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Introduction

There are a vast number of studies exploring gender pay gaps in the economics literature (Blau and Kahn,
2017). Studies that also address potential implications of LGBTQ+ status for pay gaps are more recent and
considerably rarer (Badgett et al., 2021). Using a rich new survey of National Health Service (NHS)
employees in England, this article seeks to provide a more complete explanation of pay gaps by including
information of gender, LGB identity, coupling status, disclosure of sexual orientation, and the presence and
membership of LGB networks within workplaces. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to
include direct measures of both disclosure of LGB sexual orientation and coupling status, allowing for a

more insightful interpretation of the mechanisms behind LGB pay gaps.

The most commonly used model explaining wage outcomes, and pay gaps is the Human Capital
Model (HCM). In its simplest form. the HCM argues that wages increase with investments made in the
productivity of the individual, especially investments in formal education and on-the-job training (Becker,
1975; Mincer, 1974). The HCM rapidly evolved from an intrinsically individual perspective to a broader
household context (Becker, 1985). Individuals who expect to eventually become members of a household,
may also expect to specialize in different tasks within the household to maximize the combined utility of
the household’s members. For example, if women are expecting to spend time out of the labour market to
raise children, they may invest less in formal labour market skills and/or choose to enter occupations that
require less on-the-job training, thereby lowering their predicted earning capacity. Employers may also
expect that women will be less attached to the labour market and will have shorter job tenure. The outcome
can become self-fulfilling if employers deny women hiring opportunities and/or training paths associated

with longer tenure and higher pay.

With such an observable physical characteristic as gender, it may be difficult for women to avoid
this lower pay outcome. One way could be for women to engage in expensive formal education as a signal
to employers that they intend to stay in the labour market to reap the returns of the investment (Spence,

1973). This will be a higher risk investment for women than men if some employers simply have a taste for



discrimination and deny women opportunities regardless of qualifications (Becker, 1957) or if employers

do not recognise the individual has different aspirations to their group average (Phelps, 1972; Arrow, 1973).

The LGB (lesbian, gay, bisexual) may be making similar decisions regarding the allocation of market
and non-market work within households. They may also be facing employers with a taste for discrimination
(Badgett, 1996). However, identifying as LGB is a non-observable characteristic in the workplace unless

the employee chooses to share this information.

There is a small but influential literature on LGB versus heterosexual pay gaps based on analysis
of survey respondents providing individual level information on their pay, co-habitation, and sexual
orientation. Unfortunately, such studies are often constrained by low numbers of LGB respondents. It is
also very rare for the analyst to have information on disclosure of sexual orientation and the relative pay of

employees.

In her seminal study, Badgett (1995) finds that gay men (or lesbians) living in same-sex relationships
in the US earn less than do comparable heterosexuals living in different sex partnerships. Klawitter (2015)
uses meta-analysis to conclude that most studies find lesbians typically earn more than comparable
heterosexual women, and that the negative male gay pay gap is diminishing over time. Jepsen and Jepsen
(2020) argue that the male gay pay gap diminished in the US until 2010, flattening thereafter, with the
positive lesbian pay gap continuing to decrease but at a very slow rate. More recently, Badgett et al. (2021)
find the negative pay gap for gay/bisexual men has declined in the US since 2000 but not in a consistent
manner and appears to be showing persistence at around 7 log percentage points since 2015; whilst the
wage advantage for lesbian/bisexual women is falling since 2000 (when it was around 10 log percentage
points) and is now close to zero. These findings are arguably consistent with behavioural models of within-
household specialisation, with gay men being less labour market oriented than heterosexual ‘primary
household-earner’ males, and lesbian women being more labour market oriented than heterosexual

‘secondary household-earner’ women (Aksoy et al., 2018; Aksoy et al., 2019; Jepsen and Jepsen, 2020). It is



not possible, however, in these studies to separate out potential discrimination effects as they do not include

information on whether sexual orientation is identifiable in the workplace.

Arabsheibani et al. (2005) show that it is important to control for household structure when
comparing relative wages. Using UK data, they find gay men earn more than heterosexual men, but that a
statistically significant pay differential only occurs between cohabiting gay men and heterosexual men who
live with a female partner. They find that this pay gap would be twice as large (from 2.5 to 5 log percentage
points) if the characteristics of gay men were rewarded equivalently to heterosexuals. In contrast, Aksoy et
al. (2018) find a small pay penalty for partnered gay men relative to partnered heterosexual men in the UK.
They posit that larger pay penalties for older and unpartnered gay men may be related to their long-term
lack of a heterosexual marriage making their sexual orientation more observable to their work colleagues,
thereby opening the door to discrimination. Bridges and Mann (2019) seek to further address this issue by
using information from the UK Labour Force Survey (LES) on same-sex legal partnership as an indicator
of how open gay men or lesbians are in their workplaces, arguing that those who have made a legal
commitment to their same-sex relationship are more likely to be open with their colleagues about their
orientation. They find that, whilst both gays and lesbians earn more than equivalent gender heterosexuals,
this form of disclosure is associated with a lower pay premium and with less promotion for gay men relative
to male heterosexuals. They argue these findings are consistent with negative discrimination towards

recognisable GB status for males in UK workplaces.

In a very rare study, Plug and Berkhout (2008) combine information on earnings, sexual
orientation, and disclosure to consider pay gaps. They use data on young Dutch males, two-years post
college graduation, who work full-time, and are not self-employed. Plug and Berkhout (2008) find these gay
men earn 3 to 4 log percentage points less pay than do the heterosexual males; they argue this pay gap is
driven by undisclosed gay men concentrating in lower paid, less productive, occupations where they earn
some 5 to 9 log percentage points less than other men. Whilst Plug and Berkhout (2008, page 10) reject a
positive discrimination option, they do also find a positive pay return associated with disclosure of some 3

to 8 log percentage points. Plug and Berkhout (2008) additionally provide a very useful discussion on the



possible endogeneity between pay and disclosure; the inherent difficulties in separating out discrimination
and productivity differences using cross-sectional data; and the inability to locate a meaningful identifying
variable for the disclosure decision in empirical analysis. These are all issues that are relevant to our study,

and we will return to consider the related caveats they impose below.

The next section of our article describes the NHS data source and provides information on the
variables to be considered in the modelling. This is followed with discussion of the methodology and
explanation of the empirical estimation of the earnings function. Results from this estimation are presented
with a range of comparable pay gaps. Decomposition analysis is subsequently presented to provide greater
insight into the components of the pay gaps. Disclosure is found to have a substantial association with pay

differences between the LGB and with comparable heterosexual employees.

Data

Data Collection

There are very few datasets that include information on sexual orientation (Hudson-Sharp and Metcalf,
2016). To the best of our knowledge, there are no data sets that include information of the determinants of
pay, partnership, and disclosure of sexual orientation in the workplace. In response to this lack of relevant
information, the project team developed an online survey; the Employee Engagement Survey (EES-NHS),
of those employees working in National Health Service (NHS) Trusts in England who are covered by the
NHS Pay Review Board (NHSPRB)!. Full information on the surveying procedure and sample
characteristics are provided in the survey technical report (Einarsdéttir et al., 2020). The NHS is a
particulatly relevant workforce to survey as it is large enough to generate a suitable LGB sample for
statistically meaningful analysis. Furthermore, the NHS employees included are all working in the health
sector where they share a common employer, with well recognised pay and working conditions set by the
NHSPRB (which also means that there are no doctors or dentists in the sample). The NHS has a reputation
for being an employer mindful of discrimination and with a varied (in terms of nationality, ethnicity, gender

and/ot sexual orientation) and highly unionised workforce (Einarsdéttir et al., 2020). These commonalities



help to focus the empirical analysis presented below, however; they may also limit legitimate extrapolation
of the findings outside of the NHS to other less supportive workforces in England (Bryson, 2017; Wang et
al,, 2018; Wax et al., 2018). This is a caveat that will be returned to in the discussion and interpretation of

the results below.

The EES-NHS was launched in January 2019 and closed in May 2019. Human Resources (HR)
representatives and Equality Diversity and Inclusion (EDI) leads were approached in all 226 trusts in NHS
England and asked to disseminate the survey to employees in their Trust. Eleven Trusts did not respond
to the EES-NHS, and a further three Trusts declined to participate due to survey fatigue. During the survey
dissemination process, the project team worked in partnership with NHS Employers and NHS
Confederation to promote the survey. This included a communications campaign package from NHS
Employers, led by the NHS Confederation’s communications team. The NHS Digital’s headcount data
from September 20182 suggests that the potential sample frame was 1.19 million (staff working in NHS
Trusts in England), implying a response rate of less than 1% for the EES-NHS. Such a low response rate

raises obvious concerns that the sample does not reflect the population of NHS employees.

