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1 Executive Summary

1. This is a standard for ethnic categories suitable to be used across ESCS UK-wide. An ethnic category is a named ethnic group recognised by the standard.

2. An ethnic group is one whose members share a distinct awareness of a common cultural identity, distinguishing them from other groups around them.

3. Ethnicity relates to how a person feels not necessarily how they look or how they are perceived by others. For example, it is possible for a person of mixed Asian and white ancestry to look entirely white but to feel kinship with their Asian heritage.

4. Although at times, the descriptive label used for an ethnic category may appear to bring in other factors such as nationality or religion, this is only when a significant number of citizens have described their ethnicity in those terms. Ethnicity is definitely not a deterministic combination of other factors. If an organisation wishes to collect and use information relating to language, nationality, religion or other factors, then separate questions should be used. These other factors must not be collected via an ethnicity question, as doing so will invalidate statistical data.
5. Although developed by ESCS stakeholders in England, it is hoped that this standard will become a single standard that will be adopted for ESCS purposes UK-wide.

6. This standard recognises that different organisations have legitimate reasons to collect ethnicity information at different levels of granularity and therefore this standard does not try to define a single set of ethnic categories that must be used by all. Rather it defines an approach to managing variety within a single framework that will give known and managed validity to aggregations of ethnicity data and for comparisons of ethnicity data collected against different categories.

7. This objective is achieved by defining an ethnicity hierarchy and defining sets of rules for use of the hierarchy that will minimise errors and deviations when aggregating and comparing ethnicity data. Rules provided will include:

a. Rules for selection of ethnic categories from the full hierarchy (Selection Rules)

b. Rules for designing forms for collecting data (Collection Rules)

c. Rules for summing up statistics on detailed categories into broader categories (Aggregation rules)

d. Rules for comparing data collected against one version of this standard against subsequent (modified) versions of this standard.

8. Implicit in the adoption of a single standard encompassing all the fine distinctions needed by all organisations is the need for active and regular maintenance of the standard, recognising that:

a. Adding in finer levels of sub-division of an ethnic category should be achievable quickly, in order to meet new needs

b. Changing position in the hierarchy or extending an agreed set of sub-divisions will cause major changes to systems and should be done rarely and with wide consultation

9. Collecting data using a fine-grained set of ethnic categories and summing this data up to produce data about coarser-grained ethnic categories will introduce some statistical variance compared to data collected directly against the coarser-grained categories, however:

a. These aggregation errors are present already in the system, because some organisations process their data before sending on to data collectors, but their effects are neither known nor understood. By following a single standard, these factors will become surfaced, explicit and their impact known so they can be minimised through the management and use of the standard. 
b. The widespread assumption that collecting data using the ethnic categories defined by ONS will produce data that is directly comparable to the census data is not necessarily correct. ONS post-processes data collected on the census using manual analysis of “write-ins” (free text entered in response to questions of the form “Any other …… write in”) to “correct” the ethnic categories selected by census form-fillers. Unless a similar manual process is adopted by organisations, their data will not be directly comparable to the census. However, the errors are relatively small at a national level (the total ethnic minority population is only 4% of the total UK population). 
c. Collecting data using finer-grained ethnic categories and aggregating may in fact produce data that is more directly comparable to the adjusted ONS census figures

10. This standard is aligned to the 2001 census. It will need to be updated towards the end of 2009 to provide a hierarchy aligned to the approved ONS 2011 census and show comparison rules that will give maximum comparability between pre-2011 data and post-2011 data. It provides a number of sub-categories so that it is possible by selection of appropriate second level sub-categories to collect ethnicity once and aggregate it to any of:

a. The 2001 census categories

b. The ADD (Aligned Data Definition)
 Main ethnicity categories

c. The ADD Adult ethnicity categories

11. In doing so, we have used early results of ONS research into census write-ins to identify the statistical variances introduced by doing this, which appear to be very small at a national level.

2 Introduction
12. This is a single ethnicity standard for use across the whole of ESCS. The purpose of the standard is to define ethnic categories, the means to collect ethnicity data and to process it in order to help organisations meet legal obligations under the Race Relations Act, when used in conjunction with other related questions. Compliance to the standard means using the encoding and selections from the code list at Section 6 below. The document has been produced in response to a decision by the ISB as below. 
13. A paper was presented to the July 2008 ISB on the issue of ethnicity code sets across ESCS. It stated that:

“There are too many ethnicity code sets and controlled lists in use across Education, Skills and Children’s Service (ESCS). The ESCS Aligned Data Definitions includes four different code sets for ethnicity and none of them are identical to the ONS ethnicity codes (although one is easily mapped onto the ONS codes).”

14. The ISB agreed that whatever ethnicity categories were to be used across ESCS, it must be possible to aggregate them to the ONS short list of codes in order to preserve the important capability to compare statistics against the national population distribution.

15. The ISB also wishes to define ethnicity in such a way as to be “future-proofed” against changes in national reporting requirements. 

16. Likewise, ESCS must also be aligned to (but need not be identical to) any cross-government views from the XGEA DSWG.
17. The ISB also wishes to standardise the religion code lists.  Whilst this standard is directed specifically at ethnicity, it is anticipated that the proposed structure and methodology can be applied, in much the same way, to religion.
3 Definitions
18. Ethnic group definition:

An ethnic group is a shared and subjective identity. An ethnic group’s members share a distinct awareness of a common cultural identity, distinguishing them from other groups around them. 

19. Ethnicity relates to how a person feels not necessarily how they look or how they are perceived by others. For example, it is possible for a person of mixed Asian and white ancestry to look entirely white but to feel kinship with their Asian heritage.

20. Although at times, the descriptive label used for an ethnic category may appear to bring in other factors such as nationality or religion, this is only when a significant number of citizens have described their ethnicity in those terms. Ethnicity is definitely not a combination of other factors.  This distinction of ethnicity from race, nationality etc is reinforced by the Race Relations Act, which is phrased in terms of race. However, the Act explicitly protects people from discrimination on the grounds of several related factors: 

· colour

· race

· nationality 

· national or ethnic origins. 
21. Ethnic Category definition:

An ethnic category is a named ethnic group recognised by this standard
4 ESCS Business Purposes and Scope
22. Organisations within ESCS use ethnicity data for a variety of purposes:
a. An important business need is to compare the intakes of institutions with the populations from which they are drawn in order to monitor inclusion and service participation. For FE, HE and lifelong learning, the only suitable breakdown of population by ethnicity is the ONS Census and therefore it is imperative to be able to align ethnicity data for institutions to the ONS Census codes.

b. Monitoring service satisfaction by ethnic groups

c. At the time of preparing this report, we are some 8 years beyond the 2001 Census.  Over this period the mix of local populations for some organisations has changed considerably.  Nevertheless, the 2001 Census currently contains the only viable set of national distribution values for Local Authorities.

d. The School Census data, collected three times per year, and processed by the Data Services Group, potentially offers a more up to date set of data against which to compare service level requirements for Children’s Services. However this will never provide a snapshot of the adult population, which is the base population for FE and HE.

e. Many organisations use their ethnicity data to compare trends from year to year, rather than comparing against other data sets.

f. Employment monitoring enables Local Authorities to look at the make-up of their workforce and compare this with local data to make sure that the workforce reflects the community.  

g. Equalities monitoring is a way of looking at how our human resources practices and procedures affect people with different needs, so that we can address any inequalities and make sure we comply with the law.

23. In each case it is important that the structure of the data is consistent, if not identical, and if different, that the comparison with other code sets can be aggregated in a way that is statistically valid. 

24. It is also important that we reduce the burden on those responsible for gathering data, making it as simple as possible to collect accurate data, and for those analysing the results.
25. Scope: this standard is intended to be suitable for:

a. Ethnicity only (not other factors such as nationality or religion)

b. Service access and satisfaction monitoring

c. Employment and equalities monitoring

d. ESCS UK-wide use
e. Citizens and residents (not international visitors)

26. The ethnic group question in the Census was never ‘intended to establish the “ethnic” composition of the population as it might be understood by sociologists, anthropologists and historians’, rather, to ‘capture in a common sense or pragmatic way the categories of person that were likely to be victims of “racial” discrimination’ (Moore and Hickman 2007).
  

27. In general there is a strong need for accurate information on ethnic groups (on their population size, for example). The size of the group will be of relevance but not in itself a deciding factor. All other things being equal, a large group will have more extensive needs in relation to service delivery, for example, than a smaller group. However there may be stronger need for information about a small group that is facing disadvantage than a large group that is not.
5 Business Context in ESCS

One size does not fit all

28. There are considerable variations in population mix across the country, with areas of high concentration of immigrants (e.g. Tower Hamlets, Leicester, Bradford and many others) and other areas with very low immigrant population (e.g. the South West). 

29. There are also areas where there are specific sensitivities. For example specific pride in being Welsh, or Cornish, and wanting to be differentiated from “British”.

30. HESA is a UK-wide sector, with data collected and used across the administrations. This adds to the difficulties.  The census categories also vary slightly between devolved administrations, as does the sequence.
31. Hence the granularity of ethnicity data collections will never be identical across the whole of the United Kingdom: 
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32. A clear method for aggregation up to coarser granularity groups is needed.

33. The lists shown in forms or show cards used to gather information may benefit from being polyhierarchical. For example, on any form asking for ethnicity data it may be desirable to have many routes into “Mixed” ethnic categories, e.g. allowing people to find “mixed black/white” from the higher level categories of black, white or mixed. However, there should be clear rules as to where the category “mixed black/white” should be summed up to when aggregating. In the diagram below, the hierarchy shown is one representing a hypothetical form which groups categories into a hierarchy (as is done in the ONS census). It shows a red blob at the lowest level, representing a category that appears under three higher level groups. An example could be (for illustrative purposes) “mixed white/black” as the red blob, which could be included under white, black or mixed. However, if that category is selected on a form, the category should only be summed up into one higher level category (e.g. perhaps the Mixed category).
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34. The use of polyhierarchies (i.e. showing an ethnic category in more than one place on a form) has not been researched by ONS and therefore the statistical impact of doing this is not fully understood. However, the examples shown in Section 10 below give some insight. Recent ONS analysis of write-ins (where people write their own ethnicity into a free text box labelled  “Any other …… write in”) has shown, for example, that only 58.99% of Somalis wrote in under the black heading, the remainder wrote in under white, asian, Chinese or other ethnic group, mixed or as a multi-code. Any form that shows Somali only as a sub-category of black risks failing to collect up to 41.01% of Somalis under the correct ethnic category.

35. However, use of a polyhierarchy to collect more accurate data on small ethnic categories may make comparisons against data collected only against larger groupings, such as the census top level categories, less accurate.

36. The following short list is just an example, but shows how a polyhierachal requirement could develop. The aggregation will not be a problem if the values are summed into ‘Any other white background’, but will present a problem if values are summed into different intermediate categories.

· Any Other White Background

· ….. many

· Cypriot

· Cypriot (unspecified)

· Greek Cypriot

· Turkish Cypriot

· ….. more

· Greek

· Mainland Greek

· Greek Cypriot

· ….. more

· Turkish

· Mainland Turkish

· Turkish Cypriot

· Kurdish

· ….. more as necessary

Lists vary over time

37. The population mix can vary significantly and quickly in some areas. The monitoring of ethnic diversity and planning of appropriate services must equally adapt. 

38. Variations have not always been uniformly adopted, thus we see that the ethnicity codes used diverge from each other. Indeed, as stated above, there are 4 ethnicity code sets in current use across ESCS.
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39. Any standards published must be maintained regularly and show a clear and consistent way to compare and combine data from different sources.

Statistical validity

40. Users of ethnicity data frequently wish to make statistically valid comparisons between datasets. This topic is covered more fully in Section 10 below, however some key observations are made here:
a. The ONS data is not the result of simply adding up the coded data from check-boxes on the census forms. It is carefully corrected by analysis of write-ins to try to ensure that, for example Somalis, all end up the same “correct” group. Any data collected by an organisation using only the results from tick-boxes therefore already contains deviations from the base ONS figures

b. There are other inaccuracies inherent in current practice in ESCS, caused by the fact that some organisations already use local finer-grained ethnic categories than those used in the census. When they forward data to collectors such as The IA and the DCSF schools census, they perform local aggregations in order to supply data in the categories used by the collectors.

