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Abstract 

Experimental research on ethnic discrimination in labour markets is often concerned with 

individual-level mechanisms. Structural macro-level drivers of discrimination, however, are 

more difficult to address. We present the results of a harmonized correspondence test conducted 

in Norway and the UK, two contexts that differ significantly along several dimensions expected 

to matter for the prevalence of ethnic discrimination. We focus on discrimination towards a 

particular minority group that holds a socio-economically disadvantaged position in both 

national contexts: Pakistani migrants and their descendants. Based on the higher degree of 

labour market flexibility and better developed anti-discrimination policies in Britain, we expect 

there a lower level of discrimination than in Norway. This expectation is further reinforced by 

comparing the immigration histories of the two countries: in Britain, colonial ties and a longer 

history of immigration could potentially reduce discriminatory behaviour towards ethnic 

minorities in general. We show that in both countries Pakistani applicants receive significantly 

fewer positive responses from employers than the majority group. In line with expectations, 

discrimination is more severe in Norway, although this cross-national difference is only 

statistically significant when using a strict definition of positive callbacks. More nuanced 

analyses reveal an additional negative effect of disclosing one’s affiliation to Islam, which 

further reduces the likelihood of Pakistani applicants to receive a callback in Norway. 
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Introduction 
 

The successful labor market incorporation of immigrants in their host countries is not just 

crucial for the well-being and future prospects of the individuals in question, but also for the 

functioning of society as a whole. Investigating threats towards immigrant integration is thus 

crucial. One such barrier, shown empirically to be present in a wide selection of host-

countries and for a wide range of minority groups, is ethnic discrimination in the hiring 

process (for a review, see Zschirnt and Ruedin, 2016). Unequal treatment based on factors not 

directly relevant for performance in the job in question, such as ethnicity, constitutes both a 

moral and a politically challenging issue that begs thorough empirical investigation. The issue 

of ethnic discrimination becomes even more pressing as discussions about increased 

migration and the integration or assimilation of migrants take center stage in the public 

discourse.     

Experimental methods, such as correspondence tests and audit studies, go a long way 

in providing causal evidence of the extent of employers’ discriminatory behavior at point of 

hire (Pager, 2007). Moving towards explanations of the extent and variation in levels of 

discrimination, however, is challenging for several reasons. As most studies on ethnic 

discrimination take individual- (e.g. recognition of qualifications and returns to human 

capital) mechanisms as a point of departure (see Midtbøen, 2015 for a discussion), there is a 

lack of research providing insight into contextual explanations for the persistence of and 

possible variation in discrimination across different labor markets. While sociologists and 

economists have in recent years provided ample evidence that ethnic discrimination is present 

in a range of national contexts for various ethnic groups, comparing findings across these 

studies is difficult due to differences in the design and implementation of the studies, the 
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occupations and sectors that were targeted, and of the moment in time the experiments took 

place.  

A possible solution for enabling direct comparison of hiring discrimination across 

national contexts is the design and implementation of cross-nationally harmonized 

comparative field experiments. Indeed, already a decade ago, Pager (2007, p. 120) argued that 

“it would be useful for future research to develop a standardized audit framework that could 

be replicated across testing sites”. We rely here on a standardized set of correspondence 

studies conducted simultaneously Norway and the UK and comparing employers’ behavior 

towards majority members and members of the Pakistani ethnic minority in the two countries.  

Norway and the UK differ in several key aspects that can be related to the prevalence 

of ethnic discrimination. Norway represents what Esping-Andersen (1990) classifies as a 

Scandinavian social-democratic welfare state, characterized by highly developed social 

security benefits and a strictly regulated employment protection legislation. By contrast, the 

UK is a textbook example of a liberal European welfare state, with a residual approach to the 

provision of social security, low employment protection and a very flexible labour market. 

The two countries also differ in terms of citizenship regimes and the rights they grant to 

minorities, with Britain being more inclusive in this regard and having a well-established anti-

discrimination legislation (Koopmans et al., 2005). As we discuss below, these differences 

lead us to expect a stronger level of discrimination in the Norwegian context. 

We focus on one visible ethnic minority, the Pakistani, which is a sizeable and 

historically well-established group in both countries. According to a recent meta-analysis of 

correspondence tests, Pakistanis are among the ethnic minorities encountering the strongest 

barriers in access to employment, together with Arabs and people of Middle Eastern origin 

(Zschirnt and Ruedin, 2016). The comparative nature of the data allows us to go beyond 

individual- and organizational-level comparisons typically carried out within a single national 
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context, and shift our focus towards structural differences assumed to either mitigate or 

exacerbate ethnic labor market discrimination. We argue that comparing discrimination 

towards the same minority group, using the same methodological approach, but in two 

national contexts that differ significantly in macro-level factors, is a valuable step towards 

uncovering the wider interplay between relevant drivers of ethnic discrimination. 

The migration and labor market integration of Pakistani in Britain 

and Norway 
 

Pakistani immigrants and their descendants in the UK 
 

Britain has by far the largest Pakistani diaspora community internationally (DCLG, 2009). 

Large-scale migration to the country is tightly related to its colonial past and dates back to the 

1950s, when South Asians, including Pakistani, Indians and Bangladeshi, were among the 

largest group of non-European settlers next to migrants from the Caribbean (Maxwell, 2012). 

The British government even encouraged migration from its former colonies as a way to meet 

post-war labor shortages. The flow of Pakistani from South Asia to the UK largely concerned 

single men from the Pakistani Punjab, the North West Frontier and the Mirpur district of the 

Pakistani-administered Kashmir, who settled in large cities such as London, Birmingham, 

Manchester and Bradford. These men did not speak English, had low or no qualifications and 

were employed as manual laborers in the metal-bashing industries of the West Midlands and 

in the northern mill towns (Peach, 2006; Shaw, 2000). Following the 1948 Nationality Act, 

Pakistani were part of the ‘New Commonwealth’ and could migrate without a visa as British 

subjects. The legislation became more restrictive over the years but Pakistani continued to 

arrive in the UK, their migration peaking in the late 1960s and early 1970s, when large-scale 

family reunification began and a ‘voucher system’ allowed migrants already established in the 
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country to arrange jobs for their friends and relatives (DCLG, 2009; Maxwell, 2012; Peach, 

2006).  

Over the years, the Pakistani-born population has continued to increase, ranking as the 

third highest non-UK country of birth in 1981 and subsequent censuses. Pakistani migration 

to the country continues nowadays and, next to family reunifications, it concerns high-skilled 

professionals and students, unlike earlier migration waves that brought low-skilled laborers 

from rural areas to the country. According to the latest 2011 Census, Pakistani correspond to 

the 0.9% of all UK residents and 6.4% of the foreign-born residents (ONS, 2013). 

