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Abstract

In this paper we aim to demonstrate patterns of entrepreneurial activity in the UK by ethnicity, origin and gender. Our purpose is to illustrate patterns in a visual (graphical) way that have been demonstrated by multivariate data analysis in other papers, and to benchmark the GEM data against the Adult Population Survey self-employment data.

Most research on ethnic minority entrepreneurship in the United Kingdom has been conducted using small numbers of case studies or has relied on official self-employment data collected for Adult Population Surveys (APS) by the Office of National Statistics. Both have weaknesses if used to estimate rates of new business creation across ethnic groups.

We use data drawn from the combined annual cohorts of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor UK 2000 to 2006, some 136,000 cases in all. We compare rates of nascent entrepreneurial activity and business owner/manager rates by ethnicity, ethnicity and gender, and ethnicity, gender and origin. We also map patterns of industry choice, and compare our findings against the self-employment data generated by the 2004 Adult Population Survey.

We find significant differences in nascent entrepreneurial activity and actual business owner/manager rates between ethnic groups, but also significant differences within ethnic groups by gender and origin. Furthermore, the patterns are different for nascent entrepreneurial activity and business owner/manager rates. We also find that industry choice differs by ethnicity and gender and that choice of industry sector in nascent entrepreneurial activity differs from the actual pattern of business owner/managers across industry groups. One possible source of the differences between our estimates of self-employment rates in different ethnic groups and those provided by the Adult Population Survey may be variance across ethnic groups in the percentage of people who consider themselves self-employed but actually work for a family business in which they have no legal ownership. This may inflate official self-employment rates among certain ethnic groups.

The results suggest that researchers and policymakers should bear in mind that ethnicity should not be considered in isolation from other variables, such as gender and origin, and that more work needs to be done to accurately specify self-employment rates of different ethnic groups.

This paper fills a gap in ethnic entrepreneurship research in the UK by measuring entrepreneurial activity of different ethnic minority groups across the UK, highlighting how different measures can produce different results and showing how ethnicity interacts with other variables.
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Objectives

Considerable effort has been expended in research on ethnic minority entrepreneurship in the UK, mainly on the assumption that entrepreneurial activity among ethnic minorities is different from entrepreneurship in the rest of the population (Levie and Smallbone, 2006; Smallbone, Bertotti and Ekanem, 2005). However, most of this work has been qualitative in nature, based on single cases or small numbers of interviews, often focusing on one or a limited number of ethnic groups; recent examples include Chaudry and Crick (2004, 2005), Ekwulugo (2006) and Deakins, Ishaq, Smallbone, Whittam and Wyper (2007).  Studies that contain one hundred or more ethnic minority entrepreneurs are rare (for exceptions, see Smallbone, Ram, Deakins and Baldock, 2003; Jones, McEvoy and Barrett, 1994; Basu and Altinay, 2002). Almost 20 years ago, Aldrich and Waldinger (1990) made a plea for more multi-group comparative studies in ethnic entrepreneurship research. In this paper, we try to address this plea.

In this study, we ask: how important is ethnicity per se as a factor in business startup rates? It may be that other characteristics of ethnic minority groups, such as average age, gender-based stereotyping and traditions, and migration patterns are more important variables than being a member of an ethnic minority. In other words, while “ethnic minority” may be a convenient label, it may mask important differences between   different ethnic groups that affect entrepreneurship rates independently of ethnic status. For example, we know from the 2001 Census that ethnic minority groups in the UK tend to be younger on average. So do startup entrepreneurs, on average. Immigrants come mainly from groups classified in the UK as ethnic minorities. Could variation in origin, rather than ethnicity, better explain any differences in entrepreneurship rates between different ethnic groups? Finally, does gender affect the relationship between entrepreneurship and ethnicity?

Attempts to measure quantitative differences in entrepreneurial activity between the ethnic majority and different ethnic minority groups have been hampered by very small proportions of different ethnic minorities in the UK population, and by combining immigrants with those born in the UK. To date, much reliance has been placed on self-employment survey data from the Labour Force Survey (recently renamed the Adult Population Survey), which may or may not be representative of either attempts to start new businesses or of the rate of new business creation (Clark and Drinkwater, 2006, Ormerod, 2007). There is also the issue of intergenerational change in entrepreneurial activity. It has been argued one the one hand that second and third generation immigrants might be more likely to enter the professions to gain social status, and on the other that continuing discrimination in the labour market might hinder this transition (Bachkaniwala, Wright and Ram, 2001). Such issues cannot be settled with small scale, multiple case methodologies that have been the main feature of ethnic minority research in the UK.