Principles

41. ONS have identified some key principles for any set of ethnicity codes:

a. There should be an underlying conceptual basis

b. Should include the key ethnic groups in UK

c. Able to use over many years

d. Change processes should be in place and maintained over time

e. Backwards comparisons

f. Aggregation rules

g. Able to use via many collection channels & processes

h. Comparability

i. All answers will fit into the chosen scheme (so need some “Other” categories)

j. Components may vary by location

k. A person’s ethnicity can vary according to context

42. During the development of this document, ESCS stakeholders have identified further key principles for any set of ethnicity codes:

1. stakeholders wish strongly to limit ethnicity to a single question, due to the burdens and difficulties of collection 

2. organisations that need to collect information about diet, religion, language, country of origin or any other factor MUST NOT try to do this via the ethnicity question – doing so will distort the validity of the ethnicity data

3. It is not  safe to try to extrapolate nationality, country of origin, colour or any other factor from answers given to an ethnicity question

4. there are valid business reasons for some organisations to collect more detail on ethnicity than that provided by the ONS census categories

5. it is valid for such organisations to aim to collect that information from a single, detailed question and to aggregate before sending data on to other organisations

6. the aim is to produce one standard that meets all (or at least the vast majority of) needs, so that there is visibility and some control over aggregations and maximum, well understood usability and comparability between data collected by different organisations 
Proposed Structure of data

43. It is proposed that ethnicity should be standardised and managed as a single hierarchical structure, with associated rules. Local variations, in terms of need for finer granularity, should be managed and included into the single standard which must be actively managed:
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44. The hierarchy is composed of “Ethnic Categories” (nodes), Ethnic Sub-Groups (the set of ethnic categories below a higher-level ethnic category) and “Collection Rules” (lines).  

45. A unique code should be assigned to each Ethnic Category. The code persists through all subsequent versions of the standard hierarchy as long as the definition of what is included within the category remains constant.
Rules

46. Selection rules define how a subset of the full hierarchy can be selected for use for a particular purpose. Selection rules are necessary because there are sensitivities that affect citizen behaviour when completing forms and which can affect the results obtained. The selection rules are specific to categories and sub-categories in the hierarchy. The only universal selection rule is that:

a. The top level of a hierarchy must always be selected in full. 
47. It is anticipated that experience will show the need for new or refined selection rules. Over time, the rules will contain a repository of best practice..

48. A Collection Rule relates to how ethnicity data is to be presented on forms when being collected. It shows which higher level categories can contain a lower level category (the lines in the diagram) on any form used to collect ethnicity data. A  Collection Rule Set is the complete set of collection rules for a version of the ethnicity hierarchy. The Ethnic Categories may be polyhierarchical with relation to the Collection Rule Set (i.e. an ethnic category may potentially appear in more than one place on a form). This allows for variations in how ethnic groups see themselves (see the example given at paragraph 40 above) However an ethnic category can only be summed up into one higher level category during processing (see aggregation rules below).

49. The generic form of a Collection Rule will be:

wxyz contains {abcd;efgh;ijkl;mnop}
Which means that the ethnicity category named ‘wxyz’ may be shown on a form as comprising the sub-categories ‘abcd’, ‘efgh’, ‘ijkl’ and ‘mnop’
50. An Aggregation Rule defines the higher level Ethnic Category into which a lower level category should be summed. An Aggregation Rule Set is the complete set of Aggregation Rules for a version of the ethnicity hierarchy. The Ethnic Categories must be monohierarchical with relation to the Aggregation Rule Set.

51. The generic form of an Aggregation Rule will be:

wxyz sums into mnop   with margin x%
Which means that the ethnicity category named ‘wxyz’ must be summed only into the higher-level category of ‘mnop’, and if the higher level category has been produced by means of summation of lower level categories then there may be a difference of x% introduced as compared to collecting the information directly using the higher level category.
52. A comparison rule defines how Ethnic Categories in a hierarchy can be compared to Ethnic Categories in a different hierarchy (older or newer):
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53. The generic form for a Comparison Rule will be:

Hierarchy.1(wxyz + mnop + …) is equivalent to Hierarchy.2 (abcd + efgh) with margin x%
Where: wxyz, mnop, abcd, efgh - each denote the name of an ethnic category.
54. This document defines a hierarchy that maps to the 2001 Census codes. 

55. A second hierarchy will be added that will map onto the 2011 Census codes after Parliament has approved the 2011 Census codes.
Managing change

56. The rules for managing the hierarchy so as to preserve the ability to make comparisons across data collected over time are proposed here.

57. A cross-ESCS group must be established to manage the hierarchy. Ideally, a single hierarchy will be managed and used across the whole of government and public bodies in England, and indeed it is highly desirable that the hierarchy should be standard across the UK because ESCS bodies such as UCAS and HESA process data from the whole of the UK.
Adding a lower level of granularity
58. Adding an Ethnic Sub-Group is straightforward in terms of changing the standard (although confirming the statistical implications of the change may not be easy):
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59. Each new Ethnic Category must be assigned a Code, Collection Rule(s) and an Aggregation Rule
60. As the addition of a lower level sub-group need not affect any existing system, this form of change may occur frequently, but must be done with care to ensure that a sub-group should rarely change.

61. A papers distribution of a request for a new sub-group could be sufficient for this.. 

Moving Ethnic Categories up a level

62. It may be desired at some stage to add new distinctions between Ethnic Categories at some level in the hierarchy:
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63. The codes used to name each Ethnic Category should remain unchanged where the category definition is unchanged.

64. A new code must be allocated to any Ethnic Category that has been added

65. The Collection Rules must change, to show the new hierarchy (lines)

66. The Aggregation Rules will change. In the example of the figure above:

a. At Level 1 the rules must show the new (pink) level 2 Ethnic Categories
b. At level 3, each category will be shown summing up to one of the two new Level 2 categories 

67. A change of this type will have significant impact on existing systems and should be done very rarely. No change to the top level of the hierarchy should be made except by ONS. A sufficient consultation time and full consultation with all stakeholders should be part of the process for this type of change.

Moving ethnic categories down a level

[image: image8.emf]Ethnicity

Ethnicity

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Original New


68. The codes used for each Ethnic Category should remain unchanged where the definition of the category is unchanged. In the example of the figure above, a new code must be allocated to the new Level 3 category. If the Level 2 category has changed in definition, a new code must be allocated to it.

69. The Collection Rules must change, to show the new hierarchy (lines)

70. The Aggregation Rules will change appropriately.

71. A change of this type will have significant impact on existing systems and should be done very rarely. No change to the top level of the hierarchy should be made except by ONS. A sufficient consultation time and full consultation with all stakeholders should be part of the process for this type of change.

Comparison with old versions

72. A number of Comparison Rule Sets will be needed showing how data collected under one version can be compared to data collected under each other version. A Comparison Rule Set may show that some comparisons are invalid.
6 Code lists

73. Existing code lists

The code lists that are in use within the ESCS are broadly based on the ONS Census short list from 2001, and the extended list.  Theoretically there are currently four lists:

· Main 

· Adult

· Extended

· Combined (main and extended)

The full lists are contained in Annexe A.
7 Ethnicity Categories Hierarchy – 2001 Census 

Below represents the ethnicity categories collection hierarchy, aligned to the Census 2001 top level hierarchy. As outlined in paragraphs 43 to 53 above, this is a hierarchy from which selections may be made to create a form that meets the needs of an organisation. Having created the form, the aggregation rules will define how data collected on the form must be summed up to give the most accurate possible statistics at the top ONS Census level.
	
	Short list (equivalent to Census 2001 ONS '16' list)
	
	Level 2
	
	ONS long list

	
	White
	
	
	
	

	WBRI
	White – English/Welsh/Scottish/ Northern Irish/British
	
	
	 
	1

	
	
	WENG
	White - English
	 
	3

	
	
	WSCO
	White - Scottish
	 
	4

	
	
	WWEL
	White - Welsh
	 
	5

	
	
	 
	White - Northern Ireland
	 
	38

	
	
	WOWB
	Other White British
	 
	

	WIRI
	White - Irish
	 
	 
	 
	2

	WOTW
	White - Any other white background
	
	
	 
	39

	
	
	WIRT
	Traveller of Irish Heritage
	 
	13

	 
	 
	WROM
	Gypsy
	 
	15

	 
	 
	 
	Other traveller
	 
	14

	 
	 
	WALB
	Albanian
	 
	19

	 
	 
	WBOS
	Bosnian- Herzegovinian
	 
	31

	 
	 
	WCRO
	Croatian
	 
	32

	 
	 
	WGRE
	Greek/ Greek Cypriot
	 
	7/8

	 
	 
	WGRK
	Greek
	 
	8

	 
	 
	WGRC
	Greek Cypriot
	 
	7

	 
	 
	WITA
	Italian
	 
	12

	 
	 
	WKOS
	Kosovan
	 
	18

	 
	 
	 
	Polish
	 
	16

	 
	 
	WPOR
	Portuguese
	 
	 

	
	
	 
	Romany traveller
	 
	15

	 
	 
	 
	Russian
	 
	 

	 
	 
	WSER
	Serbian
	 
	33

	 
	 
	WTUK
	Turkish
	 
	10

	 
	 
	WTUC
	Turkish Cypriot
	 
	11

	 
	 
	WTUR
	Turkish/ Turkish Cypriot
	 
	10/11

	 
	 
	 
	Other European
	 
	37

	 
	 
	 
	Other Russian
	 
	17

	 
	 
	 
	Other
	 
	 

	
	Mixed/multiple ethnic groups
	
	
	 
	

	MWBC
	Mixed - White and Black Caribbean
	
	 
	 
	21

	MWBA
	Mixed - White and Black African
	
	 
	 
	22

	MWAS
	Mixed - White and Asian
	
	 
	 
	23

	
	
	MWAP
	White and Pakistani
	 
	 

	
	
	MWAI
	White and Indian
	 
	 

	
	
	MWAO
	White and Any Other Asian Background
	 
	 

	MOTH/MOTM
	Any Other Mixed Background
	 
	 
	 
	29

	
	
	MABL
	Asian and Black
	 
	24

	
	
	MWCH
	White and Chinese
	 
	27

	
	
	MACH
	Asian and Chinese
	 
	28

	
	
	MAOE
	Asian and Any Other Ethnic Group
	 
	 

	
	
	 
	Mixed Asian
	 
	44

	
	
	MBCH
	Black and Chinese
	 
	25

	
	
	MBOE
	Black and Any Other Ethnic Group
	 
	64

	
	
	MCOE
	Chinese and Any Other Ethnic Group
	 
	 

	
	
	MWOE
	White and Any Other Ethnic Group
	 
	 

	
	Asian/Asian British
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AIND
	Asian - Indian
	
	 
	 
	41

	APKN
	Asian - Pakistani
	
	 
	 
	42

	
	
	AMPK
	Mirpuri Pakistani
	 
	 

	
	
	AKPA
	Kashmiri Pakistani
	 
	46

	
	
	AOPK
	Other Pakistani
	 
	 

	
	
	 
	Punjabi
	 
	 

	ABAN
	Asian - Bangladeshi
	
	 
	 
	43

	AOTH
	Any Other Asian Background
	 
	 
	 
	59

	
	
	AAFR
	African Asian
	 
	 

	
	
	AKAO
	Kashmiri Other
	 
	46

	
	
	ANEP
	Nepali
	 
	 

	
	
	ASNL
	Sri Lankan Sinhalese
	 
	50

	
	
	ASLT
	Sri Lankan Tamil
	 
	49

	
	
	ASRO
	Sri Lankan Other
	 
	48

	
	
	OTHA
	Thai
	
	 

	
	
	OVIE
	Vietnamese
	
	84

	
	
	AOTA
	Other Asian
	 
	 

	
	Black/African/Caribbean/Black British
	 
	 
	 
	 

	BAFR
	Black - African
	 
	 
	 
	62

	
	
	BANN
	Black - Angolan
	 
	 

	
	
	BCON
	Black - Congolese
	 
	 

	
	
	BGHA
	Black - Ghanaian
	 
	 

	
	
	BNGN
	Black - Nigerian
	 
	65

	
	
	BSLN
	Black - Sierra Leonean
	 
	 

	
	
	BSOM
	Black - Somali
	 
	63

	
	
	BSUD
	Black - Sudanese
	 
	 

	
	
	BAOF
	Other Black African
	 
	 

	
	
	BEUR
	Black European
	 
	 

	BCRB
	Black - Caribbean
	 
	 
	 
	61

	BOTH
	Any Other Black Background
	BNAM
	Black North American
	 
	 

	
	
