlights the following main concerns:

• over-representation among ethnic minority groups in low-paying 
occupations – for example, jobs in sales, catering, elementary personal 
services, hairdressing, textiles and clothing;

• over-representation in types of job marked by wage inequality – for 
example, jobs in elementary goods storage, assemblers and process 
operatives, and to a lesser extent professional jobs in teaching and the 
health sector;

• under-representation in occupations in which wages actually favour 
ethnic minority groups – for example, jobs in clerical and secretarial work, 
cashiers, some communications jobs, and buyers and brokers agents;

• under-representation in high-paying occupations or at least occupations 
which are not low-paying – for example, metal workers and chemical 
operatives, plant and machine operatives, and jobs in printing, building, 
security and protective services.

The characteristics of poorly paid ethnic minority 
employees

Ethnic minority employees tend to have slightly higher educational 
qualifications than the white majority and are as likely as the latter to work 
in graduate occupations. The problem they face in educational terms is that, 

Ethnic minority women 
are far better off 
relative to white women 
than ethnic minority 
men are relative to 
white men. Gender and 
ethnic divisions do not 
reinforce each other.
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whether graduate or not, they are less likely to be making full use of their 
qualifications. In particular, they are more likely to be overqualified for their 
jobs than their white counterparts.

It is not ethnicity itself which explains the probability of low pay among 
ethnic minority groups but the fact that ethnic minority employees have 
different characteristics from white (or white British) employees. These 
include gender, age and education. Even though ethnic minority employees 
are at least as likely to be graduates as are white employees, some though 
not all groups do have relatively high proportions of poorly educated people. 
Overall, however, the education of ethnic minority employees does not 
guarantee them a job which pays well. This implies that discrimination based 
on ethnicity is not a major cause of wage inequality (although it may be a 
source of inequality in recruitment into better-paying jobs).

Mapping transitions in and out of low pay, we find that a large percentage 
of people who are paid less than the living wage move to higher pay within 
a fairly short span of time. The probability of such a move is roughly equal 
across groups but is slightly higher for black Caribbeans and black Africans. 
However, moves to lower pay from above this threshold are more common 
among virtually all ethnic minority groups than the white majority.

Differences between ethnic minority groups

It is well known that there are substantial differences in terms of 
employment and inequality between different ethnic minority groups, with 
Bangladeshis and Pakistanis in particular most vulnerable to poverty. The 
main wage differences we find are as follows.

• Pakistanis and Bangladeshis are substantially worse off than all other 
ethnic groups on all measures. They have the highest wage gap compared 
to white employees – that is, higher than any other ethnic minority. They 
are also far more likely to be paid less than the living wage. While about 
16 per cent of white men work for less than the living wage, the figure is 
39 per cent for Pakistani men and 57 per cent for Bangladeshi men. The 
next highest is 28 per cent for Chinese men. The same tendency applies 
to Bangladeshi and Pakistani women but in this case the differences are 
less extreme.

• Black Caribbean people have a slight wage advantage compared to white 
employees. Black Caribbean men are roughly equal to white men in their 
probability of being paid less than the living wage, which makes them the 
most successful minority in this sense. Black Caribbean women are paid 
more on average than white female employees and than all other ethnic 
minority groups.

• Black Africans suffer the fourth highest wage gap among the minority 
groups relative to the white majority. Black African men are more likely to 
be paid less than the living wage, but black African women are less likely.

• People from the Indian group have virtually no wage gap relative to white 
employees. Indian women have about the same probability of being paid 
less than the living wage as white women, although Indian men have a 
higher probability than white men.

• In terms of educational achievement, all but one minority (black 
Caribbeans) have a higher proportion of graduate employees than the 
white majority. However, while this includes Bangladeshis and Pakistanis, 
these two groups also have a higher proportion of employees with no or 
very low qualifications.
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• All ethnic minority graduates are more likely than white graduates to 
be overqualified for their jobs – that is, to be working in non-graduate 
jobs. Bangladeshis are the most likely. This even applies to some extent 
to holders of A-levels or equivalent qualifications. Black employees 
(with the exception of black Caribbean people) are the most likely to be 
overqualified at this level; Pakistanis and Bangladeshis come next. These 
results means that education does not offer complete protection against 
low pay.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The aim of this project is to see to what extent 
occupational concentrations contribute to poverty 
among ethnic minority groups. Can we pinpoint 
particular occupations that are associated with 
deprivation among ethnic minority groups, whether 
defined in terms of low pay or high wage gaps 
relative to the majority group? Can we identify the 
individual or social factors most strongly linked to 
such differences?

For most households employment is the chief source of household income 
and is therefore an important determinant of the probability of being in 
poverty or not. Central to this is the type of job people do, which we define 
here by occupation. How is the distribution of ethnic minority groups across 
occupations associated with low pay (and implicitly with poverty), what are 
the causes of this distribution and how subject to change is this?

The literature has shown an enormously varied picture in respect of 
ethnic inequality. While some groups do better than white employees, 
others – such as Pakistanis, Bangladeshis and black Africans – suffer higher 
rates of unemployment, lower occupational status and lower earnings than 
the white majority (Berthoud, 2000; Brynin and Güveli, 2012; Heath and 
Cheung, 2006; Heath and McMahon, 1997; Platt, 2005; 2009). These 
ethnic inequalities remain even after statistically controlling for individual 
differences – for instance, in respect of education (e.g. Longhi, et al., 2012; 
2013). A key factor associated with ethnic wage penalties and therefore 
with ethnic minority vulnerability to poverty is minority segregation in low-
paying occupations (Longhi, et al., 2013). This is distinct from the effects of 
wage discrimination or other causes of wage differentials within occupations 
(Brynin and Güveli, 2012).

This project takes into account two factors associated with poverty: 
low wages and wage gaps relative to the majority population. The focus is 
therefore on low-paying occupations and on occupations with significant 
wage differences based on ethnicity. These produce different outcomes. 
The concentration of ethnic minority groups in low-paying occupations may 
make them less likely to suffer an ethnic pay gap (as all workers might be 
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paid the minimum wage), yet if ethnic minority groups are over-represented 
in such occupations then a substantial inequality exists in the aggregate. 
Poverty among minority workers is therefore likely to be relatively high. 
Alternatively, even in occupations paying above-minimum wages an ethnic 
wage gap might remain, again increasing the probability of poverty compared 
to white workers.

At the heart of this analysis is the concept of ethnic concentration in 
occupations associated with low pay. The evidence for such ethnically based 
occupational segregation is clear (Brynin and Güveli, 2012; Longhi, et al., 
2012, 2013). For instance, in the UK 41 per cent of black Caribbean and 47 
per cent of black African immigrants work in the health sector, compared 
to 20 per cent of white British-born people (Dustmann and Fabbri, 2005: 
445). While some ethnic minority groups are over-represented in high-
paying occupations or are over-represented in both high- and low-paying 
occupations (Elliott and Lindley, 2008), entry into low-status or poorly 
paying jobs is more common – for instance, in the distribution sector, hotels 
and restaurants (Heath and Cheung, 2006: 46).

Some analysts have argued that occupations are not important. Clark 
and Drinkwater find that earning differences ‘are less about the sorting of 
individuals from specific groups into high- or low-paying occupations but 
rather about differences within occupations’ (2007: 42). However, in their 
analysis the ethnic wage gap remains considerable, in some cases even after 
controlling for occupation (2007: 43). Longhi, et al. (2013) reveal a strong 
negative effect for ethnic occupational concentration, as do Elliott and 
Lindley (2008: 665–6). Over time it has also been found that the probability 
of being in a professional or managerial job has fallen for black Africans 
and Pakistanis relative to white people, although it has improved for black 
Caribbean people, Indians and Bangladeshis (Clark and Drinkwater, 2007: 
37). Brynin and Güveli (2012) show that ethnic occupational concentrations 
have some positive effects – because wage inequality is relatively low within 
occupations – but are nevertheless generally related to the probability of 
ethnic minority low pay in the UK. Ethnic minority groups are more likely 
to work in low-paying occupations. Indeed, such ‘segregation’ is strongly 
correlated with inequality in many countries (Uslaner, 2012). However, we 
still do not know which specific occupations are associated with low pay for 
ethnic minority groups or with substantial wage gaps between people from 
ethnic minority groups and the majority white group. We also do not know 
enough about why ethnic minority workers enter such occupations, or how 
they might move to better-paying occupations. These are the themes of the 
research that follows.

The analysis uses mainly the Labour Force Survey (LFS), covering 
the period 1993–2012. This is complemented by the UK Household 
Longitudinal Study (UKHLS), commonly known as Understanding Society, 
which has panel data from 2009 to 2012, enabling us to measure change 
in individual circumstances over this period. We use the data to examine 
differences in the probability of receiving low pay, and therefore of being 
at greater risk of poverty, adding Census data on area characteristics to 
see what role these have in the above outcome. Detailed information on 
these datasets and how we have used them is given in Appendix 1, including 
information on the derivation of the ethnic classification we use – three 
black groups, three from the Indian subcontinent, Chinese, white and two 
miscellaneous groups. Ideally this type of analysis would be carried out using 
the full ethnicity classification given in the Census (although even these do 
not reflect important variations within many ethnic groups). However, in the 
dataset that we use the ethnic categories change over time. Further, where 
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the research breaks the sample down into occupational groups there are 
not enough people from each ethnic minority group within occupations to 
allow a more detailed ethnic classification. Wherever possible we have given 
results for the ten ethnic groups we analyse, but in places it has only been 
possible to compare ethnic minority groups as a whole with the white group 
as a whole.

The results of the research are structured around the following themes:

• ethnic minority groups, inequality and the living wage (Section 2);
• occupational and educational distributions (Sections 3 and 4);
• the characteristics of poorly paid ethnic minority employees 

(Sections 5 and 6).
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2 ETHNIC MINORITY 
GROUPS, INEQUALITY 
AND THE LIVING 
WAGE

In this section we do two things. First, we measure 
the difference between the general wage gap and 
the average wage gap within occupations; this is 
largely about inequality. Second, we move on to 
the use of a specific indicator of low pay – whether 
people work for less than the living wage, which is a 
key indicator of the probability of being in poverty.

Summary

• Ethnic minority employees are more likely than white employees to be 
paid less than the living wage. However, ethnic minority women are far 
better off relative to white women than ethnic minority men are relative 
to white men.

• Although the wage gap relative to white employees is limited within 
occupations, it is significantly higher across these, implying that ethnic 
minority workers tend to concentrate in low-paying occupations. 
Occupational selection is therefore possibly a greater source of inequality 
than is wage discrimination.

• When we look more closely at wage distributions within occupational 
classes we find that most ethnic minority groups do not do worse than 
the white majority in most classes. This is not the case for Pakistanis and 
Bangladeshis, however, who are more likely than any other ethnic group 
to be paid less than the living wage in all occupational classes.

• Nevertheless, ethnic minority groups are strongly over-represented in 
semi-routine work and, to a lesser extent, routine work. They also tend 
to be poorly paid within these. They are therefore likely to be the most 
poorly paid in the lowest-paying types of job. 
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The general and occupational wage gaps

We know that there is a wage gap in favour of white – specifically white 
British – workers. However, this varies considerably by ethnic group and, 
as earlier work has shown, is generally lower within occupations (Brynin 
and Güveli, 2012). This means that ethnic minority groups tend to be 
concentrated in low-paying occupations, in which they often nevertheless 
do relatively well. That is, while they may be in occupations which pay poorly, 
within these they are not necessarily paid more poorly than the white 
majority. Figure 1 shows these results based on the full run of years we have 
in the LFS, with all ethnic categories possible.