Recently, several large scale quantitative studies that combined large samples from different annual cohorts have suggested that the independent effect of ethnicity on propensity to start a business is significant but very small, that origin (place of birth) may explain more of them variance, and that ethnicity and origin interact (Levie, 2007; Levie et al. 2007a; Levie et al. 2007b). These studies were conducted at the 2+1 ethnicity category and 5+1 category (defined below) developed by the National Statistics Office. Multivariate studies with complex interactions can be difficult to visualise, however, and these categories lump together ethnic groups of very different heritage, such as Pakistanis and Chinese in the Asian category, for example, and Black Caribbean and Black African in the Black category.  Prompted by these weaknesses in the way the story of ethnicity and entrepreneurship is told in those studies, in this paper we amalgamate a larger set of GEMUK data than has ever been attempted before to reveal, graphically, differences in entrepreneurial behaviour between these different groups and the interaction between gender, ethnicity and origin in determining entrepreneurship rates. We also compare out results to self-employment rates by ethnicity produced by the Adult Population Survey, formerly the Labour Force Survey, of National Statistics.

Method

We combined 5 annual UK population samples, varying from 16,002 cases in 2002 to 43,033 cases in 2006, generated by the UK Global Entrepreneurship Monitor research programme. The data was collected according to a rigorous, standardized procedure as specified in Reynolds et al. (2005). As Table 1 shows, the total sample size was 136,356 of whom 1.4% refused to specify their ethnicity. Of the remaining 134,445 cases, 6294 were not white, and 5507 were white but not white British or white Irish. 

The final sample size of 111,866 cases of working age (18-64), weighted so that it is representative of the UK population by gender, age group, ethnic minority proportion, and region, and with equal weighting to each annual cohort, is sufficiently large to begin to distinguish different rates and characteristics of entrepreneurial activity at the three main ethnicity levels employed by the national statistics office: ethnic majority (i.e. White), ethnic minority, not stated (2+1), the 5+1 level (White, Mixed, Asian, Black, Others, not stated) and the 16 + 1 level, which distinguishes 16 different ethnic groups. As Figure 1 shows, the sample, when weighted, shows that different gender/ethnic group combinations have different proportions of life-long residents, in-migrants and immigrants.

During this period, from 2002 to 2006, the annual point estimates of the early stage entrepreneurial activity (TEA) rate, which combines nascent entrepreneurship activity and new business owner/manager rates, varied from a low of 5.4% (2002) to a high of 6.5% (2003). Only the 2002 and 2003 cohorts had statistically different TEA rates from each other (based on 95% confidence intervals). This database contained 2,961 (3478 weighted) nascent entrepreneurs, as defined by GEM, that is individuals aged 18 to 64 that were actively trying to start a business that they would own and manage in whole or in part and which had not paid wages for more than three months (Reynolds et al.., 2005) and whose ethnicity was known. It contained 2950 new business owner/managers, that is individuals who owned in whole or in part a business that had been paying wages for up to 42 months and whose ethnicity was known. Finally, it also contained 5478 established business owner/managers whose ethnicity was known.

While the overall proportion of non-whites in the unweighted 18-64 sample was only 5.2%, the proportion of non-white cases in the weighted 18-64 sample was 9.6%, very close to the Labour Force Survey estimate for 2004 of 9.3% (Office of National Statistics, 2005).

Previous surveys suggest that entrepreneurial activity varies by ethnic group. Accordingly, we put forward the following null hypotheses for testing, as a guide for analysis. Our main purpose in this paper is to illustrate patterns rather than conduct multivariate statistical analysis on this dataset; this has been conducted in other papers (Levie, 2007; Levie et al., 2007a; Levie et al. 2007b). 

Null Hypothesis 1: There are no differences in nascent entrepreneurship rates across ethnic groups in the UK.

Null Hypothesis 2: There are no differences in new business owner/manager rates across ethnic groups in the UK.

Null Hypothesis 3: There are no differences in established business owner/manager rates across ethnic groups in the UK.