	BOTB
	Other Black
	 
	69

	
	Other Ethnic Group
	 
	 
	 
	 

	CHNE
	Chinese
	
	 
	 
	81

	
	
	CHKC
	Hong Kong Chinese
	 
	 

	
	
	CMAL
	Malaysian Chinese
	 
	 

	
	
	CSNG
	Singaporean Chinese
	 
	 

	
	
	CTWN
	Taiwanese
	 
	 

	
	
	COCH
	Other Chinese
	 
	80

	OOTH/OOEG
	Any Other Ethnic Group
	
	
	
	89

	
	
	OAFG
	Afghan
	 
	 

	
	
	OARA
	Arab Other
	 
	76

	
	
	OEGY
	Egyptian
	 
	 

	
	
	OFIL
	Filipino
	 
	86

	
	
	OIRN
	Iranian
	 
	88

	
	
	OIRQ
	Iraqi
	
	 

	
	
	OJPN
	Japanese
	 
	85

	
	
	OKOR
	Korean
	 
	 

	
	
	OKRD
	Kurdish
	 
	77

	
	
	OLAM
	Latin/ South/ Central American
	 
	35/36

	
	
	OLEB
	Lebanese
	 
	 

	
	
	OLIB
	Libyan
	 
	 

	
	
	OMAL
	Malaysian  
	 
	87

	
	
	OMRC
	Moroccan
	 
	 

	
	
	OPOL
	Polynesian
	 
	 

	
	
	OYEM
	Yemeni
	
	 

	
	
	 
	Other ethnic group not separately listed
	
	89

	REFU
	Refused
	
	
	
	 

	NOBT
	Information Not Yet Obtained
	
	
	
	 


The ADD Main Ethnicity Code list is essentially the same as the ONS 2001 code list, with the exception of the inclusion, in the Main list, of Traveller of Irish Heritage and Gypsy/Roma.  Values from these two categories would be aggregated, together with ‘Any Other White Background’ from the Main list into the same name of the ONS 2001 Census code list.
The ADD Adult Ethnicity Code list is even closer to the ONS 2001 Census, where the single additional category is Gypsy/Roma.  By adding Gypsy/Roma to Any Other White background the value can be directly compared with the ONS 2001 Census values.

The following table shows the aggregations and the error margins introduced by aggregation. Note that although there are known issues with Travellers of Irish Heritage preferring to class themselves as Irish rather than traveller, the errors caused by this are negligible as a percentage of the total English + Welsh population.
	2001 Census - Ethnic Category
	
	ADD Main Ethnicity Type Codes
	
	ADD Adult Ethnicity Type Codes

	Code
	Description
	
	% margin
	Code
	Description
	
	% margin
	Code
	Description

	 
	White
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 

	1
	British
	
	0
	WBRI
	White - British
	
	0
	WBRI
	White - British

	2
	Irish
	
	0
	WIRI
	White - Irish
	
	0
	WIRI
	White - Irish

	39
	Any other White background
	
	0
	WIRT
	Traveller of Irish Heritage
	
	0
	 
	 

	
	
	
	0
	WOTH
	Any Other White Background
	
	0
	WOTH
	Any Other White Background

	
	
	
	-0.001
	WROM
	Gypsy / Roma
	
	-0.001
	WROM
	Gypsy / Roma

	 
	Mixed
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 

	21
	White and Black Caribbean
	
	0
	MWBC
	White and Black Caribbean
	
	0
	MWBC
	White and Black Caribbean

	22
	White and Black African
	
	0
	MWBA
	White and Black African
	
	0
	MWBA
	White and Black African

	23
	White Asian
	
	0
	MWAS
	White and Asian
	
	0
	MWAS
	White and Asian

	24 to 28
	Any other mixed background
	
	0
	MOTH
	Any Other Mixed Background
	
	0
	MOTH
	Any Other Mixed Background

	 
	Asian or Asian British
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 

	41
	Indian
	
	0
	AIND
	Indian
	
	0
	AIND
	Indian

	42
	Pakistani
	
	0
	APKN
	Pakistani
	
	0
	APKN
	Pakistani

	43
	Bangladeshi
	
	0
	ABAN
	Bangladeshi
	
	0
	ABAN
	Bangladeshi

	44, 45
	Any other Asian background
	
	0
	AOTH
	Any Other Asian Background
	
	0
	AOTH
	Any Other Asian Background

	 
	Black or Black British
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 

	61
	Black Caribbean
	
	0
	BCRB
	Black - Caribbean
	
	0
	BCRB
	Black - Caribbean

	62
	Black African
	
	0
	BAFR
	Black - African
	
	0
	BAFR
	Black - African

	63, 64
	Any other Black background
	
	0
	BOTH
	Any Other Black Background
	
	0
	BOTH
	Any Other Black Background

	 
	Other Ethnic Groups
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 

	81
	Chinese
	
	0
	CHNE
	Chinese
	
	0
	CHNE
	Chinese

	86
	Any other ethnic group
	
	0
	OOTH
	Any Other Ethnic Group
	
	0
	OOTH
	Any Other Ethnic Group

	 
	Not stated
	
	
	NOBT
	Information Not Yet Obtained
	
	
	NOBT
	Information Not Yet Obtained


8 Collection guidance

74. The ethnicity codes were derived with strong reference to the Census classification, and this standard has ensured they are consistent with the 18 codes shown on the questions proposed for the 2011 Census and with the larger code list underlying it.  While end users are clearly interested in reported formats, a necessary condition for producing good ethnicity breakdowns is that the data collection itself is of a high standard. 
75. Much detailed research and testing of question format is done by the Office of National Statistics (ONS) in designing the Census in order to remove or minimise bias or errors arising from the questionnaire design, and the wider data collection process. 

76. The guidance below draws upon this ONS research and good data collection practice generally, and frequently quotes from or paraphrases the National Statistics document “Ethnic Group Statistics – A guide for the collection and classification of ethnicity data” (was produced by ONS, published by HMSO and is a National Statistics Publication – that is it has the ‘stamp of approval’ as it is produced in line with the high professional standards set out in the National Statistics Code of Practice. The quotations in this section are from this document, unless stated otherwise. 

77. The guidance includes aspects of the questionnaire layout, level of detail used, treatment of “other” responses and asking about National Identity.
78. The Census operates by self completion of a paper based questionnaire completed by the respondent 
. However ethnicity data collected within the ESCS includes paper forms (self completed), on-line entries (infrequent at the moment, but this form of entry is expected to grow), face-to-face interviews (especially in surveys, and local authority questionnaires).  Telephone interviews, involving ethnicity questions, are less common. These methods are discussed below.

79. Outside of the Census, most ethnicity questioning allows the respondent to enter an ‘other’ description for each of the five main ethnicity categories, but this is not analysed to any great extent.  In most cases the lists just allow ‘other’ to be recorded, without a more detailed description. (The implications of the treatment of Other groups are discussed in the next section). 

Introductory wording to the ethnicity question  

80. Any introductory wording should inform the respondent (i.e. the person completing the form) of the purposes of collecting ethnicity data and provide an appropriate reassurance of anonymity. 

81. ONS recommend asking simply: “What is your ethnic group?" ( although other questions have been used by different organisations which ONS do not endorse)

Order of ethnicity groupings

82. The order of listing the groups can have an effect on response. ONS has found that 

“…a significant proportion of respondents only read as far down the list as the first answer they find suitable. Thus, the ordering of the list makes a difference to the answers given. In the United Kingdom the majority of respondents will come under the ‘White’ category, and so we have put this at the top. This will save them having to read through the full list of categories before finding the one suitable for them. The Mixed category comes next, because tests have shown that this was likely to get missed if placed at the bottom of the list. The remaining categories are placed in alphabetical order.” 
(ONS 2003, p26)
83. The above rationale is well founded and it is desirable to keep changes to an ethnicity collection form to a minimum. Sometimes an apparent change in a group’s size over time is at least partly due to a change in the collection form, as well as due to a real change in the group’s size in the population. However it is difficult to calibrate the effect of making changes on a form and hence the two effects cannot be separated.  Consequently trend data is more reliable when the collection process is unchanged between different collection periods. 

84. In proposals for the 2011 Census (“Recommended questions for the 2009 Census Rehearsal and 2011 Census”, ONS 2008) ONS recommends a separate wording of the first White category to “English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British” In England and “Welsh/English/Scottish/Northern Irish/British” in Wales, following cognitive testing. This desirable refinement is, in principle, relatively easy (albeit awkward in practice) to achieve for the hard copy such as the Census, but not straightforward for on-line applications. However, the impact of not doing so does not appear to be calibrated, but is unlikely to be large. 

Length of listings – level of detail 

85. A balance needs to be struck between listing the codes for all ethnic groups represented in significant numbers in the population of interest, and supplying a listing that is not over-complicated and off-putting to the respondent.  Lists should be kept as short as is practicable, without long listings of very small ethnic groups. 
86. However in areas where a particular minority ethnic grouping is significant, it is appropriate to explicitly name such group(s) on the listing. This is preferable to relying on respondents to write their ethnicity in the appropriate “other” category, and re-coding the response later. The ONS guidance cites an example: 

“…… if people have written in their own ethnic groups instead of ticking one of the ethnic group boxes in the question, we then try and allocate their write-in response to one of our ethnic groups. For example, people who said they belonged to the ‘Cypriot’ ethnic group would be allocated to the ‘Other White’ group.  So, if you have a large Cypriot community in the area where you are collecting ethnic group data, you could include a Cypriot sub-category under the ‘White’ heading.”
(ONS 2003 , p51)

87. Similarly, if a detailed breakdown of an ethnic group(s) known to exist in the catchment area for an educational institution is needed for a particular purpose (e.g. targeting of a service), then the relevant sub-group(s) can be listed explicitly, using the detailed coding list. An example may be listing the different Black African sub-groups known to be present in appreciable numbers in the area (e.g. Nigerian, Somali, Kenyan, Black South African, other Black African Countries).  

“Other” responses 

88. Under each main ethnicity category the Census contains an “other” option for respondents to write in details where they do not fit the main ethnicity groupings. (An example is “Any other Asian background, write in”).  
89. Where space for a “write-in option” is available on an ethnicity form, each incidence of a respondent ticking an “other” option and entering details can be assessed and given an appropriate sub-code from the detailed ethnicity coding frame, if this level of detail is desired. 

90. Checking the “other” responses is good quality control practice in data processing. For example respondents may have completed “other” in the wrong part of the questionnaire, and this can be corrected. Coding is not an automatic activity and staff doing it should be trained and familiar with the detailed coding list.

Treatment of Other groups is discussed in the next section.
National identity  

91. ONS sees the concept of national identity as complementary to that of ethnicity. It recommends that a question also be asked on national identity, prior to asking ethnicity, as this allows respondents to express an affiliation with England, Scotland, etc as well as describing their ethnicity. Consultation has shown this is especially true of ethnic minority people born in the UK 
.
92. A ‘nationality identity’ question may be included in your questionnaire, either now, or in the future, if so, this question should be asked before a question about ethnicity.  Unlike the ethnicity question, the National Identity question is a multi-response question, so for example someone can tick English and British. Alternatively, the respondent can either write in a single answer in the boxes provided or tick an existing option and write in an answer if required. The example cited here is from the “Ethnic Group Statistics – A guide for the collection and classification of ethnicity data” and is the advice for asking the question on a survey. It is not the proposed question for the Census 2011 as ONS have yet to decide what the new advice (post 2011 Census) will be for asking a survey question (the 2011 Census recommendation can be found at: http://www.ons.gov.uk/census/2011-census/2011-census-questionnaire-content/question-and-content-recommendations-for-2011/index.html):

a. English 
b. Welsh

c. Scottish

d. Northern Irish

e. British

f. Irish

g. Other

93. The country sequence can vary according to the location and circumstances, for example listing Welsh first for data collection in Wales. 
Methods data collection 

94. The different methods of data collection have some specific guidance as outlined below. 

Self completion
95. As there is no-one available to help respondents, the form should be carefully designed so it is easy to read and understand.  

96. In designing the (self completion) census form, ONS extensively tests the layout and format, and on the ethnic group question it identifies the key elements as:
· “Order of answer categories.

· Layout – having the list of answer categories in a single column format down the page.

· Size and style of typeface – using these consistently for headings at the same level.

· Alignment.