Figure 1: The general and the occupational wage gaps, £ per hour
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Positive figures mean the wage gap is in favour of the white group. As 
expected, this is most acutely the case for Pakistanis and Bangladeshis, 
although the inequality is considerably reduced within occupations, as it is 
for the ‘other’ Asian and ‘other’ groups. The reverse applies to the Indian 
and Chinese groups, who therefore tend to congregate in high-paying 
occupations. These put them at an advantage compared to most white 
people, but within these (often in the health sector for Indians) they have 
relatively poor jobs with lower wages. The black African and black ‘other’ 
groups move from a general wage disadvantage to a within-occupation 
advantage. Black Caribbean people always have an advantage, which is larger 
within occupations. The fact that the wage gap within occupations is limited 
implies equally limited wage discrimination. That there is nevertheless an 
overall deficit in favour of the white group suggests that the problem is 
the concentration of people from ethnic minority groups in low-paying 
occupations.

This result provides the background for much of the analysis to follow: 
ethnic inequalities derive in large measure from the fact that ethnic minority 
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groups are relatively likely to be concentrated in occupations that pay poorly 
rather than being paid poorly for doing the same work as white employees. 
This does mean, however, that ethnic minority groups are more likely to 
be poor. We measure this against the living wage, which we define in 
Appendix 1.

The percentage of ethnic minority workers paid less than 
the living wage

First, we compare average individual wages by ethnic group to the living 
wage to see what percentage of each group is paid below this threshold. 
The figures are pooled for the entire period 1993–2012. The figure for the 
white majority is high, at 23.6 per cent below the living wage threshold, but 
it is higher for all ethnic minority groups other than black groups (at 19.9 per 
cent). Indians, at 24.6 per cent, are also only a little worse off than the white 
majority. The ‘other’ category is marginally worse off at 25.8 per cent, the 
Chinese more so at 27.7 per cent and ‘other’ Asian even more at 29.3 per 
cent. It is the remaining two categories which are of the greatest concern. 
While it is well known that Pakistanis and even more so Bangladeshis are 
the poorest in the country, the figures have now become astonishingly high: 
38.3 per cent for the former and 51.9 per cent for the latter. Thus, over 
half of Bangladeshi workers over this long period have at some point been 
paid less than the living wage. Table 1 presents these figures for men and 
women separately, including the relevant sample size for each ethnic group. 
Very small sizes – as for the black ‘other’, Bangladeshi and Chinese groups – 
mean that we should treat some of these figures with caution.

Table 1: Percentage of employees paid less than the living wage, by ethnic 
group

Ethnic group Men Number of men in the 
ethnic group

Women Number of women 
in the ethnic group

White 15.7 366,385 31.2 378,015

Black Caribbean 15.9  2,541 18.6  3,690

Black African 20.9  2,531 24.6  2,580

Black ‘other’ 19.3  301 20.2  405

Indian 20.2  6,333 29.3  5,795

Pakistani 38.7  2,744 37.0  1,360

Bangladeshi 57.2  1,017 36.5  386

Chinese 28.3 907 27.5  1,089

Asian ‘other’ 27.5  1,903 30.4  1,946

‘Other’ 25.2  3,994 26.4  4,090

We can summarise the main results in this table as follows. (Other more 
detailed comments are available in the notes at the end of this report.2)

• It is remarkable that for women in all groups relative to equivalent men, 
white women are the worst off. The gap in favour of men within ethnic 
groups is by far the largest for white employees, with the proportion of 
women paid less than the living wage precisely double that of men.

• Just as remarkably, the opposite happens for Bangladeshis. While 
Bangladeshi women have, with Pakistani women, the highest percentage 

Ethnic inequalities 
derive in large measure 
from the fact that 
ethnic minority groups 
are relatively likely to 
be concentrated in 
occupations that pay 
poorly rather than 
being paid poorly for 
doing the same work as 
white employees.
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paid less than the living wage, the figure is nevertheless 20 percentage 
points below the male rate. The reason is presumably that far fewer 
Bangladeshi women work, and those that do only select employment if 
the remuneration contributes significantly to living standards.

• For the other groups, with the partial exception of Indians, the male–
female differential is not great.

• Overall, therefore, it is by no means the case that ethnicity reinforces 
gender inequality, as measured here, or vice versa. However, the 
difference between men and women in the white group is very striking: 
15.7 per cent of men but 31.2 per cent of women work for less than the 
living wage.

The living wage by occupation and ethnic group

The foregoing sections provide background information on how ethnic 
minority workers have fared on average since 1993 relative to white 
workers. There is a clear and continuing differential in general terms, if really 
substantial (as indeed is well known) only for Pakistanis and Bangladeshis. 
However, the main focus of this report is how this varies by occupation. In 
the remainder of this section we will look at a small number of occupational 
groups defined by the well-known occupational class framework, the 
National Statistics Socio-Economic Classification (NSSEC) (see Table 2). We 
will later look at a more detailed breakdown of over 80 occupational groups.

Table 2: Percentage of people paid less than the living wage, by ethnic 
group and occupational class (NSSEC categories)

Ethnic group Higher 
managers/ 
professional

Lower 
managers/ 
professional

Intermediate Lower 
supervisory/
technical

Semi-
routine

Routine

White 2.6  7.0 21.0 24.2 49.1 47.6

Black Caribbean 1.8  3.6 11.7 18.8 35.2 38.2

Black African 2.4  4.8 14.2 26.8 41.7 46.1

Black ‘other’ 4.3  6.5 11.8 15.9 40.5 52.1

Indian 3.0  7.9 19.6 29.9 46.8 54.4

Pakistani 4.6 14.5 28.3 37.3 59.8 63.8

Bangladeshi 9.5 19.1 33.7 65.8 73.5 78.9

Chinese 1.7  9.6 15.5 53.3 65.9 57.9

Asian ‘other’ 4.1  7.7 19.8 33.3 56.1 59.5

‘Other’ 2.9  6.9 21.9 29.7 49.9 51.1

The following are the main points of the table:

• A small proportion of higher managers and professional employees are 
shown as being paid less than the living wage (in hourly terms). Some of 
this will be the result of measurement error, with managers especially 
likely to be over-recorded in the data, but a part reflects an underlying 
reality that some management positions in the private sector might be 
based on relatively poorly paying supervisory roles.

• Pakistanis and Bangladeshis are more likely to be in poorly paying 
positions in all classes relative to all other groups. Even if they aspire 
to higher-level occupations (defined here by the first three NSSEC 
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categories), achieving such a position does not offer much protection 
against poverty for a large number of workers in these two ethnic groups.

• Most other ethnic minority groups do not do worse than white 
employees in the first three classes – in fact, several do better – and 
not all groups do significantly worse in the fourth (lower supervisory/
technical).

• However, in semi-routine and routine occupations most ethnic minority 
groups do much worse. This is therefore a double bind: in the lowest-
paying occupations ethnic minority groups are likely to be exceptionally 
poorly paid. This situation is made worse by the fact that ethnic minority 
groups are more likely than the white majority to be in these two classes 
in the first place, as shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Percentage of each ethnic group in semi-routine or routine jobs
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All but two ethnic minority groups have a higher proportion of employees 
in the semi-routine group compared to white employees, although only 
Pakistanis and Bangladeshis are substantially more likely be in the routine 
class. Combining the two columns, while 29.2 per cent of white employees 
are in routine or semi-routine work, for Pakistanis the figure is 41.9 per cent 
and for Bangladeshis 45.6 per cent. Remembering that within these classes 
these two groups are likely to be in poorly paying jobs, it can be seen that 
the employment position of Pakistanis and Bangladeshis is especially likely to 
contribute to household poverty.
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3 OCCUPATIONAL 
DISTRIBUTIONS

Section 2 showed that the occupations people 
from ethnic minority groups enter are critically 
important to the probability of low pay relative 
to the white majority. In this section we pinpoint 
occupations in which ethnic minority groups do 
badly on one or more criteria such as low pay, as 
well as those in which they do relatively well. The 
following summarises the main results. Only a few 
example occupations are given in each case.

Summary

Low pay
Occupations in which there is a high concentration of people from ethnic 
minority groups, low wages and ethnic minority employees paid less than the 
white majority include jobs in:

• sales;
• catering;
• elementary personal services.

Occupations in which there is considerable concentration of ethnic minority 
employees and low wages but no pay gap in favour of white employees 
include:

• hairdressing jobs;
• jobs in textiles/clothing;
• mobile salespeople.

The above and other examples are all routine or semi-routine occupations, 
which require limited skills and which mostly come under the broad rubric of 
personal services.
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Inequality
Occupations in which most employees are paid more than the living wage 
but there is a substantial pay gap in favour of white employees and ethnic 
minority groups are over-represented include:

•  jobs in elementary goods storage;
• assemblers and process operatives.

These are mostly forms of manual work but include a number of professional 
jobs:

• natural scientists;
• teachers;
• health professionals.

In some of these occupations, such as health professionals, the wage 
inequality is very small. It remains important, though, because over one third 
of such employment is undertaken by ethnic minority groups.

Marginalisation of ethnic minority groups
Inequality is sometimes in favour of people from minority groups, but they 
are nevertheless under-represented in these types of job. This occurs in 
occupations such as:

• clerical and secretarial work and cashiers;
• some communications jobs;
• buyers and brokers agents.

Other occupations do not pay badly but employees from ethnic minority 
groups are paid less well than their white counterparts and ethnic minority 
groups are also under-represented. These include:

• metal workers and chemical operatives;
• jobs in printing;
• jobs in building;
• plant and machine operatives;
• jobs in security and protective services.

Advantages for ethnic minority groups
There are occupations in which ethnic minority groups are well represented, 
there is a pay gap in their favour and pay is mostly high, including:

• financial administrators;
• design associate professionals.

Good and bad occupations

Specific occupations offering the best and the worst opportunities for 
people in ethnic minority groups are listed in the following tables. For the 
sake of clarity we limit the number of occupations in each table to 15, 
but the full details are provided in Appendix 2. The results show which 
occupations give better and worse opportunities for ethnic minority groups 
according to the specified criteria (such as low pay), but this could be at any 
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point over the 20-year period. The position might last a short or a long time, 
therefore. This is also indicated in the tables in Appendix 2.

In all the tables in this section the analysis is at the occupational rather 
than individual level, showing the average pay, pay gap and percentage of 
ethnic minority groups in each occupation. It should be borne in mind that 
the average proportion of ethnic minority employees across all occupations 
in the data is 12.2 per cent. The occupations in the tables are ordered on the 
basis of average pay.

Low pay
In Tables 3 and 4 we list those occupations in which ethnic minority 
employees are poorly paid at any point in the entire timespan covered by 
the research. As we are pooling wages over the entire period we no longer 
use the living wage (which changes year on year) but have two arbitrary 
thresholds, either of which is likely to contribute to being at least close to 
the poverty line. Table 3 shows those occupations in which average pay for 
non-white minority groups is below £7, while Table 4 shows the range below 
£8. It is possible that some of the differences between these are dependent 
on time. People are less likely to earn less than the £7 cut-off in the later 
years.

