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Executive summary
The COVID-19 pandemic forced at least one in three of the UK population to stop working
during the Lockdown in order to suppress its spread. By introducing the Coronavirus Job
Retention Scheme (‘furlough scheme’) and Self Employment Income Support Schemes
(SEISS), the Government stopped unemployment rising dramatically, despite the economy
shrinking by 20% between March and May. The furlough scheme was a bold, compassionate
policy that kept people and firms afloat in the first wave of the storm.
With the Job Retention Scheme set to be withdrawn fully on 31 October, we are now on the
eve of a coming wave of unemployment. We do not yet know how many people will lose
their jobs – the Bank of England predict unemployment will rise to 7.5% by the end of the
year; the Office for Budget Responsibility’s central forecast is 11.9%. It could easily rise even
higher. What we do know is that unemployment can pull people and families into poverty or
deeper hardship. And remaining unemployed makes it harder to get a job or progress out of
low pay in the future, trapping people in poverty.
This paper presents new analysis of who is most at risk of losing their jobs in the coming
storm. We created a COVID-19 Pre-Vaccine Job Risk Index based on how difficult it is for
someone to do their job when following required social distancing measures. We find the
following:
Figure S1: Risk of job loss by occupation and hourly pay

Size of circles indicates the numbers employed in an occupation. The dotted line shows the minimum wage for
an adult aged 25 or over. The linear regression shows the relationship between job risk and hourly pay for nonkey workers. R-squared = 0.50. Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019.
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Jobs that require close contact with others, and especially with members of the public, are
the most likely to be swept away by the economic impacts of COVID-19. These closecontact service jobs (for example bar and restaurant staff, retail assistants and so on) have
traditionally been filled by less qualified workers in the wake of technological change and
globalisation. Around 40% of employees on the minimum wage face a high or very high risk
of having their job pulled away from them by the economic impacts of COVID-19 compared
to less than 1% of those earning more than £41,500 per year (pro-rata).
Groups that face historic disadvantages in the labour market tend to be most at risk of
having their job swept away. Women and those who have a work-limiting disability are
more likely to have a high/very high-risk job. The very youngest 16-24 age group are also far
more likely to have high-risk jobs. Most worryingly, some ethnic minorities such as the
Bangladeshi and Pakistani communities that already face heightened health risks from this
pandemic, are also more than twice as likely to have a high-risk job when compared to the
White population.
Workers in weaker local economies face the highest risk of losing their jobs, but there are
also a large number of jobs that may be lost in major urban centres. The proportion of jobs
at high or very high risk of being swept away by the economic impacts of COVID-19 in the
least productive tenth of local authorities is 13.5% compared to 10.5% in the most
productive tenth. But there are a large number of jobs at risk in major urban centres –
around 1.5 million out of 4.8 million of those at high/very high risk of job destruction work
in cities such as London, Birmingham, and York.

Avoiding mass unemployment
It is absolutely crucial to prevent mass unemployment that will damage people, places, and
the economy for decades to come. We also believe that today’s policy decisions should lay
the foundations for a broad recovery after this pandemic-induced recession.
In recessions, some firms going bankrupt and some job loss is unfortunately inevitable. The
Government faces a difficult trade-off between trying to protect existing jobs, and
supporting the economy to create new jobs as well as helping workers to move into them.
Others have argued that this means that we should now withdraw the furlough scheme and
focus on allowing ‘creative destruction’.
However, our research suggests that winding down the furlough scheme with no
replacement risks the loss of businesses and jobs that would otherwise bounce back postCOVID-19. Many of the sectors of the economy hardest hit while social distancing measures
are in place were growing pre-pandemic, most notably hospitality and leisure. Overall, there
was very little relationship between employment growth in a sector pre-pandemic and the
risk of job loss while social distancing measures are in place (Figure S2).
The outlook for businesses and sectors post-COVID-19 is highly uncertain. Dealing with this
uncertainty is a key challenge for policymakers in managing COVID-19 structural change.
Given the risks of allowing widespread unemployment and job loss in sectors that could
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bounce back post-COVID, we think the Government would be best to take a cautious
approach and not allow rapid job loss in hard-hit sectors to take place now.
Figure S2: Job risk and pre-pandemic growth rates by industry

Size of circles indicates the numbers employed in an occupation. R-squared <0.01 Source: JRF Calculations using Labour
Force Survey 2011 and 2019.

We recommend:
Introducing a COVID-19 Job Support Scheme, a new temporary and targeted furlough policy
measure for businesses that continue to face constrained capacity and reduced demand due
to required social distancing measures. The scheme should have the following features:
• Be targeted so that only businesses and firms who have seen their capacity reduced
by required COVID-19 social distancing measures are eligible.
• Support and encourage short working time rather than full-time furloughing.
• Incentivise business to retain staff by removing the mandatory employer wage topup and allow these firms to continue accessing the Job Retention Bonus.
• Temporarily in place until March 2021, by which time we will know more about the
long-term economic impacts of the pandemic.
• The Government should re-open the full CJRS scheme in its original design in local
areas where a full lockdown is implemented.
Using the Comprehensive Spending Review to announce a further bold package to create
new job opportunities to deliver a ‘good jobs’ recovery, including:
• Go further on its job creation programmes so that they better reflect the scale of
risk facing many groups of workers and deliver good quality jobs.
Government should invest in social infrastructure, such as adult social care and
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•