· Allowing enough space for write-in answers.”
(ONS 2003, p47)

97. For on-line self completion the same principles apply. However, more flexibility is possible in the design of the form. For example if detailed sub-group data is needed, people selecting the appropriate higher level group can be filtered to another screen to complete the sub-group data. Also, on-line assistance such as sub-group category listing in a context-sensitive help box, can help respondents. Such facilities can improve layout and help avoid the over-long lists and difficult filtering instructions that some paper based methods suffer from. (Note, however, that people in some sub-groups may not readily identify with the higher level group, and may code themselves elsewhere – this is discussed in the next section.)   
Face to face interviews 

98. The ONS advises asking both national identity and ethnicity questions using two showcards, listing all the answer categories. The interviewer reads out the question and hands the showcard over to the respondent. The showcard should be carefully designed following the above principles outlined for self completed forms.  
Telephone interviews 

99. As the interviewer has to read out the questions and ethnicity categories, this method is more limited and ONS recommends splitting up the national identity and ethnicity questions into three questions: 

· Q1: National identity – e.g. English/Scottish/Welsh/Irish/British/Other 
· Q2: High level Ethnic group – e.g. White/Mixed/Asian/Black/Other 

· Q3: Detailed ethnic group  - according to the answer to Q2

100. This breaks down the exercise into more manageable elements, as to read out all 18 detailed categories in one question would be excessive.  (It is the telephone equivalent of the on-line self completion example given above).
Response rates
101. The level of response to an ethnicity question is an important determinant of how useful the information is. Response rates to ethnicity questions vary from under 50% to close to 100%. The problem with non response is that, by definition, we have zero or incomplete information about the non-respondent, but it is known that non response varies by ethnic group. This means that raw figures for low response groups will be understated in the results. 

102. ONS has examined non-response by ethnic group, and in the Census adopts statistical imputation techniques to compensate for its effects. However, these are specialist techniques not generally appropriate to most organisations collecting ethnicity statistics. Minimising non-response at source is the best approach in any data collection, and ways to do this include: 

· In any introductory wording stress the importance of collecting good ethnicity data – how it is useful to the organisation. 

103. The Commission for Racial Equality publication “Ethnic Monitoring – A Guide for Public Authorities”, advises (page 14) that nothing is said that might make someone less likely to answer the question, and in particular it firmly recommends not to say the ethnicity question is voluntary (while not saying or implying that it is compulsory either) and not to include a “prefer not to say” option.

· Give the respondent assurance on how their data will be properly used and stored. 

· Layout - a clear ethnicity question layout will encourage a good response. 
Confidentiality

104. Confidentiality can be achieved by:

1. collecting equalities monitoring information separately to any other information gathering forms

2. separating the monitoring information from the other service specific information once it is recorded

3. storing the monitoring information in a separate and secure place

4. removing any personal details from monitoring information 

5. reporting the outcomes of the monitoring on a combined or general basis so no one individual is identified
9 Aggregation and Reporting guidance
Introduction

105. When reporting ethnicity data, ONS advises specifying the geographical level at which the data were collected, the collection method, and giving the list and order of categories used, in order to “….help users when comparing data from more than one source to make judgements about their quality and consistency” (ONS 2003, p26).

106. Accordingly, an educational organisation should give consideration to the appropriate breakdown of the census (or other dataset) to benchmark against. The organisation’s catchment area may need to be determined or approximated (for HE it may be very wide) and the ethnicity profile of potential applicants may differ to the profile of all residents in the area (i.e. adults and younger children included). 

107. For an “ideal” comparison between sets of ethnicity data, the data collection form, and the mode and context of collection should be identical. However this is rarely possible, and where data collection forms and hierarchies differ, aggregation of data may be needed to compare results, for example: 

· Comparison against Census data

· Comparison with another localised breakdown (such as within a Local Authority, or done by another  institutions)

· Comparison over time when the ethnicity hierarchy and / or the level of detail collected has changed

108. In determining whether or not it is feasible to aggregate a group to allow valid comparison, key factors to consider are: 
· The size of the group(s) to be aggregated – note that many ethnic groups are a very small proportion of the population (often less than 0.1%) and minor inaccuracies or distortions may not affect the overall comparison you are trying to make. 

· Where an ethnic group of interest is not explicitly named on one survey form, the extent to which people in that ethnic group tick and/or write-in under the same main category, or whether they are spread across groups. (This is discussed below).
· The way “other” categories are dealt with in your data collection and the survey you are comparing against.

109. As discussed below, for most write-in answers the Census 2001 allocates “Other – write-in” answers to one ethnic category, wherever they are written in on the form by the respondent. (So, for example, if someone considering their ethnicity to be Somali wrote this in the “Asian or Asian British“ Category, it would be re-allocated to “Black or Black British”). However there are some ethnicities ONS has decided cannot be systematically allocated to the main groups, and these are allocated to the main section in which they are written.  (ONS p53-4, and Annexe F). 
110. In reality much educational and other data collection for ethnicity does not have write-in space for “Other groups” as does the Census, and respondents just tick an “Other” box, or if it does, the write-ins are not analysed. This issue is discussed below. 

Comparison against Census data, and other datasets 
111. Most comparisons are against Census data, and this will be used to illustrate the above issues.

112. The typical aggregation issue is where an ethnicity question contains more ethnic detail than the Census. 

113. Census detail on the smaller ethnic groups is obtained by:

· Respondents ticking the appropriate box (18 boxes spread between 5 high level categories) and writing in their ethnicity for those “Other” ethnic groups not explicitly listed

· ONS staff examining and categorising the ethnic group of the “other” write-ins where possible, using coding rules.  

114. Most of the write-ins allow direct coding, while some need interpretation and inference as, for example,  people sometimes tick in one place on the form, then write in another, or write in multiple places. The amount of multiple ticks/write-ins varies greatly between ethnic groups. 

115. The aggregation issue is complicated by the fact that people from many of the ethnic groups not named on the forms write in their group in different places on the form. However we consider a relatively straightforward case first. 

116. The diagram below illustrates how nearly 100% of Polish respondents wrote “Polish” in the “Any other White Background” section of the form. 
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Background”. 

(2.4% wrote in elsewhere. Also, some 
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2001 Census

example


117. Consequently, if an ethnicity question by another organisation had broken out Polish under the White category, then all forms with that box ticked can be added up to the higher level “any other white background” and compared to statistics gathered directly without the separate Polish box with only a small predicted error (of 2.4%). 

118. This is shown below, adapting the Census 2001 template for simplicity. 
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119. This format would collect virtually all the people who would have written in “Polish” in the 2001 Census format and also any Polish who just coded “Any other white background” without writing in. 

Hence we could safely combine “Polish” and “Any other White background “ and compare with the “Any other White background” figure on the Census form.

120. For the selection of ethnicities shown below, a high proportion of most of these have written their ethnicity in the “Any other white background” section. If another organisation had explicitly named say, Cornish, Greek or Italian on the data collection form, they could validly add this group to the “Any other White background” group and compare with Census data.  

Percentage of “Other write-ins” for a selection of mostly White ethnicities in the 2001 Census 
[image: image11.emf]Category 1: White 2: Mixed 3: Asian 4: Black

5: Chinese 

or other Multi code Total

Cornish

98.17

0.06 * * 0.55 1.21 100

Cypriot (part not stated)

80.42

5.83 0.52 0.17 7.57 5.49 100

Greek

93.75

1.81 0.03 0.07 2.02 2.33 100

Greek Cypriot

84.98

2.19 0.04 0.03 9.37 3.40 100

Turkish

68.03

4.42 7.34 0.15 12.71 7.34 100

Turkish Cypriot

65.57

2.81 2.46 0.20 23.08 5.88 100

Italian

96.24

0.97 0.01 0.03 0.63 2.12 100


121. However, for other groups, notably Turkish and Turkish Cypriot, the position is less clear, and this will be discussed shortly. 

122. Among main the groups shown below in the Asian category the position is also quite clear. 

Percentage of “Other write-ins” for a selection of mostly Asian ethnicities in the 2001 Census 
[image: image12.emf]Category 1: White 2: Mixed 3: Asian 4: Black

5: Chinese 

or other Multi code Total

Punjabi 0.71 0.39

86.24

* 0.27 12.39 100

Kashmiri 0.50 0.50

92.08

0.33 0.74 5.84 100

East African Asian 0.61 4.59

85.92

1.22 0.51 7.15 100

Sri Lankan 0.93 0.51

90.64

0.23 0.46 7.22 100

Tamil 1.65 0.32

88.20

0.14 0.60 9.10 100

Sinhalese 1.16 1.27

90.70

0.42 0.85 5.60 100


123. Accordingly, any of these groups could be combined up to the Asian category with confidence. However, adding in this level of detail will attract responses that would otherwise have gone into, for example Indian or Pakistani categories and therefore makes comparisons at the next lower level of detail below “Asian” much less safe statistically.
124. However, for many groups the position is more complicated, as shown below for the write-ins for people of Somali ethnicity, whose responses are spread across several groups. 

Percentage of “Other write-ins” for people stating ethnicity as Somali in the 2001 Census 
125. [image: image20.wmf]In 2001 ONS allocated all those considering their ethnicity as Somali, to the “Black African Group”. 

126. This means that if a Somali tick-box was made explicit (under the “Black or Black British” section) on an ethnicity data collection form it: 

· would probably collect most of the people who would have written “Somali” anywhere in the 2001 Census format – as it was explicitly named.
· and also any Somalis who would otherwise have coded “Other white/other mixed /other black” etc without writing in.
127. This illustrates the difficulty of comparison: aggregating the Somali ethnic group upward to a wider “Black African” group and thence to the higher “Black or Black British” section, has potential distortions: 

· comparing against Census data would be reasonable as those writing in “Somali” would all have been allocated under the Black African section.  (Though anyone ticking another category but not writing in Somali would not, however it is reasonable to expect this to be a small group)

128. comparing against a dataset that does not examine and reallocate write-ins is, in principle, problematic, as (in this example) we would expect only 59% of Somalis to tick under the “Black or Black British” section, while 41%  will tick elsewhere, and remain in these categories.  Consequently the data collection form that explicitly names Somali as a group in the “Black or Black British” section, will marginally boost the size of this section. 


129. However the actual difference, while conceptually worrying, may be very small, as the “other” groups formed just 4% of the general population in the 2001 Census, and many are under 0.1% individually. Conversely, in a local area, ethnic sub-groups often comprise a significant minority and measurement and comparisons involving them is important. Consequently the effects of aggregation need to be compared on a case by case basis.

130. Some other groups from the 2001 Census where the write-ins spread across several groups are  shown below, with shading indicating both the largest category write-in in each row and also those attracting over 10% of responses. 

Percentage of “Other write-ins” for a selection of ethnicities in the 2001 Census, where these straddle various high level categories.
[image: image13.emf]Largest %
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Category 1: White 2: Mixed 3: Asian 4: Black

5: Chinese 

or other Multi code Total

Somali 5.31 6.08 2.51

58.99

8.05 19.07 100

Part Caribbean 3.57

65.79

0.75 10.53 0.56 18.80 100

Part African 5.42

65.00

3.75 8.33 1.25 16.25 100

Buddhist 15.79 * 31.58 * 15.79 36.84 100

Hindu 4.90 0.45 35.86 0.45 0.89 57.46 100

Jewish

79.74

1.77 0.59 0.11 13.19 4.61 100

Muslim 13.44 2.70 25.58 0.43 3.13 54.72 100

Arab 16.99 15.31 25.81 2.94

32.00

6.96 100

Kurdish

46.10

3.24 21.21 0.06 19.29 10.10 100

Moroccan

30.95

18.73 1.69 6.59 30.80 11.24 100

Part Chinese 8.66 27.71 * *

35.93

27.71 100

North African

38.51

18.37 1.14 5.26 28.79 7.93 100

Middle East 26.28 6.63

41.81

0.48 18.05 6.75 100

Filipino 1.71 2.54

58.58

0.11 28.24 8.82 100

Iranian 19.46 2.58

55.90

0.09 11.03 10.94 100

Key:


131. This illustrates the difficulty of ascribing each ethnic group to a single high level category, and for many of these ONS does not do so in the Census. (The listings of which ethnic categories can and cannot be systematically allocated is given in p53-54 of the Guide, and in Annexe F of this document).

132. Annexe G gives the above data for all groups, and analysis reveals that the percentage of the population not coding in same category as the majority of their ethnic group is just 1.29%.   Note these are by no means ‘wrong’ or ‘miscoded’, generally being a true reflected the person’s perceived ethnicity, though some will be erroneous. 

