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Call for Evidence Wales: A Fair Work Nation 

 

Please state if you are responding in an individual capacity or on behalf of an organisation: 

We are responding in a professional capacity as independent academics at Cardiff Business 

School, Cardiff University and founding members of Disability@Work a group of academics 

dedicated to providing evidence for policy and practice on disability in the workplace (see 

https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/).    

Your name: Professor Melanie Jones and Professor Victoria Wass  

If replying on behalf of an organisation please state the name of the organisation: Cardiff 

Business School and Disability@Work 

Your position within the organisation: Professor of Economics and Professor of Human 

Resource Management 

The Sector your organisation operates within: Higher Education  

The number of workers in your organisation: n/a  

Your e-mail address: JonesM116@cardiff.ac.uk and Wass@cardiff.ac.uk  

Our submission addresses the core concept, fair employment practice, in relation to disabled 

people. Our purpose is to promote the principle and practice of fair work by uncovering both the 

barriers and enablers to disability inclusion at work through the use of a robust evidence base, 

largely based on the analysis of large scale, nationally representative survey data. The disability 

employment gap (DEG) is the largest and therefore perhaps the clearest of all the equality gaps 

among protected groups and disabled people’s experience in the labour market therefore 

represents a valid test of whether the economy ‘is working for everyone’. We agree with the First 

Minister that employers must be at the heart of making progress on narrowing the gaps by creating 

good jobs and ensuring fair opportunities for people with protected characteristics. Historically, 

in the area of disability, supply-side interventions in the form of individual employment support 

and a combination of incentives and sanctions embedded in social security change have 

dominated the policy agenda. Policy attention on the demand side – to making work fit for 

disabled people – has been weak. Sayce (2018) describes this imbalance as unfair and proposes 

four policy levers: transparency, risk-sharing, stronger rights and leadership. These themes 

provide an opportunity for the Welsh Government to enhance fairness at work for disabled people 

and hence improve their social and economic inclusion within society.  

Our submission focuses on Q1 to Q5: how data and transparency can be used to understand the 

barriers, and support and monitor progress in this regard. We relate these to Q17 to Q21 with 

some additional analysis of disaggregated disability employment benchmarks. We are aware that 

our colleagues at Disability@Work, Professors Kim and Hoque and Nick Bacon, are submitting 

responses to other areas of this call for evidence that align closely with their particular areas of 

expertise.    

Sayce (2018) Four policy proposals to improve disabled people’s employment and pay  

  

http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/politicsandpolicy/improving-disabled-peoples-employment/
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Call for Evidence Questions  

Indicators, Measures and Data Sources  

1. What do you regard as the key indicators of fair work and the characteristics of a fair 

work employer?  

We wish to see a set of equality indicators used to measure progress on inclusion with respect to 

disabled people. The DEG would be the central national indicator with supplementary indicators 

to capture in-work disability gaps for example in pay, well-being at work and career progression 

(see Fevre et al., 2016 pp. 16-22). Surveys permit the measurement of these indicators at a 

national level but transparency requires the regular publication and monitoring of these disability 

gaps. In the absence of such measurement it will not be possible to evaluate the impact of 

commitments on diversity outcomes, such as the UK government commitment to get one million 

more disabled people into work (see Disability@Work 2018a, 2018b and Fevre et al., 2016 pp 

7-15). 

Since the Black Review (2008), the DEG, as measured in the Labour Force Survey (LFS), has 

become the key baseline equality indicator for disability. The definition of disability is critical to 

any quantitative appreciation of the size of this (and other ‘disability gaps’) and their response to 

policy and practice interventions but measuring disability is not straightforward. Disability is 

difficult to measure because it is often hidden, has social (subjective) as well as medical 

(objective) components and is dynamic in nature. The difficulties entailed in trying to measure 

gaps in outcomes for disabled people start with the definition of disability itself (see Fevre et al., 

2016 p.5 and Disability@work, 2018a for a discussion).  