Compared to the 2018 NHS-Staff Survey (NHS-SS), the EES-NHS sample has a similar gender
breakdown (with around 77% female employees) and age distribution (Einarsdottir et al., 2020; Table 8).
In terms of sexuality, however, the EES-NHS sample has a larger proportion of respondents declaring as
LGB (12% compared to 3.5%) but fewer respondents opting for ‘prefer not to say’ (2.3% relative to 6.5%).
This is not surprising given LGB labelling included in the advertising for the EES-NHS survey, it may also

indicate potential fear of a backlash for disclosing minority sexual identity in the NHS-SS.

Overall comparison of the EES-NHS with the 2018 NHS-SS show that many of the survey items
display similar patterns. The degree of openness about sexuality with all or most co-workers in the EES-
NHS sample (60.3%) also follows a similar pattern as in the National LGBT survey (62.5%). Similatly,

78.2% of respondents in the National LGBT Survey subsample were satisfied with their lives3, and 70.9%



of the EES-NHS respondents are (see Einarsdottir et al. (2020) for more detailed comparison across these

data sets) .

The full sample taken from the EES-NHS includes 3,724 of NHS employees. Missing
observations for variables used in the analysis limits the usable sample to 3556 observations, (12.37% LGB).
One compensation for the over representation of LGB employees in the EES-NHS sample is the inclusion
of a reasonable number of observations in the analysis. Nevertheless, the EES-NHS sample size is not big,

and the sampling process was not random, both of which limit the extrapolation of the findings across the

full NHS workforce.

Variable definitions and summary statistics are presented in Table 1: pair-wise statistical testing for
differences in mean values are included for the male and female samples (columns 2 and 3); the LGB and
heterosexual (columns 4 and 5); male GB and male heterosexual (columns 6 and 7); and female LB and
female heterosexual (columns 8 and 9). Fuller variable definitions and further summary statistics are

provided in the Online Appendix Table OA1.

[TABLE 1 AROUND HERE]

The Structure of Pay in the NHS and other explanatory variables

The employees in the NHS sample considered in this article are paid in bands and those bands are set by
the government with the advice of the NHS Pay Review Board (NHSPRB)*. The average hourly wage
measure used below is constructed from the mid-point of the employee’s salary band, allowing for their
usual working hours and adjusting for paid overtime hours. On average, the employees in the sample receive
a salary of £16.62 per hour (column 1 of Table 1); £17.36 for males (column 2) and £16.42 for females
(columns 3), suggesting a statistically significant raw gender pay gap of 4.3% or 4.4 log percentage points

(Ipp) at the 95% confidence level.>



Survey respondents are categorized as LGB according to their own choices. Those LGB who
respond that they are open about their sexual otientation with their supetvisor/manager and coworkers in
their current job are counted as disclosed. The gender of choice from the survey respondents is also used,
this is clearly relevant for transgender respondents®. On average LGB workers receive £16.83 per hour
(column 4), 1.3 Ipp more that heterosexuals at £16.59 per hour (column 5), although this raw pay gap is not
statistically significant. We also find no statistically significant ethnic pay gap in column 1, although within

the ethnic minority group males earn more than females, and heterosexual males earn more than the GB.

According to the Human Capital model, it is reasonable to expect wages to increase with measures
related to investments made in the productivity of the individual, especially their education, job training,
and work experience (Becker, 1975; Mincer, 1974). The earnings function estimated below is augmented
with the addition of further categories of explanatory variables including: demographic variables which may
affect an individual’s choice of jobs (gender, LGB identity, having dependent children, marital status, ethnic
identification, being foreign born, being disabled, being a carer, and age); occupation controls; job
characteristics which are a range of variables loosely reflecting the individuals response to the labour market
(working part-time, having a permanent contract, current job tenure, and being a trade union member);
workplace characteristics that are associated with the workplace but can vary across employees within that
work location (having an effective mentor, having supportive coworkers, a friend in the workplace, being
happy with training opportunities, being able to use responsive working hours, often feeling under pressure,
ability to maintain work-life balance, having a supportive supervisor, and being in a cooperative work place);
and Trust controls that are common to all workers in that Trust (regional location, and Trust type). This

augmented model is referred to as the “full’ model below.

The great majority of the sample being considered is female (some 79%). Compared to the males,
these women are on average older, have more work experience, are twice as likely to be nurses, half as likely
to be in general management, and three times more likely to work part-time (see Table 1). The women are
also more likely to have a mentor, belong to a trade union, have at least one close friend in their workplace,

and make use of responsive work hour provisions.



Sexual orientation is not evenly distributed across the genders in the sample, 28% of the men
identify as GB (column 2 of Table 1) and 8% of the women as LB (column 3); disclosure of this orientation

in the workplace is more common amongst men than women (60% relative to 42%, see columns 6 and §).

Columns 6 and 7, and 8 and 9, of Table 1 reveal that the LGB are on average younger than
equivalent gender heterosexuals, they are less likely to be from an ethnic minority, married, be living with
their partner, or have dependent children. They have less work experience on average, tend to have higher
education (especially the males), are more likely to work as Nurses if male, less likely to work part-time if
female, are less likely to work in Acute Trusts, and more likely to be located in Ambulance Trusts than

heterosexuals. Formal estimations of pay gaps within and between these groups are considered next.

Estimating the Earnings Functions

Following in the literature examining wage differentials developed by Becker (1975) and Mincer (1974),
using semi-logarithmic wage equations, the earnings equation is estimated as:

Wy = XyBi+ €, E(g) =0, L€ (a,b,p) €))
where ;s the natural log of the average houtly wage, W, for individual 7 in group type 4 X;is a vector of
explanatory variables and a constant; &; is a residual term; and « represents comparison group a; & the

alternative comparison group b; or p the pooled group of z and & combined (Neumark, 1988). For example,
a might be males, 4 might be females, and p would be all the males and females combined; or 2 could be set
as male GB, 4 as male heterosexuals, and p would be all the males. An indicator variable identifying group
membership is also included in the pooled model. Estimating the earnings function using ordinary least
squares, and allowing for clustering at the Trust level throughout, the first regression specification is a
parsimonious model including only indicator variables for gender (male) and being LGB (see column 1, of
panel a, of Table 2). With no additional explanatory variables in the model, men earn 4.4 log percentage
points (Ipp) more than women; and there is neither a sizeable nor a statistically significant pay differential

between the LGB and heterosexuals.
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[TABLE 2 AROUND HERE]

In column 2 of Table 2, the LGB are divided into those who have disclosed their sexuality identity
in the workplace or not, and these two groups are compared separately to the omitted heterosexual category.
Those LGB who disclose their sexual orientation earn 6.1 lpp more than heterosexuals, and those LGB
who do not disclose earn 6.1 Ipp less than heterosexuals; the two equally sized effects cancel out an overall

LGB pay effect (as shown in column 1).

The full set of explanatory variables, as defined in above (see also Table 1), are included in the
model and selected results (for gender and LGB disclosure) are reported in column 3.7 The goodness of
fit measure (adjusted R-squared) suggests this ‘full’ model is capturing a reasonable 62% of the variation in
earnings. There is now a slightly smaller gender pay gap at 3.9 lpp and offsetting disclosure effects for the
LGB at -4.9 Ipp without disclosure, and +4.4 lpp for those who do disclose, compared to heterosexuals.

There is not a sizable, nor a statistically significant, ethnic pay gap found in any of the models considered.®

Similar results are provided for the male sample (and the female) in panel b of Table 2 (and panel
). Amongst the males, those GB who disclose have a higher premium relative to the heterosexuals than
the penalty associated with those who don’t disclose (column 2), leading to a statistically insignificant pay
gap in favor of the GB of 2.6 Ipp (column 1). Our results differ to Plug and Berkhout (2008) who found a
net pay penalty for the GB amongst young Dutch men, however, interesting they also found a positive pay
premium associated with disclosure. For female NHS employees, the positive disclosure effect is slightly
outweighed by the negative non-disclosure and the overall LB pay gap is statistically insignificant at — 1.8
Ipp.? We also find that the pay premiums associated with LGB status and disclosure reported in Table 2
are robust to alternative measures of marital status. A substantial coupling-premium occurs for both men
and women; and this coupling-premium is considerably higher for men (see Online Appendix Table OA4)
as is well established in the literature. Once disclosure is allowed for, however, there is no significant

difference in the pay premiums for those LGB who are formally married or living with their partner.!? This
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finding not surprising since marital status was being used in earlier studies as a proxy for workplace

disclosure of sexual orientation.

Decomposing the Earnings Gaps

Further insight into these pay gaps can be provided via decomposition analysis (Oaxaca, 1973, Fortin et al.,
2011). Following Jann (2008), the approach adopted to apportion the gap in the mean earnings between
groups here is discussed in Oaxaca and Ransom (1994) where the reference set of parameters is given by
the pooled estimates, B (reported in Online Appendix Table OA5, column 1). The decomposition of the
mean earnings gap is calculated as:

Wa =Wy ={(X, = Xp)YB +{(X,/(Ba = )+ X' (B = )} @)

where overbar denotes the mean value; the first component {(751 - Yb)}',é is often referred to as the

endowment (or explained component) reflecting differences in the averages of the observed characteristics

across the groups; the second component {(Ya'([?a —B) +X,'(B = B} is the remaining portion of the
gap which is usually referred to as unexplained (or sometimes as the discrimination component), capturing
the sum of the differences in the returns to the two groups.!! Separating the pay gaps into an explained and
unexplained component also helps to further address the confounding of productivity and discrimination

(positive or negative) raised by Plug and Berkhout (2008).