133. The implication is that responses to data collection using the Census codes but not reallocating write-ins, will have a similar pattern to that shown in the tables shown above and in the Annexe - though of course the detail of all but the higher level ethnicities will be hidden in the “Other” groups.

134. When specifically collecting data for a small ethnic group not explicitly stated on the Census, the tables should prove helpful in understanding where responses are likely to fall, if written in. They also inform the decision on whether to include a separate tick box for these group(s), and if so which category any such tick box(es) should come under. 

135. Also, the breakdowns inform the aggregation issue: if you have been supplied aggregated data, it is important to know the basis of the aggregation to assess compatibility with the census data, or other comparison dataset.

136. However, when considering possible distortions and inaccuracies it needs to be borne in mind that:

· Other White, Other Asian, Other Black and Other Ethnic groups together made up 4.0 per cent of the population of England and Wales in 2001

· The very small sizes of most of the groups: the majority are below 0.1% of the E & W population.  

Guidance
137. When comparing and aggregating ethnicity statistics, the following guidance may help: 

· The 2001 Census is still the only valid, robust, basis on which to establish the proportions of the entire population based on ethnicity.  Those categories will remain the base for at least two years. The proposed 2011 categories have been published (Annexe B), and will be presented to Parliament for approval in late 2009.

· Comparisons between ethnicity datasets are least error prone when data collection forms and methods used and the underlying hierarchy are the same for the datasets. The more they differ, the more sources of variation exist. The combination of order effects, method of collection and context are formidable to calibrate, hence the desire for consistency of approach where possible.   

· For smaller and “other” ethnic groups, comparisons can be difficult depending upon how data on these groups is captured and processed – in particular whether write-ins for “other” groups are used and processed. Users should understand how such groups have been treated.

· In particular, when collecting data using the Census Categories and groups (18 groups in 2001) users should be aware that the “Other” groups will often be spread across several Categories. If write-ins are not reallocated (as is usually the case), this spread will exist in the reported figures. Consequently comparison with the Census is not really comparing like with like, as far as the “Other” groups are concerned. (However, see the bullet below about group sizes). 

· Regarding aggregation, “other” ethnic groups whose members tend to tick and “write-in” under the same broad categories can be aggregated fairly safely.   

· However, where “other” ethnic groups members tend to spread their responses across several high level categories, aggregation can be more error-prone:

· As the Census re-allocates the write-ins as appropriate, comparisons with Census data are likely to be valid

· Comparisons against a breakdown that does not process write-ins are more problematic, as in this breakdown specific ethnic groups will be (invisibly) spread across several categories.

· Consequently if you have been supplied aggregated data, it is important to know the basis of the aggregation to assess compatibility with the census data, or other comparison dataset.

· Comparison and aggregation therefore needs to done on a case by case basis, with regard to the factors described.  

· A sense of proportion needs to be maintained: 

· Other White, Other Asian, Other Black and Other Ethnic groups together made up just 4.0 per cent of the population of England and Wales in 2001

· The percentage of the population not coding in same category as the majority of their ethnic group is just 1.29%  

· The very small sizes of most of the groups: the majority are below 0.1% of the England and Wales population.  

138. Consequently, while some aggregations may involve inaccuracies, this can usually be tolerated given the size of the groups.

10 Evidence to validate our choices
139. Data collected for HE, FE, Adult Learning organisations and Local Authoritues is likely to be more tightly aligned with the national population.
140. Data collected for schools is likely to be skewed when compared against the national population, as the data gathered does not include data from independent schools.  It was deemed more appropriate to compare with the school census data.
141. Proportions of ‘non response’ or invalid data from ethnic questionnaires have improved over the last few years.  Initial ‘non response’ levels varied up to 40%.  Some surveys and questionnaires have ethnicity as optional.

142. Nationality and National Identity were frequently not used in our survey of stakeholders’ forms.  It was felt more important to capture home or first language.  However, HESA collect nationality information for all students (this affects eligibility for funding and also visa requirements) and currently also collect national identity information for those studying at institutions in Wales.
143. Data quality checks are made at various levels.  Year on year values are assessed, and where significant differences are found, investigations are initiated.  Some differences can be explained by better forms, less resistance to ‘intrusive’ questions, changes to options, or changes in the sequence of the questions.
144. An analysis of the effect of changing the ethnicity codes for the Pupil Level Annual School Census (PLASC) in 2002 and 2003, showed that there were significant differences in ‘Not Given’ or ‘Not Obtained’.  

145. If the list of ethnicity codes is changed from one set of results to another, we might expect the results to be not statistically substantive.  Restructuring of the codes in the PLASC census analysis seems to have caused an unexpected number of errors and misunderstandings
.
146. The use of extended codes in addition to the main codes for ethnicity information is largely a matter for Local Authority decision.  Local Authorities differ considerably in the extent to which they use these codes.  
Annexe A : Aligned Data Definitions Ethnicity Codesets
Main Ethnicity Codes 


    Adult Ethnicity Codes 
	Code
	Description
	
	Code
	Description

	WBRI
	White - British
	
	WBRI
	White - British

	WIRI
	White - Irish
	
	WIRI
	White - Irish

	WIRT
	Traveller of Irish Heritage
	
	 
	 

	WOTH
	Any Other White Background
	
	WOTH
	Any Other White Background

	WROM
	Gypsy / Roma
	
	 
	 

	MWBC
	White and Black Caribbean
	
	MWBC
	White and Black Caribbean

	MWBA
	White and Black African
	
	MWBA
	White and Black African

	MWAS
	White and Asian
	
	MWAS
	White and Asian

	MOTH
	Any Other Mixed Background
	
	MOTH
	Any Other Mixed Background

	AIND
	Indian
	
	AIND
	Indian

	APKN
	Pakistani
	
	APKN
	Pakistani

	ABAN
	Bangladeshi
	
	ABAN
	Bangladeshi

	AOTH
	Any Other Asian Background
	
	AOTH
	Any Other Asian Background

	BCRB
	Black Caribbean
	
	BCRB
	Black Caribbean

	BAFR
	Black - African
	
	BAFR
	Black - African

	BOTH
	Any Other Black Background
	
	BOTH
	Any Other Black Background

	CHNE
	Chinese
	
	CHNE
	Chinese

	OOTH
	Any Other Ethnic Group
	
	OOTH
	Any Other Ethnic Group

	REFU
	Refused
	
	REFU
	Refused

	NOBT
	Information Not Yet Obtained
	
	NOBT
	Information Not Yet Obtained


Combined Ethnicity Type codes 



  Extended Ethnicity Type codes 

	Code
	Description
	
	Code
	Description

	WBRI
	White - British
	
	WCOR
	White - Cornish

	WIRI
	White - Irish
	
	WENG
	White - English

	WIRT
	Traveller of Irish Heritage
	
	WSCO
	White - Scottish

	WOTH
	Any Other White Background
	
	WWEL
	White - Welsh

	WROM
	Gypsy / Roma
	
	WOWB
	Other White British

	MWBC
	White and Black Caribbean
	
	WALB
	Albanian

	MWBA
	White and Black African
	
	WBOS
	Bosnian- Herzegovinian

	MWAS
	White and Asian
	
	WCRO
	Croatian

	MOTH
	Any Other Mixed Background
	
	WGRE
	Greek/ Greek Cypriot

	AIND
	Indian
	
	WGRK
	Greek

	APKN
	Pakistani
	
	WGRC
	Greek Cypriot

	ABAN
	Bangladeshi
	
	WITA
	Italian

	AOTH
	Any Other Asian Background
	
	WKOS
	Kosovan

	BCRB
	Black Caribbean
	
	WPOR
	Portuguese

	BAFR
	Black - African
	
	WSER
	Serbian

	BOTH
	Any Other Black Background
	
	WTUR
	Turkish/ Turkish Cypriot

	CHNE
	Chinese
	
	WTUK
	Turkish

	OOTH
	Any Other Ethnic Group
	
	WTUC
	Turkish Cypriot

	REFU
	Refused
	
	WEUR
	White European

	NOBT
	Information Not Yet Obtained
	
	WEEU
	White Eastern European

	WCOR
	White - Cornish
	
	WWEU
	White Western European

	WENG
	White - English
	
	WOTW
	White Other

	WSCO
	White - Scottish
	
	MWAP
	White and Pakistani

	WWEL
	White - Welsh
	
	MWAI
	White and Indian

	WOWB
	Other White British
	
	MWAO
	White and Any Other Asian Background

	WALB
	Albanian
	
	MAOE
	Asian and Any Other Ethnic Group

	WBOS
	Bosnian- Herzegovinian
	
	MABL
	Asian and Black

	WCRO
	Croatian
	
	MACH
	Asian and Chinese

	WGRE
	Greek/ Greek Cypriot
	
	MBOE
	Black and Any Other Ethnic Group

	WGRK
	Greek
	
	MBCH
	Black and Chinese

	WGRC
	Greek Cypriot
	
	MCOE
	Chinese and Any Other Ethnic Group

	WITA
	Italian
	
	MWOE
	White and Any Other Ethnic Group

	WKOS
	Kosovan
	
	MWCH
	White and Chinese

	WPOR
	Portuguese
	
	MOTM
	Other Mixed Background

	WSER
	Serbian
	
	AMPK
	Mirpuri Pakistani

	WTUR
	Turkish/ Turkish Cypriot
	
	AKPA
	Kashmiri Pakistani

	WTUK
	Turkish
	
	AOPK
	Other Pakistani

	WTUC
	Turkish Cypriot
	
	AAFR
	African Asian

	WEUR
	White European
	
	AKAO
	Kashmiri Other

	WEEU
	White Eastern European
	
	ANEP
	Nepali

	WWEU
	White Western European
	
	ASNL
	Sri Lankan Sinhalese

	WOTW
	White Other
	
	ASLT
	Sri Lankan Tamil

	MWAP
	White and Pakistani
	
	ASRO
	Sri Lankan Other

	MWAI
	White and Indian
	
	AOTA
	Other Asian

	MWAO
	White and Any Other Asian Background
	
	BANN
	Black - Angolan

	MAOE
	Asian and Any Other Ethnic Group
	
	BCON
	Black - Congolese

	MABL
	Asian and Black
	
	BGHA
	Black - Ghanaian

	MACH
	Asian and Chinese
	
	BNGN
	Black - Nigerian

	MBOE
	Black and Any Other Ethnic Group
	
	BSLN
	Black - Sierra Leonean

	MBCH
	Black and Chinese
	
	BSOM
	Black - Somali

	MCOE
	Chinese and Any Other Ethnic Group
	
	BSUD
	Black - Sudanese

	MWOE
	White and Any Other Ethnic Group
	
	BAOF
	Other Black African

	MWCH
	White and Chinese
	
	BEUR
	Black European

	MOTM
	Other Mixed Background
	
	BNAM
	Black North American

	AMPK
	Mirpuri Pakistani
	
	BOTB
	Other Black

	AKPA
	Kashmiri Pakistani
	
	CHKC
	Hong Kong Chinese

	AOPK
	Other Pakistani
	
	CMAL
	Malaysian Chinese

	AAFR
	African Asian
	
	CSNG
	Singaporean Chinese

	AKAO
	Kashmiri Other
	
	CTWN
	Taiwanese

	ANEP
	Nepali
	
	COCH
	Other Chinese

	ASNL
	Sri Lankan Sinhalese
	
	OAFG
	Afghan

	ASLT
	Sri Lankan Tamil
	
	OARA
	Arab Other

	ASRO
	Sri Lankan Other
	
	OEGY
	Egyptian

	AOTA
	Other Asian
	
	OFIL
	Filipino

	BANN
	Black - Angolan
	
	OIRN
	Iranian

	BCON
	Black - Congolese
	
	OIRQ
	Iraqi

	BGHA
	Black - Ghanaian
	
	OJPN
	Japanese

	BNGN
	Black - Nigerian
	
	OKOR
	Korean

	BSLN
	Black - Sierra Leonean
	
	OKRD
	Kurdish

	BSOM
	Black - Somali
	
	OLAM
	Latin/ South/ Central American

	BSUD
	Black - Sudanese
	
	OLEB
	Lebanese

	BAOF
	Other Black African
	
	OLIB
	Libyan

	BEUR
	Black European
	
	OMAL
	Malay

	BNAM
	Black North American
	
	OMRC
	Moroccan

	BOTB
	Other Black
	
	OPOL
	Polynesian

	CHKC
	Hong Kong Chinese
	
	OTHA
	Thai

	CMAL
	Malaysian Chinese
	
	OVIE
	Vietnamese

	CSNG
	Singaporean Chinese
	
	OYEM
	Yemeni

	CTWN
	Taiwanese
	
	OOEG
	Other Ethnic Group

	COCH
	Other Chinese
	
	
	

	OAFG
	Afghan
	
	
	

	OARA
	Arab Other
	
	
	

	OEGY
	Egyptian
	
	
	

	OFIL
	Filipino
	
	
	

	OIRN
	Iranian
	
	
	

	OIRQ
	Iraqi
	
	
	

	OJPN
	Japanese
	
	
	

	OKOR
	Korean
	
	
	

	OKRD
	Kurdish
	
	
	

	OLAM
	Latin/ South/ Central American
	
	
	

	OLEB
	Lebanese
	
	
	

	OLIB
	Libyan
	
	
	

	OMAL
	Malay
	
	
	

	OMRC
	Moroccan
	
	
	

	OPOL
	Polynesian
	
	
	

	OTHA
	Thai
	
	
	

	OVIE
	Vietnamese
	
	
	

	OYEM
	Yemeni
	
	
	

	OOEG
	Other Ethnic Group
	
	
	


Annexe: B

Recommended questions for the 2009 Census Rehearsal and 2011 Census for England. Welsh is almost identical
[image: image14.emf]
Annexe: D

Initial Interview Questions – not all questions applied to every interviewee.