•

•

childcare, to improve existing jobs and create new, sustainable jobs that
will meet our nation’s future needs.
A package of targeted employment support for workers most at risk of job losses,
including introducing a ‘hiring credit’ for firms taking on people out of work for more
than 12 months, funded from unspent Job Retention Bonus money. The bonus
should be worth a minimum of £3,000 per job, as suggested by the Institute for
Employment Studies et al (2020).
Create a ‘New Deal for Adult Education’ in England by bringing forward planned
spending on adult skills and retraining, and creating a single, simplified budget which
unifies the: Adult Education Budget, National Skills Fund and National Retraining
Scheme worth around £7 billion over the course of the spending review period.
The Government should use its promised UK Shared Prosperity
Fund (UKSPF) to deliver on its levelling up pledge and provide additional support to
places with weaker economies being hit hard by the economic impact of the
pandemic.
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Introduction
Social distancing forced around one in three workers to stop working during the lockdown in
order to suppress the spread of COVID-19. By introducing the Job Retention and Self
Employment Income Support Schemes as well as increasing the amount spent on social
security, the Government’s bold and decisive action stopped unemployment and poverty
from rising dramatically.
In the next phase, the pandemic will require us to remain physically distant from each other
until a vaccine is found. Without further government action, the pandemic will sweep away
jobs that require close contact with others and could push unemployment to its highest
level for over three hundred years
No Government has been confronted with a crisis like this before; they are having to make
decisions in great uncertainty. This paper helps guide future policy decisions. It first sets out
new analysis of which jobs are most at risk of being lost in the next stage of the pandemic,
and who and which places are most likely to be affected. It then considers how policy can
best support us all through the coming storm.
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The COVID-19 labour market story so far
On 23 March, the Prime Minister announced a nationwide lockdown where he gave “The
British people a very simple instruction – you must stay at home” (Johnson, 2020). People
were instructed to only travel to and from work where absolutely necessary. Key Workers,
whose jobs were either critical to the COVID-19 health response or ensured that others
could remain at home, were provided with childcare by the state while all other children
were told to remain at home. All non-essential shops and other public spaces, including
pubs, restaurants and gyms, were ordered to close. Non-Key Workers who could not work
from home were, in most cases, unable to work at all.
The large restriction on people’s movements led to unprecedented falls in economic output.
The latest data indicate that the UK economy contracted by around 22 percentage points in
the quarter up to June 2020, which is the largest fall on record (Bank of England, 2020; ONS,
2020a).
Despite this unprecedented fall in economic activity, the Government introduced a range of
highly successful measures that supported incomes and jobs during this period of enforced
social distancing. These policies prevented colossal rises in unemployment and poverty.
In order to support incomes, the Government increased social security payments by £20 a
week for those on Universal Credit and Working Tax Credits. This prevented a large and
catastrophic rise in poverty. The Treasury’s own modelling shows that these schemes were
worth, on average, around 20% of income for working households and 30% for the poorest
10% of working households (HMT, 2020).
In order to support jobs and prevent wide-scale unemployment, The Chancellor introduced
the employee furlough (Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme) and self-employed furlough
(Self Employed Income Support Scheme) policies that paid 80% of earnings and trading
profits, up to £2,500 per month for those unable to work during the nationwide lockdown.
The scale of unemployment without these government furlough schemes would have been
colossal. Around 9 million or 33% of all employee jobs were placed on the Job Retention
Scheme and 2.6 million or 53% of the self-employed have used the Self-Employed Income
Support Scheme at some point. Around a third of those working before the pandemic were
forced to stop working during the COVID-19 lockdown (HMRC, 2020; Tomlinson, 2020).
The recorded unemployment and employment rates in the UK have remained remarkably
stable during the pandemic (ONS, 2020b). This is partly due to difficulties in recording
changes in employment status while the furlough schemes are in operation, but it is still
clear that the proportion of workers who have lost their jobs in the UK due to COVID-19 is
considerably smaller than the 15% peak seen in the United States, a country with no
comparable furlough scheme (Brewer, Gardiner and Handscomb, 2020; U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2020).
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Figure 1: GDP and unemployment rate
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The impacts of COVID-19 on workers has been wide-reaching but it has not been evenly felt.
It was the lowest earners, the least skilled and the very young who were most likely to have
been forced to stop working during the Lockdown (Adams-Prassl et al, 2020; Cominetti,
Gardiner and Slaughter, 2020). These are the same groups who are most at risk of losing
their job in the Pre-Vaccine stage of the pandemic without government support.

Lifting the lockdown
From 15 June onwards, the Government started to lift the lockdown measures by allowing
non-essential shops to reopen. From 4 July some public-facing businesses such as
restaurants, hotels and pubs were allowed to reopen with social distancing guidelines (The
Health Foundation, 2020).
The Government also made changes to the Job Retention Scheme to both encourage
employees to return to work and ensure employers made a contribution to the cost of
furloughing employees. From the beginning of July, workers were allowed to return parttime with furlough payments being made by the Government for the period they were not
working. From August, employers were expected to make a greater contribution to the
furlough payments of workers. By October, in the last month of the originally planned
scheme, firms are supposed to cover 20% of employee salaries for the period they are
furloughed.
The Government has also announced further schemes to encourage firms to rehire
furloughed workers as well as hire new ones after the CJRS and SEISS ends. The Job
Retention Bonus provides a bonus of £1,000 for firms who rehire their employees, the
Kickstart scheme that subsidises work for the under 25s, bonuses for firms that hire new
www.jrf.org.uk
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apprentices, as well as subsidies and tax cuts for firms in the hospitality sector. While these
measures may have some positive impact on jobs, it will be small and will not have a
significant impact on unemployment (Joyce, Emmerson and Miller, 2020).
The CJRS employee furlough and SESS self-employed furlough schemes have been
remarkably successful in preventing an unemployment crisis so far. It is uncertain as to how
high unemployment will rise if they are withdrawn as planned but the unanimous
expectation of all forecasters is for it rise dramatically and remain elevated if they are
(Cyrille Lenoël, Macqueen and Young, 2020; Monetary Policy Commitee, 2020). In the next
section, we analyse which people and sectors will be most affected by the coming
unemployment wave.
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Whose job is at risk before a vaccine is found?
The coming unemployment wave
The economy shrank by around 20% in the second quarter of this year. Future estimates are
uncertain, but forecasters predict an uptick in growth in the second half of this year after
the Lockdown is lifted leading to a total decline of around 10% of GDP for 2020 (Cyrille
Lenoël, Macqueen and Young, 2020; IMF, 2020; Monetary Policy Commitee, 2020; OBR,
2020; OECD, 2020b). A fall of this magnitude would still represent the largest economic
contraction in over three hundred years (Bank of England, 2020).
Forecasting the exact rise in unemployment is extremely difficult but early indications are
that it will rise to levels unseen for at least four decades without further Government action.
Sectors that employ more people per pound of revenue, such as bars and restaurants, will
be most affected by social distancing rules in the Pre-Vaccine stage (we use ‘Pre-Vaccine’
stage throughout to refer to the period in which we require ongoing social distancing
measures) of the pandemic, which means that the rise in unemployment is likely to match
or exceed the fall in GDP (Cominetti, Gardiner and Slaughter, 2020; Gregg, 2020). Forecasts
vary widely. The Bank of England are relatively optimistic and predict unemployment will
rise to 7.5% by the end of the year; in contrast, the Office for Budget Responsibility’s central
forecast is 11.9% (Cyrille Lenoël, Macqueen and Young, 2020; OBR, 2020; Monetary Policy
Commitee, 2020).
All forecasters stress the significant uncertainty around their central estimates and their
dependence on success in managing COVID-19. Unemployment could rise significantly
higher than currently predicted, especially if there are resurgences of the virus and more
stringent lockdown measures are reinforced, possibly even exceeding the 15% seen in the
Great Depression, and reach levels higher than seen for over three hundred years
(Middleton, 2010; Bank of England, 2020). Forecasters also stress that policy can be
effective, with one forecast suggesting that, if the Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme was
extended into the middle of next year, then unemployment is projected to remain at around
5% (Cyrille Lenoël, Macqueen and Young, 2020).