Table 3: Occupations in which average pay for ethnic minority groups 
is less than £7 per hour at some point in the period 1993–2012 
(rounded to 10p)

Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap % ethnic minority
Hairdressers, beauticians etc.  5.0 −0.4  6.8

Other sales or services  6.0 −0.4 10.0

Catering  6.2 −0.3 17.1

Sales, check-out assistants  6.2 −0.3  8.9

Elementary personal services  6.5 −0.2 15.2

Other elementary services  6.7 −0.2 23.5

Domestic staff etc.  6.8  0.1 11.9

Other farming-related jobs  6.8  0.2  2.7

Hairdressers and related jobs  6.8  0.0  9.0

Textiles, garments etc. trades  7.0  1.1 16.8

Childcare and related jobs  7.0  0.9  9.1

Elementary cleaning  7.0 −0.2 17.2

Food preparation  7.2   0.9  5.6

Receptionists, telephonists etc.  7.4 −0.9  7.0

Other sales  7.5   0.2  6.9

We can see from Table 3 that average pay for all those working in these 
occupations is mostly low, sometimes extremely low (possibly in some cases 
partly compensated by tips). The table also gives an indicator of inequality by 
showing the difference between the average pay of ethnic minority groups 
relative to the majority white working population in terms of pay per hour. In 
most cases this gap is not large. A negative sign indicates that pay is in favour 
of ethnic minority groups but this applies to only 8 out of 37 occupations in 
the full table, amounting to 21.6 per cent of occupations. (In some cases 
the pay gap is less than the difference in the table between the average pay 
for all employees and the maximum average pay of £7 for ethnic minority 
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employees. This is because we are looking at many years together but 
average pay can fluctuate in this period. For the same reason some job titles 
appear more than once but with slightly different wording, because the 
change in occupational coding in 2000 means it is not possible to say an 
occupation is precisely the same over the entire period.)

The final column shows the percentage of employees in that occupation 
who are from ethnic minority groups. Where small, and therefore affecting 
relatively few people, the inequality problem is obviously reduced. However, 
the figure is higher than the average of 6.6 in 25 out of the 36 occupations 
in the full table. Hairdressing, it should be noted, appears twice because 
the label changed over time and we have given the labels as stated in the 
data. This is therefore a case of unvarying low pay whatever the exact label, 
although there is no consistent wage gap between the ethnic minority 
groups and the white majority.

When in Table 4 we look at a broader range of low pay – all hourly wages 
under £8 – a not dissimilar picture emerges, but there are differences. A 
smaller proportion of occupations (12 out of 66 in the full table, forming 
18.2 per cent of the total) have wage gaps in favour of ethnic minority 
groups.

In 20 out of the 66 occupations in the full table (30.3 per cent) the 
percentage of ethnic minority employees is above the average of 12.2 per 
cent, which indicates a high level of ethnic minority concentration in these, 
the highest being 26.2 per cent in elementary process plant occupations 
(shown in the full table). In these average pay is £8.40, but with a differential 
of £1.40 in favour of white employees. In both cases mentioning elementary 
services there is a high concentration of ethnic minority workers combined 
with low pay, though slightly in favour of ethnic minority groups.

Table 4: Occupations in which average pay for ethnic minority groups is 
less than £8 per hour at some point in the period 1993–2012 (rounded 
to 10p)

Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap  % ethnic minority
Hairdressers, beauticians etc.  5.1 −0.5  6.7 

Other sales or services  6.1 −0.4 10.0 

Catering  6.2 −0.3 17.1 

Sales, check-out assistants  6.4 −0.3  9.3 

Hairdressers and related jobs  6.8 −0.3  9.5 

Other elementary services  6.8 −0.4 24.8 

Domestic staff etc.  6.9 −0.3 11.5 

Elementary personal services  6.9 −0.4 19.5 

Textiles, garments etc. trades  7.0  1.1 16.8 

Childcare and related jobs  7.0  0.7 10.1 

Other farming-related jobs  7.0  0.0  2.7 

Health and related jobs  7.3 −0.5  8.5 

Food preparation  7.4  0.7  5.8 

Animal care services  7.4  0.5  2.4 

Elementary cleaning  7.4  0.0 19.4 
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Inequality
It is useful to view these occupational concentrations in terms of inequality 
as well as of absolute wage levels. In fact, this has already been described 
through the information provided in the pay gap information in each table 
– in most cases the white majority do better than the minority workers 
in these poorly paying occupations – but we now turn to a more detailed 
analysis of inequality. The following are the two criteria we use of relative 
disadvantage:

• occupations in which ethnic minority groups are over-represented and 
paid poorly relative to white employees, even if these occupations pay 
well on average;

• occupations in which ethnic minority groups are paid well relative to 
white employees but are under-represented.

In the first case, ethnic minority groups are trapped in either poor 
occupations or poor jobs within high-paying occupations; in the second they 
have relatively limited access to occupations which pay well. Table 5 shows 
the first of these situations – that is, occupations in which ethnic minority 
groups are over-represented (the percentage working in these is higher 
than the average across all occupations) and they are relatively poorly paid. 
In all the tables that follow we list only occupations in which ethnic minority 
groups are at a disadvantage on the above criteria and the differences are 
statistically significant. That is, we can assume that the differences reflect a 
real difference in numbers rather than mere chance.

The outcomes for the last two occupations – teaching and health – 
are perhaps the least worrying as they pay relatively well and inequality is 
limited, although if pay within health occupations were more equal this would 
aid equality overall, given that over one third of employees in this sector 
are from ethnic minority groups. It is clear that manual work – in textiles, 
elementary processing, assembly and manual processing – pays poorly 
overall but pays minority workers especially poorly. However, middle-ranking 
professional work – in particular, in the more junior health-related jobs – 
also makes an appearance.

Table 5: Occupations in which, relative to white employees, ethnic minority 
groups are paid poorly and also over-represented (rounded to 10p)

Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap  % ethnic minority
Textiles, garments etc. trades  7.0 1.1 16.8

Elementary process plant jobs  8.6 1.4 27.7

Elementary goods storage jobs  9.2 0.2 14.2

Assemblers/routine operatives 10.0 1.3 16.0

Process operatives 10.2 1.7 21.2

Managers etc. of other services 14.1 2.6 15.6

Health associate professionals 14.9 0.7 18.5

Nursing/midwifery professionals 15.7 1.2 23.1

Natural scientists 16.2 1.2 13.0

Teaching professionals 19.0 0.3 12.5

Health professionals 21.4 0.7 35.5

Occupational distributions

Manual work – in 
textiles, elementary 
processing, assembly 
and manual processing 
– pays poorly overall 
but pays minority 
workers especially 
poorly.
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Table 6 shows the second situation: here, ethnic minority groups are paid 
relatively well but do not appear in these occupations as much as they 
should, so on aggregate some of the benefit is lost. The most common sort 
of work where such a deficit is likely to be especially important is various 
forms of managerial occupation.

Table 6: Occupations in which ethnic minority groups are paid more but 
are less well represented, relative to white employees (rounded to 10p)

Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap % ethnic minority
Other sales or services  6.1 −0.4 10.0

Sales, check-out assistants  6.3 −0.4  9.1

Hairdressers and related jobs  6.9 −0.7  9.7

Health and related jobs  7.4 −0.4  8.6

Clerks (other)  8.2 −0.8  8.4

Other construction  8.7 −1.7  6.9

Woodworking trades  9.1 −1.3  5.6

Administrative staff: 
government

 9.3 −0.5  9.0

Secretarial etc. personnel  9.3 −1.3  8.5

Elementary construction  9.3 −0.3 11.4

Numerical clerks and cashiers  9.5 −1.0  8.6

Other communications jobs  9.6 −1.6  8.6

Other administrative jobs  9.9 −0.6 11.7

Secretarial and related jobs 10.6 −0.8 10.5

Administrative: government 11.5 −0.5 11.0

Marginalisation of ethnic minority groups
Table 7 shows a less problematic position – occupations in which ethnic 
minority groups do relatively badly but tend not to work in as much as in 
other occupations. Perhaps printing is on the surface the most worrying 
sector, as here the pay gap is nearly one fifth of average pay, but as minority

Table 7: Occupations in which ethnic minority groups are paid less and are 
less well represented, relative to white employees (rounded to 10p)

Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap  % ethnic minority
Other routine operatives   8.0 0.7 10.6

Metal working operatives 10.1 0.8 10.4

Chemicals, paper etc. operatives 10.2 1.1  6.6

Printing and related trades 10.5 2.0  5.0

Mobile machine operatives 10.6 0.4 10.4

Building trades 10.8 0.9 10.0

Plant and machine operatives 11.2 1.8 11.1

Printing trades 12.8 1.5  7.3

Security etc. service occupations 13.1 1.5  7.1

Protective service occupations 16.3 0.7  8.1

Teaching professionals 17.4 1.0  9.3
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representation is fairly low here this has little impact. These mostly manual 
forms of work favour white employees and do not generally pay poorly, but 
they tend to exclude minority workers.

Advantages for ethnic minority groups
Finally, Table 8 shows occupations in which ethnic minority groups do 
relatively well.

Table 8: Occupations in which ethnic minority groups are paid better and 
better represented, relative to white employees (rounded to 10p)

Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap % ethnic minority
Catering  6.2 −0.3 17.1 

Elementary personal services  6.9 −0.4 19.5 

Sales assistants/retail cashiers  7.5 −0.3 15.1 

Leisure and travel services 10.5 −0.8 16.2 

Elementary administration 10.5 −0.3 14.4 

Welfare etc. associate professionals 11.1 −0.9 12.2 

Administrative: finance jobs 11.3 −1.0 14.2 

Health associate professionals 12.6 −0.5 13.2 

Professional (other) 12.9 −0.7 13.6 

Social welfare associate 
professionals 

13.1 −0.6 15.6 

Artistic, sports etc. professionals 13.6 −1.6 12.8 

Design associate professionals 13.8 −1.4 15.2 

Business/finance associate 
professionals

16.1 −0.6 16.2 

Research professionals 16.4 −0.7 25.8

Unsurprisingly, this includes mostly professional work. It is of note that 
health associate professional is one of these occupations; this also appeared 
in Table 5. Over the period examined here, pay in this sector is sometimes 
slightly in favour of ethnic minority groups, sometimes slightly in the 
opposite direction. The value of this work to ethnic minority groups is high 
but it has limitations.
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4 THE ROLE OF 
EDUCATION

While some groups do have an educational deficit 
which appears to limit the probability of obtaining a 
well-paying job, the overall assessment must be that 
a failure of education among ethnic minority groups 
is not the main cause of poverty among ethnic 
minority employees.

Summary

• Ethnic minority employees tend to have slightly higher educational 
qualifications than the white majority and are as likely as the latter to 
work in graduate occupations.

• One problem they face in educational terms is that, whether graduate or 
not, they are less likely to be making full use of their qualifications: they 
obtain on average a slightly lower return to their university education 
and are also more likely to be overqualified for their jobs than their white 
counterparts. As the previous discussion has shown, this is probably 
related to the presence of occupational segregation, although the 
reasons for this are not clear.

Educational achievement

Educational achievement is a key factor in occupational success and in the 
avoidance of poverty. It is common for politicians to suggest that the main 
problem in both economic and cultural integration for ethnic minority 
groups is educational underachievement, in particular the failure to speak 
English adequately. However, while the latter might affect a small minority 
of older (or more recent) migrants, it is unlikely to distinguish second- and 
third-generation ethnic minority groups from the majority population 
to any significant extent. A low level of education is certainly a factor in 
unemployment, which affects some ethnic minority groups more than 
others, but here we are examining those in employment. Employees from 
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Employees from ethnic 
minority groups are 
at least as likely to 
be graduates as are 
employees from the 
white majority.

The role of education

ethnic minority groups are at least as likely to be graduates as are employees 
from the white majority (see Table 9).