1.  Does your organisation collect or process information on ethnicity?

· collect only 

· process only 

· collect and process 

· neither 

-
other details

2. How it the information collected? 

· self completion by hard copy forms (paper)

· online

· telephone interview

· face-to-face interview

· from other organisations

· other (please specify)

3. Could you describe the process: 

· any data quality checks you undertake

· how you deal with "write-ins", e.g. where people tick  "other" and write some words in

· what (approximate) level of non response you get 

· how you report the data and to who

4. In what way do you use the ethnicity data gathered?  As this is a very open question, subsequent questions related to use may need to be determined on the ‘fly’.  E.g.:

· To conform with the law / local authority requirements

· So that they can compare their mix of children / learners / public with the standard ONS statistics

· For future use, not yet determined

5. Do you have any problems with the collection of ethnicity data?  For example, do you have a big proportion of respondents who mark the ‘Did not respond’ box, or more responses in ‘Other’ than you would normally expect.

6. Do you have any statistics on the ‘Did not respond’ or ‘Other’ results?

7. Do your standard questions also include a nationality question?

8. Do you think that your population is different from the national average, or from the population in your general area?  If so, in what way?

9. Is there ethnicity data contained within any existing data base of information?

10. Do you have a Management Information department which analyses this data?

11. What problems if any, have you had in collecting the data? 

· e.g. low response, unclear descriptions, poor data due to suspected deliberate wrong response etc, 

12. What confidence do you have in the quality of your ethnicity data? 

13. How do you use your data - e.g. do you make any comparisons with other datasets (e.g. Census data)?

14. Are you planning to make any changes to the data collection or processing process? 

15. Which guidelines or rules do you use for ethnicity data collections? (e.g. DCSF, Census guidelines)

16. What improvements would you like to see to the data collection or processing process?

17. Data Aggregation/Translation

(a)  Do you share ethnicity data with other organisations (DCSF, DIUS, MIAP etc) now and if so with whom?

· What code sets are used by you and the other organisation?

· Are they different to the ONS code sets?

· What translation issues do you have?

(b)  Do you envisage sharing ethnicity data in future, and if so with whom?

(c)  What translation issues will this create?

18.  Public Testing

(a) Have you taken part in any exercise to validate a set of ethnicity values?

· How did you go about it?

· What issues did you encounter and what lessons have been learned?

(b) Would you be willing to facilitate such an exercise in the future by identifying learners or parents who could be asked to take part? 

19. In your experience, would a short list of ethnicity codes be more appropriate to your organisation?  Or do you need a more detailed, granular, list, more focussed for your particular organisation?

Annexe: E

Record of consultations
	Ethnicity Data Definitions
	Record of telephone Interviews
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Question
	Suzanne Aspinnal – FE Data Service
	Catherine Benfield - HESA
	Kathyn Heywood – DIUS
	Richard Puttock – HEFCE

	 
	
	
	
	 

	1
	Analyse data from ILR and IA
	Collect and process
	HESA, UCAS & SLC collect HE data and provide to DIUS;student records
	Process data; a small amount of data is directly collected

	2
	
	Captured locally - no direct contact
Some UCAS data
On-line
Only short list
	
	 

	3
	Credibility checks
	Non-response or unknown is 4.9%
	Annual quality assurance (year on year change, missing values) 
Non-response UK domiciles around 12% in 2006/07
	HESA process the data

	4
	Comparisons year on year
	Collect student data on behalf of Funding Councils
Individual record contains 200 data items
Members of staff also monitored annually
	Usually in Parliamentary Questions, provided to widening participation policy colleagues
	Reporting

	5
	
	
	Around 12% non response in 2006/07. “other” categories quite popular
	and policy development

	6
	
	
	In 2006/07, 81% provided a designated code, 7% chose one of the “other” codes, 12% were missing/ unknown/ refused.
	 

	7
	No - country of domicile is more important
	There is a nationality question
Questions have to work across the UK
	Yes, although this is not particularly reliable so we rarely use it: Domicile is mandatory while nationality is not. Domicile is also more relevant to HE funding than nationality.
	No National Identity is collected

	8
	
	They don't capture ethnicity for international students
	Yes, as many BMEs are over-represented in higher education
	 

	9
	
	
	Only the archived HESA, SLC & UCAS data – not in database format though. I’m checking the situation for SIES
	 

	10
	
	
	Just my team and colleagues in the wider division! I suppose we do take the role of a management information team, although I don’t tend to think of us in that way. HESA also has an information provision service which takes that sort of role, although they are entitled to charge for their analyses.
	 

	11
	
	
	One for HESA, SLC, UCAS and HEFCE
	 

	12
	
	They compare data year on year by institution.
Cross-checking
Lots of in-built checks
	Couldn’t provide a confidence level off the cuff. Reasonable confidence provided the right population coverage is applied. (e.g. I wouldn’t like to see it used for a non-UK-domiciled group).
	 

	13
	
	They compare with Census figures, recognising that the vales are out of date.
	2.       Direct comparison is generally not possible – HE ethnicity data is usually reported in a standalone way. If we were able to compare directly to (e.g.) LFS ethnicity data, this would enhance our analysis. We do make some sweeping comparisons but we are careful about how we present these.
	 

	14
	
	Online registrations will increase
	HESA’s collection and processing has been changing recently (new format Student Record in 2007/08). Again, details from HESA.
	They will change form comparisons with ONS 2001 to ONS 2011 at a fixed poit, probably in 2011.  They will then start comparing against 2011 codes in 2014/2015.

	15
	
	
	One for HESA; mainly year on year
Different codes - comparisons less useful
	 

	16
	
	
	
	 

	17
	
	DIUS use the data gathered
	Raw data, may be shared with NAO and consultants producing analysis on behalf of DIUS. Also available to DCSF although doubt they use ethnicity data.
Different to ONS Census list
	 

	18
	
	
	(a) No
(b) Not convinced the Fair Processing Notice allows this: we can explicitly use contact details for SIES surveys but this exercise obviously doesn’t come under SIES.
	 

	19
	 
	 
	Prefer as much detail as possible
	Collecting more detailed information doesn't always help


	Ethnicity Data Definitions
	
	Record of telephone Interviews continued

	
	
	
	
	

	Question
	Allan Findlay – Student Loans
	John Taylor –representing JCQ
	Isabelle Colombeau – Tower Hamlets
	Ian Casey - DSG

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	They collect the data but don't process
	
	Both
	Both
School census three times pa; several other sources

	2
	Online and face to face
	
	Variety; some online
	Hard copy from schools
Data collected with XML

	3
	
	
	They record 'other' text
	A variety of sanity checks are carried out

	4
	
	Not used very much at all
	Monitoring ethnicity/ equality for the public and staff; developing services; monitoring complaints
Service delivery
Schools performance indicators
Record how many racial incidents
	Funding policy
Breakdown of results / under achievement
National Pupil Database

	5
	
	
	No
	Some pockets of resistance

	6
	
	
	
	TBA

	7
	Domicile is recorded rather than ethnicit
	Language is more important - statutory right to include Welsh
	Language is more important; nationality not processed
	Nationality is collected

	8
	
	
	Yes   - much more varied; significant proportion of ethnic minorities
	Generally consistent, but no data is currently collected from independent schools, which might imply a slight skew (8% of learners are at independent schools)
Home educated learners are also excluded

	9
	There may be but it's highly restricted
	
	
	Yes

	10
	
	
	Yes
	lists are not used

	11
	
	
	Processing small numbers of minor ethnicities (eg travellers).  Need to group together for meaningful analysis
	None - it is a statutory requirement.
Long

	12
	
	
	
	Traveller data is known to be a problem.  Need to split Gypsy and Roma, but that will lead to small numbers.  It's currently the best they can get.

	13
	
	
	
	TBA

	14
	
	
	Review regularly - structure; volatile population movements
	Not before 2011

	15
	
	
	
	DCSF

	16
	
	
	
	Historically, the long ethnicity list is a problem;
Practicality is an issue
Need to align with one list

	17
	
	
	
	TBA

	18
	
	
	
	Testing is the responsibility of LAs

	19
	 
	 
	 
	Only use short list


	Ethnicity Data Definitions
	Record of telephone Interviews continued

	
	
	
	

	Question
	Daniel Simons – LSC
	Matthew Bollington - DIUS
	Nicola Shah - OfSTED

	 
	
	
	 

	1
	Process 
	Collect sample of data from Student Income Survey
3500 out of 2 million
	Process

	2
	On line through data portal
	Face to face
	 

	3
	Done for them
	No analysis
	Checks are carried out on achievement data; success rates

	4
	Setting policy
Assessing achievement
	Statistics
Analyse non-response
	Provider level - report by provider; breakdown on ethnic providers

	5
	Not involved, but generally a good response
	
	Affects some providers more than others.  If the data looks wrong, it is suppressed

	6
	About 2% not known; 1% Other
	Less than 1%
	Not that they are aware;  They have had some missing data, but haven't established why

	7
	Not involved, but generally a good response
	England and Wales only
	No 

	8
	Higher black / ethnic proportions
	Profile might be different
	No

	9
	Yes
	Yes - all data is anonymised
	Yes

	10
	Yes - IA
	Yes  
	Yes

	11
	N/A
	Agency
	N/A

	12
	High - some difficulties with self definition
	
	Robust data

	13
	Analysis of trends, typically 3 years;
Participation rates
	March 2008 data to be published soon.  Currently don't link it to others.
	Comparison purposes - may compare against local survey

	14
	Not their decision
	Keep in line with National Standards
	Will be doing college performance success rates for inspectors

	15
	IA
	Not aware - might be online
	N/A

	16
	Additional language needs would be useful
	Not looking at any changes in make up in ethnicity
	Would like more consistent source data; 

	17
	Life Long Learning UK
Staff records
	
	Work based Learning providers use quite different categories

	18
	N/A
	
	N/A

	19
	 
	Level 2 
	Shorter list; otherwise numbers are too small at a school/ institution level.  Unless there is a strong business need, a short list is better


	Ethnicity Data Definitions
	Record of telephone Interviews/responses continued

	
	
	
	

	Question
	Dave Cartwright - Student Loans
	Corinne Jacques - QCA
	Peter Ashton – The Information Authority

	 
	
	
	 

	1
	The student finance award authorities in England, Wales and Northern Ireland collect the info – and SLC hosts the database that records this info
	The QCA collect data about their staff, and their markers
	Collect and process

	2
	Self-completion and online
	Online
	Intermediaries.  More detailed information might be collected by provides.

	3
	We don't do any checking;
we just record 'other', no text;
we record for the three Government administrations and pass on quarterly to two of them and never to the third
	Ethnicity data is processed elsewhere
	Only record 'other' as a tick box. 

	4
	To date we have captured for Government administration use. We now have an SLC Diversity Manager so we may start having our own reasons for capturing this data
	Don't know 
	Learning & Skills Council use results to monitor against the general population.  They do sometimes have problems with specific providers. 
Report diversity

	5
	
	Don't know 
	Other and no responses currently running at a total of 9%.