Results

Figure 2 demonstrates that, at the univariate level, the null hypothesis 1 is rejected for the 4+1 ethnic classification level. The major ethnic minority categories of mixed, asian and black have higher nascent entrepreneurship levels than whites. However, the null hypothesis 2 cannot be rejected; all four categories have broadly similar proportions of new business owners. Finally, null hypothesis 3 is rejected, but the pattern is different for established business owner/managers; here, the white group has significantly higher levels of established business owner/managers than the other three groups. As the three ethnic minority groups contain high proportions (between 40 and 60%) of immigrants, we show the same measures but for UK-born respondents only in Figure 3. The same pattern is evident, but the mixed group is more noticeably intermediate between the white group on the one hand and the asian and black groups on the other. Thus the pattern in which nascent entrepreneurship is relatively low but business owner/manager rates are relatively high among white individuals is not due to differences in origin. 

Because of the relatively small number of new business owner/managers, and the findings that among the three main ethnic minority groups that levels of new and established owner/managers are similar and that both are significantly different from nascent entrepreneurship rates, we show in Figures 4 and 5 the nascent entrepreneurship rates and new+established owner/manager rates across the 16+1 ethnic category level. 

Figure 4 shows that nascent entrepreneurship rates do vary across the 16+1 categories and within the 4+1 categories. For example, nascent entrepreneurship rates are lower among white British than white other, among Indian and Chinese than Pakistani or Bangladeshi, and Black Caribbean rates appear to be lower than Black African rates.  In contrast, Figure 5 shows that existing owner/manager rates vary little among ethnic minorities, but most of them are lower than white British rates, while the mixed categories have intermediate levels of activity.

Figures 6 and 7 show that when split by gender, the same patterns of entrepreneurial activity by 4+1 ethnic group are apparent, but female rates are approximately half those of males, with the exception of the black group, where the 95% confidence intervals just overlap. 

Figures 8 and 9 show the pattern that emerges when we plot nascent entrepreneurship and business owner/manager rates by ethnic group, gender and origin. Different patterns are evident in each combination. Broadly, however, immigration appears to have a positive effect on White groups, neutral for Mixed and negative for Asians and Blacks. Black females appear to have nascent entrepreneurship rates that are more typical of males, but business owner/manager rates that are typical of females.

Because sample sizes are very small in some ethnic/gender/origin combinations, in Figure 10 we combine nascent and new entrepreneurship rates to create estimates of the standard GEM entrepreneurship measure, TEA, or early stage entrepreneurial activity. It demonstrates that many of the patterns seen in Figures 8 and 9 are statistically significant.

Nascent entrepreneurship, business owner/managers, ethnicity and industry choice

Tables 3 and 4 compare the proportion of nascent entrepreneurs and existing business owner/managers in the sample by the 4+1 category of ethnicity in different industry sectors. They suggest different patterns of industry choice both across ethic groups and between nascent entrepreneurs and existing owner/managers of the same ethnic group. While care needs to be taken due to the small numbers in many cells, some differences chime with results from other surveys, such as the APS. One surprise was the lack of an Asian presence in the textile industry. Since this is geographically concentrated, it may be that this sector was undersampled.
Some of the most striking differences are within these broad ethnic groupings, and there are also important differences by gender and origin within ethnic groups. For example, the concentration of Asian nascent entrepreneurs in wholesaling is due mainly to Pakistanis (26% of Pakistani nascent entrepreneurs were attempting to enter this sector) and other Asians (19%) most of whom were immigrants.

For some ethnic/gender/origin groupings, the choice of sector seems to be quite limited. In an extreme example, 99% of male immigrant Bangladeshi owner/managers in our sample were in the bar/restaurant business or in the non-scheduled road transport business (taxis, cabs etc.). The following paragraphs illustrate some of these more complex patterns in the data.

Almost no nascent entrepreneurs were choosing to enter the non-scheduled car transport business (other than 4% of non British or Irish whites). However, this appeared to be a strong established sector for male immigrant Pakistani owner/managers, of which 38% were in this sector, compared to 31% of male immigrant Bangladeshi owner/managers (and an overall average of only 1.7% of owner/managers). Most of the Asians in this sector were immigrants. No UK-born Pakistani or Bangladeshi owner/managers and no female ethnic minority owner/managers were found in this sector. 