Table 9: Educational achievement of employees in each ethnic group 
(rows sum to 100%)

Ethnic group Graduates A-level holders Low/none
White 17.9 34.5 47.6

Black Caribbean 14.7 34.6 50.7

Black African 29.8 30.3 39.9

Black ‘other’ 21.8 30.1 48.1

Indian 27.7 23.6 48.7

Pakistani 24.8 22.3 52.9

Bangladeshi 21.8 20.2 58.0

Chinese 42.4 20.5 37.1

Asian ‘other’ 26.9 23.0 50.1

‘Other’ 26.4 26.4 47.2

All ethnic minority groups, with the exception of black Caribbean people, 
are more likely to be degree holders, while only Pakistanis and Bangladeshis 
are substantially more likely to have limited qualifications. One cause of 
relatively low pay, whether or not of poverty, is the fact that ethnic minority 
groups and immigrants often cannot convert their educational achievements 
into high wages as well as the white majority. As we have already shown that 
there does not seem to be widespread wage discrimination, this cause would 
appear to be the concentration of ethnic minority employees in low-paying 
occupations, against which their education offers inadequate protection.

The value of education

While it remains possible that people in ethnic minority groups have an 
education which is inferior in some way to that of the majority population, 
it has already been suggested above that this is not the case. Below we 
present findings which further reveal that this is indeed not the case, at least 
on average. Table 10 shows the distribution of individuals on the basis of 
occupational characteristics: specifically the graduate density of occupations 
by ethnic group. To obtain this figure, the percentage of graduates is 
calculated for all occupations, then for each ethnic group. For instance, 
although this is an extreme case, 42 per cent of Chinese employees have 
a degree but their average graduate density is only 26 per cent. This is 
because they tend to work in occupations with low proportions of graduates. 
Less dramatically, 28 per cent of Indians have degrees but their average 
graduate density is 22 per cent. The main point, however, is that most 
ethnic minority groups have a higher figure for graduate density than the 
white majority. Only one – Bangladeshis – has a noticeably lower figure. In 
other words, although we have stressed the fact that ethnic minority groups 
tend to concentrate in low-paying occupations, they do not have a greater 
tendency than employees from the white majority to concentrate in non-
graduate occupations.

It is, of course, possible that these relatively high levels of graduate 
density do not correlate with high levels of pay, but the data showing 
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these correlations indicates that this is not so. The white majority has the 
third lowest correlation. That is, workers from the white group are more 
likely than those from other groups to be in occupations where working 
in graduate jobs does not necessarily convert into high levels of pay. 
This implies that the educational achievement of minority employees is 
recognised and rewarded, at least on average.

Table 10: Graduate density (average % graduate in occupations) and the 
correlation between graduate density and hourly pay by ethnic group

Ethnic group Graduate density Correlation between graduate 
density and hourly pay

White 19 0.54

Black Caribbean 17 0.51

Black African 19 0.57

Black ‘other’ 18 0.46

Indian 22 0.60

Pakistani 18 0.58

Bangladeshi 16 0.65

Chinese 26 0.59

Asian ‘other’ 19 0.56

‘Other’ 22 0.56

In Table 11 we show the impact on hourly pay at the individual level, using 
OLS regression and showing the effects both of having a degree and of 
being overqualified for the job. The latter is based on the measure described 
in Appendix 1. These are the results of separate regressions for each ethnic 
group, where the effects of controls not shown cover age, gender, tenure in 
the job, whether the job is full-time, industry, region, proportion of female 
employees and proportion of ethnic minority employees in an occupation. 
All the figures can be interpreted as the percentage effect of each variable 
on hourly pay. Thus, having a degree raises hourly pay in an occupation for 
white employees by 52 per cent relative to all non-graduates, controlling for 
other factors. This figure is higher than virtually all the others, although most 
figures are in fact close. As implied by Table 10, this suggests that ethnic 
minority groups tend to benefit as much as white employees from their 
education in general terms. There are some exceptions. The Chinese group, 
again as noted above but in this case along with ‘others’, loses a significant 
part of the apparent value of its education. Pakistanis, yet more surprisingly, 
do particularly well.

This indicates that the value of the education that ethnic minority groups 
achieve is the same on average as that of the white majority. There is no 
ethnic failure here. Nevertheless, a proportion of highly educated people 
from minority groups appear not to achieve a full return to their education. 
The final column of the table shows the effect of overqualification. This 
reduces the positive effect of having a degree by a considerable margin 
(although for all employees, not only graduates, as anyone could be 
overqualified for the work they do, whatever their education). All ethnic 
minority groups suffer at least as high a level of wage disadvantage from 
overqualification as the white majority – some significantly more. This is 
most pronounced for Indians, ‘other’ Asians and ‘others’.
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It is clear that a far 
higher proportion 
of ethnic minority 
graduates are 
overqualified than 
white employees. 

The role of education

Table 11: Effect of having a degree and of being overqualified on  
hourly pay (OLS regression)

Ethnic group Degree Overqualification
White 0.52 −0.20

Black Caribbean 0.48 −0.20

Black African 0.49 −0.24

Black ‘other’ 0.51 −0.31

Indian 0.49 −0.26

Pakistani 0.58 −0.20

Bangladeshi 0.48 −0.21

Chinese 0.46 −0.20

Asian ‘other’ 0.50 −0.24

‘Other’ 0.46 −0.24

This is a considerable problem because people from ethnic minority groups 
are far more likely to be overqualified for their jobs, whether with a degree 
or A-levels (or equivalent) (see Table 12).

It is clear that a far higher proportion of ethnic minority graduates are 
overqualified than white employees. The difference is quite striking. Even 
more disturbing is that this also applies to non-graduates holding A-level 
qualifications or their equivalent, although to a lesser extent. Black Africans 
are particularly disadvantaged on both dimensions.

Table 12: Percentage of each ethnic group overqualified

Ethnic group Graduates A-level holders
White 24.6 30.0

Black Caribbean 28.4 29.1

Black African 40.8 42.6

Black ‘other’ 30.8 53.3

Indian 31.7 31.7

Pakistani 35.8 38.5

Bangladeshi 39.0 38.6

Chinese 36.3 37.1

Asian ‘other’ 36.2 32.2

‘Other’ 33.4 36.5
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5 WHAT 
CONTRIBUTES TO 
ETHNIC DIFFERENCES 
IN LOW PAY?

We now analyse who works for low wages and in 
occupations in which they may have few prospects 
for improvement.3 

Summary

• Most ethnic minority groups are more likely to be paid less than the living 
wage than white people.

• However, when we look at explanations for being poorly paid overall 
whether or not in a low-paying occupation, and being poorly paid in a 
low-paying occupation, we find that the important factors are much the 
same. Chief among these are the size of the firm people work for and 
whether they are in the public sector: public sector workers are less likely 
to be paid less than the living wage.

• For most groups we do not find differences in the probability of 
being paid less than the living wage. For black Africans, Pakistanis and 
Bangladeshis most of the difference in the probability of being paid less 
than the living wage is due to the fact that ethnic minority employees 
have different characteristics from white employees and work for 
different types of firm.

Introduction

There are workers paid less than the living wage in all 81 occupations we 
analyse, but with considerable heterogeneity (see Figure 3). The proportion 
of workers paid less than the living wage varies from less than 1 per cent 
to more than 77 per cent (in ‘elementary personal service occupations’). In 
nine occupations at least 50 per cent of workers are paid less than the living 
wage. For simplicity, we call these ‘low-paying occupations’, since it is likely 
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that they pay low wages on average. It has to be noted, however, that those 
occupations in which less than 50 per cent of people are paid less than the 
living wage may also pay low wages on average.

In Figure 3 occupations are ordered by their occupational code. To make 
the figure easier to read we only report the code of the first occupation 
in each of the main groups plus the code of the last occupation (925). 
Hence, as an example, all bars between occupation 111 and occupation 211 
(excluded) show the proportion of workers paid less than the living wage 
in each of the minor occupations of the group of ‘managers and senior 
officials’. In a similar way, all bars between occupation 311 and occupation 
411 (excluded) show the proportion of workers paid less than the living 
wage in each of the minor occupations of the group ‘associate professional 
and technical’.

Figure 3: Proportion of workers paid less than the living wage by 
occupation (LFS)
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Occupation groups: 1 managers and senior officials; 2 professional occupations; 3 associate professional and 
technical occupations; 4 administrative and secretarial occupations; 5 skilled trades occupations; 6 personal 
service occupations; 7 sales and customer service occupations; 8 process, plant and machine operatives; 9 
elementary occupations.

The proportion of workers paid less than the living wage is relatively small 
for occupations in groups 1 (managers and senior officials), 2 (professional 
occupations) and 3 (associate professional and technical). For groups 6, 7, 8 
and 9 (personal service occupations; sales and customer service occupations; 
process, plant and machine operatives; and elementary occupations) the 
proportion of workers paid less than the living wage is in general much 
higher. There are also exceptions. For example, some occupations in 
groups 1 and 3 have a relatively high proportion of workers paid less than 
the living wage (for example, managers and proprietors in hospitality and 
leisure services and sports and fitness occupations, in which almost 30 per 
cent of workers are paid less than the living wage). In group 8 (construction 
operatives) less than 10 per cent of workers are paid less than this.
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Pakistanis, Bangladeshis 
and black Africans have 
higher proportions 
of workers paid less 
than the living wage 
compared to all other 
ethnicities.

Who is paid less than the living wage and works in low-paying 
occupations? More importantly, what is the impact of ethnicity on this 
outcome?

Table 13 shows the proportion of workers paid more than and less than 
the living wage. Workers paid less are further divided into those working in 
occupations in which less than 50 per cent of workers are paid less than the 
living wage and those in which more than 50 per cent are. In the data there 
are clear differences between some ethnic groups. Pakistanis, Bangladeshis 
and black Africans have higher proportions of workers paid less than the 
living wage compared to all other ethnicities. Bangladeshis in particular have 
high proportions of workers paid less than the living wage and working in 
low-paying occupations.

Table 13: Low pay across ethnic groups, row percentages (UKHLS wave 1)

Ethnic group Paid more than 
the living wage

Paid less than the living wage, in: Number of 
observations

occupations with few 
low-paying jobs

occupations with 
many low-paying jobs

White British 74.2 12.5 13.3 17,046

Indian 70.8 18.3 10.9 1,000

Pakistani 62.3 22.1 15.6 474

Bangladeshi 53.0 22.6 24.4 402

Black Caribbean 80.7 11.1 8.2 497

Black African 69.0 18.1 12.9 641

Other ethnic 
groups

74.5 12.8 12.7 2,328

Number of 
observations

17,038 2,974 2,376 22,388

Perhaps the most notable results from this table are:

• that all ethnic minority groups bar two (black Caribbeans and ‘others’) 
have a higher proportion of employees paid less than the living wage than 
the white group, although only black Caribbeans have a significantly lower 
proportion;

• that Pakistanis and Bangladeshis are likely not only to work for less than 
the living wage but also presumably to have poor job prospects generally, 
as they are more likely than other groups to work in occupations with 
many low-paying jobs;

• that black Caribbeans are less likely to be paid less than the living wage 
than the majority group and also less likely to work in occupations with 
many low-paying jobs.

However, it must be noted that in many cases the number of people from 
ethnic minority groups in each occupation is very small.

What contributes to low pay?

What factors contribute to differences across ethnic groups in low pay?4 
Figure 4 shows differences across ethnic groups in the probability of being 
paid less than the living wage. The lighter bars show the difference across 
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ethnic groups when we do not take into account any other factors, while the 
darker bars show the difference across ethnic groups in the probability of 
being paid less than the living wage after taking into account various types of 
personal, household and firm characteristics (the full list of characteristics is 
in Appendix 3, Table A7).