With regard to the socio-cultural integration of Pakistani migrants, one should note 

that British colonialism in South Asia was relatively short and did not leave a strong cultural 

legacy. As a result, Pakistani migrants to the UK had poor command of the English language, 

a condition that still characterizes the first generation, whereas second generation migrants 

have closed this gap. Nearly all Pakistani identify themselves as Muslim (98% according to 

the 2001 Census: DCLG, 2009). As Muslim religious practices are generally speaking not 

conducive to frequent social interactions with the majority population, Pakistani migrants 

have mainly developed contacts with in-group members and established their own civil 

society institutions such as leisure and community centres – often with a religious connotation 

– through a combination of self-funding and public grants (DCLG, 2009). Strong dependence 

on network of co-ethnics has also characterized their search for employment and housing, 

leading to ethnic business enclaves, especially in catering and taxi services, and ethnically 

segregated neighborhoods. The maintenance of strong kinship and friendship bonds in the 

country of settlement was further reinforced by the abovementioned voucher system (DCLG, 

2009; Maxwell 2012). 

Turning to socioeconomic integration, Pakistani are amongst the most economically 

disadvantaged non-White immigrants in the UK, together with Bangladeshi and Black 
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Caribbeans and Black Africans (Li and Heath, 2008). Heath and Cheung (2007) reported that 

first generation Pakistani have relatively low qualifications and high rates of economic 

inactivity compared to other migrant groups, a discrepancy that is especially pronounced for 

women. In an analysis of employment outcomes for the years 1972 to 2005, Li and Heath 

(2008) found that Pakistani men faced the strongest barriers in gaining access to paid work 

and the salariat, net of observed human capital and other sociodemographic factors. Although 

it is still possible that such disparities are due to unmeasured characteristics on the supply 

side, such as motivation or social skills, evidence from correspondence tests more 

convincingly point to discrimination on the part of employers.  

Using carefully matched sets of fictitious applications identical in all respects except 

for the ethnic background of the applicant, a  recent study commissioned by the Department 

for Work and Pensions showed that Pakistani are at a clear disadvantage compared to White 

British applicants, even if equally qualified (Wood et al., 2009). Pakistani applicants needed 

to send 50 percent more applications than comparable applicants from the White majority in 

order to be considered for a job (note that in this study Pakistani and Bangladeshi applicants 

were considered jointly). Thus, although this finding indicate an improvement over time, 

compared to earlier correspondence tests when Pakistani applicants had to send twice as many 

applications as White British applicants to succeed (Jowell and Prescotte-Clarke, 1970; Firth, 

1981), they still experienced strong discrimination. 

  

Pakistani immigrants and their descendants in Norway 
 

Large-scale immigration flows to Norway are a relatively more recent phenomenon, starting 

in the late 1960s. Similar to the British case, it was mainly male migration of unskilled 

laborers from villages in the Punjab region and the Gujrat district more specifically (Erdal, 

2014). Migration from Pakistan to Norway has continued as family chain-migration ever 
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since. The early 1970s also saw the arrival of mostly unskilled labor migrants from Morocco 

and India (Brochmann and Kjeldstadli, 2008) and, after the enlargements of the EU in 2004 

and 2007, Norway experienced an increase in labor migration from Easter Europe, mainly 

from Poland and the Baltic states.  

Not only are the Pakistani one of the largest groups characterizing early Norwegian 

migration history, but they also constitute one of the most sizeable minority group in the 

country nowadays. Recent data indicate that half of Norwegian-born descendants of migrants 

have an Asian background, with Pakistan being by far the single largest group by country of 

origin (Andreassen and Dzamarija, 2011, p.  22).  At the end of our fieldwork, which took 

place in 2017, Norwegian-born to immigrant parents from Pakistan made up the largest group 

of all Norwegian-born to immigrant parents, with 17 040 individuals. Considering immigrants 

and Norwegian-born to immigrant parents together, Pakistan was the country of origin of the 

fifth largest group of people with a migrant background residing in Norway, and the second 

non-Western group after Somali (Statistics Norway, 2018).  

Studies have found significant gaps between Norwegian-born descendants of 

Pakistanis and the majority group with respect to access to employment (Hermansen, 2013; 

2016), in addition to differences in earnings and school grades (Bratsberg et. al., 2012; 2014). 

These findings – while somewhat optimistic regarding the long-term integration of ethnic 

minorities given how much better descendants fare in the labour market in comparison to their 

foreign-born parents – indicate that "exclusionary processes upon entry into the labor market 

still remain potent obstacles” (Hermansen 2013, p. 530).  

Similar to the British context, experimental evidence for the extent of ethnic labor-

market discrimination in Norway has been based on randomized correspondence tests. 

Midtbøen (2016) found that fictitious applicants with a Pakistani name had a 25.5% lower 

probability of being invited to a job interview relative to otherwise similar applicants with a 



8 
 

Norwegian name (the invitation rates of applicants with a Norwegian and Pakistani name 

were 31.9% and 42.8%, respectively). Further, the penalty of having a Pakistani name was 

found to be less pronounced among female pairs of applicants than among male applicants. 

Comparable levels of discrimination towards Pakistani applicants were reported by Birkelund, 

Heggebø and Rogstad (2017) and Birkelund et al. (2018).  

 

A summary and comparison 
 

To summarize, compared to Norway, the migration of Pakistani to Britain is more long-

established due to the colonial ties between the two countries. But the characteristics of the 

migratory flows to the two countries are, in light of what said above, very similar. In both 

contexts, we can speak of low-skilled migration of predominantly make laborers who were 

later on joined by their spouses and relatives. Migrants originated from similar geographical 

areas, including parts of the Punjab region. Nowadays, Pakistan is the country of birth of one 

of the largest groups of foreign-born in both countries and descendants of Pakistani 

immigrants form a sizeable second generation.  

With regard to labor market integration, studies in the ethnic penalties literature show 

that Pakistani lag behind the majority group in Britain as well as in Norway, and recent 

correspondence tests confirm that these penalties are at least partly due to the discriminatory 

attitudes of employers. Although it might be tempting to directly compare callback ratios 

across countries, these correspondence tests varied in terms of experimental design (e.g. 

names assigned to applicants, number of treatments included, qualifications and work 

experience assigned to applicants), targeted occupations as well as timing and duration of the 

fieldwork. All of these factors may have implications for the level of discrimination detected 

in the studies, making cross-national comparisons not very meaningful. 
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At the same time, despite the strong barriers experienced by Pakistanis in gaining 

access to employment, for those who succeed the likelihood to obtain jobs in the salariat is 

comparable to that of the majority group (Heath et al., 2008). The fact that these patterns are 

similar in contexts as different as the British and Norwegian ones indicates that "...firm 

conclusions about the role of institutional arrangements for cross-national variation in labor 

market inclusion among Western Europe's growing second-generation ethnic minorities are 

still premature." (Hermansen 2013, p. 530). In the next section, we look more closely at these 

institutional differences. 

Discrimination in context: The role of institutions, policies and 

legislation 
 

While the migration history of Pakistani is rather similar across the two countries, the 

Norwegian and British labor market contexts differ in many respects that lead us to expect 

higher levels of discrimination in Norway.  

The first of these factors is the strictness of the legislation on employment protection. 