[TABLE 3 AROUND HERE]

Aggregate decompositions for the earnings function are presented in Table 3, with each row
summarizing a separate decomposition. In row a, the total gender earnings gap is 4.4 lpp in favor of males
(column 1). The small, but statistically insignificant, endowment component (column 2) indicates that on
average the women have more observable characteristics associated with higher pay than do the men. More
than all the total gap is, however, associated with men receiving higher returns to their observed

characteristics (as shown by the unexplained component of 5.08 lpp in column 3).
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No statistically significant pay gap is found between heterosexual and LGB employees (row b), nor
between the female heterosexuals and LB (row c¢). In both cases the explained and unexplained components
of the decomposition are insubstantial and statistically insignificant. Amongst the males (row d), there is
some evidence that the heterosexuals are receiving higher returns for their observed characteristics than the
GB (the unexplained component in 4.77 lpp); however, the overall pay gap of 2.58 lpp between male

heterosexuals and male GB is not statistically significant.

In contrast, the disclosure results in rows (€) to (g) of Table 3 are striking. Those LGB who have
disclosed their sexual orientation in the workplace (row ¢) earn on average 12.99 lpp more than those LGB
who have not, with 78% (10.14 Ipp) of this gap related to those who disclosed having higher returns (the
unexplained component). Amongst the males (row g) this result is even stronger: the male GB who have
disclosed their sexual orientation in the workplace have on average 17.59 Ipp more pay than the male GB
who have not disclosed; with 10.74 Ipp (61%) being due to those disclosing being treated more favorably
(unexplained component) and 6.84 Ipp (39%) associated with them having characteristics associated with
more productivity and higher pay (endowment component). Amongst the women (row f) those LB who
have disclosed also receive higher returns (unexplained) but this is partly offset by the non-disclosing LB
women having fewer observable characteristics associated with higher pay, this overall pay gap is smaller at
6.87 Ipp and is not statistically significant. Nevertheless, in each case (rows e to g) disclosure is found to be
significantly associated with sizable pay gains due to preferential rates of return for those who disclose. In
summary, LGB employees who have disclosed their sexual identity in the workplace receive higher pay
consistent with them receiving more favorable pay rewards given their endowments (sometimes referred

to as positive discrimination).

It is not possible with a single cross-sectional data set to address causality between disclosure and
pay; individuals may have disclosed before, during or after their pay changes. A further related concern, as
discussed above, is that variables influencing pay may also be influencing disclosure in the analyses.

Unfortunately, it has not been possible to locate suitable identifying variables to address this potential

13



endogeneity in the data set. The results, and their implications, need to be interpreted with these caveats in

mind.

Discussion and Concluding Comments

Studies of the relationship between sexual orientation and pay face difficulties applying standard models of
discrimination if orientation is not observable. Analogously, behavioural explanations of pay based on
models of gender linked within-household specialization may not be as relevant in a non-heterosexual
context. Using a rich new survey of employees from the National Health Service in England, information
including LGB identity, coupling status, and disclosure of sexual orientation to work colleagues is used to

explore pay gaps in this article.

Men are found to earn some 4% more than women, for both heterosexual and non-heterosexual
employees. This gender pay gap is robust across a range of specifications. No statistically significant pay
gap is found between heterosexual and LGB employees, although decomposition analysis suggests that
offsetting effects for those who disclose their sexual orientation are masking pay gaps within this group
relative to comparable heterosexuals. Individuals who have disclosed LGB orientation to their work
colleagues receive some 6% higher wages than heterosexuals, whereas those who have not disclosed face a
similar sized wage penalty. This is true for both genders. Amongst LGB employees, disclosure is associated
with 13% more pay, with three quarters of this gap related to unexplained differences in returns to
observable characteristics. The results suggest that the LGB who have disclosed their sexual identity in their
workplace receive more favourable pay rewards given their endowments relative to their closeted

counterparts (sometimes referred to as positive discrimination).

The finding is particularly strong amongst the male GB; those who have disclosed their sexual
identity earn some 18% more than those who have not disclosed; with some 7 percentage points from
those who disclose having characteristics associated with higher pay, and some 11 percentage points from
receiving a higher return (favourable rewards) on their characteristics. These results suggest that there is
substantial heterogeneity within LGB employees in the NHS; between those who have chosen to disclose

14



their sexual identity, and those who have chosen to remain closeted, in the workplace.

The EES-NHS survey used in this article is focussed towards LGB employees in the NHS only. The
resulting sample sizes are reasonable; however, they are not large compared to potential response rates.
Both of these factors limit the ability to legitimately extrapolate the findings to a broader social context and
suggests a need for further studies. Nevertheless, this article reveals heterogeneity within the LGB and finds
that disclosure is related to more favourable pay treatment for LGB employees within the NHS. Studies
exploring the determinants of the disclosure decision in the workplace would help to explain these findings

more fully in the future.
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NOTES

1 https://www.gov.uk/eovernment/organisations /nhs-pav-review-bod

2https:/ /digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical /nhs-workforce-

statistics/september-2018

3 https://government-equalities-office.shinvapps.io/lgbt-survey-2017

4 https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/nhs-pay-review-bod
> Jones and Ezgi (2019; page 40, Table 3) find a similar raw gender pay gap for the NHSPRB employees

using pooled Labour Force Survey data between 2016 to 2018 of 5.4%.
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¢ There are 17 self-identifying transgender individuals in the sample, when further asked which of the
following best describes how you think of yourself, their responses were: seven heterosexual, three
gay/lesbian, five bisexual, one don't know and one other. Removing the transgender individuals from the
sample does not change the findings in any substantial or statistically significant manner. Results are
available from the authors upon request.

7 Complete results are presented in Table OA2 of the Online Appendix, results for the full model are
presented in column 7 of Table OA2, with selected results for pay gaps and disclosure presented in panel
a of Table 2. Comparable results for males (GB and heterosexuals) are reported in the Online Appendix
Table OA3 column 7, and panel b of Table 2. With comparable results for females in Table OA4 column
7, and panel ¢ of Table 2.

8 There is a pay penalty associated with being disabled, of a similar size for males and females but not
statistically significant for males. The measurement and interpretation of a disabled pay penalty is a complex
issue that will be considered in future work by the authors.

° Limited evidence of pay differences for bisexual employees is found, either in aggregate or gender-specific
analyses (results are available upon request).

10 Comparing results from the full model applied to all employees (column 7 of Online Appendix Table
OAZ2) or the full model applied to the sample of employees who are living with their partner (column 8 of
Table OA2), reveals no significant difference in any of the findings. The pay premiums associated with
LGB status and disclosure are not as well defined, as would be expected with a smaller sample size, but
show little qualitative difference. This is true also for the males (comparing columns 7 and 8 in Online
Appendix Table OA3) and the females (Comparing columns 7 and 8 in Online Appendix Table OA4).
There is also no significant difference in results for those who are formally married or living together (results

available upon request).
1 ,éb and ,éa are reported in the Online Appendix Table OA4, columns 2 and 3 respectively, and 7,1 and

X, are reported in Online Appendix Table OA1, columns 2 and 3 respectively.
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TABLE 1. MEANS (AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS) OF VARIABLES BY SEXUAL ORIENTATION.
Male Female
All Male Female LGB HetS GB HetS LB HetS
(@) 2) 3) “4) (%) (6) ()] ®) (©)]

salary 16.62 17.36 16.42 16.83 16.59 17.71 17.23 16.03 16.46

(6.53) (7.27) (6.30) (6.80) (6.49) (7.61) (7.14) (5.86) (6.34)
natural log salary 2.742 2.777 2.733 2.754 2.741 2.80 2.77 2.72 2.73

(0.36) (0.39) (0.35) (0.36) (0.36) (0.39) (0.39) (0.33) (0.36)
LGB and disclose 0.60 0.42
Demographics
male 0.21 0.48 0.17
LGB 0.12 0.28 0.08
age 46.21 45.03 46.53 41.46 46.88 41.89 46.24 41.06 47.01

(11.43) (11.79) (11.31) (11.32) (11.28) (11.23) (11.78) (11.40) (11.17)
ethnic minority 0.11 0.14 0.10 0.09 0.12 0.10 0.16 0.08 0.11
married 0.51 0.49 0.51 0.29 0.54 0.27 0.57 0.30 0.53
live in couples 0.69 0.70 0.68 0.57 0.70 0.56 0.75 0.59 0.69
dependent children 0.32 0.30 0.32 0.14 0.34 0.07 0.39 0.21 0.33
disabled 0.36 0.37 0.35 0.45 0.34 0.39 0.36 0.50 0.34
carer responsibilities 0.26 0.19 0.28 0.23 0.27 0.19 0.19 0.27 0.28
foreign born 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.09 0.13 0.11 0.15 0.07 0.12
Qualifications
min qual 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
GCSE, D-G 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.05
GCSE, A-C 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.09
Trade 0.004 0.01 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.01 0.01 0.01
A levels 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.09
HE and TQ 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.14 0.16
first degree 0.30 0.31 0.30 0.32 0.30 0.29 0.32 0.34 0.29
higher degree 0.28 0.27 0.28 0.32 0.27 0.34 0.24 0.30 0.28
potential work experience 17.96 16.02 18.48 15.12 18.36 14.92 16.45 15.29 18.76
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TABLE 1. MEANS (AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS) OF VARIABLES BY SEXUAL ORIENTATION.