Figure 4 shows that on average Indians, black Caribbeans and other 
ethnic groups have the same probability of being paid less than the living 
wage as white workers. Black Africans are about 6 percentage points more 
likely to be paid less than the living wage than white workers, Pakistanis 
13 percentage points and Bangladeshis 22 percentage points more likely. 
When we take into account the individual characteristics (darker bars) the 
higher probability decreases to 7 percentage points for Bangladeshis and 6 
percentage points for Pakistanis. Black Africans do not show any difference 
compared to white people.

Figure 4: Differences in the probability of being paid less than the living 
wage across ethnic groups (UKHLS)
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The importance of the various individual characteristics is shown in Appendix 
3, Table A7. Having higher levels of education seems to be one of the most 
important factors that decreases the probability of being paid less than the 
living wage: controlling for the other characteristics, someone with a higher 
qualification has a lower probability of being paid less than the living wage 
compared to someone with no qualifications. In this context it is interesting 
to note that ethnic minority groups in both the UKHLS and the LFS have 
higher levels of education than white or white British employees (see 
Appendix 3, Table A7). It is perhaps the case that the younger generation 
is more likely to be highly educated, while ethnic minority groups also tend 
on average to be younger than white people. Despite this, older people 
generally have a lower probability of being paid less than the living wage (see 
Appendix 3, Table A8); we would expect the relative youthfulness of ethnic 
minority groups to counteract this effect slightly.

While the analysis is not undertaken separately for men and women, 
nor for immigrants and non-immigrants, both dimensions are controlled 
for in the analysis. Women, whether immigrant or not, and all immigrants 
who arrived in the UK at age 11 or older, whether male or female, have a 
higher probability of being paid less than the living wage. The proportion of 
those who arrived at age 11 or older is particularly high for Indians and black 
Africans. It is also of note that the proportion of those who speak English as 
a first language is quite low for Bangladeshis.
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These detailed points suggest that the demographic composition of 
minority workers might partly be responsible for the wage gaps we find. 
Some of these characteristics cannot be changed (such as the age of 
arrival in the UK), while others (such as education) are important, although 
minority workers do not seem to score worse than white workers. Overall, 
it is possible that part of the gap is related to differences between minority 
workers born in the UK and those born abroad. If those born in the UK 
have a small or no disadvantage compared to white workers, we can expect 
gaps in the probability of being paid less than the living wage to reduce and 
disappear over time as a larger proportion of ethnic minority employees will 
be born in the UK.

The characteristics of the job or of the firm also have an impact on 
differences across ethnic groups (see Appendix 3, Table A8). Those 
employed in larger firms seem to be less likely to be paid less than the living 
wage than those employed in smaller firms (0–9 employees). Indians are 
comparatively more likely and Bangladeshis are comparatively less likely to 
work in very large firms (100 employees or more). However, the probability 
of being paid less than the living wage is much higher in private than in 
public sector firms, and ethnic minority groups are generally more likely to 
work in the public sector. The latter is an important point when considering 
the relationship between ethnicity, occupational choices and poverty.

Those who commute to work by car have a lower probability of being 
paid less than the living wage (see Appendix 3, Table A8). It is possible that 
those who are able to commute to work by car may be able to choose 
from a larger pool of possible jobs than those who have to commute, for 
example, by public transport. On the other hand, we cannot exclude the 
possibility that the reverse is true: those who are paid more than the living 
wage are able to afford a car to commute to work.

The characteristics of the worker’s partner also have an impact on the 
gaps (see Appendix 3, Table A8). The probability of being paid less than the 
living wage is lower for those who have a partner who is white, has a degree 
and/or has a paid job. It is higher, however, for those whose partner is also 
paid less than the living wage (see Appendix 3, Table A8). These results 
may be related to network effects: someone who is looking for a job may 
be more likely to hear about job offers from their networks of contacts 
and therefore end up in a similar job to other people in their networks. 
Another possible explanation is that people working in certain types of job 
are more likely to meet someone working in the same job. These results 
show that low pay is a characteristic that is likely to affect both partners, 
thus increasing the probability that the household may end up in poverty. It 
is interesting to note that the proportion of those who have a partner with 
a degree is comparatively high for the Indian and black African groups and 
comparatively low for black Caribbeans. The proportion of workers whose 
partner has a job is comparatively low for Pakistanis, Bangladeshis and the 
black Caribbean group, while there seem to be no clear differences across 
ethnic groups in the proportion of workers whose partner is paid less than 
the living wage.

People living in areas with a high proportion of people of the same 
ethnicity seem to have a higher probability of being paid less than the living 
wage (Appendix 3, Table A8). Those living in areas with a high proportion of 
white people also seem to have a higher probability of being paid less than 
the living wage. Other area characteristics (measured at the level of local 
authority districts) do not seem to play a relevant role.
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What contributes to low pay for those working in low-
paying occupations?

Those working in occupations in which most people are paid less than the 
living wage may have few possibilities to improve their career if they keep 
working in the same type of occupation. We now analyse the probability of 
being paid less than the living wage and working in a low-paying occupation; 
hence, we now compare those in the worst situation to all other workers. 
The differences across ethnic groups are shown in Figure 5 and the full 
results are shown in Appendix 3, Table A9.

Compared to Figure 4, we now see fewer differences across ethnic 
groups. In this case Pakistanis seem to have a 5 percentage point higher 
probability of being paid less than the living wage and working in an 
occupation in which more than half employees are paid less than the living 
wage compared to white workers. Bangladeshis have a 12 percentage 
point higher probability. All other ethnic minority groups do not show any 
difference. Differences between Pakistanis and Bangladeshis and white 
people disappear when we take into account the individual and/or job 
characteristics (listed in Appendix 3, Table A7).

Figure 5: Differences in the probability of being paid less than the living 
wage and working in a low-paying occupation across ethnic groups (UKHLS)
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Our preliminary evidence suggests that some differences across ethnic 
groups remain even after taking into account individual, job/employer, 
area and partner characteristics. The under-representation of certain 
ethnic minority groups in firms that are more likely to pay the living wage 
suggests the importance of promoting better wage standards in all types 
of firm, but especially small firms and those in the private sector. However, 
more research is needed at the local level to understand how location may 
enhance or depress people’s opportunities and how they affect differences 
across ethnic groups.
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6 ETHNIC 
DIFFERENCES IN JOB 
CHANGES

What types of people are likely to escape from 
situations of low pay and from low-paying 
occupations? We show the proportion of workers 
who move from a situation where they were paid 
less than the living wage to one where they are 
paid more.5 The results may be due to changes in 
jobs or occupation, or simply career progression in 
the same job. We cannot distinguish among these 
sources of variation in this analysis, but can we 
observe differences across ethnic groups?

Summary

• People move in and out of low pay over time. Perhaps the most 
encouraging outcome of our research is the large percentage of those 
paid less than the living wage who move to higher pay within a fairly short 
span of time.

• However, it is possible that these moves are in fact quite marginal in 
terms of real money, revealing people who move from a little below to a 
little above the boundary line as we define it.

• Perhaps the most disturbing outcome is that moves to lower pay from 
above this line are more common among virtually all ethnic minority 
groups than the white British majority.

Mapping moves out of low pay

Table 14 shows moves across types of pay and occupations and is divided 
into three blocks. The first block refers to people who are paid more than 
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the living wage in a certain period, and analyses whether these people move 
to being paid less than the living wage. The proportion of those who move in 
this direction is relatively small for all ethnic groups but tends to be slightly 
larger for some (Pakistanis, Bangladeshis and black Africans). These figures 
seem to suggest that someone who is paid more than the living wage is 
relatively unlikely to move down.

The second block of Table 14 focuses on moves of those who, in a 
certain period, were paid less than the living wage but were working in 
occupations in which less than 50 per cent of workers were paid below the 
living wage. Although about 50–60 per cent of them are still paid less than 
the living wage in the subsequent period, 38–50 per cent manage to move 
to being paid more. The proportion of those who move upwards may at 
first seem very large; part of it may be due simply to career progression in 
better jobs within the same firm. Such career progression seems less likely, 
however, in occupations in which more than half of workers are paid less 
than the living wage.

The last block focuses on workers who, in the previous period, were 
paid less than the living wage and worked in low-paying occupations. The 
proportion of those who move to being paid more than the living wage 
is around 17–27 per cent; as we might have expected, this is lower than 
for those working in occupations that are not low-paying (40–50 per 
cent). While only about 3–7 per cent of workers move to better-paying 
occupations (those in which less than 50 per cent of workers are paid less 
than the living wage) while still being paid less than the living wage, most 
remain in low-paying occupations with a similar level of payment. The 
proportion of those who do not move is a bit larger than for those who 
worked in occupations in which more than 50 per cent of workers are paid 
more than the living wage. This suggests a clear difference across types of 
occupations in the probability of improving one’s situation.

Although these differences are perhaps not very large, given the 
number of observations, they are an initial indication that there may be 
differences across occupations and ethnic groups in the probability of career 
progression. A more precise analysis, however, should be based on larger 
numbers of observations, which are not available to date.
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7 SUMMARY, 
CONCLUSIONS AND 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS

We have used two datasets, the LFS and the 
UKHLS, to analyse ethnic minority low pay 
and inequality, with a specific emphasis on the 
role played in these by ethnic occupational 
concentrations. The chief measure we use is the 
living wage. We have found that ethnic minority 
employees are on average more likely to be paid less 
than the living wage than are white employees.

However, the situation is more complex than this. For instance, ethnic 
minority women are far better off relative to white women than ethnic 
minority men are to white men. The main inequality, therefore, is among 
men. Gender and ethnic divisions do not reinforce each other. Further, 
although the wage gap relative to white employees is limited within 
occupations, it is significantly higher across these. If the wage gap is 
substantial in general but not within occupations, this implies that minority 
workers tend to concentrate in low-paying types of job. They receive pay 
closer to the average white pay within occupations than they do overall. 
Occupational selection is therefore possibly a greater source of inequality 
than is wage discrimination.

When we look more closely at wage distributions within occupational 
classes we find that most ethnic minority groups do not do worse than the 
white majority in most of these, but routine and semi-routine forms of work 
are clear exceptions. Ethnic minority groups are strongly over-represented 
in the former, and most are also more likely than the white majority to be 
paid less than the living wage in both these classes. They are therefore 
relatively likely to be the most poorly paid and in the lowest-paying types 
of job. This double disadvantage is especially acute for Pakistanis and 
Bangladeshis, who are more likely than any other ethnic group to be paid 
less than the living wage in all occupational classes.
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The last points indicate the importance of ethnic concentrations at the 
very broad level of occupational class. We then examine finer differences 
using over 80 occupations and pinpoint those in which:

 relatively large proportions of ethnic minority groups work, which pay 
low wages and in which ethnic minority employees are on average paid 
less than the white majority (e.g. jobs in sales, catering and elementary 
personal services);

 ethnic minority groups are over-represented and which are low-paying, 
but in which there is no consistent pay gap in favour of white employees 
(e.g. jobs in hairdressing, textiles and clothing, and mobile sales);

 there is a substantial pay gap in favour of white employees and ethnic 
minority groups are over-represented, but which are not all poorly 
paying (e.g. jobs in elementary goods storage, assemblers and process 
operatives); these are mostly forms of manual work but include a number 
of professional jobs (e.g. teachers and health professionals);

 inequality is sometimes in favour of ethnic minority groups but pay is 
on average so low that this brings little benefit (e.g. jobs in clerical and 
secretarial work, cashiers, some communications jobs, buyers and brokers 
agents);

 ethnic minority groups are paid less well than their white counterparts 
but are also under-represented (such occupations could benefit from 
being more open) – they comprise mostly skilled manual jobs, some of 
which do not pay well but none of which pay poorly (e.g. metal workers 
and chemical operatives, plant and machine operatives, and jobs in 
printing, building, security and protective services);

 ethnic minority groups are well represented, which pay well and in which 
there is a pay gap in the favour of ethnic minority employees, if only 
slightly (e.g. financial administrators and design associate professionals).