In Norway, the legislation on employment and dismissals is geared towards strong worker 

protection and mandatory benefit schemes (including leave of absence, insurance, holiday pay 

etc.). Permanent employment is the general principle and temporary/agency employment is 

restricted. By contrast, the regulation of employment contracts in the UK is much more 

flexible. According to the OECD, the UK has one of the least restrictive employment 

protection legislations in Europe, while Norway is ranked among the countries with the most 

rigid systems1 (OECD 2013). Particularly relevant for our case, the legislation in the two 

countries differs in what constitutes fair grounds for dismissal, and regarding reinstatement 

                                                           
1 The most recent data on employment protection legislation is made available by the OECD and refers to 2013. 
The OECD assigned a score of 1.10 to the UK and of 2.33 to Norway on an index of protection against individual 
and collective dismissal ranging from 0 (least restrictive) to 6 (most restrictive). The OECD country average was 
2.04.  
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options following unfair dismissal. Regulations regarding the length of a trial period at the 

beginning of the employment relations as well as the length of notice in case of dismissals are 

also more favorable for employees in the Norwegian context.  A central assumption in the 

discrimination literature – usually associated with the concept of statistical discrimination 

(Aigner and Cain, 1977) – is that employers operate rationally, but seek to minimize risks by 

using visible traits such as ethnic markers as proxies for unobservable, productivity-relevant 

characteristics of potential employees. Following this logic of employers as to some extent 

risk-averse decision makers, we expect higher levels of discrimination in Norway, where the 

costs associated with dismissing an employee, and thus the perceived risk for the employer, 

are higher. 

The second structural difference that could potentially play a role in producing 

different levels of ethnic discrimination is the presence of anti-discrimination policies. While 

comparing legislation in two different national contexts directly can be difficult, a systematic 

approach has been carried out through the Migrant Integration Policy Index (Huddleston et 

al., 2015) which ranks countries based on key dimensions of anti-discrimination policy, 

ranging from strength of definitions to enforcement mechanisms and general awareness 

among the public. On this index, the UK is ranked fifth in the world and, with an overall score 

of 85, is classified in the highest, "Favorable", tier of anti-discrimination legislation. Norway, 

with a score of 59, belongs to the "Halfway favorable" tier and an overall rank of 21. With 

regard to anti-discrimination policies, the two countries differ in various respects. Norway, 

contrary to the UK, takes the "minimum" horizontal approach to fighting discrimination in 

that discrimination based on nationality is not explicitly defined in the legislation as it is in the 

UK and enforcement mechanisms such as sanctions, legal aid and support for situation testing 

are relatively more limited.  
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It is not obvious whether we should expect these differences in legislation to affect 

overall levels of ethnic discrimination in the two contexts. Ziller (2014), however, argued that 

the MIPEX anti-discrimination index is correlated with increased public awareness on the 

topic and found that countries with effective anti-discrimination policies (such as the UK) are 

"more inclined to consider discrimination as a societal issue when compared to those from 

countries with less effective policies" (p. 5). This could potentially affect the attitudes of 

employers, either through general awareness of the harmful consequences associated with 

discrimination, or simply through a stronger fear of sanctions and reported incidents.  

Third, the literature on multiculturalism, citizenship regimes and the incorporation of 

Muslim migrants in their European countries of settlement (e.g., Fetzer and Soper 2005; 

Koopmans et al. 2005; Koopmans and Michalowski 2017) stressed that the structure of 

church-state relations is a crucial factor for enabling claims-making on Muslim rights in a 

given country. In this literature, the UK is described as a country that favors an associational 

and voluntary mode of religious organization and recognizes a plurality of individual religious 

orientations in the public sphere. Indeed, the incorporation of Muslim immigrants in the 

British context is the result of continuous negotiations between the local government and civil 

society. Compared to the social corporatist polity model that characterizes Norway, the British 

liberal polity model is relatively more conducive to the acceptance of public claims of 

recognition (such as tolerance towards religious dress codes in the public sphere or religiously 

motivated exemptions from public duties) of Muslim minorities in general, including 

Pakistanis. Furthermore, due to the colonial roots of Pakistani migration to the UK, migrants 

were easily granted citizen rights by virtue of their status as Commonwealth subjects.  

Table 1 provides a summary of the cross-national differences discussed above. From 

these observations, we derive the following general hypothesis regarding the differences in 

discrimination towards Pakistani descendants in Norway and the UK: The combination of 
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stronger employment protection legislation in Norway, more well-established anti-

discrimination legislation and a more accommodating integration regime in the UK and, 

finally, a longer history of migration to the UK tied to its colonial past suggest that we should 

expect less ethnic discrimination in the UK than in Norway.  

[Table 1 about here] 

It is also important to mention that the UK and Norway, while different with regard to the 

institutional context described above, are also very similar with regard to other factors that 

may also affect employers’ tendency to discriminate, such as the difficulty in recruiting labor, 

the general state of the economy and the level of detail of job applications. As shown in table 

1, the unemployment rate was rather low in both countries in 2017 (the year in which the 

fieldwork took place), also when looking at the unemployment rate of youth aged 20 to 29, 

the age bracket corresponding to the age profiles of the applicants in our experiment. 

Applying to jobs formally by responding to job advertisement is a common job search 

strategy among the unemployed in both contexts, and application procedures are comparable 

too. In neither country are a picture of the applicant or information on place of birth added to 

the CV and, contrary to countries like Austria, Switzerland and Germany, where the level of 

detail of application documents is very high and a copy of school certificates is required 

(Zschirnt and Ruedin, 2016), in Norway and the UK a cover letter and a CV mentioning the 

educational background and previous work experience of the candidate is all that is needed. 

What could further influence the level of discrimination detected in the experiment is 

the general climate in the country regarding migrant integration. According to data from the 

European Social Survey and the International Social Survey Program, support for 

immigration is relatively high in Norway and other Nordic countries more generally, whereas 

the UK is less positive, with about three quarters of respondents believing that immigration 

should be reduced (Blinder and Richards, 2018). While these findings would point to cross-
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national differences in the level of discrimination in the opposite direction to the one we 

hypothesized above, attitudes of the general population towards migrants vary a great deal 

depending on the origin of the migrant group that is being asked about in surveys. Using data 

from pooled surveys conducted in Britain between 1983 and 1996, Ford (2011) analyzed 

British attitudes towards immigration disaggregated by region of origin. His findings reveal 

that the British public holds especially negative views towards non-white and culturally more 

distant migrant groups while opposition to white and culturally proximate migrants is 

considerably lower. In particular, migrants from South Asia – thus including Pakistani – were 

the most opposed group in any survey year and across all cohorts of respondents. In a similar 

vein, recent data from the Norwegian Integration Barometer indicate that, in spite of a record 

low number of respondents opposing the arrival of new immigrants to Norway and a rather 

positive outlook on the relationship between immigrants and the rest of the population, 

skepticism towards migrants of Muslim faith (like the large majority of Pakistani) is 

widespread. Survey experiments also revealed that the Norwegian public is quite tolerant with 

regard to the right of people of different migrant origins to gather in public buildings but, 

when looking at workplace integration, Pakistani and Somali migrants face more barriers than 

equally qualified migrants from Sweden or Poland (Brekke & Mohn, 2018).  