Male Female
All Male Female LGB HetS GB HetS LB HetS
(O] 2 3) 4 (%) (6) ) ® (©)]
(11.66) (11.11) (11.75) (10.57) (11.75) (10.24) (11.42) (10.87) (11.78)

Occupation
allied 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.21 0.19 0.17 0.20 0.24 0.19
ambulance 0.009 0.03 0.003 0.04 0.004 0.06 0.01 0.03 0.01
public health 0.01 0.01 0.009 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
commissioning manager 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.01
nurses 0.24 0.14 0.27 0.21 0.25 0.18 0.12 0.23 0.27
nursing auxiliary 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.04 0.06 0.05
social care 0.006 0.007 0.006 0.004 0.007 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
wider 0.24 0.21 0.25 0.19 0.25 0.18 0.22 0.20 0.25
general management 0.09 0.14 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.15 0.14 0.07 0.08
other 0.10 0.15 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.17 0.10 0.09
health professional 0.44 0.35 0.46 0.43 0.44 0.40 0.33 0.45 0.46
Job characteristics
part-time 0.24 0.09 0.28 0.11 0.26 0.06 0.10 0.15 0.29
job permanent 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.93
trade union member 0.57 0.52 0.58 0.56 0.57 0.57 0.50 0.56 0.59
tenure 6.87 6.20 7.05 5.53 7.06 5.48 6.48 5.58 7.18
Workplace characteristics
mentor 0.47 0.42 0.48 0.45 0.47 0.43 0.42 0.48 0.48
happy training 0.47 0.45 0.47 0.48 0.47 0.50 0.43 0.47 0.47
friend 0.61 0.49 0.64 0.56 0.61 0.54 0.48 0.59 0.64
cooperative 0.39 0.41 0.39 0.43 0.39 0.44 0.40 0.42 0.39
bully witnessed 1.84 1.86 1.84 1.83 1.84 1.91 1.83 1.76 1.85
discrimination 1.95 1.95 1.95 1.97 1.95 1.93 1.96 2.01 1.95
responsive hours 0.46 0.39 0.48 0.46 0.46 0.39 0.40 0.52 0.47
pressure 0.55 0.55 0.56 0.55 0.56 0.50 0.56 0.58 0.55
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TABLE 1. MEANS (AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS) OF VARIABLES BY SEXUAL ORIENTATION.

Male Female

All Male Female LGB HetS GB HetS LB HetS

(O] 2 3) 4 (%) (6) ) ® (©)]
coworker support 0.77 0.75 0.78 0.80 0.77 0.76 0.74 0.83 0.77
work-life balance 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.61 0.59 0.64 0.57 0.58 0.59
supervisor support 0.61 0.59 0.62 0.60 0.61 0.58 0.59 0.62 0.62
NHS England region
North of England 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.19 0.24 0.27 0.23
Midlands and East of England 0.33 0.28 0.34 0.25 0.34 0.23 0.29 0.26 0.35
London 0.15 0.17 0.14 0.24 0.14 0.27 0.14 0.21 0.14
South West 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.07 0.12 0.07 0.13 0.06 0.12
South East 0.15 0.18 0.15 0.19 0.15 0.22 0.17 0.16 0.15
Trust type
Acute Specialist Trusts 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.01
Acute Trusts 0.50 0.51 0.50 0.38 0.51 0.41 0.55 0.36 0.51
Ambulance Trusts 0.01 0.03 0.008 0.04 0.008 0.06 0.01 0.03 0.01
Combined Acute and Community Trusts 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.13 0.10 0.12
Combined Mental Health / Learning 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.11 0.08 0.10 0.05 0.11 0.08
Disability and Community Trusts
Community Trusts 0.10 0.05 0.11 0.08 0.10 0.07 0.05 0.09 0.11
Mental Health / Learning Disability 0.14 0.15 0.13 0.20 0.13 0.17 0.15 0.23 0.13
Trusts
Observations 3,556 753 2,803 440 3,116 210 543 230 2,573

Mean pair differences: Males (2) vs. Females (3); LGB (3) vs. Heterosexual (4); Amongst Males: GB (6) vs. Male Heterosexual (7); or Amongst Females: LB

(8) vs. Female Heterosexual (9). bold p<0.10, bold and italic p<0.05
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TABLE 2.
DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS).

In(salary) LGB Base Full
model
1) (2) (3)
(a) Full sample
male 0.044***  0.040***  (.0389***
(0.014) (0.014) (0.011)
LGB -0.0001
(0.0193)
no disclose & LGB -0.061** -0.049%**
(0.024) (0.017)
disclose & LGB 0.061** 0.044**
(0.026) (0.017)
Adj. R-squared 0.001 0.005 0.618
Number observations 3556
(b) Male sample
GB 0.026
(0.028)
no disclose & GB -0.081** -0.025
(0.036) (0.028)
disclose & GB 0.095%** 0.072%**
(0.036) (0.027)
Adj. R-squared -0.0004 0.0122 0.573
Number observations 753

(c) Female sample

LB -0.018
(0.026)
no disclose & LB -0.048 -0.050%*
(0.029) (0.019)
disclose & LB 0.021 0.039%*
(0.038) (0.023)
Adj. R-squared -0.0001 0.0002 0.637
Number observations 2803

Standard errors in parentheses (clustered at Trust level). * p<0.10, **
p<0.05, *** p<0.01. In addition to the coefficients listed, the full
model (column 3) includes additional explanatory and control
variables as defined in the data discussion. Complete results are
provided in the Online Appendix Tables: Table OA2 for the total
sample; Table OA3 for males; Table OA4 for females; and Table
OAS5 for the three full models.
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TABLE 3.

DECOMPOSITIONS OF THE WAGE GAPS, FULL MODEL.

Wage gap Explained Unexplained
(@) 2) 3)
(a) Males versus Females -0.04402*** 0.0067 -0.0508***
(0.0156) (0.0112) (0.0123)
(b) Heterosexual vs LGB -0.0132 0.0013 -0.01447
(0.0195) (0.0146) (0.0132)
(c) Females 0.0187 0.0110 0.0077
Heterosexual vs LB (0.0250) (0.0191) (0.0155)
(d) Males -0.0258 0.0219 -0.0477%*
Heterosexual vs GB (0.0287) (0.0226) (0.0235)
(e) Non-Heterosexual (LGB) -0.1299%*** -0.0285 -0.1014%**
Disclosed vs Non-Disclosed (0.0319) (0.0242) (0.0253)
(f) Female Non-Heterosexual (LB) -0.0687 0.0189 -0.0875%*
Disclosed vs Non-Disclosed (0.0432) (0.0334) (0.0379)
(g) Male Non-Heterosexual (GB) -0.1759%** -0.0684* -0.1074%**
Disclosed vs Non-Disclosed (0.0482) (0.0398) (0.0353)

Standard errors in parentheses (clustered at Trust level). * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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TABLE OA1. DEFINITIONS AND MEANS (STANDARD DEVIATIONS) OF VARIABLES.

Means (standard deviations) Definitions
Pooled Male Female LGB Heterosexual
) 2 3) “) (&)

salary 16.62 17.36 16.42 16.83 16.59 Average hourly pay in GBP (full time equivalent).

(6.53) (7.27) (6.30) (6.80) (6.49)
natural log salary 2.742 2.777 2.733 2.754 2.741

(0.36) (0.39) (0.35) (0.36) (0.36)
Sexuality
LGB 0.12 0.28 0.08 Respondent LGB
disclose 0.06 0.17 0.03 0.51 Open about sexuality in current job
Demographics
male 0.21 0.48 0.17 Respondent is male
age 46.21 45.03 46.53 41.46 46.88 Age of respondent

(11.43) (11.79)  (11.31) (11.32) (11.28)
ethnic minority 0.11 0.14 0.10 0.09 0.12 Ethnic group not white (Mixed; Asian;

Black/Black British; Arab or Other)
married 0.51 0.49 0.51 0.29 0.54 Married
live in couples 0.69 0.70 0.68 0.57 0.70 Living together
dependent children 0.32 0.30 0.32 0.14 0.34 Has dependent children
disability 0.36 0.37 0.35 0.45 0.34 Long-standing illness, health problem or disability
carer 0.26 0.19 0.28 0.23 0.27 Look after or give support to family/friend due to
health or old age

foreign 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.09 0.13 Born outside UK
Qualifications
min qual 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 Below O level or no recognised qualifications
GCSE D-G 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.05 O level or GCSE grades D-G
GCSE A-C 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.05 0.09 O level or GCSE grades A-C
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TABLE OA1. DEFINITIONS AND MEANS (STANDARD DEVIATIONS) OF VARIABLES.