These complex outcomes reveal considerable heterogeneity, though 
some patterns are discernible. For instance, points 1 and 2 above concern 
routine or semi-routine occupations, which require limited skills and which 
mostly come under the broad rubric of personal services. Here, the policy 
implications might at least be a need for action to ensure wage equality. 
However, in some occupations that also fall in these categories, such as 
health professionals, the wage inequality is very small. It remains important, 
though, because over one third of such employment is undertaken by ethnic 
minority groups. In some occupations the problem is over-representation 
by ethnic minority groups in low-paying occupations (1–2) or occupations 
marked by wage inequality (3). In others it is under-representation in 
occupations in which wages actually favour ethnic minority groups (4) or in 
well-paying occupations or at least occupations which are not low-paying 
(5). Only point 6 is beneficial on both counts to ethnic minority groups 
(which otherwise all continue to experience a higher probability of poverty 
than the white majority group).

This detailed analysis has enabled us to get a picture of the sorts of 
occupation in which policy-makers could seek improvement to the minority 
situation, whether by trying to raise pay in general, by ameliorating inequality 
within these or by finding ways of improving access (for instance, through 
more focused training or liaison with employers in these sectors). We argue 
that the answer is not only increased educational achievement, important 
though this might be in some cases – most especially for improved prospects 
of employability. Once in employment ethnic minority groups tend to have 
slightly higher educational qualifications than the white majority and are as 
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Perhaps the most 
encouraging outcome is 
the large percentage of 
those paid less than the 
living wage who move 
to higher pay within a 
fairly short span of time.

Summary, conclusions and policy implications

likely as the latter to work in graduate occupations. The problem they face in 
educational terms is that, whether graduate or not, they are less likely to be 
making full use of their qualifications. In particular, they are more likely to be 
overqualified than their white counterparts.

When we add more detailed analysis to the above research based on 
the LFS, this time using the UKHLS, we find again that most ethnic minority 
groups are more likely to be paid less than the living wage than white British 
people, but also that this is in large measure because they receive low pay 
even if the occupation in which they work is not low-paying. However, when 
we look at explanations for being poorly paid when not in a low-paying 
occupation and being poorly paid in a low-paying occupation, we find that it 
is not ethnicity itself that explains low ethnic minority pay but the fact that 
ethnic minority employees have different characteristics from white British 
employees – for instance, in respect of education, gender and age. While 
the educational achievement of ethnic minorities is considerable there is 
also substantial polarisation within some groups, which has a negative effect 
on these. Overall, these results do not exclude discrimination as a factor 
in low pay, only that it does not appear to take the form of direct wage 
discrimination. It remains possible, for instance, that people from ethnic 
minority groups find it harder to obtain good jobs (or, in some cases, jobs 
at all).

Using the same data to map transitions in and out of low pay, perhaps the 
most encouraging outcome is the large percentage of those paid less than 
the living wage who move to higher pay within a fairly short span of time. 
However, it is likely these moves are in fact quite marginal in terms of real 
money, revealing people who move from a little below to a little above the 
boundary line as we define it. In contrast, and more disturbingly, moves to 
lower pay from above this line are more common among virtually all ethnic 
minority groups than the white British majority.

These results suggest that policies designed to limit wage discrimination 
remain important, indeed vital, but have limited potential to reduce inequality 
further or to lessen the vulnerability of ethnic minority groups to poverty. 
The key thing is to try to improve their access to better-paying occupations. 
Though our analysis also suggests that even within these occupations ethnic 
minority groups are likely to be in jobs which pay relatively poorly, it remains 
the case that the wage gap within occupations is fairly narrow. How access 
can be improved is clearly far from straightforward. Better information in 
schools careers services on occupational prospects, role models for entry 
into particular occupations, and provisions to ensure that ethnic minority 
groups and white employees can gain equal benefit from vocational training 
might all be useful initiatives from the supply point of view, but demand 
should also be influenced. Problems in specific occupations can be addressed 
through analysis of recruitment procedures in these, as well as negotiation 
with employers offering such work, aimed at pointing to problems and 
possible actions to overcome these.
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NOTES
1 Therefore excluding self-employed people, for whom survey information on pay tends to be 

unreliable.

2 It is to be expected that younger people are more likely to work for less than the living 
wage, and this is the case: 19.9 per cent of people aged over 30 are paid at this level 
compared to 36.4 per cent of those aged 16–29. Does this vary by ethnicity? The gap 
between the younger and older groups is 15.3 percentage points for white workers (with 
the younger group at 35.0 per cent and the older group at 19.7 per cent). For the black 
minority groups this differential is 15.6 percentage points, for Indians 6.0, for Pakistanis 
13.1, for Bangladeshis 0.1, for Chinese employees 4.6, for ‘other’ Asians 10.7 and for ‘other’ 
employees 16.4. In several cases (white, black, Pakistani and ‘other’), therefore, the difference 
between the younger and older groups is much the same. In the other cases (Indians, Chinese 
and ‘other’ Asian employees), young people are not much more likely than older people to 
work for less than the living wage, while for Bangladeshis there is no difference. So we see 
that, as with gender and ethnicity, age does not reinforce ethnic differentials.
  If people’s wages improve as they get older they may or may not rise over time in general. 
The trend is clearly upwards as a result of productivity increases, but it also varies over 
economic cycles. The period examined here includes a time of recession, but if we compare 
two five-year periods, 1993–1997 and 2008–2012, the proportion of white employees 
paid less than the living wage falls by just over 4 percentage points (from 25.9 per cent to 
21.4 per cent). The contrasting outcomes for ethnic minority groups are mixed. The rate 
stays the same for black people, showing neither improvement nor deterioration; it falls 
for the Chinese group (by less than 3 percentage points) and for Indians by nearly 7 points. 
At the end of the period the rates for the white British and Indian groups are roughly the 
same. The rate falls most for Bangladeshis, though: from 63.0 per cent to 47.0 per cent. 
The latter is, of course, still very high. The percentage paid less than the living wage rises 
for Pakistanis and the ‘other’ group (but very marginally) and far more for ‘other’ Asians, by 
over 8 percentage points. In sum, while this picture is mixed, it is clear that ethnic minority 
employees have not gained collectively from rising productivity as much as white employees.

3 For this analysis we use the UKHLS. First, however, we need to group occupations based 
on the proportion of people who are paid less than the living wage. To compute this we 
use the LFS for the period 2008–2010. The proportion is computed separately for the 81 
occupation groups at the three-digit level of the SOC2000, using person-weights provided 
with the data.

4 We use probit regressions analysis in the form of models which predict whether or not 
people are likely to be in one category (less than the living wage) or not, using wave 1 only of 
the UKHLS in order to avoid problems of bias from the loss of respondents from wave 1 to 
waves 2 and 3.

5 To reduce measurement error due to those who are paid very close to the living wage, 
we classify as moving upwards those who move from being paid below to being paid more 
than the living wage only if the change in wage between the two waves is at least £0.50 per 
hour, and similarly for those moving downwards. All remaining cases are designated as no 
significant change. Table 14 shows descriptive statistics based on the unweighted UKHLS 
sample (which may therefore not be representative of the UK population).
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APPENDIX 1: THE 
DATASETS AND 
VARIABLES

Labour Force Survey (LFS) data

The LFS dataset used here includes all years in which wage data are currently 
available: namely, 1993–2012.

Ethnicity
The ethnicity variable provided in the dataset is inconsistent over time. It 
is possible to include the following categories fairly consistently over the 
period:

• white;
• black Caribbean;
• black African;
• black ‘other’;
• Indian;
• Pakistani;
• Bangladeshi;
• Chinese;
• ‘other’ Asian;
• ‘other’.

The categories black Caribbean, black African and black ‘other’ are not 
available in the data for the entire country or over the entire period, but 
numerically speaking these exclusions are extremely small. We therefore 
include these distinctions in the analysis.

Information exists on whether the individual was born in the UK. 
Combining this with the above categories makes it possible to produce 
the categories white British or white non-British, but there are too few of 
the latter to be useful for separate analysis. This group is also extremely 
heterogeneous. While increased migration from eastern Europe – 
predominantly by poorer people – is currently a topical issue, white non-
British would also include long-standing migrants from western Europe, the 
Commonwealth and North America, whose circumstances are very different. 
The report is also about ethnicity, not migration, and a large proportion of 
white non-British (e.g. people from the Republic of Ireland) are not ethnically 
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distinct from white British people. For this reason, in most of the analysis 
we use the largest majority category – ‘white’ – rather than ‘white British’. 
However, when using the UKHLS, which has a great deal more detailed 
information on other variables (though smaller sample size) we use the 
extra refinement of ‘white British’, although we include white non-British in 
‘other’, which is in this analysis already a heterogeneous category. Both final 
datasets are internally consistent but possibly offer very slightly different 
insights as a result of how they treat ethnicity.

Occupation
A second major variable where further discussion is needed concerns 
occupational codings. There are several levels of detail. The simplest is 
nine categories, which is clearly too broad, while the level with most detail 
has over 200 categories, which not only is too detailed but leaves too 
few sample members in many occupations. Further, the coding scheme 
changed in 2000 from SOC90 to SOC2000. These two classifications 
are not comparable. In terms of detail there is no real problem. We use 
occupations at the two-digit level (which, though, becomes three-digit after 
2000) to produce around 80 occupational categories. However, while many 
occupations across this dividing date are much the same – though often 
with slightly different titles – there are both inclusions and exclusions after 
2000. Therefore, when we cite specific occupations as problem areas for 
ethnic minority groups, this does to a limited extent vary artificially over time.

We have also developed occupational level variables such as the 
percentage of each ethnic group, of women and of graduates in these 
occupations, as well as average pay within occupations and the occupational 
pay gaps between white people and the ethnic groups. As this does not 
depend on the names of the specific occupations but only the level of 
detail, the change in classification in 2000 does not matter. Finally, we 
have a variable denoting whether the employee is overqualified within 
an occupation. This is derived from information attached to (SOC90) 
occupational codes provided by employers, who state what qualification 
is required for an occupation. As employers have different needs or 
preferences, this produces a range rather than a single qualification. We 
define overqualification as cases where an individual has a qualification above 
the maximum (see Altorjai, 2013).

Living wage
We use information on individual pay in the analysis but also make 
comparisons of this with the living wage. This is an unofficial figure set 
by the Living Wage Foundation, uprated each year to take into account 
both price and wage inflation (as well as social expectations in respect of a 
reasonable minimum level of consumption). In 2011 the national living wage 
was £7.20. Over the next two years it rose by 6.25 per cent to £7.65. While 
the rate varies over time, as does the proportion of people paid below this 
level, it has to be borne in mind that firms could not be influenced by the 
recommendations of the Foundation prior to its inception.