Evidence from survey data is therefore ambiguous with regard to possible differences 

across countries in xenophobic attitudes, certainly when looking at non-Western migrants or 

the group of Pakistani more specifically. Furthermore, it is also possible that a general 

comparison of discrimination rates across the two countries masks more subtle differences 

between the two countries in the type of Pakistani migrant –Muslim or not, male or woman – 

that is more likely to be discriminated, an aspect that we now turn to.  
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Ethnic discrimination at the intersection with religious and 

gender discrimination 
 

After detecting discrimination towards Pakistani applicants, one remaining question is 

whether their disadvantage can be attributed to their ethnic background or to the fact that they 

are Muslim. In the correspondence tests reviewed above, ethnic background was signaled 

with ethnic-specific names. However, as acknowledged by Midtbøen in his study of 

descendants of Pakistani migrants in Norway (2016, p. 257), “for the employers, a foreign 

name may evoke associations to nationality or religion, not only to ethnic background”.  

A growing literature on ethnoreligious penalties has looked at the labor market 

disadvantage of Muslim migrants in the British context, often reporting a significant Muslim 

disadvantage for Pakistanis in labor force participation and unemployment relative to British 

whites (e.g. Lindley, 2002; Model and Lin, 2002). More recently, based on data from the 2001 

UK census, Khattab (2009) found that Pakistani Muslims are disadvantaged in terms of both 

educational and occupational attainment compared to Christian White British, a penalty they 

share with Muslim Bangladeshi and Muslim White migrants. In an analysis of multiple waves 

of the UK Labour Force Survey, Khattab (2016) focused on migrants holding academic 

degrees and working in semi-professional, professional and managerial jobs and showed that 

Pakistani Muslims, whose income is 14 percent less than that of Christian White British, are 

one of the groups with the largest pay penalties - a gap that remains statistically significant 

after controlling for human capital and sociodemographic factors. Similar findings were 

reported by Longhi et al. (2012) and the wage gaps were shown to be especially severe for 

first generation Pakistani men. However, due to the high correlation between ethnicity and 

religion, it is still a debated issue in this literature whether the disadvantage experienced by 

Pakistani is due to their ethnicity or religion. Hence, in both countries discrimination should 

be even higher for applicants that disclose their religious background in the job application. 
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More specifically, we expect that in both countries members of the majority group receive the 

highest number of callbacks, followed by Pakistani applicants who volunteer in a secular 

association (i.e. well-integrated migrants) and, lastly, Pakistani applicants who disclose their 

religiosity or closeness to Islam.  

Moreover, given the gender-specific patterns of employment often emerging in the 

ethnic penalties and discrimination literature (e.g. Bursell, 2014; Longhi et al., 2012), we also 

analyze whether discrimination towards Pakistani applicants is of the same magnitude for 

men and women. This might be meaningful especially in the Norwegian context, where 

previous research has pointed to significant gender differences in the employment outcomes 

of Pakistani migrants. For example, Bratsberg and colleagues (2014) found substantially 

larger gaps in employment for women than for men. Similarly, when looking at descendants 

of Pakistani migrants, Hermansen (2013) reported significant gaps in access to employment 

for both women and men in comparison with natives born to Norwegian-born parents: These 

gaps were, again, larger among women than among men. Female descendants of Pakistani 

migrants, in spite of their more positive educational attainments, experience lower 

employment and labor market activity than male descendants. While this difference can in 

part be ascribed to family demographic patterns and gender roles (see Olsen, 2015; Østby & 

Henriksen, 2013), gendered ethnic discrimination might produce – or reinforce – similar 

patterns.  

Data: fieldwork and experimental design 
 

The design of a comparative field experiment 
 

To provide unbiased comparative evidence of discrimination of Pakistani immigrants in 

Britain and Norway, we make use of a sub-sample of the GEMM data, a harmonized 

correspondence test conducted simultaneously in five European countries (Lancee et. al., 
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2019a; 2019b). Correspondence tests on labour market discrimination allow researchers to 

randomize treatment variables among job applicants thus keeping all observable confounding 

factors equal between treated and untreated applications. Any systematic difference in the 

response applicants receive from employers can thus be attributed to the experimental 

treatments manipulated and is considered evidence of discrimination.  

From a methodological point of view, our study is innovative in its highly 

standardized cross-national design, which tests for ethnic discrimination towards the same 

ethnic minority in two different national contexts, characterized by different labor market 

institutions, anti-discrimination policies and citizenship regimes. To our knowledge, together 

with the other papers presented in this special issue, ours is the first cross-national 

correspondence test on ethnic discrimination based on a rigorous methodology and with the 

specific aim to facilitate comparative research2. Between August 2016 and November 2017, 

we sent 2241 fictitious job applications to real advertised job vacancies in Norway and the 

UK3. We made use of an unpaired design, thus sending one single application to each 

available vacancy. This between-employer design has several benefits, mainly allowing us to 

manipulate multiple treatments simultaneously – such as migration background, gender and 

religiosity – while minimizing the risk of detection (see Lahey and Beasley, 2018 for a 

discussion).  

Measured outcome and experimental treatments 

The analysis presented in the next section centers around two dependent variables, denoted 

“positive callback” and “invitation” respectively. These are each binary variables coded as 1 

                                                           
2 The only other correspondence test simultaneously carried out in multiple countries dates back to the early 

1990s and was commissioned by the International Labor Organization, but the minority groups targeted, the time 

of fieldwork and the type of jobs applied to varied across the participating countries (Bovenkerk, 1992; Zegers 

de Beijl, 2000). 
3 Note that although we refer to the UK as a shorthand throughout the text, the majority of the job ads in our 

sample refer to jobs located in England, reflecting the higher industrial and services concentration in the South-

East of the country. 
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if the response received from the employers is positive and 0 otherwise (e.g. rejection, no 

response). For the “positive callback” variable, we coded 1 applications for which the 

response received from the employer unequivocally signaled an interest in the applicant (e.g. 

invitation to a job interview or trial day, notification of being shortlisted, request to provide 

additional information). Applicants who only received a confirmation of receipt from the 

employer or a missed call without any follow-up were coded as 0. For the “invitation” 

variable, only the strongest indicators of interests (direct job interview invitations, messages 

explicit mentioning that the applicant had been shortlisted or invitations for a trial at the firm) 

were coded as 1.  

Ethnicity – i.e. either being a migrant from Pakistan or being native-born to Pakistani 

immigrants – is signaled primarily by the name of the applicant. In order to strengthen this 

signal, we also explicitly mentioned the background of the candidate in the cover letter, and 

added to the CV that the applicant was fluent in a language (Urdu) clearly identifying the 

country of origin4. Religiosity is varied independently of ethnicity, and is signaled by the type 

of association in which applicants did voluntary work. This was stated both in the cover letter 

and in the résumé of applicants. All applicants were engaged as volunteers in a generic youth 

organization, where they performed tasks that were relevant to the job being applied to (in 

order to justify the inclusion of this information in the job application). The religiosity 

treatment consists of adding an adjective, i.e. "Christian" or "Muslim", to the youth 

organization mentioned in the application. It is important to keep in mind that such a signal 

might threaten the external validity of the treatment: The question of whether or not actual 

Muslim applicants would avoid mentioning their closeness to Islam in anticipation of 

                                                           
4 Half of the minority candidates stated they were born in the host country, while half stated that they 
migrated at a young age. We make no distinction in this study (as the results remain unchanged when 
controlling for the treatment), but see Veit and Thijssen (2019) in this special issue for a more thorough 
analysis of the role of birthplace.  
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discrimination is relevant. Still, this is a tradeoff we are willing to make in order to provide a 

salient signal of religiosity, and this strategy has previously been adopted in similar research. 