Means (standard deviations) Definitions
Pooled Male Female LGB Heterosexual
1) 2 3) “) (5)

trade 0.004 0.01 0.002 0.002 0.004 Trade apprenticeships

A levels 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.09 A levels and others

HE and TQ 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.15 0.16 Diploma in higher education, teaching
qualifications and others

first degree 0.30 0.31 0.30 0.32 0.30 First degree and PGCE

higher degree 0.28 0.27 0.28 0.32 0.27 Higher degree or postgraduate

potential experience 17.96 16.02 18.48 15.12 18.36 Years of potential experience

(11.66) (11.11)  (11.75) (10.57) (11.75)

Occupation

allied 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.21 0.19 Allied health professional, healthcare scientist,
scientific and technical

ambulance 0.009 0.03 0.003 0.04 0.004 Ambulance (operational)

public health 0.01 0.01 0.009 0.01 0.01 Public health/health improvement

commissioning manager 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 Commissioning manager/support staff

nurses 0.24 0.14 0.27 0.21 0.25 Registered nurse and midwives

nursing auxiliary 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.05 Nursing auxiliary, nursing assistant, health care
assistants

social care 0.006 0.007 0.006 0.004 0.007 Social care

wider 0.24 0.21 0.25 0.19 0.25 Wider healthcare team

general management 0.09 0.14 0.08 0.11 0.09 General management

other 0.10 0.15 0.09 0.10 0.10 Other

health professional 0.44 0.35 0.46 0.43 0.44 Respondent is health professional

Job characteristics
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TABLE OA1. DEFINITIONS AND MEANS (STANDARD DEVIATIONS) OF VARIABLES.

Means (standard deviations) Definitions
Pooled Male Female LGB Heterosexual

1) 2 3) “) (&)
part time 0.24 0.09 0.28 0.11 0.26 Part-time work
job permanent 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.93 Has a permanent contract
trade union 0.57 0.52 0.58 0.56 0.57 Member of a trade union
tenure 6.87 6.20 7.05 5.53 7.06 Years in current job
Workplace characteristics
mentor 0.47 0.42 0.48 0.45 0.47 Has mentor/coach for work advice
happy training 0.47 0.45 0.47 0.48 0.47 Satisfied with opportunities to develop skills
friend 0.61 0.49 0.64 0.56 0.61 At least one close friend in workplace
cooperative 0.39 0.41 0.39 0.43 0.39 Feel workplace is cooperative
bully witnessed 1.84 1.86 1.84 1.83 1.84 Has witnessed bullying at work
discrimination 1.95 1.95 1.95 1.97 1.95 Has been subject to discrimination at work
responsive hours 0.46 0.39 0.48 0.46 0.46 Using at least one of the responsive work hours

(flexi-time, reduced hours, same hours fewer days
and paid leave to care)
pressure 0.55 0.55 0.56 0.55 0.56 Job makes feel pressure always and often
coworker support 0.77 0.75 0.78 0.80 0.77 Has supportive colleagues
work-life balance 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.61 0.59 Maintains work-life balance
supervisor support 0.61 0.59 0.62 0.60 0.61 Supervisor responds to suggestions
NHS England region
North of England 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23
Midlands and East of 0.33 0.28 0.34 0.25 0.34
England

London 0.15 0.17 0.14 0.24 0.14
South West 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.07 0.12
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TABLE OA1. DEFINITIONS AND MEANS (STANDARD DEVIATIONS) OF VARIABLES.

Means (standard deviations)
Pooled Male Female LGB Heterosexual

Definitions

) 2 (€)) “ (©))
South East 0.15 0.18 0.15 0.19 0.15
Trust type
Acute Specialist Trusts 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.01
Acute Trusts 0.50 0.51 0.50 0.38 0.51
Ambulance Trusts 0.01 0.03 0.008 0.04 0.008
Combined Acute and  0.12 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.12
Community Trusts
Combined Mental Health /  0.08 0.07 0.09 0.11 0.08
Learning Disability and
Community Trusts
Community Trusts 0.10 0.05 0.11 0.08 0.10
Mental Health / Learning  0.14 0.15 0.13 0.20 0.13
Disability Trusts
Observations 3,556 753 2,803 440 3,116

Mean pair differences: Males (2) vs. Females (3); LGB (3) vs. Heterosexual (4), bold p<0.10, bold and italic p<0.05.
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TABLE OA2. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES), FULL SAMPLE.

Dependent variable is ) 2) 3 @) 5) (6) @) ®) ©)
In(salary) Male LGB Base +HC +Demog +Occup +Job/Work Full Coupled
male 0.0440***  0.0440***  0.0396***  0.0660%** 0.0624*** 0.0500%#** 0.0423*** 0.0388*** 0.0509#**
(0.0139) (0.0140) (0.0137) (0.0121) (0.0118) (0.0106) (0.0111) (0.0109) (0.0134)
LGB -0.0001
(0.0193)
no disclose & LGB -0.0612%**  -0.0558%** -0.0323* -0.0352%* -0.0411**  -0.0493***  -0.0495%*
(0.0238) (0.0175) (0.0171) (0.0157) (0.0159) (0.0165) (0.0232)
disclose & LGB 0.0614%* 0.0330%* 0.0572%** 0.0577%%* 0.0557*** 0.0435%** 0.0364
(0.0263) (0.0193) (0.0187) (0.0178) (0.0180) (0.0172) (0.0253)
Qualifications (omitted group: min qual)
O level 0.0738 0.0865%* 0.0087 0.0030 0.0001 0.0501
(0.0488) (0.0437) (0.0506) (0.0507) (0.0517) (0.0612)
GCSE 0.1440%*** 0.1505%*** 0.0424 0.0362 0.0275 0.0892
(0.0537) (0.0488) (0.0522) (0.0521) (0.0531) (0.0679)
trade 0.2148** 0.2165%* 0.1102 0.0920 0.0938 0.1905%*
(0.0962) (0.0962) (0.0915) (0.0787) (0.0794) (0.1004)
A levels 0.1990%*** 0.2104%** 0.0987%** 0.0893* 0.0854* 0.1327**
(0.0451) (0.0413) (0.0473) (0.0476) (0.0484) (0.0594)
HE and TQ 0.3615%** 0.3675%** 0.2017%** 0.1881*** 0.1847*** 0.2437#%*
(0.0483) (0.0439) (0.0475) (0.0468) (0.0481) (0.0575)
first degree 0.5134%%* 0.5137%*** 0.3128*** 0.2859%** 0.2807%** 0.3476%**
(0.0485) (0.0441) (0.0499) (0.0478) (0.0491) (0.0604)
higher degree 0.6842%** 0.6862%*** 0.4630%** 0.4288*** 0.4176%** 0.4826%**
(0.0496) (0.0449) (0.0510) (0.0488) (0.0508) (0.0595)
potential experience 0.0238*** 0.0220%** 0.0174%#%* 0.0163*** 0.0156%*** 0.0166%**
(0.0018) (0.0018) (0.0017) (0.0018) (0.0017) (0.0022)
potential experience squared -0.0003***  -0.0003***  -0.0002***  -0.0002***  -0.0002***  -0.0002***
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)
age 0.0003 0.0005 0.0016%*** 0.0016%*** 0.0015%**
(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0006)
ethnic minority 0.0280 0.0180 0.0139 -0.0146 -0.0230
(0.0177) (0.0151) (0.0152) (0.0144) (0.0192)
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TABLE OA2. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES), FULL SAMPLE.