In the bar, restaurant and canteen sector, while only 3% of all owner/managers were in this sector, it contained 50% of Bangladeshi owner/managers, 12% of Chinese owner/managers and 9% of Indian owner/managers. This sector also attracted 68% of Bangladeshi nascent entrepreneurs and 30% of Chinese nascent entrepreneurs, all but one of which were male, but only 6% of all nascent entrepreneurs. Half of the immigrant Bangladeshi nascent entrepreneurs in the sample were trying to enter this sector (all of the men but none of the women), but no Chinese immigrants were doing so. 71% of immigrant Bangladeshi owner/managers but no UK-born Bangladeshi owner/managers were in this sector, compared with 14% of immigrant Chinese owner/managers and 11% of UK-born Chinese owner/managers. 69% of male immigrant Bangladeshi owner/managers were in this sector, and 17% of male immigrant Chinese owner/managers. 

In hairdressing, 16% of Black Caribbean male nascent entrepreneurs were trying to enter this sector, but no Black African male nascent entrepreneurs, compared with 1% of all nascent entrepreneurs. By contrast, the proportions of female Black Caribbean and Black African females attempting to enter this sector were similar at 9% each, compared with a background rate for all female nascent entrepreneurs of 5%. Similarly, 10% of male Black Caribbean owner/managers, no male Black African owner/managers, and 1% of all owner/managers were in this sector. No female Black Caribbean or Black African women owner/managers were detected in this sector. While great care needs to be taken with the small sample numbers, it does appear that black Caribbean males are over-represented in this sector. 

Social work (not providing accommodation) was another sector that varied widely by ethnic group. This sector mainly comprised child minding, but also included businesses that helped people in need such as immigrants. This sector attracted 24% of Black African, 21% of Bangladeshi, 12% of White Irish and 11% of Other Asian nascent entrepreneurs in the sample, compared with 4% of all nascent entrepreneurs. 44% of female white Irish and 60% of female Bangladeshi nascent entrepreneurs were attempting to enter this sector, compared with 6% of all female nascent entrepreneurs, and 39% of Black African males, compared with 3% of all male nascent entrepreneurs. This sector appeared to attract both immigrant and UK-born female Bangladeshi and male Black African nascent entrepreneurs in equal proportion to their prevalence, although at this level of analysis, the numbers of cases in some cells were 5 or less. 

Computing activities generally attracted 25% of other Asians and 15% of Pakistanis, compared with a background rate of 7% of all nascent entrepreneurs. Pakistanis were also overrepresented among computing business owner/managers (15% compared with a background rate of 5%), and as with the nascent entrepreneurs, most of these were male immigrants. 

Property appeared to attract more Indian nascent entrepreneurs than nascent entrepreneurs in general (16% versus 4%). These were UK-born Indians and immigrant female Indians. By contrast, levels of property business owner/managers were low among Indians (1%) and the same as the background level (3%). By contrast, 12% of Black Caribbean owner/managers but only 5% of Black Caribbean nascent entrepreneurs were in property, while no Black African property business owner/managers were detected, but 6% of Black African nascent entrepreneurs were attempting to enter this sector.  

Benchmarking GEM data with self-employment data from National Statistics

We expected our measure of new+established owner/managers in the population to roughly correspond to differences in levels of self-employment as reported by the APS across these categories. In fact, when expressed as a proportion of all people in employment, which is how self-employment rates are calculated, and measured for all those from 18-80 (as close as possible to the APS age range of 16 to 74), the correlation is low and not significant (.136, p=.674)
. 

Fortunately, the GEM UK survey also asked the same set of questions used in the APS to elucidate self-employment rates. Using the APS measure for all 18 to 80 year olds and weighting appropriately, the correlation was significant and rose to .681 (p = .015)
, with slightly lower correlation when employers were included with the self-employed (.652, p = .022). The reported levels in Table 2 are around three-quarters of the self-employment levels reported to the Annual Population Survey 2004 for most of the 16+1 ethnic groups, and around one half for Pakistanis, Chinese and Black Caribbean, and one third higher for Black Africans. Thus the main difference between the two surveys is that inter-ethnic differences in self-employment levels are less marked in the GEM surveys.