Labour market inclusion for disabled people can be inferred from the size of work-related 

disability gaps. Disabled people represent one in six of the working-age population but less than 

half are in work. The Government has made successive manifesto commitments to halve the 

DEG. However, it has made very little progress. The DEG currently stands at around 30 

percentage points down from 33 percentage points in 2013 against a target of 16 (see 

https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk and Figure 1 below). Consistent with more detailed analysis 

by Jones et al. (2006), based on data in 2001, the most recent Annual Population Survey confirms 

that Wales also has both a high prevalence of disability and a large DEG. The comparative 

statistics are as follows with UK figures in parenthesis: the prevalence of disability among the 

working-age population in Wales is 23.3% (20.2%) and the DEG in Wales is 33.1 percentage 

points (28.3). 
 

Achieving increases in the rate of employment among disabled people at the national level (UK 

and Wales) will require employers to hire and retain disabled people. This requires a shift in focus 

to the demand side of the labour market, to how organisations manage disabled applicants and 

employees. Many of the difficulties and much of the advice in relation to measuring disability 

applies equally to both national and organisational data collection although the challenges are 

undoubtedly greater at the organisational level. For organisations, monitoring of disability is 

required in order to set targets on disability inclusion, to assess progress towards these targets 

and meet their obligations for reasonable accommodation under the Equality Act. The case for 

monitoring disability by employers is outlined in Fevre et al. (2016: 7-15) and Disability@work 

(2018b). It is also a pre-requisite for measuring pay or job satisfaction gaps in relation to 

disability. 

 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/209782/hwwb-working-for-a-healthier-tomorrow.pdf
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/
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Figure 1 DEG Relative to Target 

 

Source: ONS Table A08  

 

We believe that a mark of commitment to fair work for an employer and a government is its 

commitment to measure disability and to monitor progress towards narrowing disability-related 

gaps. The Welsh Government is in a position to encourage and support employers in this regard 

and to demonstrate good practice, both through national data collection and as a public sector 

employer.    

 

References:  

Disability@work (2018a) Briefing Note: How can labour market information on disability be 

improved? 

Disability@work (2018b) Briefing Note: Building for success in recruiting and supporting 

disabled people in the workplace.   

Fevre, R., Foster, D., Jones, M. and Wass, V. (2016) Closing Disability Gaps at Work. 

Jones, M. K., Latreille, P and Sloane, P. (2006) Disability, Gender and the Labour Market in 

Wales, Regional Studies, Vol. 40(8), p823-845. 

 

 

2. What unfair work practices are currently experienced in Wales? In what ways is work 

unfair?  

While disability-related gaps in outcomes within the labour market measure inequality, they do 

not necessarily imply unfair treatment by employers or labour market discrimination. It is 

common practice among economists (see Jones 2006 and Jones et al., 2006 for example) to use 
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/datasets/labourmarketstatusofdisabledpeoplea08
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Disability@work-Measurement-Briefing-August-2018.pdf
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Disability@work-Measurement-Briefing-August-2018.pdf
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/DRUK-and-Disability@Work-Disability-Measurement-Advice-for-Employers-Building-for-Success-2018.pdf
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/DRUK-and-Disability@Work-Disability-Measurement-Advice-for-Employers-Building-for-Success-2018.pdf
http://orca.cf.ac.uk/96511/1/CLOSING%20DISABILITY%20GAPS%20AT%20WORK%20Ralph%20Fevre%20et%20al.pdf
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individual level data to divide raw gaps such as by disability into two parts. The first part reflects 

differences in characteristics between disabled and non-disabled people, the main ones being age 

and educational achievement since disabled people, on average, are older and less well qualified. 

The second part reflects different outcomes for disabled and non-disabled people with the same 

characteristics. The first part is referred to as ‘explained’ since it arises due to differences in 

observable characteristics. The second part is ‘unexplained’ and, since it is not due to differences 

in productivity-related characteristics, it is referred to as the gap potentially due to unequal 

treatment. The latter is often also referred to as an ‘adjusted’ disability gap. 