Dependent variable is ) 2) 3 @) 5) (6) @) ®) ©)
In(salary) Male LGB Base +HC +Demog +Occup +Job/Work Full Coupled
live in couples 0.0494*** 0.0424%** 0.0415%** 0.0474%**
(0.0094) (0.0085) (0.0081) (0.0083)
dependent children 0.0468*** 0.0367%** 0.0453*** 0.0470%** 0.0576%**
(0.0103) (0.0091) (0.0092) (0.0091) (0.0105)
disability -0.0464***  -0.0348***  -0.0299***  -0.0311***  -0.0313***
(0.0113) (0.0091) (0.0089) (0.0087) (0.0108)
carer 0.0016 0.0061 0.0027 0.0031 0.0045
(0.0091) (0.0090) (0.0085) (0.0081) (0.0112)
foreign -0.0203 -0.0165 -0.0163 -0.0295** -0.0353**
(0.0168) (0.0150) (0.0146) (0.0136) (0.0166)
Occupational group (omitted group: Registered nurse and midwives)
allied 0.0238* 0.0300%** 0.0324** 0.0435%*
(0.0127) (0.0127) (0.0125) (0.0178)
ambulance 0.0181 0.0278 0.0438 0.0184
(0.0479) (0.0472) (0.0632) (0.0634)
public health 0.0178 0.0229 0.0230 0.0082
(0.0375) (0.0378) (0.0382) (0.0487)
commissioning manager 0.1526%** 0.1372%*%* 0.1344*** 0.1692%**
(0.0347) (0.0322) (0.0318) (0.0407)
nursing auxiliary -0.1401%**  -0.1362***  -0.1343***  -0.1350***
(0.0226) (0.0214) (0.0202) (0.0288)
social care 0.1690*** 0.1526%** 0.1640%** 0.1739%**
(0.0385) (0.0399) (0.0414) (0.0564)
wider 0.0762%** 0.0640%** 0.0674%** 0.0762%**
(0.0208) (0.0196) (0.0193) (0.0269)
general management 0.4170%** 0.3747%** 0.3710%** 0.3737%**
(0.0245) (0.0239) (0.0223) (0.0315)
other 0.0565%*%* 0.0439%* 0.0461** 0.0611**
(0.0201) (0.0203) (0.0197) (0.0269)
health professional 0.2265%** 0.2316%** 0.2288%** 0.2271%*%*
(0.0179) (0.0174) (0.0167) (0.0225)
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TABLE OA2. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES), FULL SAMPLE.

Dependent variable is ) 2) 3 @) 5) (6) @) ®) ©)
In(salary) Male LGB Base +HC +Demog +Occup +Job/Work Full Coupled
part time -0.0874***  -0.0838***  -0.0742%**
(0.0111) (0.0103) (0.0122)
job permanent -0.0091 -0.0057 -0.0055
(0.0173) (0.0162) (0.0184)
trade union -0.0319%**  -0.0286***  -0.0367***
(0.0098) (0.0094) (0.0130)
mentor -0.0516***  -0.0464***  -0.0488***
(0.0074) (0.0078) (0.0102)
happy training 0.0729%** 0.0689*** 0.0739%#:*x*
(0.0100) (0.0102) (0.0130)
friend 0.0132 0.0102 0.0020
(0.0082) (0.0083) (0.0091)
responsive hours 0.0407*** 0.0433*** 0.0402***
(0.0096) (0.0087) (0.0138)
pressure 0.0310%**  (0.0343***  (.0382%**
(0.0085) (0.0084) (0.0108)
coworker support 0.0189* 0.0184* 0.0150
(0.0098) (0.0099) (0.0133)
work-life balance -0.0294%**  _0.,0278***  -0.0325%**
(0.0091) (0.0088) (0.0108)
supervisor support 0.0306*** 0.0287*** 0.0290**
(0.0097) (0.0097) (0.0127)
cooperative 0.0088 0.0102

(0.0081) (0.0101)
NHS England region (omitted group: North of England)

Midlands and East of England 0.0252* 0.0296
(0.0152) (0.0180)

London 0.1224 %% 0.1403%**
(0.0169) (0.0216)

South West 0.0065 0.0058

(0.0193) (0.0244)
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TABLE OA2. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES), FULL SAMPLE.

Dependent variable is (D) 2) 3) 4) ) (6) (7) ®) )
In(salary) Male LGB Base +HC +Demog +Occup +Job/Work Full Coupled
South East 0.0378** 0.0478**
(0.0161) (0.0201)
Trust type (omitted group: Acute Trusts)
Acute Specialist Trusts 0.0216 0.0144
(0.0306) (0.0353)
Ambulance Trusts -0.0051 0.0419
(0.0698) (0.0608)
Combined Acute and Community Trusts 0.0000 0.0092
(0.0165) (0.0205)
Combined Mental Health / Learning Disability and Community Trusts -0.0437%* -0.0321
(0.0209) (0.0239)
Community Trusts -0.0415%*  -0.0485%***
(0.0179) (0.0164)
Mental Health / Learning Disability Trusts -0.0084 -0.0002
(0.0132) (0.0165)
constant 2.7334%*x 2 77334%F% D T342%*x D (094*** 1.9695%** 2.0368%** 1.9993 **x* 1.9776%** 1.9485%**
(0.0159) (0.0165) (0.0166) (0.0514) (0.0511) (0.0569) (0.0554) (0.0561) (0.0784)
Observations 3556 3556 3556 3556 3556 3556 3556 3556 2443
R-squared 0.002 0.002 0.006 0.457 0.470 0.580 0.611 0.6241 0.6205
Adj. R-squared 0.002 0.001 0.005 0.455 0.467 0.577 0.607 0.6186 0.6126

Standard errors are in parentheses (clustered at Trust level). * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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TABLE OA3. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES), MALE SUBSAMPLE.

Dependent variable is (1) 2) 3) 4) (5) (6) @) ®)
In(salary) LGB Base +HC +Demog +Occup +Job/Work Full Coupled
LGB 0.0258
(0.0281)
no disclose & LGB -0.0806** -0.0666** -0.0173 -0.0271 -0.0235 -0.0254 -0.0400
(0.0360) (0.0300) (0.0300) (0.0312) (0.0295) (0.0280) (0.0390)
disclose & LGB 0.0953*** 0.0370 0.0958*** 0.0925%** 0.0830%** 0.0722%** 0.0692
(0.0361) (0.0286) (0.0299) (0.0290) (0.0294) (0.0270) (0.0423)
Qualifications (omitted group: min qual)
O level -0.0780 -0.0607 -0.1015 -0.1198 -0.1500 -0.2223%**
(0.1314) (0.1323) (0.1204) (0.0910) (0.0972) (0.1078)
GCSE -0.0053 0.0259 -0.0619 -0.1089 -0.1460 -0.1508
(0.1276) (0.1248) (0.1220) (0.0937) (0.1059) (0.1266)
trade 0.1218 0.1336 0.0400 0.0213 -0.0023 -0.0139
(0.2183) (0.2133) (0.2056) (0.1712) (0.1751) (0.1987)
A levels 0.0461 0.0844 0.0105 -0.0014 -0.0242 -0.0662
(0.0994) (0.0985) (0.1064) (0.0773) (0.0871) (0.1006)
HE and TQ 0.2514** 0.2780** 0.1460 0.1059 0.0726 0.0809
(0.1202) (0.1194) (0.1214) (0.0856) (0.0962) (0.0996)
first degree 0.3802%** (0.3983%** 0.2402* 0.2036** 0.1726* 0.1561
(0.1275) (0.1225) (0.1261) (0.0914) (0.1008) (0.1087)
higher degree 0.5323%** 0.5543%** 0.3539%** 0.3098*** 0.2745%** 0.2624***
(0.1144) (0.1088) (0.1179) (0.0823) (0.0948) (0.1002)
potential experience 0.0265*** 0.0212%** 0.0202*** 0.0178%** 0.0170%*** 0.0190***
(0.0037) (0.0039) (0.0036) (0.0036) (0.0034) (0.0038)
potential experience squared -0.0004*** -0.0003*** -0.0003*** -0.0003*** -0.0003*** -0.0003***
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)
age 0.0023* 0.0015 0.0027** 0.0031*** 0.0034**
(0.0013) (0.0012) (0.0012) (0.0011) (0.0013)
ethnic minority 0.0387 0.0193 0.0214 -0.0042 0.0112
(0.0353) (0.0322) (0.0308) (0.0333) (0.0434)
live in couples 0.0889*** 0.0832%** 0.0685%** 0.0681***
(0.0204) (0.0190) (0.0198) (0.0181)
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TABLE OA3. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES), MALE SUBSAMPLE.

Dependent variable is (1) 2) 3) 4) (5) (6) @) ®)
In(salary) LGB Base +HC +Demog +Occup +Job/Work Full Coupled
dependent children 0.0887%** 0.0691*** 0.05971*** 0.0722%** 0.0698**
(0.0251) (0.0227) (0.0220) (0.0216) (0.0270)
disability -0.0397 -0.0195 -0.0217 -0.0228 -0.0119
(0.0253) (0.0214) (0.0205) (0.0210) (0.0259)
carer 0.0050 0.0097 0.0157 0.0123 0.0199
(0.0262) (0.0209) (0.0208) (0.0190) (0.0237)
foreign -0.0635%** -0.0326 -0.0414 -0.0517* -0.0598
(0.0319) (0.0299) (0.0302) (0.0311) (0.0393)
Occupational group (omitted group: Registered nurse and midwives)
allied 0.0524* 0.0553* 0.0546* 0.0794*
(0.0298) (0.0308) (0.0307) (0.0409)
ambulance 0.0569 0.0667 0.2914%*%* 0.3320%**
(0.0537) (0.0505) (0.0510) (0.0663)
public health -0.0063 0.0059 -0.0243 -0.0925
(0.0783) (0.0792) (0.0950) (0.0927)
commissioning manager 0.1168* 0.1100%** 0.1210%** 0.1495%*
(0.0611) (0.0535) (0.0532) (0.0704)
nursing auxiliary -0.1880*** -0.2005%** -0.1876*** -0.1547%**
(0.0482) (0.0469) (0.0470) (0.0536)
social care 0.4024%** 0.3301%** 0.3991 *** 0.4246%**
(0.1471) (0.1544) (0.1405) (0.1493)
wider 0.1022%* 0.0915%* 0.0972%* 0.1669**
(0.0484) (0.0468) (0.0439) (0.0643)
general management 0.3639%*%* 0.3268%** 0.3400%** 0.3446%**
(0.0615) (0.0587) (0.0556) (0.0691)
other 0.0477 0.0369 0.0316 0.0737
(0.0502) (0.0493) (0.0472) (0.0572)
health professional 0.1842%** 0.1775%** 0.1868*** 0.1795%**
(0.0426) (0.0428) (0.0411) (0.0547)
part time -0.0858** -0.0792%** -0.0051
(0.0336) (0.0318) (0.0398)
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TABLE OA3. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES), MALE SUBSAMPLE.