There are some differences between the nature of the APS and GEMUK surveys that might account for this discrepancy. With 232,667 responding to the question on employment, the APS 2004 was double the size of the combined GEM database used to create these estimates. The Annual Population Survey covers all those in employment on the mainland of Britain from 16 to 74, not all those aged 18-80 in the United Kingdom. No checks are carried out by the APS to confirm that those who say they are in employment actually are (Clark and Drinkwater, 2006), and there is some evidence in the Labour Force Survey itself that self-employment may be over-reported (Ormerod, 2007). 

In the GEM survey, respondents have answered a range of filter questions on business ownership before they reach the self-employment question. In the APS, it is the other way around (Ormerod, 2007). This could affect the final result. For example, it may be that some of those who are in family businesses consider themselves self-employed, whereas they do not in fact own any of the business or share in the profits personally. In the 2005 and 2006 GEM surveys, in which respondents were asked about family ownership, around 75% of Pakistanis and Chinese were particularly likely to categorise their businesses as family businesses against a background rate of around 60%. If self-employment is over-reported in a systematic way across ethnic groups, we should expect to see a positive correlation between the APS self-employment measure divided by the GEM self-employment measure, by ethnic group (based on the same definition and questions) and the GEM owner/manager rate divided by the GEM owner/manager rate plus GEM self-employed rate, by ethnic group. This correlation is .252, which while not significant (p = .429) is suggestive of such a link. 

We also note that the correlation between the raw percentages by ethnic group answering yes to the first question asked on the questionnaire that relates to business ownership (“are you currently the owner of a business you help manage, or self-employed”) and the final combined percentage of new and established business owners combined in the sample by ethnic group was .857 (p = .000) for all those 18 to 80, again suggesting that the filtering process is not even across ethnic groups. While most filtered owner/manager rates by ethnic group were around 75% of the “raw” rate, rates for Pakistanis and Chinese were 53% and 55%. The correlation between this “raw” GEM estimate of self-employment, expressed as a proportion of all employment, and the APS self-employment figures was .511 (p = .090)
, much higher than the correlation with the filtered GEM measure reported above. This again supports the proposition that the APS self-employment figures include people who perceive themselves as self-employed because they work in a family business, but do not actually own any of that business, and that the frequency of these people varies systematically by ethnic group. It is also possible that the GEM survey under-samples some younger age groups and individuals that would be difficult to contact by a home landline. At 32, the average age of Pakistanis was second lowest of all ethnic groups, after Bangladeshis; this issue might apply to these groups proportionally more than to others. While the bulk of the Annual Population Survey uses a similar telephone survey method to GEM, it also uses in-home surveys in the first wave. 

Implications 

This paper fills a gap in ethnic entrepreneurship research in the UK that has eluded researchers for many years: measuring entrepreneurship activity of different ethnic minority groups. 

As a broad generalization, the patterns in our data suggest that distinguishing between ethnic groups has some value in entrepreneurship research. But researchers should be aware that results of research on one ethnic minority category, particularly one of the major groups such as in the 4+1 classification, may not be generalizable to all sub-divisions of that category.  Researchers need to take care in attributing differences in UK entrepreneurship rates between the ethnic majority and ethnic minorities to ethnicity, because some of the difference may be due to other variables or to interaction between ethnicity and another variable. The results suggest that policymakers should bear in mind that ethnicity should not be considered in isolation from other variables, such as gender and origin. For example, black females have relatively high rates of nascent entrepreneurial activity, and while white male immigrants have higher rates than other white males, among Asians and blacks immigrants have lower rates than Asian or Black in-migrants.

Comparison of nascent entrepreneurial activity with business owner/manager rates for different ethnic groups suggests that despite high rates of attempted entry, the survival rate for certain groups, particularly black females, is substantially lower than for other groups. The issue here may not be so much that there is a need to encourage more black females to start businesses, but rather to ensure that they obtain sufficient training to create viable businesses.  

Our comparison of the GEM data with the APD data would support concerns that the APS data over-reports self-employment activity, perhaps particularly among certain ethnic groups. However, the GEM data clearly has weaknesses of its own. The “true” rate of self-employment probably lies somewhere between the APS rate and the rate as calculated by GEM. 