We have used variations of this approach to examine disability gaps in employment (Jones, 2006 

and Jones and Wass 2013), earnings (Jones et al., 2006), hours of work (Jones, 2007), skill-

mismatch (Jones and Sloane, 2010), self-employment (Jones and Latreille, 2011) and the in-work 

experience (Jones, 2016 and Hoque et al., 2018), including in relation to the most recent 

recession. The analysis demonstrates significant disability-related raw gaps in the labour market 

which extend far beyond the probability of employment (captured by the DEG) and exist among 

disabled employees. Moreover, disability related gaps within the labour market are not entirely 

explained and there is evidence of a significant unexplained gap, which in many cases reflect 

more than 50% of the raw gap (Jones, 2006, Jones et al., 2006). Indeed, even after the inclusion 

of job and work-related characteristics, reflecting the different nature of occupations and 

workplaces between disabled and non-disabled people, there remains a differential in pay and 

broader in-work indicators such as job satisfaction.  

While the unexplained gap is a more accurate measure of unequal treatment than the raw gap, it 

is limited to the extent that the methods are only able to account for observable characteristics 

(see Jones et al., 2006), meaning it is difficult to provide a clear interpretation of the unexplained 

gap. This could reflect employer discrimination or differences in unobservable characteristics 

between disabled and non-disabled people including preferences. The important role of the 

workplace/manager is, however, consistent with evidence from correspondence studies, whereby 

otherwise identical hypothetical CV’s are sent to employers, analysis of the role of corporate 

culture in the US and qualitative evidence in the UK. 

References:  

Jones, M. K. (2006) Is there employment discrimination against the disabled?, Economics Letters, 

Vol. 92, p32-37. 

Jones, M. K. (2007) Does part-time employment provide a way of accommodating a disability?, 

The Manchester School, Vol. 75(6), p695-716. 

Jones, M. (2016) Disability and perceptions of work and management, British Journal of 

Industrial Relations, Vol. 54(1), p. 83-113. 

Jones, M. K. and Latreille, P. (2011) ‘Disability and Self-Employment: Evidence from the UK 

LFS’, Applied Economics, Vol. 43(27), p4161-4178.  

Jones, M. K., Latreille, P. and Sloane, P. (2006) Disability, Gender and the British labour market, 

Oxford Economic Papers, Vol. 58(3), p407-459.  

Jones, M. K. and Sloane, P. (2010) Disability and Skill Mismatch, Economic Record, Vol. 86, 

p101-114.  

Jones, M., K. and Wass, V. (2013) Understanding changing disability-related employment gaps 

in Britain 1998-2011, Work Employment and Society, 27(6), pp. 982-1003.   

https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/research-areas/all-in-it-together-the-impact-of-the-recession-on-disabled-people/
http://orca.cf.ac.uk/40252/1/wesdisabilityfinal%20Nov%2012.pdf
http://orca.cf.ac.uk/40252/1/wesdisabilityfinal%20Nov%2012.pdf
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Hoque, K., Wass, V., Bacon, N. and Jones, M. (2018) Are High Performance Work Practices 

(HPWPs) enabling or disabling? Exploring the relationship between selected HPWPs and work-

related disability disadvantage, Human Resource Management, Vol. 57(2), pp. 499-513. 

 

   

3. What does fair work mean in the context of genuine self-employment and how might it 

be supported and encouraged?  

It is important to consider self-employment in the context that it has been increasing as a form of 

employment and that disabled people are over-represented in self-employment (16% compared 

to 13%). Indeed, self-employment might form a particularly important source of work for 

disabled people given its ability to accommodate individuals in terms of hours, duties and location 

(also Jones and Latreille, 2011). However, as Jones and Wass (2017a) highlight, self-employment 

is polarised in terms of job quality, more so than is paid employment, and the recent growth in 

self-employment has been disproportionately in the bottom tail of the job quality distribution. 

Disabled employees are known to be over-represented in the lower tail of the job quality 

distribution. The dilemma for policy-makers in promoting and supporting self-employment for 

disabled people is therefore whether this results in further exposure of a group already vulnerable 

to low quality work. The dilemma is made more difficult because the data which might inform 

policy in this area are scarce. While very little is known about the nature or success of self-

employment among disabled people the scant evidence confirms a sizeable pay gap, consistent 

with the concerns in relation to job quality. 