How will COVID-19 sweep away jobs in the Pre-Vaccine stage?
COVID-19 has led to nationwide lockdowns and enforced social distancing because it is
deadly and easily spread by those who do not display symptoms. The only way, therefore, to
suppress infections, in lieu of an effective test and track system or until a vaccine is found, is
to limit close contact between people (Rogers, 2020; WHO, 2020).
Social distancing measures are frequently being changed, including in the imposition of local
lockdowns. However, at the time of writing, the Government’s guidance on working states
that employers should ensure that workplaces are made safe for workers (HM Government,
2020c). When at their places of work, employers should ensure that workers and customers
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should remain two metres apart or one metre apart with extra risk mitigation measures
including, but not limited to, increased hand/surface washing, the installation of
screens/barriers, and avoiding face-to-face contact (HM Government, 2020a, 2020b).
COVID-19 poses a direct risk to jobs that require workers to be physically close to others.
This direct risk rises with the number of people an employee has to work closely to, and
especially when they are unknown members of the public, any one of whom may introduce
the virus into a workplace. Social distancing measures also, consequently, reduce the
capacity and employment in sectors that have to physically serve members of the public by
requiring them to remain physically distant from one another. Other jobs cannot be
performed with ease, or in some cases at all, when required social distancing measures are
in place.
In addition, jobs are also at risk of being indirectly swept away by the dramatic fall in growth
caused by the COVID-19 recession.
We estimate both the direct and indirect risks to jobs using a Pre-Vaccine Job Risk Index.
More information on how it is constructed can be found in the Box below as well as the
appendix.

The JRF Pre-Vaccine Job Risk Index
We have constructed a COVID-19 this index to estimate both the direct and indirect
impacts that the pandemic will have on jobs. The Job Risk Index has three
components:
• Closeness to others: To what extent does this job require the worker to be in
close physical proximity to others (Direct).
• Closeness to the public: To what extent does this job require the worker to be
in close physical proximity with members of the public (Direct).
• Recession risk: The probability of being made unemployed due to the fall in
growth (Indirect).
Each component is scored out of three, and we sum each score to give a total index
with a maximum score of nine.
The total Pre-Vaccine Job Risk Index is broken down into job risk categories where:
• Very High Risk: 8-9.
• High Risk: 6-8.
• Medium Risk: 3–6.
• Low Risk: 0-3.
In order to calculate the direct risk, we use O*NET data where, for each occupation
(defined by four-digit SOC code), questions are asked of both those working in that
occupation as well as expert analysts on how employees work. This methodology has
been used in the academic literature to estimate the impact of changes to jobs caused
by, for example, automation as well as being utilised in the burgeoning COVID-19
Economics literature (Autor, 2003; Costa Dias et al, 2020; Dingel and Neiman, 2020;
Goos et al, 2014; Sandher, 2020).
www.jrf.org.uk
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For both direct impacts, the score is given using objective criteria depending on how
Can’t
delete
boxwith
here!
closely
onethe
hasextra
to work
others and how closely they must work with members of
the public. For example, as Bar Staff have to work within arm’s distance of others,
they are given a maximum score of three on the working closely with others
component. As it also very important for them to work in close proximity with the
public they are given a score of 2.5 on that component.
The indirect impact is calculated by estimating the probability of becoming
unemployed in a recession for earnings quintiles and the self-employed based on data
from the last 11 years, drawing on the approach used in Bell et al (2020) and Guvenen
et al (2017). Here, the group with the highest probability of becoming unemployed
then get a score of three and all others are calculated relative to it. For example, we
estimate that the bottom 20% of earners are the most likely to be made unemployed,
and they get a score of three on this component. The top 20% are just over six times
less likely to be made unemployed and so they get a score of 0.45.
The Job Risk Index is then set to zero for Key Workers using the ONS definition as we
assume these workers will not be made redundant because their work is essential to
keep the country functioning. Finally, we also limit the analysis to those employed or
self-employed between the ages of 16 and 64. A complete description of the
methodology is given in the appendix.

There is already a wide range of evidence regarding which jobs were most affected by the
lockdown phase of the pandemic (Adams-Prassl et al, 2020; Cominetti, Gardiner and
Slaughter, 2020). Here, we provide crucial evidence on which sectors and people are likely
to be affected in the next stage of the pandemic.

Sectoral impacts
The jobs most at risk of being swept away are not evenly spread across sectors as shown in
Figures 2 to 4 below. It is instead dependent on how closely one has to work with others. In
order to demonstrate the impact across industries, firms are categorised as falling under the
Close Contact, Non-Close Contact, and Production, Construction and Manufacturing Sectors.
Close Contact service sectors are where jobs are most likely to be swept away by COVID-19
– typically around a third working in these sectors face a high or very high job risk. In the
Food and Beverage (for example bar staff) and Personal Services Sector (for example
beauticians), more than 70% of workers are at high/very high risk of having their job swept
away in the next phase of COVID-19. Some of these close-contact sectors also had
particularly high rates of in-work poverty prior to the pandemic striking – around 20% of
those in the Accommodation, Food and Beverage, and Retail Trade sectors were living in
poverty despite having a job (JRF, 2020).
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Figure 2: Percentage of jobs at high/very high risk in close contact services
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Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019

The sectors with the most high/very high risk jobs are also those that saw the highest take
up of the furlough scheme and their continued use at the end of June as lockdown
restrictions were being lifted (Bell, 2020). The notable exceptions to the high risk of job
destruction in close-contact services are in the Public Administration, Education and
Healthcare Sector, where many jobs are performed by Key Workers.
Figure 3: Percentage of jobs at high/very high risk in non-close contact services
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Service sectors that do not require close contact with others also have low numbers of jobs
at high or very high risk of being swept away in the next stage. Typically, less than 5% of
those working in these sectors are at high risk of having their job swept away.
In the Production, Manufacturing and Construction sectors, where it is relatively easy to
work in a socially distant manner, less than 5% of jobs are at high/very high risk of being
swept away in the next phase of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Figure 4: Percentage of Jobs at High/Very High Risk in Production, Construction and
Manufacturing
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Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019

Who is most at risk of losing their job?
As stated above, it is those who work closely with others, and especially with members of
the public, that are most likely to lose their job due to COVID-19. Figure 5 shows the
relationship between one direct risk (Closeness to Others) and the final JRF Pre-Vaccine Job
Risk Index. As shown below, there is a close relationship between Closeness to Others and
the final Job Risk Index for non-Key Workers. The relationship between the other direct risk
(Closeness to Members of the Public) is even stronger– the correlation coefficient for nonKey Workers is 0.95 compared to 0.90 for Physical Proximity.
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Figure 5: COVID-19 occupational Pre-Vaccine risk by Closeness to Others

Size of circles indicates the numbers employed in an occupation. The linear regression shows the relationship
between job risk components and the Job Risk Index for non-Key Workers. R-squared = 0.83. Source: JRF
Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019.