Limitations and further research

In this paper, we have not considered other variables that may interact with ethnicity, such as age, education, motivation and time in region (Levie, 2007). We have also not presented the interaction of 16+1 ethnic categories with gender and origin, because of small cell numbers and possible large effect sizes due to the stratified nature of the sample. One limitation of the paper is that in calculating the confidence intervals, an effect size of 1 is assumed. Previous experience in adjusting standard errors for this database using the SPSS complex survey option suggests that the confidence intervals will be increased, but not by much. Nevertheless, the confidence intervals will be recalculated to take effect size into account. Further work could include investigating whether the proportion of high expectation entrepreneurship within the nascent and new entrepreneur groups varies by ethnicity and origin.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the combined 2000 to 2006 GEM UK database, all ages (16-80), unweighted.

	
	Total sample size, 16 to 80 year olds
	Final sample for analysis, 18-64 yrs and ethnicity

	
 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Frequency
	Percent

	White British
	114442
	83.9
	94615
	84.6

	 White Irish
	8202
	6.0
	6950
	6.2

	 Other white background
	5507
	4.0
	4667
	4.2

	 Mixed White and Black Caribbean
	331
	.2
	283
	0.3

	 Mixed White and Black African
	172
	.1
	151
	0.1

	 Mixed White and Asian
	318
	.2
	291
	0.3

	 Other Mixed background
	456
	.3
	399
	0.4

	 Indian
	1440
	1.1
	1303
	1.2

	 Pakistani
	771
	.6
	707
	0.6

	 Bangladeshi
	213
	.2
	189
	0.2

	 Chinese
	323
	.2
	297
	0.3

	 Other Asian background
	623
	.5
	580
	0.5

	 Black Caribbean
	683
	.5
	573
	0.5

	 Black African
	811
	.6
	726
	0.6

	 Other Black background
	153
	.1
	135
	0.1

	 Total
	134445
	98.6
	111866
	100.0 

	Unknown
	1911
	1.4
	 
	 

	Total
	136356
	100.0
	 
	 


Figure 1 Proportion of individuals of different origin by ethnic group and gender in the sample.
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Figure 2 Nascent, new and established business owner/manager rates for the 4+1 ethnicity category in the UK (95% confidence intervals)
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Figure 3 Nascent, new and established business owner/manager rates for the 4+1 ethnicity category among UK-born individuals in the UK (95% confidence intervals)
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Figure 4 Nascent entrepreneurship rates at the 16+1 ethnicity classification level in the UK (95% confidence intervals)
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Figure 5 New and established business owner/manager rate at the 16+1 ethnicity classification level in the UK (95% confidence intervals)
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Figure 6 Male and female nascent entrepreneurship rates by 4+1 ethnic classification level in the UK (95% confidence intervals) 
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Figure 7 Male and female new and established business owner/manager rates by 4+1 ethnic classification level in the UK (95% confidence intervals)
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Figure 8 Nascent entrepreneurship rates by origin, ethnicity and gender
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Figure 9 New and established business owner rates by origin, ethnicity and gender
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Figure 10 Early stage entrepreneurial activity (TEA) rates by origin, ethnicity and gender (95% confidence intervals)
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Table 2 Self-employment rates compared: Adult Population Survey 2004 and GEM

	Ethnic group
	APS self-employment rate, 2004
	Self-employment rate as measured by GEM, 2000-2006 average
	GEM measure as % of APS measure

	White British
	12.4
	9.5
	77%

	White Irish
	15.4
	9.3
	58%

	Other white background
	16
	10.8
	68%

	Mixed
	8.7
	7.8
	90%

	Indian
	12.5
	10.3
	82%

	Pakistani
	21.4
	11.5
	54%

	Bangladeshi
	14.3
	11.0
	77%

	Chinese
	16.1
	7.6
	47%

	Other Asian background
	12.5
	8.8
	70%

	Black Caribbean
	8.6
	4.8
	56%

	Black African
	5.8
	7.7
	133%

	Other Black background
	13
	9.1
	70%

	Total
	12.6
	9.5
	75%


Source: National Statistics website Focus on Ethnicity and Identity

Table 3. Nascent entrepreneurs by ethnic group and type of industry (% of all startups in group) N = 2742 (weighted)