Jones and Wass (2017a and 2017b) made submissions to the Work and Pensions Select 

Committee Inquiry on self-employment and the gig economy and to the Matthew Taylor Review 

of employment practices in the modern economy, in relation to self-employment among disabled 

people. These cover four themes which we consider relevant to this question: distinguishing 

between push and pull motivations for self-employment, measuring the quality of self-employed 

work, identifying and addressing barriers for disabled people entering and remaining in self-

employment (such as in terms of equality of access to advice and financial support) and data 

deficits as an impediment to effective policy-making. In terms of the latter, there is a clear need 

for national data collection on self-employment to be enhanced.     

References:  

Jones, M. K. and Latreille, P. (2011) Disability and Self-Employment: Evidence from the UK 

LFS, Applied Economics, Vol. 43(27), p4161-4178.  

Jones M. K. and Wass, V. (2017a) Written submission to Work and Pensions Select Committee 

on self-employment and the gig economy inquiry. 

Jones M. K. and Wass, V. (2017b) Written submission to Matthew Taylor Review of Employment 

Practices in the Modern Economy: Self-employment and Disability. 

 

 

  

https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/research-areas/does-the-type-of-work-differ-for-disabled-people/
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/research-areas/does-the-type-of-work-differ-for-disabled-people/
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/research-areas/disabled-people-and-pay-disadvantage/
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/work-and-pensions-committee/selfemployment-and-the-gig-economy/written/45263.html
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/work-and-pensions-committee/selfemployment-and-the-gig-economy/written/45263.html
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Matthew-Taylor-Review-May-2017-Jones-and-Wass-1.pdf
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Matthew-Taylor-Review-May-2017-Jones-and-Wass-1.pdf
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4. What data do you consider necessary or desirable for assessing and monitoring fair work 

at enterprise, local and national level.  

The measurement of disability is missing as a key theme from the UK Government’s strategy for 

disabled people, Improving Lives, but it remains a necessary pre-condition for monitoring the 

impact of its proposed action plan. The importance of measurement for Government was 

recognised in the House of Commons Work and Pensions Committee (2017) Report on the DEG 

which concludes that “clear reporting and measures of progress are, however, essential” and that 

“the department can do much to lay the ground for this by introducing clear expectations and 

detailed measurements and reporting standards now.” (p. 14). Our contribution (see Baumberg et 

al., 2015a) to this review highlighted the following: 

• That disability gaps and trends in gaps are sensitive to measurement and that the narrowing 

of the disability employment gap over the 2000s seen in the LFS is not evident when using 

other major government surveys, and seems to be an artefact of rising disability prevalence 

(see Baumberg et al. 2015b).  

• Regular question changes in surveys such as the LFS have made it difficult to track trends in 

the disability employment rate over time and we recommend that further discontinuities are 

avoided or carefully managed using dual definitions in change over years. 

• Policy increasingly refers to the absolute number of disabled people that the Government 

need to get into employment to meet its aspiration. However, such a measure is potentially 

misleading since it is affected by changes in the size and composition of the working-age 

population. A relative measure such as the DEG is preferable. We also recommend that 

‘adjusted’ disability employment gaps (see Q2.) are monitored. 

While we recognise the complexity and difficulty in measuring disability, these are not excuses 

to not measure disability or to measure it badly. Our contribution to Improving Lives (Jones and 

Wass, 2017c) was to propose actions and instruments to improve the measurement of disability 

and thereby the disability gaps which are the means by which the proposals and interventions set 

out in the Green Paper as they apply to government and organisations will be evaluated. Our 

recommendations include the following: 

• Adopt clear definitions of disability and questions used to identify disability making a clear 

distinction between sickness, long-term health and disability. Clarify definitions either as part 

of the question or in guidance notes and include examples of how to interpret concepts such 

as activity limitation.  

• Extend measuring and monitoring of gaps to include in-work measures of job quality such as 

pay and job satisfaction.  

• Explicitly consider self-employment as a form of employment where additional analysis and 

distinct interventions may be necessary.  

• All these recommendations require greater engagement and consultation between data 

collectors and users over disability questions, and changes to disability questions, to better 

align data collection with the needs of policy- and practice-based evidence. As a primary user 

of disability data, the Government is well-placed to drive this engagement.   