The less someone earns, the more likely they are to be working in a job that is at high risk of
being swept away by the economic impacts of COVID-19. Figure 6 below shows this
relationship for employees. It is low-wage jobs in close-contact sectors such as waiters and
bar staff that are most likely to see their job swept away.
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Figure 6: COVID-19 occupational Pre-Vaccine risk by hourly earnings

Size of circles indicates the numbers employed in an occupation. The dotted line shows the minimum wage for
an adult aged 25 or over. The linear regression shows the relationship between job risk and hourly pay for nonKey Workers. R-squared = 0.50. Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019

Table 1 below shows the percentage of people with high/very high-risk jobs by earning
bands. As can be seen, around 40% of those on the minimum wage face a high/very high
risk to their jobs compared to 0.1% of those earning more than £20 an hour (or £41,500 per
year pro-rata). It is low-paid workers in general and minimum-wage workers in particular
that are most likely to have their job swept away.
Table 1: % in high/very risk job by earning bands

% in
High/Very
High-Risk
Jobs

Up to £8.33
per hour

£9.34 to
£10.59 per
hour

£10.60 to
£14.00 per
hour

£14.02 to
£19.96 per
hour

£19.97+ per
hour

42.0%

15.2%

8.7%

2.5%

0.1%

Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019.

The self-employed are not included in Figure 6 or Table 1 as data on their earnings is not
included in the Labour Force Survey, but they are included elsewhere in this paper. Given
that the proportion who are at high/very high job risk is greater for the self-employed and
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that they earn significantly less, on average, than employees, it is highly likely that the
relationship would appear stronger if they were included (Department for Business,
Innovation and Skills, 2016).
Low-paid earners do not necessarily live in low-income households - many of those who
earn the minimum wage actually live in middle- or high-income households with median
income as they are the second (or third, fourth and so on) earners in a household where
another adult is in work. The data used here does not allow for an accurate measure of
household income after housing costs (AHC) (our preferred measure of poverty). We can,
however, give an indication of the relationship between Job Risk and AHC income using
household earnings, which are strongly correlated with AHC incomes.
We find that low earners who are at high risk of having their job swept away are also more
likely to live in low-earning households (Figure 7). This relationship is stronger than the
relationship between individual earnings and COVID-19 risk, which indicates that those who
are at high risk of job destruction live in low-income households and are more likely to have
incomes below the poverty line.
Figure 7: COVID-19 occupational Pre-Vaccine risk by household earnings

Size of circles indicates the numbers employed in an occupation. The dotted line shows the imputed poverty
line for households. The linear regression shows the relationship between job risk and equivalised weekly pay
for non-Key Workers. R-Squared = 0.51. Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019.
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Sex, ethnicity, age and disability: Protected Characteristics
Here we analyse which workers that possess protected characteristics are most likely to be
affected by COVID-19. In general, groups that have high earnings and a high percentage of
Key Workers are the least likely to lose their job.
Gender
Women are more likely (around three percentage points) to have a high/very high job risk
when compared to men. This is despite a much greater proportion (40% versus 26%) of
them being Key Workers. Women’s careers are also much more likely to have been
impacted by COVID-19 in ways not considered here – they were more likely to have lost
their job as well as spent more time on childcare and housework than men during the
lockdown period, which may have a further negative impact in the Pre-Vaccine period as
well (Blundell et al, 2020).
Figure 8: Percentage of high/very high job risk by gender
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Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019

Ethnicity
It is greatly concerning that some ethnicities who have faced the highest health risks from
COVID-19 also face the greatest job risks as well. In particular, the Pakistani and Bangladeshi
population are around twice as likely to lose their jobs as the White population and three
times more likely to die from COVID-19 (Razaq et al, 2020). This is likely to have been driven
by them working in close-contact service jobs (where they are more likely to contract the
virus) while not being in Key Worker occupations (and
so not immune from the economic impacts).
By contrast other ethnic minority communities, such as the Indian and Black populations,
who are also more likely to die from COVID-19, face relatively low job risks despite their
high death rates. This is likely due to the high proportion that are Key Workers (around
40%).
www.jrf.org.uk
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Figure 9: Percentage of high/very high job risk by ethnicity
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Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019

Disability
Individuals with work-limiting disabilities also face higher job risks – they are four
percentage points more likely to be in a high/very high risk job than the non-disabled as well
as those who have disabilities under the Disability Discrimination Act that do not limit their
ability to carry out work. This is likely to underestimate the actual risk to their jobs given the
other labour market disadvantages they face.
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Figure 10: Percentage of high/very high job risk by disability
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Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019

Age
COVID-19 does not appear to have a markedly different impact by age, except for the very
youngest age group of 16 to 24-year-olds who are three times more likely to have a
high/very high-risk job. While those under 25 have rightly been a key focus of Government
policy to create new job opportunities so far, it is notable that there is significant risk of job
loss across all age groups.
Figure 11: Percentage of high/very high job risk by age
30
25
20

%

15
10
5
0

High

16-24

25-44

45-54

55-64

Very High

Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019
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Will workers find new jobs without Government intervention?
Worryingly, those at the greatest risk of having their job swept away by the economic
impacts of COVID-19 may also be the least likely to be able to find alternative employment.
Firstly, they have lower qualifications (Figure 12 below). Less qualified workers are less
demanded by employers – their employment rates are lower, they are more likely to be
made redundant in any recession and find it most difficult to find alternative employment
after being laid off (Gomes, 2012; Quintini and Venn, 2013; OECD, 2020a). As the demand
for their skills is generally lower, they would find it harder to find a new job in any recession.
This is likely to become especially acute in a recession that poses a specific threat to the
close contact service jobs they perform, and that has also reduced employment in similar
sectors that their skills are most likely to be transferable to.