Note that the religiosity treatment does not give any information on the strength of applicants’ 

faith, nor on their involvement in religious practices, and should be interpreted as an indirect 

signal of religious affiliation. Finally, gender is signaled through the assumption that 

employers could correctly distinguish between male and female applicants based on their 

names. For a thorough presentation of the methodology and the implementation of each 

experimental treatment, see the introduction to this special issue (Lancee, 2019), the GEMM 

Project Codebook (Lancee et al., 2019a) and the technical report (Lancee et al., 2019b). 

Results 
We start the presentation of results by comparing the unweighted callback rates of majority 

members with that of candidates signaling a Pakistani background. As shown in table 2, 

Pakistani receive fewer callbacks than the majority group in both context, and the difference 

in callback rates is statistically significant. The overall callback ratio using the broad positive 

callback definition, indicating the relative advantage of the majority group over candidates 

signaling a Pakistani background, is 1.77 and 1.68 in Norway and the UK, respectively. 

Dividing the sample further by gender, we note that the callback ratios between the native 

majority and Pakistani applicants are larger among male candidates, particularly so in 

Norway. There is some heterogeneity between the six different occupations, although these 

subsamples are too small to test formally possible between-country differences in 

occupational patterns. Finally, before we proceed with multivariate models, we note that 

expressing an affiliation with a religious organization seem to impact callback ratios 

differently in the two countries: In Norway, the religious signal severely lowers callback 

probabilities - both for majority candidates signaling a Christian affiliation, and for Pakistani 

candidates signaling a Muslim affiliation.   
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[Table 2 about here] 

We then estimated linear probability models predicting the probability of receiving a 

positive callback depending on whether or not the applicant signaled a Pakistani background 

(using robust standard errors in all estimations). Tables A1-4 in the appendix shows eight 

estimated linear probability and logistic regression models using different subsets of the data, 

and using as outcome variables both a broader definition of callbacks and a stricter one. We 

will discuss each set of models in the following, visualizing the main findings by way of 

predicted probabilities, while referring to the coefficients found in the referenced tables in the 

appendix.  

[Figures 1a and 1b about here] 

Figures 1a and 1b show the predicted callbacks (both strictly and broadly defined) for 

candidates with the Pakistani signal, compared to the native reference groups (estimated from 

model 3 in table A1 and A2 respectively). The figures show that candidates with a Pakistani 

background are less likely to receive a callback in both contexts, but that the gaps depend on 

the definition of the outcome variable. Looking at the broadly specified outcome variable, 

there is evidence of a substantial penalty for signaling a Pakistani background in both 

countries, yet there seems to be no substantial difference in the penalty between the two – the 

coefficients are comparable in size, and the interaction term is statistically indistinguishable 

from zero.  However, if one looks at the stricter indicator of callbacks, capturing an 

unambiguously positive interest in the applicant, the penalty associated with signaling a 

Pakistani background is significantly lower in the UK – which is in line with theoretical 

expectations. Thus, there appears to be surprisingly similar levels of discrimination in terms 

of simply receiving an indication of interest from the employer, although candidates with a 

Pakistani background are significantly less likely to receive a direct invitation to an interview 

in Norway than in the UK.  
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As a first step in looking at the ethnic penalty more closely, we investigate whether the 

effect of signaling a Pakistani name is substantially different for male and female candidates. 

We do this by including an interaction term between the applicant's gender (female coded 1) 

and the Pakistani name signal. Results are shown in models 4 and 5 in tables A1-4.  

[Figures 2a and 2b about here] 

  Figures 2a and 2b show the predicted callback rates by ethnic signal and gender in 

each country (estimated from model 4 and 5, tables A1 and A2). We can first note that in both 

national contexts, female candidates experience somewhat higher callback rates – but this 

difference is only significant in the UK, and only when looking at the broadly defined 

outcome variable. Further, in the UK, male and female applicants with a Pakistani signal seem 

to experience near-identical levels of ethnic discrimination (the interaction term between the 

applicant's gender and name is near zero). In Norway, however, male applicants seem to bear 

a slightly higher burden of the ethnic signal, although this interaction term is not significant in 

any model specification. In other words, the penalties associated with signaling a Pakistani 

background does not seem to vary substantially between genders, and this lack of 

heterogeneity is similar across the two national contexts. Note that the statistical power for the 

test of gender-ethnicity interaction effect is very low, thus we refrain from interpreting this 

lack of interaction as a finding in itself: See section A1 in the digital appendix for a post-hoc 

power analyses. 

Next, we investigate the potential additional penalty of signaling religiosity in the 

application, both for Pakistani candidates (closeness to Islam) and the majority groups 

(closeness to Christianity). In models 1 through 5 (tables A1-4), religious affiliation was not 

taken into account: The reference category included candidates with and without a Christian 

signal, and the Pakistani category included applicants with and without a Muslim signal. In 

models 6 and 7, we split the categories according to both ethnic and religious treatments, 
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while model 8 formally tests whether coefficients differ between countries. The predicted 

callback-rates for these four groups in each country, per outcome variable, are presented in 

figures 3a and 3b below. As can be seen from the figures, the expected hierarchy between 

majority group members, well-integrated Pakistani applicants and Pakistani applicants 

disclosing their closeness to Islam is only found in Norway, where it is also pretty stark. In the 

UK, the two categories of Pakistani applicants receive nearly identical callbacks from 

employers. These findings are similar using either outcome variable definition.  

[Figures 3a and 3b about here] 

Models 7 and 8 of tables A1 and A2 show estimates from linear probability models 

with the main predictor variables being a set of binary variables indicating the ethnic-religious 

groups shown in figures 3a and 3b. As in the previously discussed models, there is a 

significant penalty for having a Pakistani name (without an attached religious signal), and this 

effect is comparable in magnitude across countries. In addition, there is a stronger penalty for 

having a Pakistani name and signaling closeness to Islam in Norway – although changing the 

baseline category to that of the Pakistani applicant with no religious signal reveals that the 

two effects are statistically indistinguishable from one another. In the UK, this additional 

effect of signaling activity in a Muslim organization is negligible. This can be interpreted as 

follows: If animus against Muslims is a factor when employers evaluate prospective 

employees, they might simply equate a Pakistani name (or a middle Eastern name more 

generally) with Islam. Thus, the added information provided by mentioning an active 

membership in a Muslim association might just be information that was presumed by the 

employer in any case. In other words, employers may assume that Pakistani applicants are 

“Muslim by default” (see Authors in this special issue), regardless of whether or not they 

disclose their religious beliefs or practices. 
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Not originally of central interest for this analysis in itself, the effect of signaling a 

Christian association for members of the majority group is interesting and could shed light on 

the effect of religious signals more generally. In Norway, we found a substantial penalty for 

applicants signaling closeness to Christianity – in magnitude, comparable to that of the 

Pakistani signal (-11 percentage points and –14 percentage points, respectively). By contrast, 

the Christian penalty is indistinguishable from zero in the UK. This could imply at least one 

of the following two explanations. One possibility is that signaling closeness to Christianity 

provokes the same animus as signaling closeness to Islam (or, by way of proxy, a Pakistani 

name), indicating that religion plays a major part in employers’ perceptions and stereotyping 

of applicants, at least in the Norwegian context. A second option is that signaling something 

personal and arguably unrelated to the job, for instance religious beliefs, is seen as 

unprofessional or somehow a signal of undesirability. Thus, the Christian signal might not be 

penalized because it evokes negative connotations for employers – it is simply irrelevant, and 

unprofessional, information added.  