	6
	In academic year 2008/09 the non-respondent/unknown/other percentages were as follows: England domiciled = 38%; Wales domiciled = 83%; Northern Ireland domiciled = 69%; EU domiciled (studying in England, Wales or NI) = 99%
	Don't know 
	Any other' and 'not provided' are generally at 9%

	7
	Partially via subdivisions of Ethnicity e.g. British/Irish within White and Indian/Pakistani /Bangladeshi within Asian
	No
	Country of domicile is recorded, not nationality as such.

	8
	Yes – the ethnicity profile of those who go into HE differs from the UK population at large. This should be borne out by the figures from UCAS and HESA also.
	Don't know 
	No

	9
	Yes within the Student Finance applications database.
	Data is processed off site by external company
	Yes

	10
	Yes
	No
	Management information is both national and regional

	11
	No problems known other than the response rate 
	Don't know 
	None other the 9% shortfall

	12
	We are totally reliant on the students in this regard.
	Reasonably confident
	Confident

	13
	Not yet.
	Not aware
	The LSC does compare the data we collect on ethnicity with the national census but I am not aware how this is done 

	14
	To be answered later
	To be answered later
	Likely to aligned with 2001 census list until 2010/11 at the earliest.

	15
	To be answered by diversity manager.  Looking at our forms it looks like we are close to the ONS guideline from 2001.
	Further info to follow from HR management
	We have recommended the advice on collecting ethnicity in the CRE document, to providers who undertake the collection 

	16
	
	
	Consistent

	17
	Yes – we are collecting the data on their behalf
	Not sure
	Research - Learning & Skills Council;
DIUS;
DCSF

	18
	(a) No 
(b) Yes
	
	No

	19
	This is a question for DIUS and the devolved administrations
	 
	Yes 


	Ethnicity Data Definitions
	Record of telephone Interviews/responses continued

	
	
	

	Question
	Andrew Ledger - DCSF
	Trevor Deadman-Spall 
Dorset CC

	1
	Andrew's team collects data from learners and parents as part of longitudinal study;
and processes it
	Process schools' census data, and other data collected through social care, etc

	2
	Face to face
	N/A

	3
	They use a 'show card' - other description is noted, but not captured;
Very low non response;
They report on National Statistics bulletin;
For England results only
	Take as captured; compare year on year to establish any inconsistencies

	4
	Statistical purposes;
Policy interests;
Informed analysis
	Mostly reporting - key stage performances, etc

	5
	No problems
	No problems that they know of

	6
	Very low
	Very small - a dozen 'other' out of 55000; refused is about 500.  Still relatively few

	7
	No - they do capture religion and home language
	No  

	8
	They boost the numbers of ethnic minorities in their sample, so as to increase the numbers for a better mix of data;
 they adjust the values accordingly based on national averages
	No - much bigger White British group

	9
	Yes
	Yes

	10
	Yes
	Yes

	11
	Not really
	None

	12
	Confident
	Confident

	13
	Compare data with school Census data to see if there is any variation 
	Might compare with regional census data

	14
	No changes likely
	No changes likely

	15
	DCSF / broad Census groups
	DCSF / broad Census groups

	16
	None likely
	None likely; ethnicity is less of a problem than socio-economic issues, etc

	17
	-
	No

	18
	-
	-

	19
	Shorter list than main Census because the minority numbers are too small to be analysed with any confidence
	They pick and choose from the extended list as required


Annexe: F 
How the 2001 Census dealt with “Other” write-in responses [image: image15.emf][image: image16.emf]
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Annexe: G 
BREAKDOWN OF CODINGS IN 2001 CENSUS:  ONS SUPPLIED DATA

The table shows data from analysis of where people ticked boxes and/or wrote in on the ethnicity question. Columns 1-6 directly use ONS data, the others have been calculated for this paper. The definitions of each column are as follows:

Columns 1-6 : 
Percentage of respondents of each ethnicity sticking or writing in each main Census Category. 

Column 6: 
“Multicode”: Percentage of respondents who have ticked several boxes, and/or written in several places

Column 7:
Horizontal total   

Column 8: 
Identifies the size of the Category chosen most often for that group. Most write-in answers are allocated to this group in calculating Census percentages. However some ethnic groups cannot be allocated to a single category, these are:


Arab, Buddhist, Hindu,Iranian, Israeli, Jewish, Kurdish, Latin American (e.g. Cuban, Puerto Rican, Dominican, Hispanic), Moroccan, Multi-ethnic islands (e.g. Mauritian, Seychellois, Maldivian, St Helena), Muslim, Other Middle Eastern (e.g. Iraqi, Lebanese, Yemeni), Other North African, Sikh, South American includes Central American

Column 9: 
The percentage not in the largest category (100% minus column 8)

Column 10:
The number of people identified as belonging to this ethnic group in the 2001 England and Wales Census (all people, i.e. all codes, including Tick boxes and all write-ins)

Column 11:
The percentage of people in this ethnic group (Column 10 as a percentage)

Column 12:
The number of that ethnic group not in the largest category – all those who have written in or ticked in a category different to that which the majority of their ethnic group have done. Note these will mostly truly reflect the perceived ethnicity, while some may be miscoded. (Calculated by column 9 multiplied by column 10.)

Column 13:
The percentage of all England and Wales population not in the main category. (Calculated by column 12 as a percentage of E&W)

Implications of the table

The main implication is that responses to data collection using the Census codes but not reallocating write-ins, will have a similar pattern to that shown  in the tables below – though of course all but the higher level ethnicities will be hidden in the ”Other” categories.

When specifically collecting data for a small ethnic group not explicitly stated on the Census, the tables should prove helpful in understanding where responses are likely to fall, if written in. They also inform the decision on whether to include a separate tick box(es) for these group(s), and if so which category any such tick box(es) should come under. 

Also, the breakdowns inform the aggregation issue: if you have been supplied aggregated data, it is important to know the basis of the aggregation to assess compatibility with the census data, or other comparison dataset. The aggregation undertaken may not comply with the Census treatment of Other ethnic groups. 

However, when considering possible distortions and inaccuracies it needs to be borne in mind that:

· Other White, Other Asian, Other Black and Other Ethnic groups together made up just 4.0 per cent of the population of England and Wales in 2001

· The percentage of the population not coding in same category as the majority of their ethnic group is just 1.29%  (total column 13, below)

· The very small sizes of most of the groups: the majority are below 0.1% of the England & Wales population.  

Consequently, some aggregations may involve inaccuracies, but this can be tolerated given the size of the groups. 

Breakdown of Codings in 2001 Census: ONS Supplied Data
	Category
	1.
 White %
	2.
Mixed %
	3.
 Asian %
	4.
Black %
	5.
Chinese or other %
	6.
Mulitcode etc %
	7.
Total %
	8.
Largest Category %
	9.
% not coded in largest Category
	10.
Number in
E&Wales Population
	11.
% of E & Wales Population
	12.
Number not coded in largest Category
	13. % of all E&Wales not coded in largest category'

	British
	99.93
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.03
	100
	99.93
	0.07
	44,266,715
	85.06%
	29,085
	0.056%

	Irish
	99.80
	0.03
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.16
	100
	99.80
	0.20
	641,804
	1.23%
	1,254
	0.002%

	English
	98.99
	0.06
	0.01
	0.08
	0.09
	0.76
	100
	98.99
	1.01
	856,193
	1.65%
	8,628
	0.017%

	Scottish
	98.54
	0.11
	*
	0.01
	0.08
	1.26
	100
	98.54
	1.46
	31,027
	0.06%
	454
	0.001%

	Welsh
	99.09
	0.06
	0.00
	0.01
	0.10
	0.74
	100
	99.09
	0.91
	364,491
	0.70%
	3,326
	0.006%

	Cornish
	98.17
	0.06
	*
	*
	0.55
	1.21
	100
	98.17
	1.83
	29,746
	0.06%
	543
	0.001%

	Cypriot (part not stated)
	80.42
	5.83
	0.52
	0.17
	7.57
	5.49
	100
	80.42
	19.58
	10,002
	0.02%
	1,958
	0.004%

	Greek
	93.75
	1.81
	0.03
	0.07
	2.02
	2.33
	100
	93.75
	6.25
	37,737
	0.07%
	2,360
	0.005%

	Greek Cypriot
	84.98
	2.19
	0.04
	0.03
	9.37
	3.40
	100
	84.98
	15.02
	27,437
	0.05%
	4,122
	0.008%

	Turkish
	68.03
	4.42
	7.34
	0.15
	12.71
	7.34
	100
	68.03
	31.97
	47,149
	0.09%
	15,073
	0.029%

	Turkish Cypriot
	65.57
	2.81
	2.46
	0.20
	23.08
	5.88
	100
	65.57
	34.43
	13,556
	0.03%
	4,668
	0.009%

	Italian
	96.24
	0.97
	0.01
	0.03
	0.63
	2.12
	100
	96.24
	3.76
	87,452
	0.17%
	3,290
	0.006%

	Irish Traveller
	97.46
	*
	*
	*
	1.99
	0.54
	100
	97.46
	2.54
	552
	0.00%
	14
	0.000%

	Traveller
	60.31
	0.79
	*
	*
	31.63
	7.27
	100
	60.31
	39.69
	509
	0.00%
	202
	0.000%

	Gypsy/Romany
	64.17
	10.64
	0.29
	0.18
	12.04
	12.68
	100
	64.17
	35.83
	1,711
	0.00%
	613
	0.001%

	Polish
	97.62
	0.36
	0.02
	*
	0.53
	1.47
	100
	97.62
	2.38
	37,244
	0.07%
	886
	0.002%

	CIS
	93.41
	0.98
	1.98
	*
	1.90
	1.73
	100
	93.41
	6.59
	26,290
	0.05%
	1,732
	0.003%

	Kosovan
	89.29
	0.72
	0.51
	0.08
	4.51
	4.89
	100
	89.29
	10.71
	10,011
	0.02%
	1,072
	0.002%

	Albanian
	93.14
	0.49
	0.15
	*
	3.57
	2.65
	100
	93.14
	6.86
	5,464
	0.01%
	375
	0.001%

	Baltic States
	97.10
	0.36
	0.19
	*
	0.75
	1.60
	100
	97.10
	2.90
	5,870
	0.01%
	170
	0.000%

	White & Black Caribbean
	0.15
	88.34
	0.04
	0.18
	0.01
	11.27
	100
	88.34
	11.66
	236,402
	0.45%
	27,553
	0.053%

	White & Black African
	0.73
	91.28
	0.07
	0.70
	0.08
	7.14
	100
	91.28
	8.72
	78,412
	0.15%
	6,836
	0.013%

	White & Asian
	0.49
	88.15
	1.39
	0.02
	0.40
	9.53
	100
	88.15
	11.85
	188,231
	0.36%
	22,299
	0.043%

	Black and Asian
	0.70
	44.97
	28.26
	10.77
	2.16
	13.14
	100
	44.97
	55.03
	6,674
	0.01%
	3,673
	0.007%

	Black and Chinese
	0.41
	57.03
	0.31
	10.97
	16.92
	14.36
	100
	57.03
	42.97
	975
	0.00%
	419
	0.001%

	Black and White
	2.81
	82.75
	0.14
	5.72
	0.33
	8.26
	100
	82.75
	17.25
	11,661
	0.02%
	2,012
	0.004%

	Chinese and White
	1.68
	85.23
	0.12
	0.03
	7.53
	5.42
	100
	85.23
	14.77
	15,960
	0.03%
	2,357
	0.005%

	Asian and Chinese
	0.22
	57.75
	16.09
	*
	14.71
	11.23
	100
	57.75
	42.25
	1,380
	0.00%
	583
	0.001%

	Other mixed, mixed unspecified
	9.12
	61.77
	5.41
	1.81
	4.61
	17.29
	100
	61.77
	38.23
	82,173
	0.16%
	31,415
	0.060%

	Latin American
	46.91
	25.66
	0.10
	1.19
	22.39
	3.75
	100
	46.91
	53.09
	15,959
	0.03%
	8,472
	0.016%

	Bosnian
	96.15
	0.54
	0.15
	*
	1.94
	1.22
	100
	96.15
	3.85
	4,082
	0.01%
	157
	0.000%

	Croatian
	97.04
	0.35
	0.08
	0.08
	1.12
	1.33
	100
	97.04
	2.96
	3,750
	0.01%
	111
	0.000%

	Serbian
	97.54
	0.20
	*
	*
	1.21
	1.05
	100
	97.54
	2.46
	3,047
	0.01%
	75
	0.000%