Figure 12: COVID-19 occupational Pre-Vaccine risk by highest qualification

Size of circles indicates the numbers employed in an occupation. Individuals were placed in three education
groups depending on highest qualification gained. Higher Education = Higher or Degree level, School Level = ALevel/GCSE level and Other/No = less than GCSE level. The linear regression shows the relationship between
job risk and education level for non-Key Workers. R-Squared = 0.28. Source: JRF Calculations using Labour
Force Survey 2019.
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Secondly, those who face a higher risk of COVID-related job destruction may also be less
able to travel further for work if it is available elsewhere. They have much lower travel times
and are more likely to walk or take public transport to work. The average travel time for
someone with a very high risk of job destruction is 19 minutes compared to 30 minutes for
those with low risk. Only 56% of those with very high risk neither walk nor take public
transport to work compared to 77% of those with low job destruction. This is particularly
problematic as the distribution of job losses will not be evenly spread across the country.
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Where will the jobs be lost?
The weakest economies
Job losses from COVID-19 will have the greatest impact in the weakest economies that have
already suffered from decades-long economic stagnation. The weakest economies outside
of major urban centres contain a higher proportion of jobs that are at high/very high risk of
being swept away by the economic impacts of COVID-19 as shown in Figure 13 below.

Percentage of jobs at high/very high risk

Figure 13: Proportion with high/very high job risk by productivity in local authorities
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R-Squared = 0.20. Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019, Annual Population Survey 2019.

In a companion piece, we show how COVID-19 has already led to larger increases in
unemployment in these left-behind areas as those working in close contact sectors have
been fired or placed on furlough (Earwaker and Innes, 2020). COVID-19, by reducing the
number of the close contact jobs that remain in weaker economies, is likely to worsen
spatial inequality and further damage the levelling up agenda.
Unsurprisingly, these factors are likely to make job losses worse in precisely those areas that
contain proportionally more people in poverty, people as shown in Figure 14 below.
However, as noted in our companion piece, child poverty is high in weaker economies as
well as inner cities where both productivity and poverty are high. It is to these cities to
which we now turn.
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Percentage of jobs at high/very high risk

Figure 14: Proportion with high/very high job risk by child poverty in local authorities
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R-Squared = 0.34. Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019, Annual Population Survey 2019 and Children in Low Income
Families local area statistics.

The hard-hit cities
While a greater proportion of jobs lost will be swept away in weaker economies with low
productivity, a greater number will be swept away in major urban centres such as London,
Manchester, York, and Birmingham. Graduates move to major urban centres in order to
work and socialise with other graduates. Workers and visitors who travel to cities also
consumed goods and services there prior to social distancing measures being put in place.
This socialising and city-based consumption in bars and restaurants as well as entertainment
venues such as theatres provided demand for close-contact service jobs provided by lessskilled workers living in cities – estimates indicate that each high-skilled job creates several
less-skilled jobs within large cities (Moretti, 2012).
COVID-19, which requires social distancing to suppress its spread, will reduce this city-based
consumption and, consequently, the number of these close-contact service jobs. The
pandemic will be more damaging for weaker economies but affect more people in major
urban centres. Figure 15 below shows that around 1.5 million workers (out of a total of 4.8
million) at high/very high risk of job loss from COVID-19 live in major urban centres such as
London, Manchester, York, and Birmingham.
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Figure 15: Average proportion and total number at high/very high job risk in local
authority type
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What could the long-term impact of COVID-19 be?
The above section highlighted that low-wage service sectors are likely to see the largest
share of jobs lost as the furlough scheme is unwound. When some sectors of the economy
shrink or grow relative to others this is known as ‘structural change’. This section considers
some lessons from previous periods of structural change and the nature of structural
change that COVID-19 will bring about.

Why it’s essential to avoid mass unemployment
The last time the United Kingdom faced an unemployment crisis comparable to the one
caused by COVID-19 was in the 1980s and 1990s when unemployment peaked at 12%. The
recession and associated job losses in the 1980s were not simply reversed when the
economy began to grow again (Vaitilingam, 2009). Instead, former industrial and
manufacturing workers who lost their jobs could not find work that matched their skills
when unemployment was so high.
There were costs in the long-term for both those who lost their jobs and the economy. Time
out of the labour force led to a deterioration of people’s mental and physical health, which
often led to these workers leaving the labour market altogether. There was a dramatic rise
in the number of people unable to work because of reduced health, with the number of
people on incapacity benefits rising from just over a million to nearly three million between
the early 1980s and early 1990s (McVicar, 2008; Beatty and Fothergill, 2017).
The rise in unemployment primarily affected men and particularly those with fewer
qualifications. There were still around seven percentage points fewer men in work on the
eve of COVID-19 than in the late 1970s. Men with no qualifications saw their employment
rates fall from around 90% in 1980 to around 55% today. By contrast, men with degrees saw
a slight fall in the 1980s but still have employment rates at around 90%.
Figure 16: Male employment rates
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Source: Nickell et al. (2000) and Annual Population Survey (2004-2019)
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Local unemployment and local depressions
Heightened and widespread unemployment can scar places as well as people. Job losses in
the 1980s were highly concentrated in industrial areas. These places saw relative decline
from which they never recovered - these are the same places that are referred to as “left
behind” today (Beatty and Fothergill, 2017; Tomaney, Pike and Natarajan, 2019).
Large job losses in a single place compounds the effects of individual job loss because
reduced spending in an area reduces the number of job opportunities created locally. Those
with options may leave the local area to look for new opportunities, further reducing
spending and job opportunities locally. The consequences are long lasting. Whereas young
people who go to university and high-skilled graduates leave these areas and move to major
urban centres to where good jobs are (Swinney and Williams, 2016), the less skilled move to
deprived areas where housing costs are low, leading to a downward spiral of falling growth
and falling skills (O’Connor and Burn-Murdoch, 2017).
As shown in Table 2 below, local authorities in these former industrial areas now have, on
average, the lowest life expectancy, the lowest proportion of graduates, the second lowest
productivity, the highest proportion of incapacity benefits, and the second highest child
poverty rates. In short, the areas that saw the highest levels of unemployment during the
1980s and the 1990s are precisely those that are most deprived today. This is particularly
concerning given that the above analysis showed that it is many of these same areas likely
to be hardest hit by unemployment in the coming months
Table 2: Poverty and deprivation by local authority type
Child
poverty