The general findings are thus similar in both contexts, with the exception of the 

substantial negative effect of signaling a Christian association in Norway. Are there any 

significant differences in effects across the two national contexts? Model 8 includes 

interaction terms for each ethnic-religion group with the country dummy for a formal test. 

These interaction terms are negative for each group, indicating that net discrimination is lower 

in the UK - however, not significantly so for the group of Pakistani applicants without a 

Muslim signal. The penalties associated with both religious signals are significantly larger in 

Norway than in the UK. 

Conclusions and Discussion 
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Summarizing the findings presented in this article, we can conclude that Pakistani immigrants 

and their descendants are systematically discriminated in two substantially different national 

contexts. As for the cross-national differences, the results depend on how one defines a 

positive callback. When using a broad outcome variable, where any positive signs of interest 

from the employer is included as a callback, we find that the levels of overall discrimination 

are nearly identical across countries. However, when we restrict the definition of a positive 

outcome solely to applicants who received an invitation to an interview, Pakistani candidates 

face significantly more discrimination in Norway. It should also be noted that direct 

invitations to a job interview are quite rare in the British context: only 7% of applicants were 

immediately invited to a job interview upon sending a written application to the employer, 

compared to 17% in the Norwegian context. When looking at the sub-set of applications that 

received a signal of interest from the employer, applicants received twice as many requests for 

additional information in the UK relative to Norway. This suggests that British employers 

may generally refrain from directly inviting applicants to interviews, regardless of their ethnic 

background, and the extra-step of asking for additional information may represent an 

additional barrier for members of the minority group, who are clearly at a disadvantage at this 

stage.  

Further, although we find no statistically significant gender differences in ethnic 

disadvantage between the two countries, there is a tendency towards larger ethnic penalties 

among male candidates in Norway. We also found slightly stronger penalties towards 

Pakistani candidates explicitly signaling closeness to the Muslim faith through their volunteer 

work. While stronger, this effect was not significantly different from that of signaling a 

Pakistani background alone. It is possible that employers are mainly concerned with the 

overall stereotypical connotations invoked by a foreign-sounding name as opposed to 

islamophobia in particular; alternatively, employers do care about religion, but simply assume 
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that applicants carrying a Pakistani name are most likely Muslim. A comparative study in this 

special issue shows that, when Muslim applicants from various countries of origin (thus not 

only Pakistan) are analyzed together, Norway is the country with the strongest, and 

statistically significant, Muslim penalty (Author et al., 2019). An interesting avenue for future 

research would be to understand whether minorities from specific countries of origin are more 

or less stigmatized for being Muslim. For example, one could compare white Muslim 

minorities from Eastern Europe, who may be perceived by employers as more proximate 

culturally and are known to have a lower attachment to religion, with black or Arab Muslim 

minorities. 

In our study, the additional penalty faced by candidates who disclose an affiliation to 

Islam is also significantly stronger in Norway than in the UK, which could simply indicate 

stronger animus towards perceived religiosity – either towards Islam, or towards religion in 

general – considering that native candidates with a Christian signal are also severely penalized 

in the Norwegian context. This reading of the results, however, would be at odd with survey 

research on symbolic boundaries consistently characterizing Norway as a country with 

relatively weak religious boundaries (Bail, 2008; Heath and Richards, forthcoming). In order 

to assess the plausibility of this interpretation, a more thorough study of attitudes towards 

religiosity in general would be required, especially given recent evidence that Norway is also 

one of the countries in which such symbolic boundaries are more contested (Heath and 

Richards, forthcoming). The fact that native candidates signaling a Christian affiliation were 

also severely penalized in Norway invokes another possible explanation: That information on 

religious association is simply considered irrelevant to a degree that it signals lack of 

professionalism. We are not able to address whether the apparent importance of religious 

information in Norway is due to the former, i.e. a general animus towards religious applicants, 

or the latter, i.e. that the experimental treatment instead signals a lack of professionalism.  
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Due to the harmonized nature of the correspondence study conducted, these results 

should be as comparable as possible from a field experimental framework. There are two 

main points to draw from these findings. On the one hand, the overall trend of higher levels of 

discrimination faced by Pakistani in Norway follows our theoretical expectations regarding 

the differences between the two contexts: Less developed anti-discrimination law and stronger 

employment protection legislation are structural factors that we expected would affect overall 

levels of discrimination and lead to differences in the same direction as we found. We have, 

however, no way of determining the relative importance of these factors. For example, 

whether or not anti-discrimination legislation actually matters is still uncertain. In addition to 

this, our explanatory framework is in no way exhaustive: There are numerous other potential 

explanatory mechanisms for this difference, and multiple mechanisms might operate in 

opposite directions. Teasing these mechanisms apart, if at all possible through experimental 

evidence, requires more sophisticated tools than we employed so far. On the other hand, one 

may rather focus, as a take-away message, on the persistence of discriminatory behavior 

towards visible minority groups across substantially differing contexts. The relative similarity 

in levels of discrimination can be interpreted as an indication that legislative and institutional 

factors play less of a role than we would assume at the onset, certainly when visible and 

perceived culturally distant minority groups like the Pakistani one are examined. In other 

words, does the persistence of discrimination in spite of institutional differences speak to the 

more fundamental mechanisms of out-group construction in Western European societies? 
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Table 1. A comparison of the British and Norwegian contexts: employment legislation, anti-

discrimination policies and state of the economy. 