Dependent variable is (1) 2) 3) 4) (5) (6) @) ®)
In(salary) LGB Base +HC +Demog +Occup +Job/Work Full Coupled
job permanent 0.0426 0.0503* 0.1327%**
(0.0302) (0.0288) (0.0489)
trade union -0.0183 -0.0139 -0.0273
(0.0237) (0.0242) (0.0290)
mentor -0.0495** -0.0425%* -0.0375
(0.0238) (0.0236) (0.0304)
happy training 0.0680*** 0.0677*** 0.0707***
(0.0216) (0.0211) (0.0257)
friend 0.0544%** 0.0453** 0.0324
(0.0196) (0.0200) (0.0231)
responsive hours 0.0259 0.0334 0.0166
(0.0233) (0.0230) (0.0323)
pressure 0.0644*** 0.0646*** 0.0848***
(0.0214) (0.0206) (0.0282)
coworker support 0.0405 0.0366 0.0321
(0.0254) (0.0253) (0.0358)
work-life balance -0.0319 -0.0199 -0.0151
(0.0239) (0.0238) (0.0264)
supervisor support 0.0539** 0.0555%* 0.0792%**
(0.0245) (0.0243) (0.0296)
cooperative -0.0009 -0.0017
(0.0221) (0.0279)
NHS England region (omitted group: North of England)
Midlands and East of England 0.0470 0.0400
(0.0304) (0.0374)
London 0.1758%** 0.1847***
(0.0325) (0.0427)
South West 0.0497 0.0596
(0.0376) (0.0434)
South East 0.0524 0.0660*
(0.0317) (0.0394)

36



TABLE OA3. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES), MALE SUBSAMPLE.

Dependent variable is (1) 2) 3) 4) (5) (6) @) ®)
In(salary) LGB Base +HC +Demog +Occup +Job/Work Full Coupled
Trust type (omitted group: Acute Trusts)
Acute Specialist Trusts -0.0441 -0.0496
(0.0511) (0.0730)
Ambulance Trusts -0.2429%** -0.2208***
(0.0471) (0.0715)
Combined Acute and Community Trusts 0.0079 0.0317
(0.0334) (0.0411)
Combined Mental Health / Learning Disability and Community Trusts -0.1338%** -0.1436%**
(0.0341) (0.0446)
Community Trusts 0.0043 -0.0010
(0.0293) (0.0374)
Mental Health / Learning Disability Trusts -0.0267 0.0071
(0.0258) (0.0345)
constant 2.7702%** - 2.7702%%* 2.1999%** 2.0399%** 2.0798*** 1.9633%** 1.9228*** 1.8400%**
(0.0205) (0.0205) (0.1175) (0.1140) (0.1178) (0.0939) (0.0992) (0.1144)
Observations 753 753 753 753 753 753 753 524
R-squared 0.0009 0.0148 0.4031 0.4364 0.5386 0.5732 0.6018 0.5786
Adj. R-squared -0.0004 0.0122 0.3943 0.4226 0.5208 0.5499 0.5734 0.5350

Standard errors are in parentheses (clustered at Trust level). * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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TABLE OA4. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES), FEMALE SUBSAMPLE.

(D () 3) 4 (%) (6) (7) ®)
LGB Base +HC +Demog +Occup +Job/Work Full Coupled
LGB -0.0187
(0.0255)
no disclose & LGB -0.0477 -0.0473** -0.0291 -0.0282 -0.0395%* -0.0500%* -0.0439
(0.0291) (0.0234) (0.0221) (0.0184) (0.0178) (0.0194) (0.0273)
disclose & LGB 0.0210 0.0274 0.0406 0.0561** 0.0489** 0.0394* 0.0323
(0.0377) (0.0261) (0.0250) (0.0238) (0.0241) (0.0232) (0.0312)
Qualifications (omitted group: min quals)
O level 0.1116*** 0.1167*** 0.0347 0.0358 0.0335 0.1201***
(0.0313) (0.0309) (0.0404) (0.0390) (0.0399) (0.0353)
GCSE 0.1812%** 0.1767*** 0.0657 0.0677 0.0619 0.1504%**
(0.0350) (0.0341) (0.0414) (0.0414) (0.0415) (0.0388)
trade 0.2039*** 0.1837*** 0.1020* 0.0786 0.0747 0.1784***
(0.0701) (0.0599) (0.0578) (0.0543) (0.0501) (0.0523)
A levels 0.2382%** 0.2361*** 0.1192%** 0.1136%*** 0.1105%** 0.1890%**
(0.0329) (0.0338) (0.0403) (0.0400) (0.0398) (0.0334)
HE and TQ 0.3879*** 0.3808*** 0.2102%** 0.2041%** 0.2014%** 0.2810%***
(0.0337) (0.0349) (0.0416) (0.0414) (0.0422) (0.0361)
first degree 0.5465%** 0.5340%** 0.3249%** 0.3032%** 0.2975%** 0.3911%**
(0.0300) (0.0308) (0.0412) (0.0396) (0.0400) (0.0344)
higher degree 0.7224%%** 0.7110%** 0.4863%** 0.4557*** 0.4451%** 0.5386%**
(0.0322) (0.0322) (0.0422) (0.0411) (0.0424) (0.0359)
potential experience 0.0232%** 0.0225%** 0.0169*** 0.0162%*** 0.0158%** 0.0165%**
(0.0018) (0.0018) (0.0016) (0.0018) (0.0017) (0.0022)
potential experience squared -0.0003*** -0.0003*** -0.0002%** -0.0002*** -0.0002%*** -0.0002***
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)
age -0.0006 0.0001 0.0012%* 0.0012%* 0.0012*
(0.0007) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0007)
ethnic minority 0.0236 0.0145 0.0077 -0.0238 -0.0324
(0.0226) (0.0181) (0.0175) (0.0165) (0.0230)
live in couples 0.0383*** 0.0322%** 0.0341%** 0.0389%**
(0.0105) (0.0096) (0.0090) (0.0092)
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TABLE OA4. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES), FEMALE SUBSAMPLE.

(1 () 3) “4) (5) (6) (7) ®)
LGB Base +HC +Demog +Occup +Job/Work Full Coupled
dependent children 0.0368%** 0.0306%** 0.0430%** 0.0435%** 0.0611%**
(0.0114) (0.0100) (0.0100) (0.0097) (0.0108)
disability -0.0485%** -0.0372%** -0.0306*** -0.0323*** -0.0338***
(0.0118) (0.0099) (0.0097) (0.0094) (0.0115)
carer 0.0032 0.0066 0.0010 0.0010 0.0035
(0.0104) (0.0095) (0.0086) (0.0083) (0.0118)
foreign -0.0063 -0.0101 -0.0097 -0.0218 -0.0267
(0.0182) (0.0160) (0.0156) (0.0151) (0.0185)
Occupational group (omitted group: Registered nurse and midwives)
allied 0.0227 0.0275%* 0.0291%** 0.0377**
(0.0144) (0.0136) (0.0136) (0.0189)
ambulance -0.0575 -0.0665 -0.1601*** -0.1768%**
(0.0607) (0.0584) (0.0594) (0.0670)
public health 0.0280 0.0326 0.0426 0.0400
(0.0488) (0.0459) (0.0430) (0.0523)
commissioning manager 0.1823**%* 0.1617*** 0.1553%** 0.1994***
(0.0364) (0.0355) (0.0352) (0.0466)
nursing auxiliary -0.1145%*%* -0.1087%** -0.1090%** -0.1073%**
(0.0263) (0.0249) (0.0241) (0.0355)
social care 0.1026** 0.0997*%* 0.0972%** 0.0794**
(0.0440) (0.0432) (0.0478) (0.0402)
wider 0.0881%** 0.0733%** 0.0742%** 0.0762%**
(0.0224) (0.0206) (0.0207) (0.0287)
general management 0.4538%%** 0.40827%** 0.3972%** 0.4097%**
(0.0252) (0.0239) (0.0227) (0.0326)
other 0.0729%** 0.0577** 0.0584%** 0.0695%*
(0.0232) (0.0224) (0.0225) (0.0323)
health professional 0.2506*** 0.2602*** 0.2556%** 0.2615%**
(0.0204) (0.0198) (0.0197) (0.0268)
part time -0.0856*** -0.0815%** -0.0776%**
(0.0110) (0.0106) (0.0122)

39



TABLE OA4. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES), FEMALE SUBSAMPLE.