With a focus on the demand side of the labour market comes a requirement for organisational 

level data collection and reporting. The role of government here is threefold: organisations can 

learn from the expertise and experience in government in collecting data on disability, 

government can encourage and require that organisations collect and publish this information and 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/improving-lives-the-future-of-work-health-and-disability
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201617/cmselect/cmworpen/56/56.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/work-and-pensions-committee/disability-employment-gap/written/32826.html
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/JonesWassgreenpaperfinal.pdf
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government as an employer can set an example by measuring, targeting and monitoring disability 

in its own workforce.   

Following improvements in official national data collection and reporting, Government should 

encourage and offer support to employers in measuring disability and reporting and comparing 

disability prevalence rates and disability-related gaps in a consistent manner. The public sector 

could act as an example of best practice in this regard.     

For reporting at the level of Wales, where data of sufficient quality already exist through 

nationally representative sample surveys, such as the LFS, we recommend that the Welsh 

Government publish and monitor trends in disability and disability-related gaps in work. 

Unfortunately, in many other instances, national data will contain insufficient individuals who 

are disabled and live in Wales to provide robust measures. Here, we recommend that the Welsh 

Government consider a Welsh boost, such as to any future WERS, in order to collect high quality 

organisational data on disability. Further, as noted in Q3, information about self-employment in 

general is lacking and almost completely absent in terms of the interaction with disability.    

References:  

Baumberg. B., Jones. M., and Wass, V. (2015a) Disability and disability–related employment 

gaps in the UK 1998-2012: Written Evidence to Select Committee 

http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/work-and-

pensions-committee/disability-employment-gap/written/32826.html 

Baumberg, B., Jones, M. and Wass, V. (2015b). Disability and disability-related employment 

gaps in the UK 1998-2012: different trends in different surveys? Social Science & Medicine 141, 

72-81. (http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277953615300289) 

Jones, M. K., Latreille, P and Sloane, P. (2006) Disability, Gender and the Labour Market in 

Wales, Regional Studies, Vol. 40(8), p823-845. 

Jones, M. K. and Wass, V. (2017c) Response to Improving Lives: The Work Health and 

Disability Green Paper 

Disability@work (2018a) Briefing Note: How can labour market information on disability be 

improved? 

 

http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/work-and-pensions-committee/disability-employment-gap/written/32826.html
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/work-and-pensions-committee/disability-employment-gap/written/32826.html
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277953615300289
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/JonesWassgreenpaperfinal.pdf
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/JonesWassgreenpaperfinal.pdf
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Disability@work-Measurement-Briefing-August-2018.pdf
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Disability@work-Measurement-Briefing-August-2018.pdf
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5. What data and data sources are already available and how adequate are they?  

Large scale nationally representative data such as from the LFS are routinely available to measure 

and analyse disability inequality in the labour market. Although not without limitations (see Q4. 

above), the Office for National Statistics regularly publish key statistics on the UK DEG from 

the LFS. While the DEG is far greater than that for other protected groups, we know less about 

the presence and impact of disability in the workplace and in the labour market than we do about 

race and gender. Much of this information is available but is not routinely analysed or published. 

This information deficit might be corrected in three ways:  

i. A disability disparity audit, along the lines of the race disparity audit 

ii. An expert review of disability at work similar to that undertaken in the McGregor 

Smith Review Race in the Workplace  

iii. Statutory reporting of the representation of disabled people at organisational level in 

a similar manner to gender pay gap reporting  

 

All three of these approaches have received all-party support. They have helped focus the 

attention of policymakers on the labour market disadvantage experienced by protected groups, 

and on how to overcome this disadvantage. Each of these approaches relies on the use of high 

quality measures that are accurate, consistent and transparent. However, we have seen that 

measuring disability is more difficult than measuring race or gender. The difficulties are 

described in Fevre et al. (2016 :7-15) and Disability@Work (2018a) with both providing advice 

on how to measure disability and disability-related gaps in work-related outcomes. 

 

Reporting disability outcomes at the firm or organisational level is currently sparse and the 

limited data collected is generally inconsistent both with other organisational reporting and with 

official aggregate statistics. Where disability is recorded by employers within human resource 

monitoring, they typically fail to adopt a recognised definition of disability (e.g. aligned to the 

LFS). In addition, it is often collected via job applications and so is typically out of date (given 

that it will not capture instances of people becoming disabled once in employment). Unlike other 

equality characteristics, disability status is dynamic and data on it therefore needs to be collected 

regularly. Further, the amount of missing information is typically high which means the 

information is unlikely to be representative of all staff. Both inconsistency and obsolesce limit 

the value of the organisational data that are currently available. 