As figures exist for only three years, the latest of which (2013) is not 
included in the analysis, a means had to be found for imputing a living wage 
going back in time. Reducing this by a specific percentage year on year 
would not work as the percentage change in the living wage itself varies year 
on year, even over the short time period for which it has been calculated. 
The living wage is not a notional sum but reflects change in the real world. 
Nor is it possible to relate the living to the minimum wage year on year, as 
the percentage difference between the two measures also varies over time. 
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In addition, as the hourly wage data calculated from the LFS and used in 
this report is deflated, in order to obtain a view of inequality over time not 
distorted by wage inflation, and as the aim of the analysis is to compare this 
figure with the living wage, the latter has to be deflated too.

A decision was made to do this through raising or lowering the figure 
year on year by the same percentage change as hourly wages in the LFS 
data. Thus, if the hourly wage in the latter rises by 5 per cent from one year 
to the next, so does the calculation of the living wage. This produces a living 
wage of £6.56 in 1993, rising to a high of £7.99 in 2007 but falling to £7.45 
in 2012. Given that the figure is deflated to take price inflation into account, 
the increase of about £1 over the period presumably derives from generally 
rising living standards.

The UK Household Longitudinal Survey (UKHLS) data

The UKHLS is a longitudinal panel survey of households living in the UK. It 
has an oversample of five ethnic minority groups, which provides enough 
observations to analyse seven separate ethnic groups:

• white British;
• Indian;
• Pakistani;
• Bangladeshi;
• black Caribbean;
• black African;
• other ethnic groups.

The ‘other ethnic groups’ category is very heterogeneous, including all mixed 
ethnic groups, Chinese, white non-British and so on. Although we do include 
this group in the model, the results which refer to this group are hard to 
generalise.

We use the first wave of UKHLS, which refers to 2009 and 2010, to 
analyse how various characteristics correlate with the probability of being 
paid less than the living wage and working in an occupation in which a large 
proportion of people (more than 50 per cent) are paid less than the living 
wage. Workers in these occupations, which we call low-paying occupations, 
may have few opportunities to improve their wages if they keep working 
in the same occupation; those who work in occupations in which only a 
small proportion of workers are paid less than the living wage may have 
more opportunities for career progression and wage increase within the 
occupation.

Among the factors considered in this analysis are the characteristics of 
the area where people live. These are computed based on data from the 
English, Welsh and Scottish censuses at the level of local authority districts, 
and then matched into UKHLS data (which gives us details of the local 
authority districts of residence of each respondent).

Finally, we use the first three waves of UKHLS, from 2009 to 2012, to 
compute the proportions of people moving above the living wage threshold 
and across occupations.
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APPENDIX 2: THE 
FULL TABLES OF 
OCCUPATIONS FOR 
SECTION 3
These tables contain the same information as in the main text but with a 
fuller list of relevant occupations. They also include information about the 
length of time ethnic minority groups are in the described position. The 
analysis is based on annual measures and we have 20 years of data. It is 
therefore possible that ethnic minority groups could be badly off in some 
occupations at one point, then better off later. For this reason we include 
in the final column of each table the number of years in which the situation 
applies.

It is important to note that the definition of occupations changed in 
2000 so that although after this date many occupations might sound similar 
to one prior to this, there are many differences. Often the label describing 
the occupation is only slightly different, but it is hard to know whether or 
how far the range of jobs it describes changes. Further, there are also new 
occupations after 2000. For these reasons we make no attempt to integrate 
the two classifications. One implication is that in most cases the number 
of years a minority group is in a low-paying occupation will be limited as 
we effectively have two series of data: 1993–1999 and 2000–2012. In 
addition, occupations might seem to appear more than once because very 
similar occupations but with slightly different labels might appear in both 
periods.
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Table A1: Occupations in which average pay for ethnic minority groups is 
less than £7 per hour at some point in the period 1993–2012

Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap % ethnic minority N
Hairdressers, beauticians etc.  5.0 −0.4  6.8 5

Other sales, service occupations  6.0 −0.4 10.0 7

Catering occupations  6.2 −0.3 17.1 8

Sales, check-out assistants  6.2 −0.3  8.9 5

Elementary personal service 
occupations

 6.5 −0.2 15.2 2

Other elementary service occupations  6.7 −0.2 23.5 1

Domestic staff etc.  6.8  0.1 11.9 3

Other farming-related occupations  6.8  0.2  2.7 3

Hairdressers and related occupations  6.8  0.0  9.0 6

Textiles, garments etc. trades  7.0  1.1 16.8 8

Childcare and related occupations  7.0  0.9  9.1 2

Elementary cleaning occupations  7.0 −0.2 17.2 3

Food preparation trades  7.2  0.9  5.6 3

Receptionist, telephonists etc.  7.4 −0.9  7.0 1

Other sales occupations  7.5  0.2  6.9 3

Other routine operatives  7.7  0.7 10.3 4

Stores, despatch clerks and keepers  8.0  1.6  5.2 1

Other transport occupations  8.0  0.5  6.1 1

Food preparation trades  8.0  0.3 22.1 1

Mobile salespeople and agents  8.1  1.6  8.8 5

Textiles, tannery operatives  8.1  1.9 14.0 2

Personal service (other)  8.2  1.6  8.8 2

Elementary agricultural occupations  8.3  1.0  7.4 4

Other manufacturing etc. occupations  8.8  2.1  5.3 2

Agricultural trades  8.8  1.1  4.1 1

Elementary construction occupations  8.8  1.6 20.3 2

Construction trades  8.9  0.0  4.2 3

Textiles and garments trades  9.8  0.4 13.7 2

Other skilled trades 10.0  2.7  8.0 1

Other plant and machine operatives 10.1  2.0  5.4 1

Administrative: communications 
occupations

10.3  0.7  6.1 1

Printing and related trades 10.4  2.0  5.0 3

Building trades 10.4  2.5 16.5 1

Metal-making/treating operatives 10.9  4.5  4.8 1

Printing trades 12.3  2.8  7.1 1

Sports and fitness occupations 12.6  4.0 13.2 1
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Table A2: Occupations in which average pay for ethnic minority groups is 
less than £8 per hour at some point in the period 1993–2012

Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap  % ethnic minority N
Hairdressers, beauticians etc.  5.1 −0.5  6.7  6

Other sales, service occupations  6.1 −0.4 10.0  8

Catering occupations  6.2 −0.3 17.1  8

Sales, check-out assistants  6.4 −0.3  9.3  7

Hairdressers and related occupations  6.8 −0.3  9.5  9

Other elementary service occupations  6.8 −0.4 24.8  2

Domestic staff etc.  6.9 −0.3 11.5  8

Elementary personal service occupations  6.9 −0.4 19.5 10

Textiles, garments etc. trades  7.0  1.1 16.8  8

Childcare and related occupations  7.0  0.7 10.1  4

Other farming-related occupations  7.0  0.0  2.7  4

Health and related occupations  7.3 −0.5  8.5  6

Food preparation trades  7.4  0.7  5.8  4

Animal care service occupations  7.4  0.5  2.4  1

Elementary cleaning occupations  7.4  0.0 19.4 12

Sales (other)  7.5  0.2  6.9  3

Sales assistants and retail cashiers  7.5 −0.2 14.8 10

Receptionist, telephonists etc.  7.6  0.0  7.5  7

Textiles, tannery operatives  7.7  0.6 15.7  7

Elementary sales occupations  7.7  0.1 13.3  7

Assemblers, lineworkers  7.8  0.3  7.5  1

‘Other’ clerks  8.0 −0.9  7.5  1

‘Other’ personal services  8.0  1.0  8.8  3

Other routine operatives  8.0  0.7 10.6  8

Food preparation trades  8.0  0.3 24.4  4

Food, drink, tobacco operatives  8.2  0.2  9.6  2

Other transport occupations  8.2  0.8  7.0  3

Elementary agricultural occupations  8.2  0.8  6.4  5

Stores, despatch clerks/keepers  8.3  0.7  6.2  3

Mobile salespeople/agents  8.3  1.5  8.8  6

Filing and record clerks  8.4  0.5  7.9  1

Childcare/related personal service occupations  8.4  0.0 10.7  1

Elementary process plant occupations  8.4  1.4 26.2  7

‘Other’ craft and related trades  8.6  0.2  4.3  3

Vehicle trades  8.7  0.8  4.0  2

Road transport operatives  8.7  0.9  7.7  1

Housekeeping occupations  8.7  0.6 20.0  1

Elementary storage occupations  8.7  0.5 22.8  1

Construction trades  8.8  0.6  4.3  5

Elementary construction occupations  8.8  1.6 20.3  2

Other manufacturing etc. occupations  8.9  0.7  5.9  5

Elementary goods storage occupations  9.0  0.7 20.4  1

Clerical/secretarial occupations  9.1  0.0  9.1  1

Agricultural trades  9.2  0.7  5.4  2

(continued overleaf)
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Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap % ethnic minority N
Textiles and garments trades  9.4  0.5 18.7  6

Metal working operatives  9.5  1.9  9.7  1

Sales related occupations  9.6  1.2 11.9  1

Managers etc. service industry  9.9  0.6 10.9  1

Chemicals, paper etc. operatives  9.9  1.5  6.4  3

Other skilled trades 10.0  2.7  8.0  1

Assemblers and routine operatives 10.0  1.8 23.0  1

Plant/machine operatives (other) 10.2  1.5  5.4  2

Administrative: communications occupations 10.3  0.3  7.2  2

Managers/proprietors: hospitality 10.4  0.5 20.7  1

Building trades 10.4  2.5 16.5  1

Printing and related trades 10.5  2.1  5.0  7

Travel attendants etc. 10.8  1.8 13.9  1

Metal-making, treating operatives 11.0  3.8  6.7  2

Construction operatives 11.1  0.5 10.3  1

Plant and machine operatives 11.2  3.6 11.1  1

Printing trades 12.1  3.9  6.5  2

Buyers, brokers agents etc. 12.6 −3.7 10.0  1

Sports and fitness occupations 12.6  4.0 13.2  1

Librarians etc. professionals 12.7  3.4  6.7  1

NCOs etc. armed forces occupations 13.0  0.8 12.2  2

Security etc. service occupations 13.3  1.2  5.7  1

Table A3: Occupations in which, relative to white employees, ethnic 
minority groups are paid poorly and also over-represented

Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap % ethnic minority N
Textiles, garments etc. trades  7.0 1.1 16.8  8

Elementary process plant occupations  8.6 1.4 27.7 12

Elementary goods storage occupations  9.2 0.2 14.2 10

Assemblers/routine operatives 10.0 1.3 16.0 12

Process operatives 10.2 1.7 21.2 12

Managers etc.: other services 14.1 2.6 15.6  2

Health associate professionals 14.9 0.7 18.5 12

Nursing/midwifery professionals 15.7 1.2 23.1  2

Natural scientists 16.2 1.2 13.0  8

Teaching professionals 19.0 0.3 12.5 12

Health professionals 21.4 0.7 35.5 12

Table A2 (continued)
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Table A4: Occupations in which ethnic minority groups are paid more but 
are less well represented relative to white employees

Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap % ethnic minority N
Other sales, service occupations  6.1 −0.4 10.0  8