	industry type
	total
	white
	mixed
	asian
	black

	AGR,FOR,HUNT,FISH
	3.4
	4.0
	2.5
	1.3
	0.0

	MINING,CONSTRUCTION
	8.8
	9.9
	0
	5.1
	4.9

	MANUFACTURING
	6.9
	7.1
	8.6
	7.7
	4.0

	textile, footwear manuf.
	1.1
	0.7
	0.0
	2.9
	3.5

	UTILITIES, TRANSPORT, STORAGE & COMMUNICATIONS
	3.8
	4.5
	0.0
	0.4
	0.9

	WHOLESALE TRADE
	5.4
	5.0
	0.0
	14.1
	2.7

	RETAIL TRADE, HOTELS & RESTAURANTS
	19.5
	19.0
	9.9
	26.5
	20.4

	retail
	11.9
	11.8
	10.0
	11.1
	14.6

	bars, restaurants
	5.5
	4.6
	0.0
	14.8
	5.8

	FINANCIAL INTERMEDIATION, REAL ESTATE ACTIVITIES
	6.3
	6.5
	3.7
	6.8
	4.9

	BUSINESS SERVICES
	23.2
	22.6
	39.5
	19.2
	27.0

	property
	3.6
	3.3
	1.3
	5.7
	4.9

	computer-related services
	6.2
	5.6
	12.5
	12.7
	3.1

	business management consulting
	4.1
	4.7
	0.0
	1.6
	3.1

	GOVERNMENT, HEALTH, EDUCATION, SOCIAL SERVICES
	10.4
	8.9
	13.6
	15.4
	18.6

	social work no accommodation
	4.0
	2.7
	2.5
	5.3
	15.9

	PERSONAL/CONSUMER SERVICE ACTIVITIES
	12.4
	12.6
	22.2
	3.4
	16.8

	entertainment
	5.2
	5.2
	12.5
	0.4
	8.4

	hairdressing
	2.5
	2.4
	3.8
	0.4
	6.2


Table 4. Owner/managers of new and established businesses by ethnic group and type of industry (% of all owner/managers in group)

N = 8784 (weighted)

	industry type
	total
	white
	mixed
	asian
	black

	AGR,FOR,HUNT,FISH
	6.0
	6.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	MINING,CONSTRUCTION
	17.4
	18.0
	14.5
	6.2
	10.8

	MANUFACTURING
	6.0
	6.2
	6.9
	2.5
	5.0

	manuf textiles leather
	0.4
	0.4
	0.0
	0.3
	0.0

	UTILISATION, TRANSPORT, STORAGE & COMMUNICATIONS
	5.0
	4.5
	6.9
	17.4
	1.4

	Other non-scheduled land transport (taxis etc)
	
1.7
	1.3
	6.8
	10.2
	0.7

	WHOLESALE TRADE
	4.1
	4.3
	0.0
	1.9
	5.8

	RETAIL TRADE, HOTELS & RESTAURANTS
	12.8
	12.1
	9.9
	31.5
	11.5

	retail
	8.5
	8.1
	5.3
	20.5
	10.1

	bars restaurants
	3.1
	2.8
	4.5
	10.6
	0.7

	FINANCIAL INTERMEDIATION, REAL ESTATE ACTIVITIES
	4.8
	4.7
	6.9
	3.4
	7.2

	BUSINESS SERVICES
	26.4
	26.7
	36.6
	15.6
	29.5

	property
	2.5
	2.6
	0.0
	0.3
	7.2

	computer-related services
	5.3
	5.4
	1.5
	6.5
	2.9

	business management consulting
	5.0
	5.2
	2.3
	1.9
	3.6

	GOVERNMENT, HEALTH, EDUCATION, SOCIAL SERVICES
	8.4
	8.0
	8.4
	15.0
	16.5

	social work no accommodation
	1.9
	1.7
	0.0
	7.5
	0

	PERSONAL/CONSUMER SERVICE ACTIVITIES
	9.0
	9.0
	9.9
	6.5
	12.2

	entertainment
	3.2
	3.3
	7.6
	0.6
	5.1

	hairdressing
	2.0
	2.0
	0.0
	1.2
	3.6


� The APS indicates that the Other Black measure of self-employment is unreliable due to small numbers. When Other Black is eliminated, the correlation rises to .196 (p=.563).


� When Other Black is eliminated (see footnote 1), the correlation is .682 (p=.021).


� When Other Black is eliminated (see footnote 1), the correlation is .641 (p=.032)
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