 

The Workplace Employment Relations Survey (WERS) is the only nationally representative 

information on the distribution of disabled employees across workplaces. It has not been updated 

since 2011 and has a relatively small sample in Wales. Data from WERS highlights the 

importance of employee versus manager reporting with the latter substantially underestimating 

disability prevalence among employees within the workplace. This may be because employers 

do not collect information, or because individuals are reluctant to disclose their disability to 

management for fear of prejudice. Evidence from WERS 2011 shows that recruitment, 

progression and pay are monitored in relation to disability in only about 10 per cent of 

workplaces. Organisational-level reporting was a key recommendation of both the McGregor-

Smith Review and the Government’s Improving Lives Command Paper. Gender pay gap 

reporting provides an example of how a consistent approach to organisational reporting might be 

implemented, where compliance is statutory and tightly prescribed so that measures are 

comparable. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/race-disparity-audit
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/race-in-the-workplace-the-mcgregor-smith-review
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/race-in-the-workplace-the-mcgregor-smith-review
https://gender-pay-gap.service.gov.uk/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/race-in-the-workplace-the-mcgregor-smith-review
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/race-in-the-workplace-the-mcgregor-smith-review
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/improving-lives-the-future-of-work-health-and-disability
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We strongly recommend that Welsh Government monitors national (Wales) progress in terms of 

publishing disability prevalence and the DEG and encourages/mandates organisations to monitor 

disability prevalence among their workforce and to adopt measures based on those used at 

national level, aligned for example to the definition used in the LFS. This would facilitate 

adoption of the good practice pursued within national surveys, and importantly, would facilitate 

comparisons across organisations and with national and sectoral trends. With more accurate 

information on disability prevalence, employers would be better placed to support disabled 

individuals in line with their obligations concerning reasonable adjustments under the Equality 

Act. We further recommend the Welsh Government monitors and, where the data are currently 

inadequate, invests in the future monitoring of additional work-related disability gaps, such as in 

terms of pay and job satisfaction. As recommended in Q4. above, this might include 

commissioning a local boost to the next WERS survey. Employers should similarly be 

encouraged to measure workplace disability gaps in outcomes such as pay, well-being and job 

satisfaction (in a similar manner to gender pay gap reporting). This is often best achieved by 

using a combination of administrative records and anonymous staff surveys. These measures can 

then be used to identify differences between organisations and can be tracked across time to 

identify trends and the impact of changes in employer practice or in legislative requirements.  

 

References:  

Disability@work (2018a) Briefing Note: How can labour market information on disability be 

improved? 

Fevre, R., Foster, D., Jones, M. and Wass, V. (2016) Closing Disability Gaps at Work 

  

Context and Impact  

17. The objective of being a fair work employer should apply universally across Wales but 

how this is achieved and judged needs to be appropriately sensitive to context (e.g. sector, 

region, size and nature of employer). How might this be achieved in practice?  

The presence of disabled people in the workplace will form central part of any evaluation of a 

fair work employer in relation to disability (see Q1.). This will be supported by information on 

disability-related in-work gaps (see Q2.). In our response to Q18 below we suggest how sector- 

and occupation-based ‘benchmarks’ might be used. Conditional on the availability of reliable 

data, these could be extended to include local area statistics.       

18. Are specific measures needed in some sectors or in relation to certain occupations? 

Measured across all industry and occupational groups, 11.7 per cent of working age people in 

employment in the UK are disabled. However, the prevalence of disability is not evenly 

distributed across occupations and industries. We measure differences in disability employment 

composition in different types of work (industry and occupation) using the Annual Population 

Survey (APS) 2016 to identify under- and over-representation of disabled people in employment 

by industry and occupation relative to their representation in employment at the aggregate level.1 

                                                           
1 Disability is defined in the APS following the Equality Act of 2010 as a physical or mental health condition or 

illness lasting (or expected to last) 12 months or more which reduces the individual’s ability to carry out day-to-day 

activities (a little or a lot). 

https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Disability@work-Measurement-Briefing-August-2018.pdf
https://www.disabilityatwork.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Disability@work-Measurement-Briefing-August-2018.pdf
http://orca.cf.ac.uk/96511/1/CLOSING%20DISABILITY%20GAPS%20AT%20WORK%20Ralph%20Fevre%20et%20al.pdf
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The charts compare the prevalence of disability within each occupation or industry group to the 

aggregate employment composition by subtracting the aggregate level composition from the 

group level composition. Group differences from the average are measured as a percentage point 

difference.  