Sales, check-out assistants  6.3 −0.4  9.1  8

Hairdressers and related occupations  6.9 −0.7  9.7 12

Health and related occupations  7.4 −0.4  8.6  8

Clerks (other)  8.2 −0.8  8.4  8

Other construction occupations  8.7 −1.7  6.9  8

Woodworking trades  9.1 −1.3  5.6  8

Administrative staff: government  9.3 −0.5  9.0  8

Secretarial etc. personnel  9.3 −1.3  8.5  8

Elementary construction occupations  9.3 −0.3 11.4 12

Numerical clerks and cashiers  9.5 −1.0  8.6  8

Other communications occupations  9.6 −1.6  8.6  8

Other administrative occupations  9.9 −0.6 11.7 12

Secretarial and related occupations 10.6 −0.8 10.5 12

Administrative: government 11.5 −0.5 11.0 12

Electrical, electronic trades 12.2 −0.6  6.5  8

Buyers, brokers agents etc. 12.3 −2.1  9.3  8

‘Other’ professional, technical 12.8 −0.9  8.7  8

Financial and office managers etc. 13.9 −0.5  8.4  8

‘Other’ managers, administrators 14.0 −0.5  8.7  8

Managers in farming etc. 14.2 −2.7  4.8 12

Business, finance associate professionals 15.0 −0.9  9.2  8

Specialist managers 17.3 −1.2 10.1  8

Table A5: Occupations in which ethnic minority groups are paid less and 
are less well represented relative to white employees

Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap % ethnic minority N
Other routine operatives  8.0 0.7 10.6  8

Metal working operatives 10.1 0.8 10.4  8

Chemicals, paper etc. operatives 10.2 1.1  6.6  8

Printing and related trades 10.5 2.0  5.0  8

Mobile machine operatives 10.6 0.4 10.4 12

Building trades 10.8 0.9 10.0 12

Plant and machine operatives 11.2 1.8 11.1 12

Printing trades 12.8 1.5  7.3 12

Security etc. service occupations 13.1 1.5  7.1  8

Protective services 16.3 0.7  8.1 12

Teaching professionals 17.4 1.0  9.3  8
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Table A6: Occupations in which ethnic minority groups are paid better and 
are better represented relative to white employees

Occupation Average pay (£) Pay gap % ethnic minority N
Catering occupations  6.2 −0.3 17.1  8

Elementary personal service occupations  6.9 −0.4 19.5 10

Sales assistants/retail cashiers  7.5 −0.3 15.1 12

Leisure and travel service occupations 10.5 −0.8 16.2 12

Elementary administration occupations 10.5 −0.3 14.4 12

Welfare etc. associate professionals 11.1 −0.9 12.2  8

Administrative: finance occupations 11.3 −1.0 14.2 12

Health associate professionals 12.6 −0.5 13.2  8

Professional (other) 12.9 −0.7 13.6  8

Social welfare associate professionals 13.1 −0.6 15.6 12

Artistic, sports etc. professionals 13.6 −1.6 12.8  8

Design associate professionals 13.8 −1.4 15.2 12

Business/finance associate professionals 16.1 −0.6 16.2 12

Research professionals 16.4 −0.7 25.8 10
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APPENDIX 3: THE FULL 
TABLES FOR SECTIONS 
5 AND 6
These tables contain the full set of results discussed in Sections 5 and 6: we 
also add Table A7 showing descriptive statistics for the UKHLS dataset.

Table A7: Descriptive statistics (proportions, unless otherwise stated, 
UKHLS wave 1)

Characteristic White 
British

Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Black 
Caribbean

Black 
African

Other 
ethnicity

Observations 13,228 645 279 213 324 369 1,482

Paid less than living wage 0.22 0.24 0.34 0.44 0.20 0.28 0.23

Low pay and low-paying occupation 0.10 0.10 0.15 0.22 0.08 0.12 0.11

Degree or higher 0.26 0.50 0.47 0.34 0.30 0.46 0.50

Diploma, teaching or nursing 
qualifications

0.12 0.13 0.10 0.07 0.16 0.20 0.12

A-level 0.09 0.10 0.12 0.22 0.07 0.11 0.09

Lower education 0.40 0.19 0.22 0.26 0.36 0.14 0.19

No qualifications 0.14 0.09 0.09 0.12 0.12 0.10 0.10

Female 0.55 0.46 0.37 0.36 0.71 0.52 0.55

Age (years) 41 36 33 30 41 37 37

Not born in the UK 0.02 0.64 0.52 0.59 0.36 0.85 0.72

Arrived age 11 or older 0.01 0.54 0.37 0.37 0.26 0.78 0.65

English first language 0.99 0.48 0.43 0.38 0.99 0.47 0.49

Firm size 1–9 employees 0.17 0.14 0.19 0.18 0.15 0.13 0.15

Firm size 10–99 employees 0.42 0.38 0.39 0.47 0.42 0.48 0.41

Firm size 100 or more employees 0.41 0.48 0.42 0.35 0.44 0.39 0.44

Private sector 0.63 0.69 0.68 0.67 0.50 0.59 0.66

Hours worked per week (number of) 33 33 32 28 33 33 34

Commute by car 0.63 0.44 0.49 0.28 0.35 0.32 0.40

Social capital in neighbourhood (factor 
score)

0.09 0.00 −0.07           −0.18 0.28 0.19 0.33

Urban area 0.77 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.92

London 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01

(continued overleaf)
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Characteristic White 
British

Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Black 
Caribbean

Black 
African

Other 
ethnicity

Population density per square hectare 14 40 36 84 55 52 38

Proportion white British 0.90 0.65 0.66 0.55 0.62 0.65 0.76

Proportion co-ethnics 0.88 0.12 0.12 0.19 0.11 0.09 0.27

Unemployment rate (0–1) 0.06 0.08 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.07

Self-employment rate (0–1) 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.15

Proportion jobs professional 
occupations

0.17 0.18 0.17 0.21 0.20 0.19 0.19

Proportion jobs associate professional 
and technical occupations

0.12 0.12 0.12 0.16 0.14 0.14 0.14

Proportion jobs administrative and 
secretarial occupations

0.11 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.11

Proportion jobs skilled trades 
occupations

0.12 0.10 0.11 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.10

Proportion jobs caring, leisure and 
other service occupations

0.10 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09

Proportion jobs sales and customer 
service occupations

0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08

Proportion jobs process, plant and 
machine operatives

0.08 0.07 0.08 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06

Proportion jobs elementary 
occupations

0.11 0.12 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.11

No partner 0.40 0.43 0.42 0.58 0.66 0.53 0.45

Partner white British 0.57 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.08 0.02 0.23

Partner has degree 0.16 0.27 0.20 0.13 0.09 0.25 0.25

Partner self-employed 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.05

Partner has paid job 0.44 0.39 0.25 0.18 0.22 0.32 0.37

Partner on low pay 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.03 0.08 0.07

Table A8: Contribution of covariates to the probability of being paid 
less than the living wage (low pay) across ethnic groups (UKHLS wave 1; 
observations = 16,540)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Ethnicity (ref: white British)
Indian 0.02 −0.02 0.00 0.06* 0.01 −0.01

Pakistani 0.13* 0.09* 0.09* 0.17* 0.09* 0.06+

Bangladeshi 0.22* 0.11* 0.11* 0.29* 0.16* 0.07+

Black Caribbean −0.02 −0.05+ −0.01 0.04 −0.05* −0.02

Black African 0.06+ −0.01 0.03 0.12* 0.04 −0.01

Other ethnic groups 0.02 −0.04* 0.00 0.06* 0.01 −0.02

Education (ref: no qualifications)
Degree or higher −0.28* −0.19*

Diploma, teaching or nursing qualification −0.17* −0.11*

A-level −0.14* −0.11*

Lower education −0.10* −0.07*

Other individual characteristics
Female 0.10* 0.06*

Age −0.01* −0.00*

Table A7 (continued)
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Not born in the UK −0.01 −0.02

Arrived age 11 or older 0.14* 0.11*

English first language −0.04+ −0.04+

Job characteristics

Firm size: 10–99 −0.06* −0.06*

Firm size: 100 or more −0.15* −0.13*

Private sector 0.14* 0.10*

Hours worked per week −0.01* −0.00*

Commute by car −0.11* −0.09*

Characteristics district/area of residence
Social capital (neighbourhood) 0.00 −0.01

Urban area 0.01 0.00

London 0.00 0.01

Population density per square hectare 0.00 0.00

Proportion white British 0.03 0.05

Proportion co-ethnics 0.05* 0.03

Unemployment rate (0–1) 0.09 −0.06

Self-employ rate (0–1) 0.20 0.23

Proportion jobs professional occupations −0.15 0.25

Proportion jobs associate professional and 
technical occupations

−0.22 −0.03

Proportion jobs administrative and secretarial 
occupations

−1.02+ −0.38

Proportion jobs skilled trades occupations 0.43 0.42

Proportion jobs caring, leisure and other 
service occupations

0.99 0.77

Proportion jobs sales and customer service 
occupations

0.96 1.062+

Proportion jobs process, plant and machine 
operatives

−0.12 0.37

Proportion jobs elementary occupations 0.10 0.02

Characteristics of partner
No partner 0.03 0.00

Partner white British −0.04* −0.03

Partner has degree −0.12* −0.03*

Partner self-employed −0.02 −0.04*

Partner has paid job −0.06* −0.05*

Partner on low pay 0.08* 0.05*

Marginal effects of probit models: + significant at 5%, * significant at 1%; statistically, all other effects are not 
different from zero.

Table A9: Correlates of the probability of being paid less than the living 
wage and working in a low-paying occupation across ethnic groups (UKHLS 
wave 1; observations = 16,540)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Ethnicity (ref: white British)
Indian 0.01 −0.01 −0.01 0.04+ 0.00 −0.01

Pakistani 0.05+ 0.02 0.03 0.09* 0.03 0.02

(continued overleaf)

Table A8 (continued)
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Bangladeshi 0.12* 0.04 0.03 0.19* 0.08* 0.02

Black Caribbean −0.01 −0.03 −0.01 0.03 −0.03* 0.00

Black African 0.02 −0.02 0.00 0.06* 0.01 −0.01

Other ethnic groups 0.02 −0.02 0.01 0.05* 0.01 0.00

Education (ref: no qualifications)
Degree or higher −0.16* −0.10*

Diploma, teaching or nursing qualification −0.10* −0.07*

A-level −0.09* −0.06*

Lower education −0.07* −0.04*

Other individual characteristics
Female 0.07* 0.03*

Age −0.00* −0.00*

Not born in the UK −0.02 −0.02

Arrived age 11 or older 0.09*   0.07*

English first language −0.04* −0.03*

Job characteristics
Firm size: 10–99 −0.01+ −0.02*

Firm size: 100 or more −0.04* −0.03*

Private sector 0.10* 0.08*

Hours worked per week −0.01* −0.00*

Commute by car −0.07* −0.06*

Characteristics district/area of residence
Social capital (neighbourhood) 0.00 0.00

Urban area 0.01 −0.01

London 0.02 0.02

Population density per square hectare 0.00 0.00

Proportion white British 0.04 0.03

Proportion co-ethnics 0.03+ 0.03

Unemployment rate (0–1) 0.16 0.11

Self-employ rate (0–1) 0.06 0.07

Proportion jobs professional occupations 0.10 0.25

Proportion jobs associate professional and technical occupations 0.01 0.18

Proportion jobs administrative and secretarial occupations −0.46 −0.12

Proportion jobs skilled trades occupations 0.42 0.41

Proportion jobs caring, leisure and other service occupations 0.20 0.06

Proportion jobs sales and customer service occupations 0.57 0.57

Proportion jobs process, plant and machine operatives −0.24 0.03

Proportion jobs elementary occupations 0.39 0.23

Characteristics of partner
No partner 0.02 −0.01

Partner white British −0.03* −0.03*

Partner has degree −0.08* −0.04*

Partner self-employed −0.01 −0.02+

Partner has paid job −0.03* −0.02+

Partner on low pay in low-paying occupation 0.08* 0.05+
Marginal effects of probit models: + significant at 5%, * significant at 1%; statistically, all other effects are not 
different from zero.

Table A9 (continued)

(continued overleaf)
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