	Other former Yugoslavia
	95.56
	0.89
	*
	*
	1.51
	2.04
	100
	95.56
	4.44
	5,628
	0.01%
	250
	0.000%

	South & Central American
	52.96
	20.72
	1.03
	8.03
	12.31
	4.95
	100
	52.96
	47.04
	26,529
	0.05%
	12,479
	0.024%

	Mixed White
	93.87
	4.58
	0.03
	0.05
	0.25
	1.22
	100
	93.87
	6.13
	73,572
	0.14%
	4,508
	0.009%

	Other White European etc 
	94.54
	2.37
	0.14
	0.15
	0.74
	2.04
	100
	94.54
	5.46
	444,928
	0.85%
	24,276
	0.047%

	Northern Irish
	97.78
	*
	*
	*
	*
	2.22
	100
	97.78
	2.22
	1,217
	0.00%
	27
	0.000%

	Other white, white unspecified
	93.75
	1.83
	1.19
	0.40
	0.25
	2.57
	100
	93.75
	6.25
	393,010
	0.76%
	24,555
	0.047%

	Mixed Irish/ Other White
	79.74
	10.75
	0.03
	*
	0.16
	9.31
	100
	79.74
	20.26
	17,826
	0.03%
	3,611
	0.007%

	Indian or British Indian
	0.11
	0.06
	95.84
	0.01
	0.02
	3.97
	100
	95.84
	4.16
	1,034,141
	1.99%
	43,065
	0.083%

	Pakistani or British Pakistani
	0.10
	0.02
	94.77
	0.00
	0.01
	5.10
	100
	94.77
	5.23
	694,075
	1.33%
	36,301
	0.070%

	Bangladeshi, British Bang.
	0.07
	0.01
	95.68
	0.00
	0.01
	4.23
	100
	95.68
	4.32
	280,820
	0.54%
	12,119
	0.023%

	Mixed Asian
	0.47
	4.41
	85.06
	*
	0.28
	9.77
	100
	85.06
	14.94
	6,773
	0.01%
	1,012
	0.002%

	Punjabi
	0.71
	0.39
	86.24
	*
	0.27
	12.39
	100
	86.24
	13.76
	2,550
	0.00%
	351
	0.001%

	Kashmiri
	0.50
	0.50
	92.08
	0.33
	0.74
	5.84
	100
	92.08
	7.92
	20,429
	0.04%
	1,618
	0.003%

	East African Asian
	0.61
	4.59
	85.92
	1.22
	0.51
	7.15
	100
	85.92
	14.08
	10,338
	0.02%
	1,456
	0.003%

	Sri Lankan
	0.93
	0.51
	90.64
	0.23
	0.46
	7.22
	100
	90.64
	9.36
	67,436
	0.13%
	6,311
	0.012%

	Tamil
	1.65
	0.32
	88.20
	0.14
	0.60
	9.10
	100
	88.20
	11.80
	5,714
	0.01%
	674
	0.001%

	Sinhalese
	1.16
	1.27
	90.70
	0.42
	0.85
	5.60
	100
	90.70
	9.30
	946
	0.00%
	88
	0.000%

	British Asian
	1.12
	1.19
	79.05
	0.16
	0.08
	18.40
	100
	79.05
	20.95
	23,066
	0.04%
	4,833
	0.009%

	Possible Mixed Nigerian
	*
	67.86
	*
	*
	7.14
	25.00
	100
	67.86
	32.14
	56
	0.00%
	18
	0.000%

	Possible Mixed Other Black
	1.14
	7.05
	0.57
	78.67
	*
	12.57
	100
	78.67
	21.33
	525
	0.00%
	112
	0.000%

	Possible Mixed Chinese
	2.90
	60.51
	1.27
	*
	22.64
	12.68
	100
	60.51
	39.49
	552
	0.00%
	218
	0.000%

	Possible Mixed Arab or ME
	12.57
	56.46
	11.34
	0.69
	6.23
	12.72
	100
	56.46
	43.54
	2,602
	0.00%
	1,133
	0.002%

	Possible Mixed Other group
	11.31
	55.19
	11.14
	0.64
	9.32
	12.39
	100
	55.19
	44.81
	6,392
	0.01%
	2,864
	0.006%

	Caribbean Asian
	1.17
	28.15
	41.22
	15.28
	6.18
	8.01
	100
	41.22
	58.78
	5,908
	0.01%
	3,473
	0.007%

	Part Asian
	8.86
	24.89
	24.89
	*
	1.69
	39.66
	100
	39.66
	60.34
	237
	0.00%
	143
	0.000%

	Other Asian, Asian unspecified
	5.44
	1.32
	39.87
	0.23
	1.33
	51.81
	100
	51.81
	48.19
	44,820
	0.09%
	21,598
	0.042%

	Ulster Scot
	94.55
	*
	*
	*
	*
	5.45
	100
	94.55
	5.45
	55
	0.00%
	3
	0.000%

	Caribbean
	0.39
	0.33
	0.43
	93.70
	0.07
	5.08
	100
	93.70
	6.30
	563,595
	1.08%
	35,484
	0.068%

	African
	1.92
	0.26
	1.14
	91.37
	0.24
	5.07
	100
	91.37
	8.63
	482,346
	0.93%
	41,603
	0.080%

	Somali
	5.31
	6.08
	2.51
	58.99
	8.05
	19.07
	100
	58.99
	41.01
	5,464
	0.01%
	2,241
	0.004%

	Mixed Black
	0.17
	4.47
	0.11
	90.32
	0.06
	4.86
	100
	90.32
	9.68
	12,315
	0.02%
	1,192
	0.002%

	Nigerian
	8.53
	4.10
	*
	25.69
	5.54
	56.15
	100
	56.15
	43.85
	903
	0.00%
	396
	0.001%

	Black British
	1.65
	1.40
	0.36
	84.99
	0.17
	11.42
	100
	84.99
	15.01
	49,046
	0.09%
	7,360
	0.014%

	Part Caribbean
	3.57
	65.79
	0.75
	10.53
	0.56
	18.80
	100
	65.79
	34.21
	532
	0.00%
	182
	0.000%

	Part African
	5.42
	65.00
	3.75
	8.33
	1.25
	16.25
	100
	65.00
	35.00
	240
	0.00%
	84
	0.000%

	Other Black, Black unspecified
	4.55
	5.25
	0.21
	54.36
	0.48
	35.15
	100
	54.36
	45.64
	14,909
	0.03%
	6,804
	0.013%

	Buddhist
	15.79
	*
	31.58
	*
	15.79
	36.84
	100
	36.84
	63.16
	19
	0.00%
	12
	0.000%

	Hindu
	4.90
	0.45
	35.86
	0.45
	0.89
	57.46
	100
	57.46
	42.54
	898
	0.00%
	382
	0.001%

	Jewish
	79.74
	1.77
	0.59
	0.11
	13.19
	4.61
	100
	79.74
	20.26
	12,233
	0.02%
	2,479
	0.005%

	Muslim
	13.44
	2.70
	25.58
	0.43
	3.13
	54.72
	100
	54.72
	45.28
	2,076
	0.00%
	940
	0.002%

	Sikh
	1.46
	0.45
	81.32
	*
	1.04
	15.72
	100
	81.32
	18.68
	7,919
	0.02%
	1,479
	0.003%

	Arab
	16.99
	15.31
	25.81
	2.94
	32.00
	6.96
	100
	32.00
	68.00
	45,027
	0.09%
	30,618
	0.059%

	Kurdish
	46.10
	3.24
	21.21
	0.06
	19.29
	10.10
	100
	46.10
	53.90
	12,009
	0.02%
	6,473
	0.012%

	Moroccan
	30.95
	18.73
	1.69
	6.59
	30.80
	11.24
	100
	30.95
	69.05
	5,221
	0.01%
	3,605
	0.007%

	Israeli
	84.82
	3.80
	3.35
	0.13
	4.99
	2.91
	100
	84.82
	15.18
	3,846
	0.01%
	584
	0.001%

	Part Chinese
	8.66
	27.71
	*
	*
	35.93
	27.71
	100
	35.93
	64.07
	231
	0.00%
	148
	0.000%

	Chinese
	0.18
	0.76
	0.36
	0.01
	94.53
	4.17
	100
	94.53
	5.47
	226,800
	0.44%
	12,410
	0.024%

	North African
	38.51
	18.37
	1.14
	5.26
	28.79
	7.93
	100
	38.51
	61.49
	19,204
	0.04%
	11,809
	0.023%

	Middle East
	26.28
	6.63
	41.81
	0.48
	18.05
	6.75
	100
	41.81
	58.19
	36,595
	0.07%
	21,295
	0.041%

	Vietnamese
	0.99
	0.82
	11.05
	0.05
	82.43
	4.67
	100
	82.43
	17.57
	17,553
	0.03%
	3,084
	0.006%

	Japanese
	0.66
	0.94
	35.13
	0.01
	60.10
	3.16
	100
	60.10
	39.90
	34,902
	0.07%
	13,925
	0.027%

	Filipino
	1.71
	2.54
	58.58
	0.11
	28.24
	8.82
	100
	58.58
	41.42
	37,590
	0.07%
	15,571
	0.030%

	Malaysian
	0.74
	2.38
	70.04
	0.17
	20.48
	6.19
	100
	70.04
	29.96
	10,003
	0.02%
	2,997
	0.006%

	Iranian
	19.46
	2.58
	55.90
	0.09
	11.03
	10.94
	100
	55.90
	44.10
	32,361
	0.06%
	14,270
	0.027%

	Any Other Group
	2.53
	4.62
	50.35
	1.25
	30.95
	10.29
	100
	50.35
	49.65
	58,467
	0.11%
	29,027
	0.056%

	Multi ethnic Islands
	3.12
	18.20
	50.58
	10.27
	10.15
	7.69
	100
	50.58
	49.42
	26,882
	0.05%
	13,286
	0.026%

	Possible Mixed Indian
	6.00
	40.50
	24.00
	3.00
	2.50
	24.00
	100
	40.50
	59.50
	200
	0.00%
	119
	0.000%

	Possible Mixed Pakistani
	6.83
	21.12
	24.22
	*
	4.35
	43.48
	100
	43.48
	56.52
	161
	0.00%
	91
	0.000%

	Possible Mixed Bangladeshi
	*
	17.95
	23.08
	*
	*
	58.97
	100
	58.97
	41.03
	39
	0.00%
	16
	0.000%

	Possible Mixed Punjabi
	*
	4.84
	72.58
	
	*
	22.58
	100
	72.58
	27.42
	62
	0.00%
	17
	0.000%

	Possible Mixed Kashmiri
	1.59
	1.59
	77.46
	0.95
	4.76
	13.65
	100
	77.46
	22.54
	315
	0.00%
	71
	0.000%

	Possible Mixed Other Asian
	1.54
	8.31
	74.46
	0.31
	0.92
	14.46
	100
	74.46
	25.54
	975
	0.00%
	249
	0.000%

	Possible Mixed Caribbean
	9.08
	45.66
	8.27
	12.60
	3.66
	20.73
	100
	45.66
	54.34
	738
	0.00%
	401
	0.001%

	Possible Mixed African
	15.73
	47.55
	1.40
	12.24
	5.59
	17.48
	100
	47.55
	52.45
	286
	0.00%
	150
	0.000%

	Possible Mixed Somali
	38.97
	19.12
	31.62
	4.41
	2.21
	3.68
	100
	38.97
	61.03
	136
	0.00%
	83
	0.000%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total
	52,041,909
	100%
	673,820
	1.295%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	England & Wales total 
	52,041,916
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Difference 
	7
	missing etc
	
	



















































































� � HYPERLINK "http://www.escs-isb.org.uk/standardslibrary/ADD.htm" ��http://www.escs-isb.org.uk/standardslibrary/ADD.htm� These common definitions were created by data definition alignment project to help implement interoperability across the ESCS system. These definitions are grouped into modules covering names, dates, gender, BS7666 addresses, other addresses, contacts and ethnicity


� ethnic-group-prioritisation-tool.doc ONS December 2008


� Note that the facility for online completion is planned for introduction in 2011


� See “Recommended questions for the 2009 Census Rehearsal and 2011 Census”, ONS 2008, page 17.


� Statistical Topic Note: Changes in Ethnicity Codes in the Pupil Level Annual School Census 2002-2003.  Ray Godfrey, Canterbury Christ Church University College, February 2004
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