In Figure 2, disabled workers are over-represented in Public Administration compared to their 

representation in employment across all sectors. The difference is just under 1½ percentage 

points, this being the difference between the disability employment composition of 13.2 per cent 

in Public Administration and 11.7 per cent at the aggregate level. Disabled people are under-

represented in Manufacturing (again relative to their representation in aggregate employment) by 

2 percentage points (the difference between a disability employment composition of 9.7 per cent 

in Manufacturing and 11.7 per cent at the aggregate level). 

The difference between the highest and lowest concentration sectors on disability employment 

composition (Public Administration at 13.3 per cent and Manufacturing at 9.6 per cent) is 3.5 

percentage points.    

The purpose of these comparisons is to provide a more disaggregated benchmark against which 

to evaluate an organisational statistic and to prompt a discussion about employment barriers and 

enablers which appear to be related to sector or occupation.     

 

Figure 2 Industry level disability employment composition relative to aggregate disability 

employment composition 

 

Source: Office for National Statistics, APS 2016 

Notes: There are nine industry sectors under the 2007 Standard Industrial Classification 

The base line disability employment composition is the percentage of disabled people in 

employment at the aggregate level. The horizontal axis measures the difference between group 

disability employment composition and the base line. 

 

A broad sector classification hides important intra group differences. Using a more disaggregated 

measure of industry (21 sub-classes) indicates that the disability employment composition in the 
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Health and Social Services sub-sector, at 14.3 percent, is higher than other sub-sectors within the 

Public Administration sector. When the Transport and Storage and Information and 

communication sub-sectors are disaggregated within the Transport and Communications sector, 

the Information and Communications sub-sector is characterised by a disability employment 

composition at 8.4 per cent, 3.2 percentage points below the aggregate average compared to 12.0 

percent in Transport and Storage, 0.3 percentage points above the aggregate average.     

 

From Figure 3, disabled people are under-represented in terms of workforce composition in the 

four most skilled occupational groups. In Professional occupations, the disability employment 

concentration is 9.4 per cent, 2¼ percentage points lower than at the aggregate level. For lower 

skilled occupations such as Caring and leisure and Elementary occupations, the disability 

employment composition at 15.0 and 14.1 per cent respectively is 3⅓ percentage points and 2½ 

percentage points above the aggregate level.  

 

Figure 3 Occupational disability employment composition relative to aggregate disability 

employment composition  

 

Source: Office for National Statistics, APS 2016  

Notes: There are nine occupational groups under the Standard Occupational Classification 2010 

one digit classification. 

See notes for Figure 2. 

 

19. Who should make the assessment whether an employer is a fair work employer and how 

should this be done?  

One possibility would be to encourage employers to make comparisons to benchmark disability 

statistics –local area disability prevalence and percentage of employees who have a disability, 

sector- and occupation-level disability composition. Organisations could provide a narrative 

report to explain their statistics and describe their action plans, such as in terms of the recruitment 
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and retention of disabled people. For example, a construction company would compare its 

disability employment composition with 11.7 percent at the UK level and 12.8 at the sector level 

(see Figure 2 above). This would require consistency of data collection at organisational and 

national levels (see Q4). 

 

21. What are the barriers to the achievement of Wales as a Fair Work Nation and how 

might they be addressed?  

This submission proposes measurement, monitoring and transparency as means of identifying the 

location and magnitude of disability disadvantage, from which action can be taken to address this 

inequality. The barriers to achievement are that, relative to other protected groups, disability 

disadvantage in work is underexplored, and that organisations do not typically measure disability. 

Our submission in relation to Q1 to Q5 address the need to measure disability and disability gaps 

and we provide recommendations about how this may be achieved.      