(D () 3) 4 (%) (6) (7) ®)
LGB Base +HC +Demog +Occup +Job/Work Full Coupled
job permanent -0.0227 -0.0204 -0.0183
(0.0201) (0.0191) (0.0204)
trade union -0.0379%** -0.0350*** -0.0430%**
(0.0104) (0.0099) (0.0136)
mentor -0.0531*** -0.0485%** -0.0515%**
(0.0079) (0.0078) (0.0123)
happy training 0.0728*** 0.0677*** 0.0718***
(0.0105) (0.0108) (0.0126)
friend 0.0036 0.0014 -0.0032
(0.0091) (0.0092) (0.0110)
responsive hours 0.0440%** 0.0452%** 0.0425%**
(0.0093) (0.0087) (0.0111)
pressure 0.0222%*%* 0.0255%** 0.0268**
(0.0094) (0.0095) (0.0112)
coworker support 0.0122 0.0116 0.0047
(0.0128) (0.0130) (0.0167)
work-life balance -0.0288*** -0.0274%** -0.0321**
(0.0092) (0.0089) (0.0125)
supervisor support 0.0259** 0.0242%** 0.0197
(0.0107) (0.0100) (0.0130)
cooperative 0.0110 0.0144
(0.0088) (0.0107)
NHS England region (omitted group: North of England)
Midlands and East of England 0.0210 0.0248
(0.0165) (0.0194)
London 0.1067*** 0.1219%**
(0.0174) (0.0206)
South West -0.0031 -0.0110
(0.0197) (0.0231)
South East 0.0362** 0.0421%*
(0.0164) (0.0206)
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TABLE OA4. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES), FEMALE SUBSAMPLE.

(D () 3) 4 (%) (6) (7) ®)
LGB Base +HC +Demog +Occup +Job/Work Full Coupled
Trust type (omitted group: Acute Trusts)
Acute Specialist Trusts 0.0498 0.0423
(0.0341) (0.0361)
Ambulance Trusts 0.1120%* 0.1331*
(0.0655) (0.0705)
Combined Acute and Community Trusts 0.0034 0.0102
(0.0168) (0.0207)
Combined Mental Health / Learning Disability and Community Trusts -0.0198 0.0011
(0.0238) (0.0257)
Community Trusts -0.0468** -0.0523***
(0.0180) (0.0187)
Mental Health / Learning Disability Trusts -0.0021 0.0048
(0.0157) (0.0190)
constant 2.7349%** 2 7349%** 1.9777%%* 1.9855%** 2.0290%%** 2.0128%** 1.9988%** 1.9336%**
(0.0169) (0.0169) (0.0335) (0.0476) (0.0532) (0.0564) (0.0579) (0.0658)
Observations 2803 2803 2803 2803 2803 2803 2803 1919
R-squared 0.0002 0.0010 0.4739 0.4851 0.6005 0.6319 0.6431 0.6508
Adj. R-squared -0.0001 0.0002 0.4718 0.4818 0.5965 0.6267 0.6367 0.6416

Standard errors are in parentheses (clustered at Trust level). * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.



TABLE OAS. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES).

Dependent variable is In(salary) (D) 2) 3)
FULL MALE  FEMALE
male 0.038***
(0.010)
LGB
no disclose & LGB -0.049%** -0.025 -0.050%*
(0.016) (0.028) (0.019)
disclose & LGB 0.043**  (.072%** 0.039*
(0.017) (0.027) (0.023)
Qualifications (omitted group: min qual)
O level 0.000 -0.150 0.033
(0.051) (0.097) (0.039)
GCSE 0.027 -0.146 0.061
(0.053) (0.105) (0.041)
trade 0.093 -0.002 0.074
(0.079) (0.175) (0.050)
A levels 0.085* -0.024 0.110%**
(0.048) (0.087) (0.039)
HE and TQ 0.184*** 0.072 0.201%**
(0.048) (0.096) (0.042)
first degree 0.280%** 0.172* 0.297%**
(0.049) (0.100) (0.040)
higher degree 0.417%%%  0.274%%*  (.445%%*
(0.050) (0.094) (0.042)
potential experience 0.015%**  0.017***  (0.015%**
(0.001) (0.003) (0.001)
potential experience squared -0.000***  -0.000%**  -0.000***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
age 0.001***  0.003***  0.001**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.000)
ethnic minority -0.014 -0.004 -0.023
(0.014) (0.033) (0.016)
live in couples 0.047***  (0.068***  (.038%**
(0.008) (0.018) (0.009)
dependent children 0.047%**  (0.072***  (0.043%**
(0.009) (0.021) (0.009)
disability -0.031%** -0.022 -0.032%*x*
(0.008) (0.021) (0.009)
carer 0.003 0.012 0.001
(0.008) (0.019) (0.008)
foreign -0.029** -0.051* -0.021
(0.013) (0.031) (0.015)
Occupational group (omitted group: Registered nurse and midwives)
allied 0.032%* 0.054* 0.029**
(0.012) (0.030) (0.013)
ambulance 0.043 0.291%**  -0.160***
(0.063) (0.051) (0.059)
public health 0.023 -0.024 0.042
(0.038) (0.095) (0.043)
commissioning manager 0.134%** 0.1271%** 0.155%#*
(0.031) (0.053) (0.035)
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TABLE OAS. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES).

Dependent variable is In(salary) (D) 2) 3)
FULL MALE  FEMALE
nursing auxiliary -0.134%** Q. 187***  -0.109***
(0.020) (0.047) (0.024)
social care 0.164***  0.399%*%*  0.097**
(0.041) (0.140) (0.047)
wider 0.067***  0.097**  0.074%**
(0.019) (0.043) (0.020)
general management 0.371%**  (0.340***  (.397%**
(0.022) (0.055) (0.022)
other 0.046** 0.031 0.058**
(0.019) (0.047) (0.022)
health professional 0.228***  (.186%**  (.255%**
(0.016) (0.041) (0.019)
part time -0.083***  -0.079%*  -0.081***
(0.010) (0.031) (0.010)
job permanent -0.005 0.050* -0.020
(0.016) (0.028) (0.019)
trade union -0.028*** -0.013 -0.035%*x*
(0.009) (0.024) (0.009)
mentor -0.046%**  -0.042*  -0.048***
(0.007) (0.023) (0.007)
happy training 0.068***  0.067***  0.067***
(0.010) (0.021) (0.010)
friend 0.010 0.045%* 0.001
(0.008) (0.020) (0.009)
responsive hours 0.043%%** 0.033 0.045%**
(0.008) (0.023) (0.008)
pressure 0.034%**  0.064%**  (.025%%*
(0.008) (0.020) (0.009)
coworker support 0.018* 0.036 0.011
(0.009) (0.025) (0.013)
work-life balance -0.027*** -0.019 -0.027%**
(0.008) (0.023) (0.008)
supervisor support 0.028*** 0.055** 0.024**
(0.009) (0.024) (0.010)
NHS England region (omitted group: North of England)
Midlands and East of England 0.025%* 0.047 0.021
(0.015) (0.030) (0.016)
London 0.122%** Q. 175%*%  (.106***
(0.016) (0.032) (0.017)
South West 0.006 0.049 -0.003
(0.019) (0.037) (0.019)
South East 0.037** 0.052 0.036**
(0.016) (0.031) (0.016)
Trust type (omitted group: Acute Trusts)
Acute Specialist Trusts 0.021 -0.044 0.049
(0.030) (0.051) (0.034)
Ambulance Trusts -0.005 -0.242%%* (. 112*
(0.069) (0.047) (0.065)
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TABLE OAS. THE DETERMINANTS OF LOG EARNINGS (OLS ESTIMATES).

Dependent variable is In(salary) (D) 2) 3)
FULL MALE  FEMALE
Combined Acute and Community Trusts 0.000 0.007 0.003
(0.016) (0.033) (0.016)
Combined Mental Health / Learning Disability and Community -0.043**%  -0.133%** -0.019
Trusts
(0.020) (0.034) (0.023)
Community Trusts -0.041** 0.004 -0.046**
(0.017) (0.029) (0.018)
Mental Health / Learning Disability Trusts -0.008 -0.026 -0.002
(0.013) (0.025) (0.015)
cooperative 0.008 -0.000 0.011
(0.008) (0.022) (0.008)
constant L.977**%  1.922%**  ].99g***

(0.056)  (0.099)  (0.057)

Observations 3556 753 2803
R-squared 0.624 0.601 0.643
Adj. R-squared 0.618 0.573 0.636

Standard errors are in parentheses (clustered at Trust level). * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
Coefficient pairs difference (Male Vs. Female): bold p<0.10, bold and italic p<0.05.
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