 

Indicator UK Norway 

Characteristics of Pakistani migration   

    Year of migration Since 1950s Since late 1960s 

    Type of migration Low-skilled male laborers 

followed by chain migration  

Low-skilled male laborers 

followed by chain migration 

    Region of origin Punjab region and Mirpur 

district of the Pakistani-

administered Kashmir 

Punjab region and the Gujrat 

district more specifically 

    Share of Pakistani as % foreign-born 6.4%1 2.7%2 

    Rank of Pakistan as most popular country 

of birth of the foreign-born 

Third First 

Strictness of employment protection legislation (OECD3) 

     Length of trial period 0 
Trial periods are for 

agreement between employer 

and employee. Claims under 

unfair dismissal legislation 

only possible after 2 years 

tenure 

3 
By law up to 6 months trial 

period; 14 days notice are 

required for dismissal during 

the trial period 

     Length of notice period at different   

tenure durations 
9 months tenure: 1 week 

4 years tenure: 4 weeks 

20 years tenure: 12 weeks 

6 months tenure: 14 days 

5 years tenure: 1 month 

10 years tenure: 2 months 

>10 years tenure: 3 months 

     Protection against individual dismissals 

(regular contracts) 

1.10 2.33 

     Protection against individual dismissals 

(temporary contracts) 

0.38 3.00 

Anti-discrimination legislation and policies (MIPEX4) 

     General MIPEX score 57 69 

     Anti-discrimination MIPEX score 85 59 

     Definitions and concepts 100 58 

     Fields of application 100 50 

     Enforcement mechanisms 69 56 

     Equality policies 72 72 

State of the economy during fieldwork (Eurostat5) 

    Unemployment rate 2016 4.8 4.7 

    Unemployment rate 2017 4.4 4.2 

    Unemployment rate 2017 by age (20-24 y) 8.9 7.9 

    Unemployment rate 2017 by age (25-29 y) 4.3 4.8 

    Long-term unemployment as % of the 

total, by age (20-29 y) 

21.1 21.5 

Methods used for seeking work as % of the unemployed (Eurostat5) 

    Publish or answer advertisements 62.0 50.3 
 

Source: 1Office for National Statistics. 

www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/internationalmigration/articles/immig

rationpatternsofnonukbornpopulationsinenglandandwalesin2011/2013-12-17; 2Statistics Norway. 

https://www.ssb.no/en/befolkning/artikler-og-publikasjoner/14-per-cent-of-population-are-immigrants; 
3www.oecd.org/els/emp/oecdindicatorsofemploymentprotection.htm and www.oecd.org/els/emp/All.pdf. Index 

ranging from 0 (least restrictions) to 6 (most restrictions); 4www.mipex.eu/anti-discrimination. Index ranging 

from 0 (least favorable) to 100 (most favorable); 5 Source: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/lfs/data/database 

(Total unemployment - LFS series).   

http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/internationalmigration/articles/immigrationpatternsofnonukbornpopulationsinenglandandwalesin2011/2013-12-17
http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/internationalmigration/articles/immigrationpatternsofnonukbornpopulationsinenglandandwalesin2011/2013-12-17
https://www.ssb.no/en/befolkning/artikler-og-publikasjoner/14-per-cent-of-population-are-immigrants
http://www.oecd.org/els/emp/oecdindicatorsofemploymentprotection.htm
http://www.oecd.org/els/emp/All.pdf
http://www.mipex.eu/anti-discrimination
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/lfs/data/database
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Table 2: Callback rates and ratios per country, broad definition (positive callback). 

 
Majority group Pakistani Callback Ratio 

Overall      

    Norway              26.9 15.2  1.77*** 

    UK  22.8   13.6  1.68***   
   

Male candidates   

    Norway 25.7 11.6 2.22*** 

    UK  

Female candidates 

20.4 11.4 1.79*** 

    Norway 28.1                19.1 1.47* 

    UK  25.4                 16.2 1.57** 

Occupation  

     Cook  
  

 

        Norway 28.6 12.2 2.34* 

        UK 40.4 19.6 2.06** 

     Payroll Clerk    

        Norway 23.2 7.4 3.13** 

        UK 14.7 9.4 1.56 

     Receptionist    

        Norway 28.6 36.4 0.79 

        UK 15.5 3.4 4.56** 

     Sales Representative    

        Norway 24.1 10.3 2.34** 

        UK 18.5 11.9 1.55 

     Software Developer       

        Norway 41.0 37.7 1.09 

        UK 31.7 28.6 1.11 

     Store Assistant    
 

 

        Norway 14.7 2.8 5.25 

        UK 24.6 16.9 1.46 

Religiosity signal 

 

   

    No signal 
  

 

        Norway  32.7 18.1 1.81*** 

        UK 22.5 14.0 1.61** 

    Closeness to…  Christianity Islam  

        Norway 22.0 10.2 2.15*** 

        UK 23.1 13.3 1.74*** 

Note: Stars denote p-values from a two-tailed test for equality of proportions. *p<0.1 **p<0.05 ***p<0.01 
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Figure 1a: Predicted callback probabilities by country – broad definition (positive callback).  

 

Figure 1b: Predicted callback probabilities by country – strict definition (invitation).  
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Figure 2a: Callback probabilities by gender and country – broad definition (positive callback). 

 

Figure 2b: Callback probabilities by gender and country – strict definition (invitation). 
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Figure 3a: Callback probabilities by religious signal and country – broad definition (positive 

callback).  

 

Figure 3b: Callback probabilities by religious signal and country - strict definition (invitation).  
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Online Appendix 

A1: Post-hoc Power analysis 

In the following, we present a post-hoc analysis based on data simulation in order to estimate 

the statistical power for detecting the coefficients found in the models of the paper. To our 

knowledge, there is no established framework for formally calculating the power of 

interaction terms where multiple factors are varied simultaneously. To illustrate the difficulty 

of providing a simple power estimate, consider the case of model 3 (table A1 below) where 

we would like to estimate power for an interaction term between the Pakistani signal and the 

country dummy for Norway. In this case, the power of the coefficient depends not only on our 

sample size and the assumed effect size of the coefficient, but also on the effect sizes of the 

other variables separately, and the baseline callback probabilities in each country. Our 

solution to this problem is to simulate the sample, under a range of assumed effect sizes for all 

effects and interactions, over a large number of repetitions.  

Finally, we estimate the proportion of simulation runs where the coefficient was 

detected at the 5% level for each coefficient in each model. Results for the interaction terms 

from model 3, 4, 5 and 8 are presented in figures A1, A2 and A3 below. Each bar represents 

the proportion of significant results for the coefficient in question. The horizontal dashed line 

indicates 80% significant results, which equals the common threshold for desired power. 

Figure A1 shows that, even for modest assumed effect sizes of -5%, we have sufficient power 

to detect significant differences between countries. Figure A2 shows that this is not the case 

for any interaction effects between the applicants' gender and ethnic signal. Finally, figure A3 

shows that we should only expect to reliably detect any significant cross-country differences 

in the Pakistani * Muslim treatment condition – and only assuming larger effect sizes (10%+). 

The R code for this analysis is available from the authors upon request.  



36 
 

Figure A1 

 

Figure A2 
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Figure A3 
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Table A1: Linear Probability models, broad callback definition (positive callback).  