ESA/Incapacity
Life
Benefit
expectancy
proportion

Productivity Graduates

21.5%

5.0%

78.56

£32.37

24.4%

19.9%

6.8 %

77.63

£31.19

22.6%

Major urban
centres

18.9%

4.5 %

79.40

£36.44

41.7%

Countryside living

16.1%

4.8 %

79.90

£29.08

28.6%

Town and
country living

13.6%

3.9%

80.25

£31.55

29.2%

Affluent England

10.0%

2.7 %

81.63

£39.80

41.3%

Local authority
average

16.7%

4.6%

79.57

£33.11

31.2%

Urban
settlements
Services and
industrial legacy

Source: Children in Low Income Households local area statistics, Annual Population Survey 2019, DWP Stat-Xplore, and ONS Regional GVA
by Local Authority.
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Less-skilled workers may be particularly vulnerable to sectoral change
For any worker, losing their job can be a traumatic event with long-lasting implications, but
previous research suggests it can be particularly damaging for less-skilled workers.
Less-skilled workers are more likely to be made unemployed during economic downturns
and find it harder to find alternative employment. If they do find another job, they are likely
to take a larger pay cut than those with more qualifications (Arulampalam, Gregg and
Gregory, 2001; OECD, 2013).
Workers that have longer unemployment spells permanently damage their ability to find
work again in the future, and these negative effects become substantially worse at times of
high unemployment when it’s more difficult for all workers to find jobs (OECD, 2013;
Tumino, 2015; Portes, 2020b). Employers are significantly less willing to even interview, let
alone hire, workers who have been unemployed for long periods of time (Jarosch and
Pilossoph, 2016).
Research has posited several reasons that less-skilled workers may find it more difficult to
find alternative employment when they are made redundant, including that they are less
likely to be able to adapt04/09/2020 17:00:00 or possess high-level general skills that are
highly demanded across the economy, and the lack of income security and financial
resilience leads to greater stress making job search more difficult (Murphy and Athanasou,
1999; Heckman, Stixrud and Urzua, 2006; Mullainathan and Shafir, 2013; Humphries and
Kosse, 2017). Because adaptation may be more difficult for these workers and the impacts
of a lengthy spell of unemployment are so costly, support to help them move into new jobs
is a key policy priority.
The Great Recession
Fortunately, the Great Recession in the late 2000s did not lead to similar permanent falls in
employment as the 1980s for two reasons. Firstly, while the relationship between
unemployment and inactivity had not changed, unemployment neither rose as high nor
lasted as long as in the 1980s (Elsby, Smith and Wadsworth, 2011). Secondly, and relatedly,
the existence of some Active Labour Market Programs such as the Future Jobs Fund helped
workers adjust even as the Great Recession accelerated and move into new job roles
(Coulter, 2020).
It is clear that well-targeted and timely policy intervention can counteract the potential
long-lasting scarring effects of recessions and structural change.

Automation has been driving recent structural change
Recent decades have also seen structural change happen without a triggering recession,
driven by automation. Previous research has categorised jobs based on whether they
demand more cognitive or manual skills and whether they involve the same task being done
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over and over again, such as a process in a factory or involve a varied set of tasks – known as
‘routine’ and ‘non-routine’ respectively.
It is easiest for technology to be programmed to perform routine tasks, so routine manual
and, to a lesser extent, routine cognitive jobs have been replaced in recent years by laboursaving technologies. For example, robots replaced machine operatives on the mass
production manufacturing lines and software replaced, and is replacing, data entry by
clerks. These routine manual and cognitive tasks are now an increasingly rare feature of job
tasks (Frey, 2019).
This displacement of routine jobs hasn’t led to there being fewer jobs overall as there has
been growth in both less-skilled ‘non-routine manual’ jobs, such as those in low-wage
service sectors, as well as high-skilled ‘non-routine cognitive’ jobs (Oesch and Piccitto,
2020).
In recent years, low-wage service sector jobs have played an increasing role in providing job
opportunities as the availability of mid-skilled jobs has declined (Goos, Manning and
Salomons, 2014). This is particularly true for those with fewer qualifications where nearly
half of their work is now non-routine manual, a share which has risen in the last two
decades, as shown in Figure 17.
Figure 17: Average proportion of job tasks that are non-routine manual
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Structural change from COVID-19 goes against longer-term trends
The analysis in this paper shows that jobs in low-wage service sectors where close contact
with colleagues and members of the public is required are most likely to be lost during the
Pre-Vaccine stage.
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The jobs that are most likely to be lost have been those that provided employment for less
skilled workers in the wake of automation induced structural change. Many of these jobs
have a high share of non-routine manual tasks which were less likely to have been displaced
by automation in recent years, as these tasks cannot be easily programmed into machines
or computers. As shown in Figure 18 below, jobs that have a high or very high risk of being
lost during the Pre-Vaccine stage have more than 40% of job tasks classified as ‘non-routine
manual’ compared to less than 20% of those that face low risk of job destruction.
Figure 18: Non-routine manual task content by Pre-Vaccine job risk
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The structural change that could be induced by COVID-19 bears little resemblance to the
structural change that took place prior to the pandemic. Comparing the Pre-Vaccine Job Risk
Index with the employment growth in sectors pre-COVID (Figure 19) shows that there is very
little overall relationship between the two. Instead, the Pre-Vaccine stage is likely to see
jobs swept away in some sectors that were growing pre-COVID, most notably in the
hospitality and leisure sectors.
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Figure 19: Employment growth in sectors between 2007-2019 and 2011-2019
Fig 19a: 2 Digit Sector Growth (2007-2019)

Size of circles indicates the numbers employed in an occupation R-Squared <0.01. Source: JRF Calculations
using Labour Force Survey 2007 and 2019.

Fig 19b: 3 Digit Sector Growth (2011-2019)

Size of circles indicates the numbers employed in an occupation. R-Squared <0.01. Source: JRF Calculations
using Labour Force Survey 2011 and 2019.

www.jrf.org.uk

31

A significant proportion of firms where many jobs are lost could thrive if, after the PreVaccine stage, we return to somewhat normal levels of social interaction. The creative
industries, for example, had grown by 43.2% in real terms between 2010 and 2018 and were
expecting to grow further this year. Due to required social distancing measures, they are
now expecting to see an average fall in revenue of 31% in 2020 (Ismail and Gambarin, 2020).
A key question for policymakers considering how to manage structural change in the PreVaccine stage is the relationship between the short-term structural change induced by
COVID-19 and the long-run pre-pandemic trends. If in the long-run, pre-pandemic trends
dominate, then the Pre-Vaccine stage will lead to large job losses in sectors that could
bounce back post-COVID-19 with Government support. If, on the other hand, COVID-19
leads to permanent behavioural change in our social interaction, then the structural change
will look markedly different to pre-pandemic trends. Dealing with this uncertainty is a key
challenge for policymakers in managing COVID-19 structural change.
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Avoiding mass unemployment
It is absolutely crucial to prevent mass unemployment that will damage people, places, and
the economy for decades to come. We also believe that today’s policy decisions should lay
the foundations for a broad recovery after this pandemic induced recession. This section
lays out the policies that are required to do so.