 Dependent variable: 

 Positive Callback 

NO 

(1) 

UK 

(2) 

Pooled 

(3) 

NO 

(4) 

UK 

(5) 

NO 

(6) 

UK 

(7) 

Pooled 

(8) 
 

Pakistani Name -0.114*** 

(0.027) 

-0.085*** 

(0.021) 

-0.084*** 

(0.021) 

-0.139*** 

(0.036) 

-0.081*** 

(0.028) 

   

    

Country (1 = 

NO) 
  0.025 

(0.024) 
    0.082** 

(0.035) 

Female    0.027 

(0.036) 

0.058** 

(0.028) 

   

       

Native 

(Christian 

signal) 

     -0.112*** 

(0.036) 

-0.007 

(0.028) 

-0.008 

(0.028) 

Pakistani Name 

(No religious 

signal) 

     -0.151*** 

(0.040) 

-0.080*** 

(0.031) 

-0.081*** 

(0.030) 

Pakistani Name 

(Muslim 

signal) 

     -0.225*** 

(0.038) 

-0.098*** 

(0.030) 

-0.096*** 

(0.030) 

Pakistani Name 

* NO 
  -0.030 

(0.035) 
     

Pakistani Name 

* Female 
   0.051 

(0.055) 

-0.007 

(0.043) 
   

Native 

(Christian 

signal) * NO 

       -0.104** 

(0.046) 

Pakistani Name 

(No religious 

signal) * NO 

       -0.065 

(0.051) 

Pakistani Name 

(Muslim 

signal) * NO 

       -0.131*** 

(0.049) 

Constant 0.270 

(0.039) 

0.363 

(0.037) 

0.313 

(0.029) 

0.253 

(0.044) 

0.338 

(0.039) 

0.332 

(0.044) 

0.367 

(0.040) 

0.318 

(0.033)  

Observations 869 1,295 2,164 869 1,295 869 1,295 2,164 

Note: 

*p<0.1**p<0.05***p<0.01 

Huber-White robust standard errors in parentheses. Models include occupation fixed effects. 
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Table A2: Linear probability models, strict callback definition (invitation). 

 Dependent variable: 

 Interview Invitation 

NO 

(1) 

UK 

(2) 

Pooled 

(3) 

NO 

(4) 

UK 

(5) 

NO 

(6) 

UK 

(7) 

Pooled 

(8) 
 

Pakistani Name -0.091*** 

(0.023) 

-0.035** 

(0.017) 

-0.033* 

(0.017) 

-0.121*** 

(0.029) 

-0.026 

(0.024) 

   

    

Country (1 = NO)   0.062*** 

(0.020) 

    0.098*** 

(0.030)        

Female    0.018 

(0.032) 

0.017 

(0.023) 

   

       

Native (Christian signal)      -0.072** 

(0.032) 

0.001 

(0.022) 

-0.003 

(0.023)       

Pakistani Name (No religious signal)      -0.092** 

(0.036) 

-0.027 

(0.025) 

-0.026 

(0.025)       

Pakistani Name (Muslim signal)      -0.190*** 

(0.030) 

-0.043* 

(0.024) 

-0.043* 

(0.024)       

Pakistani Name * NO   -0.059** 

(0.029) 

     

        

Pakistani Name * Female    0.062 

(0.047) 
-0.019 

(0.035) 

   

       

Native (Christian signal) * NO        -0.067* 

(0.039)         

Pakistani Name (No religious signal) 

* NO 
       -0.062 

(0.045) 

Pakistani Name (Muslim signal) * NO        -0.148*** 

(0.038)         

Constant 0.222 

(0.037) 

0.217 

(0.032) 

0.193 

(0.025) 

0.210 

(0.041) 

0.210 

(0.034) 

0.261 

(0.041) 

0.217 

(0.034) 

0.194 

(0.028)  

Observations 869 1,295 2,164 869 1,295 869 1,295 2,164 

Note: 

*p<0.1**p<0.05***p<0.01 

Huber-White robust standard errors in parentheses. Models include occupation fixed effects. 
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Table A3: Logistic regression models, broad callback definition (positive callback). 

 Dependent variable: 

 Positive Callback 

NO 

(1) 

UK 

(2) 

Pooled 

(3) 

NO 

(4) 

UK 

(5) 

NO 

(6) 

UK 

(7) 

Pooled 

(8) 
 

Pakistani Name -0.737*** 

(0.191) 

-0.610*** 

(0.165) 

-0.598*** 

(0.163) 

-1.001*** 

(0.290) 

-0.652*** 

(0.241) 

   

    

Country (1 = NO)   0.127 

(0.130) 

    0.405** 

(0.181)        

Female    0.147 

(0.196) 

0.349** 

(0.170) 

   

       

Native (Christian signal)      -0.608*** 

(0.197) 

-0.048 

(0.169) 

-0.056 

(0.168)       

Pakistani Name (No religious 

signal) 
     -0.863*** 

(0.244) 

-0.572** 

(0.231) 

-0.572** 

(0.228) 

Pakistani Name (Muslim signal)      -1.527*** 

(0.322) 

-0.701*** 

(0.236) 

-0.687*** 

(0.236)       

Pakistani Name * NO   -0.127 

(0.251) 

     

        

Pakistani Name * Female    0.489 

(0.388) 

0.086 

(0.332) 

   

       

Native (Christian signal) * NO        -0.541** 

(0.256)         

Pakistani Name (No religious 

signal) * NO 
       -0.250 

(0.337) 

Pakistani Name (Muslim signal) * 

NO 
       -0.826** 

(0.399) 

Constant -0.987 

(0.220) 

-0.498 

(0.171) 

-0.748 

(0.148) 

-1.082 

(0.246) 

-0.650 

(0.191) 

-0.670 

(0.238) 

-0.471 

(0.195) 

-0.714 

(0.174)  

Observations 869 1,295 2,164 869 1,295 869 1,295 2,164 

Note:  
*p<0.1**p<0.05***p<0.01 

Huber-White robust standard errors in parentheses. Models include occupation fixed effects. 
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Table A4: Logistic regression models, strict callback definition (invitation).  

 Dependent variable: 

 Interview Invitation 

NO 

(1) 

UK 

(2) 

Pooled 

(3) 

NO 

(4) 

UK 

(5) 

NO 

(6) 

UK 

(7) 

Pooled 

(8) 
 

Pakistani Name -0.792*** 

(0.224) 

-0.385* 

(0.202) 

-0.365* 

(0.202) 

-1.274*** 

(0.372) 

-0.288 

(0.277) 

   

    

Country (1 = NO)   0.472*** 

(0.153) 

    0.701*** 

(0.213)        

Female    0.124 

(0.221) 

0.164 

(0.213) 

   

       

Native (Christian signal)      -0.498** 

(0.221) 

-0.00000 

(0.212) 

-0.026 

(0.212)       

Pakistani Name (No religious signal)      -0.660** 

(0.273) 

-0.293 

(0.280) 

-0.283 

(0.279)       

Pakistani Name (Muslim signal)      -2.067*** 

(0.473) 

-0.489* 

(0.295) 

-0.483 

(0.296)       

Pakistani Name * NO   -0.415 

(0.302) 

     

        

Pakistani Name * Female    0.835* 

(0.474) 

-0.201 

(0.406) 

   

       

Native (Christian signal) * NO        -0.446 

(0.302)         

Pakistani Name (No religious signal) * 

NO 
       -0.331 

(0.392) 

Pakistani Name (Muslim signal) * NO        -1.552*** 

(0.559)         

Constant -1.219 

(0.235) 

-1.233 

(0.200) 

-1.439 

(0.175) 

-1.305 

(0.271) 

-1.309 

(0.226) 

-0.963 

(0.255) 

-1.232 

(0.232) 

-1.424 

(0.209)  

Observations 869 1,295 2,164 869 1,295 869 1,295 2,164 

Note: 

*p<0.1**p<0.05***p<0.01 

Huber-White robust standard errors in paranthesis. Models include occupation fixed effects. 

 

 

 

 

 