Managing structural change through COVID-19
In recessions some firms going bankrupt and some job loss is unfortunately inevitable. Many
others have highlighted the trade-off that governments face between trying to protect
existing jobs, and supporting the economy to create new jobs and supporting workers to
move into them.
The above section highlighted some of the costs when we allow ‘too much’ job loss – there
are long-term effects on people and places and this can make the economy slower to
recover from the recession. If we were to allow these otherwise viable firms to go bankrupt
due to COVID-19, the institutional knowledge embodied in these firms will be lost and not
return spontaneously once the pandemic has passed (Stiglitz and Greenwald, 2014).
But too big a focus on protecting jobs could lead to a waste of money trying to protect jobs
that in the long run will be lost anyway. Bankruptcies can also have some positive effects by
forcing less productive businesses out of the market and pushing workers to work in more
productive firms in a process referred to as ‘creative destruction’. Propping up existing jobs
could limit this creative destruction by slowing the creation of new jobs.
Many have argued this is the exact trade-off we now face with COVID-19 and that policy
should now move away from protecting jobs through the furlough scheme to policies
focused on supporting the economy to create new ones (Portes, 2020a; Tetlow, 2020).
The line between allowing creative destruction and too much destruction is difficult for
policymakers to balance in any recession, but much more difficult in the current recession
because it looks so different to any we have been through before.
Many recessions may be thought of in two phases: first, a period where there would be
large job loss without government support and a second where creative destruction needs
to take place as the economy starts growing again. The COVID-19 recession is best thought
about in three phases. The first was a very rapid, largely enforced economic contraction
during the lockdown. In the second, ‘Pre-Vaccine’, phase we are now in, some sectors of the
economy are still suppressed while the economy begins growing again. In the third phase
social distancing measures can be relaxed fully because the virus is effectively suppressed –
either because of a vaccine or otherwise – and all sectors of the economy allowed to open
again without restrictions.
Thinking about these three phases, it is far from clear that job loss during the Pre-Vaccine
stage will lead to creative destruction in the long run. If the drivers of structural change
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post-COVID return to those driving structural change pre-COVID then many jobs will be lost
in close-contact service sectors in the short-term that will then be regained post-COVID.
Losing a lot of jobs in the short-term would slow the recovery of these sectors afterwards.
On the other hand, if COVID-19 leads to behavioural change that has long-term effects on
our social interaction, then the structural change during the Pre-Vaccine stage could have
lasting impacts. Propping up businesses and sectors now would be costly and simply
delaying inevitable job loss.
Of course, we have no way of predicting which of these potential futures will come about.
Making policy through this uncertainty is a big challenge. However, we think that, given the
risks of allowing widespread unemployment and job loss in sectors that could bounce back
post-COVID, the Government would be best to take a cautious approach and avoid allowing
rapid structural change to take place now. Even if COVID-19 does lead to long-term change
we would be best off allowing the economy to adapt slowly and steadily than allowing a
rapid rise of unemployment.

COVID-19 Job Support Scheme
When the Chancellor first introduced the extraordinarily successful Coronavirus Job
Retention Scheme, his aim was “to make sure we protect as far as possible, people’s jobs
and incomes”. We propose that the Government continue to achieve these aims by
introducing a new temporary and targeted furlough policy measure, the COVID-19 Job
Support Scheme, for businesses that continue to face constrained capacity and reduced
demand due to required social distancing measures.
This extended scheme should have the following elements:
1. Targeted: Only businesses and firms who have seen their capacity reduced by
required COVID-19 social distancing measures should be eligible for the scheme. The
New Zealand Government recently extended their furlough schemes for businesses
who could show that they had faced a 40% reduction in revenues this year. We
believe that such an approach should be considered here.
2. Incentivise businesses: The Government should continue to cover 60% of an
employee’s wage for furloughed hours, but remove the mandatory employer top-up
to reduce the business costs of using the scheme for hard-hit firms. Businesses using
the Job Support Scheme should be able to access the Job Retention Bonus when the
scheme is wound down
3. Support short working time: The amended CJRS allowed part-time furloughing of
workers from August. This element of the scheme should continue, with firms no
longer permitted to furlough workers full-time. An exception should be made for any
business, such as nightclubs, which government guidelines prevent operating at all.
4. Temporary: The key aspect of this scheme is that it gives the Government time to
steer us away from an unemployment storm and plan for the future. The scheme
should initially be put in place until March 2021, at which point the Government
should decide whether to extend the scheme further according to whether social
distancing is still required.
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5. Local lockdown: The Government should re-open the full CJRS scheme in its original
design in local areas where a full lockdown is implemented in order to support
people and businesses who cannot function under the required social distancing
measures.
The cost of such a targeted scheme is likely to be relatively small. The National Institute for
Economic and Social Research estimate that extending the full CJRS to the middle of next
year would only cost £10 billion in net expenditure. This scheme, which is more targeted,
should cost even less while the social benefits of avoiding mass unemployment are likely to
be similarly large.
We also recommend that the Government should examine other temporary measures such
as rent support and grants for firms who have seen their capacity reduced due to COVID-19
social distancing requirements.

A further bold package to create new job opportunities
For those that do lose their jobs we need to prioritise avoiding a costly spell of
unemployment. People now out of work face a huge challenge finding a new job. The
number of total job vacancies fell from 818,000 in Dec-January 2019-2020 to 370,000 in
May-July 2020. While we do expect vacancies to grow in the coming year, it will be some
time before they hit their pre-COVID peak. After the Great Recession, the number of
vacancies did not reach the pre-recession peak until 2015 (ONS, 2020c).
The Government needs to support the economy and businesses to create as many new
opportunities as possible and to help workers move into those opportunities. The Plan for
Jobs announced in July was a good start including sensible policies such as the Kickstart
Scheme. We think the Government should next announce a further set of job creation
measures, including:
•

•

•

A package of targeted employment support for workers most at risk of job losses,
including introducing a ‘hiring credit’ for firms taking on people out of work for more
than 12 months (or six months for under-25s), funded from unspent Job Retention
Bonus money. The bonus should be worth a minimum of £3,000 per job,
as suggested by Institute for Employment Studies et al. (2020)
Create a ‘New Deal for Adult Education’ in England by bringing forward planned
spending on adult skills and retraining, and creating a single, simplified budget which
unifies the Adult Education Budget, National Skills Fund and National Retraining
Scheme worth around £7 billion over the course of the spending review period.
Adult education is a devolved matter, so funding of this form would have Barnett
consequentials.
Go further on its job creation programmes so that they better reflect the scale of
risk facing many groups of workers and deliver good quality jobs.
Government should invest in social infrastructure, such as adult social care and
childcare, to improve existing jobs and create new, sustainable jobs that
will meet our nation’s future needs.

www.jrf.org.uk

35

•

Use its promised UK Shared Prosperity Fund (UKSPF) to deliver on its levelling up
pledge and provide additional support to places with weaker economies being hit
hard by the economic impact of the pandemic.

We will be setting out these recommendations in more detail in a further briefing ahead of
the Comprehensive Spending Review.
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Appendix Part 1: Methodology
Calculating the COVID-19 Individual Pre-Vaccine Risk
We estimate individual Pre-Vaccine Risk using the Labour Force Survey. In common with
other analyses, we pool together the first wave of the four Labour Force Surveys in 2019 to
gain a larger sample size with four-digit occupations. We then restrict the sample to all
those of working age, for example, those aged 16-64 years old.
At the individual level, the Pre-Vaccine Risk Index is calculated as follows (brackets show
maximum scores):
•

Pre-Vaccine Risk (9) = Recession Risk (3) + Proximity to Others (3) + Proximity with
Members of the Public (3)

where:
•

Proximity with Members of the Public (3) = Proximity to Others (1) x Importance of
Working With The Public (3)

We calculate each of these components as follows:
Recession Risk Calculation
Key Idea: Calculate relationship between changes in GDP and likelihood of becoming
unemployed for different earnings quintiles as well as the self-employed.
We estimate the probability of becoming unemployed in a recession for different groups
based on the methodology of (Guvenen et al, 2017; Bell et al, 2020). We do so by estimating
a logit model on the relationship between changes in GDP and the probability of becoming
unemployed using pooled LFS longitudinal datasets between 2008 – 2019. In order to
ensure an adequate sample size, we estimate this on six groups – the five earnings quintiles
and the self-employed.
Steps:
1. Pool together LFS longitudinal datasets from Labour force survey from 2008
onwards.
2. Use a Logit Model estimated on different earnings deciles as well as self-employed
𝑝𝑝
a. log ( 𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢 ) = 𝛼𝛼 + 𝛽𝛽 ∗ ∆𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 + 𝜀𝜀
1−𝑝𝑝𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢

3. Evaluate Logit at fall in quarterly GDP at -20%.
4. Classify maximum risk of job loss as a score of 3, and estimate the rest as relative to
that score:
a. For example, as the lowest earnings quintile has a coefficient of .30, they get
a score of 3. The second quintile has a coefficient of .13, so gets a score of
(.13/.30)*3 = 1.3 and so on.
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5. Merge the recession score on the 2019 pooled LFS for earnings quintiles and the selfemployed.
6. Set the Recession score to 0 for Key Workers.
Proximity to Others
Key Idea: Calculate how often the job requires you to be physically close to other people,
with those who are closest getting the highest score.
Using O*NET data, we calculate Physical Proximity scores for each occupation. We translate
this to UK occupations using the appropriate occupation lookups. We then convert this to a
standardised 0-3 score as below.
Steps:
1. Merge on Physical Proximity data from the O*NET Occupation data.
2. Calculate scores for levels of physical proximity:
a. Work between 100 ft to Work with but not closely to others: 0,
b. Work with others to Moderately Close to Others: 0-3,
c. Work Arm’s Length or Closer: 3.
3. Set Score to 0 for Key Workers.
Proximity to Members of the Public
Key Idea: Calculate how often the job requires you to be physically close to members of
the public.
Using O*NET data, we calculate Importance of Working With the Public scores for each
occupation. We translate this to UK occupations using the appropriate occupation lookups.
We then convert this to a standardised 0-3 score by multiplying it by the Physical Proximity
Score as below.
Steps:
1. Merge on Importance of working with the public for data from the O*NET
Occupation data.
2. Calculate scores for levels of physical proximity for public:
a. Multiply Importance of working with public (0-1) x Physical Proximity to
Others (0-3).
3. Set Score to 0 for Key Workers.
Local Authority Risk
Key Idea: Calculate how many jobs in an area are at high risk from job destruction using
information calculated from the Individual level calculations.
We estimate the proportion of high-risk jobs in 1-digit industries, and then estimate the
proportion of jobs that are at high risk in local authorities using the proportion of jobs that
belong to that 1-digit industry. The Major Urban Centre category is constructed by
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combining the London Cosmopolitan, Ethnically Diverse Metropolitan Living, and Business,
Education, and Heritage ONS categories.
Steps:
1. Calculate proportion of Jobs at High Risk of Job Destruction from at 1-digit
occupation level from the individual calculations.
2. Multiply proportion at high/very high risk of destruction in 1-digit occupation by
number of people within each job at 1-digit level:
a. For example, 13% of managers at high risk of job destruction and 100
managers = 13 people at high risk of job destruction.
3. Compute statistics for local authorities on the proportion that have high/very highrisk jobs by merging on this information at the 1-digit level.
Job Task Contents
Key Idea: Use Job Task Categories to show how these have evolved over time and the
relationship with COVID-19 Job Risks.
In order to estimate how job tasks (for example, non-routine manual, and so on) have
changed in occupations, we use the Job Task content for four-digit ISCO codes as calculated
by Mihaylov and Tijdens (2019). We then translate this to UK occupation codes using the
appropriate lookups. In order to examine historic UK data, we use lookups between the
2010, 2000, and 1990 SOC Codes.

Appendix Part 2: Job Risk in Lockdown vs. Pre-Vaccine Stage
of Pandemic
Here, we show what the difference in Job Risks was for different sectors in the Lockdown
and the Pre-Vaccine Stage of the Pandemic. While the sectors at risk were similar, there
were key differences.
In the Lockdown Phase of the pandemic, all non-Key Workers that could not continue their
job from home were unable to work. In the Pre-Vaccine Stage, those who cannot socially
distance at work will be laid off. While in most cases, the job impacts are similar (for
example bar staff), there are some who cannot undertake their jobs from home but can
work in a socially distant manner (for example construction workers). The Figure below
shows the difference between those who were at high/very high risk in the Pre-Vaccine and
Lockdown stages for one-digit sectors. Those at high risk during the Lockdown were
calculated as those who were in a Shutdown sector or used e-mail less than once a day. The
results match those found using survey data on who actually lost their job in the Lockdown.
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Percentage of high/very high risk jobs in sector in lockdown and
Pre-Vaccine stage
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Source: JRF Calculations using Labour Force Survey 2019
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